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_Parent Educat;iﬁollbv Through Program
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", 8tatement of Problem . : ) . “

# There is airecognized need for delivery of appropriate child
gervices enéompaaaing«a theoretical framework characteristic of
\acological psychology (Brlm, 1975; Bronfenbrenner, 1976; Gordon, o  ./
1977). This framﬁwoxk may .be tranalated into educational programs - /)

linking the child's famiiy and the diverde seryvices offared by in-

formal networks and ‘formal agencies in the community.

-

. . . . ' ., N I-' *
N This approach has been supported by a congiderable body of = .
' \_ ’ v ‘ e
research literature demonstrating that the home and the .school
. i i .

environments in interaction with other systems have & direct impact

upon children and their patterns and motives for achievement o
. (Gordon, 1977). In essence, the child and,famili do not.behaﬁk in

’

ifblation from other impinging environmental syatems which fnclude .

the schoql, local agencifs, pblitical/legal systems, and economic : ‘

b [}

forces. This interaction of environments or agencies can be viewed .
N . .

as a transactional approach across sy¥sems or as a Community Impact

D

-

Model. . ‘ ' E T

Figure 1 is an adaptation of ideas from the work of Ofville

Brim (1975) and Urié Bronfenbremner (1976) which clarifies the above-~ .
* ‘ "
L} - . . L )
Thie study was supported by a grant from the Un1ted States ~
Qffice of Education (Grant Noe G00-77-01691) Lo the Unlverslty of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill. A : S
-~ . - i, . ‘
\ . » 1
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mentioned concepts of the Commu(jty Inmpact Model (qPrdon, 1978).
At _the center of Figure 1 is the family as a micr0*8y8¥om, Its

members engage in certain activities as a group ahd peiform certain
. N -, ~ . . '
roles which enable the family to function in an organizhd way.
. e . - k!
But tha family in turn is surrounded by three additional systems,

-

lhe first of these is the meso-system, conslating of the neigh*
)

L

borhoodx thé local epéras, rgcreatiOn facilities, local %.V., and the

v ~nearby sch?ol. The mgso-~system includes both formal and &nformal

-

i

. N 7‘\ ‘ -
forces which zfape and are shappd by the family. Ome can \then move
to the exo~sys&pm to agencles, the world of workv and Mmads media.

a political and 9001a1 gystems which qﬁgogg

Flnally, the economic
“the macro-system a{i/glay fundamental roles in ghaping the blace,
' Ve : '
”}time, dctivity, and roles which pccur within the fdmily. Based upon

this apprvach, aﬁy‘pgogr;Q’%f Bound‘educational value shOUlJ recognize
\ . v
fhe reciprocity that exists among these‘systems and degign-its
.
intervention.stratq‘}es accordingly.
v \ -

N

—_——

. \' ! -
Insert Figure 1 about here

L.

ot ~+

Applied Regearch and Developméntal Framework for Child Servides

. '\ , . i
In response to the need for a comprehensive child services
¥ ." . . :
program, the late Ira J. Gordon developed.the Parent Education ~
i“ _~i. \ ‘ e‘
Follow- Through Program (PEFTP) combining.a program of social action

ith _.research and development efforts that emphasize transactional

relationships between the home and impinging social systems.'

n
3
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Basic to the prbgrém is the assumption that parents exert a major oo

influence upon the intellectual devaelopment -of their éhildxen; and
that these parents serve as & vehicle by which new learning behaviors - .. -
. A \ re

are papsed on. To this end, the P)ieuc Education Follow Through

v ) LJ A

Program targets the home envirpnment because it is a basic assump-

S

tion bf the program that success in this environment will lead
* N

&
to success in other environments as wall. O&ce changes are made

in these environments, it is anticipated that an improved relation-
ship among §he home, schog, and community will emerge. The major

; + - N . R s e
features of the program include the fallowing: (1) comprehensive ®

services £ partil&pating families (social, psychological, an&

€ .

méd{éal); (2) howme vigitors, labelled as parent educators, who ) N

visit parents in their homes and work in the classrooms with these

parents' children; (3) home learning gctivities, which are develo&ad
by parenté and staff at various sites and are brought jnto the howme
by the baren; educator, witb the emphasis placed upon parental teach- ~

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

and meetings which agp organized to Pacilitate increased'parental-

involvement, allowing parents to betome partners, along with teachers, in

~¢

the educational dévelopment of theix children. These features of

-

parﬁntal involvement underscore six major roles of parents in the

education of their children: teachers of their own children; paid _ W

paraprofessionals, decision makers and policy advisors through Pdlicy
Advisory Committees, adult learners of new skills, and-volunteers

I : ' .

M x
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K
. . ’
’

in the classroom (see Figure2),” .The parents' involvement in thaese
_ . : \

 yoles-facilhtates their influence upon” the program and,also regults

in the.enhancement of their own and their children's development.
. . . A

i

Insert Figure<«2 about here

"0

ye

.

One role of invpivement for parents is as teigpars of theix

L) ”
own children. There is a special emphasis in the ‘Parent Education .

)

. . . -
Follow Through Program for helping parents learn more affective
ways of teaching their own children at home. A second parental role,
the paid paraprofessional home visitor, involves the parent as an

employee 1in the pfogram. In each of the Parent EducatioY»Follow

e

Through cdmmunities, the persons hired as home vigitors must be
- . - ‘ ) .
representat%yq of the population which thé program is serving.

This home visitor works with other parents by portfayiqg a wodel "

P a 4 ,
'for them in the home and spends the remainder of the job time

in the classrooms of the children. A third role.involves parents
‘as participants in decision making and in the gov«gnanée activities
of the Policy Advisory Committee (PAC). This role‘allows the - _

parents tq become skillful and self-confident advocates for their
N /’ 2

children. The fourth and fifth roles, ngmely aduit-learner ahd

4
. 4 '
audience or red@yients of information, involve parent education

. | )
for self-enhancement. The personal satisfaction derived from this

> .

_role helps to increasa the parent's understanding of the child. In

.
L)

gddition, the parent serves as a role model, thereﬁy possibly

- v

.
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fmproving the parent/child relationship. In carrying out thess '
. ?

roles, pareuts are asked to participate in classes or serve as °

- L4

raciplents of information in many situations, The last, but certainly } .

+

not thé least important xole, focuses upon the parent as-a volunteer Y e
in the classroom. This type of work helps to inform parents about e

the Bthool environment as well as helping the school performa - T

wore efficient job of educating its studeq&s. Bringing these L -

al

"parents into the school results in changes in teachers as well as’ :

2

¢ pare?ts and children (Rubin, 1979). ' ’ S

Evaluative Research

N L oo 1Y

“r

The program’s comprehensive thrust for parent. involvement'
as mentioned above requires multiple evalustion techniques to
. Ne 4 :

“

adequately and validly measure any evidence of ygucedss. -~ Similar

Lo

v

app‘baches have been taken by other resqapéhers evaluating early -

childhood edue¢ation programs. Rindskopf,(19783; in advocating

B 1

myltiple techniques of eygluation, stated: - - , o "
With perfect information from flawlessly designed. and

executed evaluations of social programs in ghort

supply, evaludtors are urged to look to gathering = . B

" many kinds of evidence and analyzing it by multiple -

. methods to reduce the incidence of errzﬁeous— )

conclusions. - (p. 75) .
. . . o ’ v i -

* The evaluative research discussed in this paper highlighté ) -

“
Rl

. ! . . ¥ . D '
A " ’ both qualitative and quantitative indicators of program success.

~ IS ' ' N -~ 1
- : ¢ = o :
- % . .
) . - 3
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Ry e The data that‘aye discussed were collected.in the PEFTP communities’
A o ., which are located throughout the United §tates in six urban_ and

. S four rural settings and serve approximately 8,000 families and

) \ . their elementary school children .in kindergirten tyrough third
N . . : ° o ?
“~ grade. This program has been implemented if these communities for °

.

<

= the pasﬁ eleven years and several different types of data have \\
beén collggted. These data gources include: (1) descriptive

. . ~data which include retords of quality and quantity of hgme vigits

X .. . C . e .
. made to participating children, paignb participation, and parental

volunteeging; (2) child achievement data frofh standardifed achievement

[ . A . -~

‘teses. for grades K-3, data focusing on parental teaching behaviors

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

ER ~ " case study informstion focusing upon the program's impact in these

.

~¢f copmunities. Each of these data was analyzed according to its

N

. relationship to the parental roles praeviously mentioned. A discussion
«  of these three data categories follows (Olmsted, Rubin, & True,

1979). ' ‘ *

b

. * Descriptive data. The: first category of data deals with-de-
 scriptijve statisfics which focus upon: .(1) home visitations made

by paraprofessionals into the homes of Yparents in our program and

paraprofessional time spent with the teacher.in planning for thtase

Ll
Pton . E

home Visitations (2) parent decision making and atteundance at meetings

L]
> o

and activities? and (3) parental clyssroom yolunteering. ’ ‘

’ . -

Data pertaining to the home visitation component of Qur program
o S .
g- ‘ ) ' /

»




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

. : g N
- received gt least 80% of their scheduled home iisits during the

v . e . e .
o . - . A}

\ . e
, Y \
4 -

! " Comprehensive Model
8 ¢ ®

illustrate the keay roles of parents as teachers of one's own child

+ ~

and of paraprofessional. In oyr program, paraprofessionals visit

v,

the homes of our.children as well ag wqfk with theée children and

/ o i
their teachers in their respective classrooms. Thaese home visits .

distinguiéh our program from other Follow Throetigh programs which

~

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

home and working-in the classroom, the paraprofessional helps ta

o

develop the_partanshipvbetween the home and the school. More-~

-

over, it is during this visit €hat the paraprofessional helps the
parent become @ more effective teacher of his or her own child.

The number of planned home visits varies from family to family.

Typically, most of our communities require .one home.visit per wesk

N - . 9 X
a home visit abservation -report designated as the Parent Educator

¢

Weekly -Report (PEWR). Success for this component of our ptogram

was evidenced by more than 80% of the children repeiviﬁg at 1§ast .
o S Nt

80% of their planned visits.
. ; « / .
In Table 1 are presented the data cbncenning{¢he parcentage
. of families receiving at least 80% of the scheduled Home visits. Ly

In one of the coﬁmunitiesv,10oz %Y al},Follow Thréugh families

. -

' 1977-78 school year. To place this in perspective, over 5,143

s

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

home visits were madaé. .
P

e e 4 i e i S L i Bt ks s -~ Forma et R s i g e R e T T T e e s T R e e T N T e S e e e W
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Planning for these home visitations is essential in our parent
Al

involvement program. - Therefore, the program requires that the

teacher and paquroﬁéssional parsht edufator jointiy plan for the

week's home visgits, These planning data are recorded on the PEWR

L

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

-

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

\ thoge times showing more than one~half (%), hcur'per week were in-

]

-

cluded in the count. If, of the total paraprofessional-teacher
) < . > .

<

dyads, 75% indicated at least % hour planning time, the requirement

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

professional-teacher planning has been takfhg place andlzké)medisn
community éerqantage’has rigen from 81% in 19%6-77 to 100X in 1977+

v

e d _ 7 8. ", ) r: - .

As a program stressing parent involvement, ye are particularly - ,

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

-

at meetings and the 'number of parents who attend these policy making
meetings and activities. These dat'a stress the parental roles of A

decision maker, adult learner, and audience. They were collected ) ,
$ . ’ 1

continuously by participating communities utilizing minutes and sign- ,, .

- >

' . : ) . s _ '
: in sheets at the meetings and activities. . Evidence; of success for

these components ©f our programs was shown by: (1) the frequencies
* g

- ' of parental decisions being made which were relevant to the program;

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

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

-

a PAC activity. : K

Data concerning decisions wmade by parents at PAC meetings

-

dre presented in Table 2. Examples of these decisionsg address
» ”‘ 7 L

topics such as: determining the criteria for the, selection of ' - o
¢ v »
paraprofessionals, writing proposals, and gathering information for

presentation in Washingtoii.D.C. to support the fytpre funding -

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

were made at'173'd%fferent meetiﬁga during the 1977-78 school year. v

’
- &

»

r

Insert Table Q'abOut here .

J
In Table 3, data are presented concerning parent-attendance

h's

at various PAC meetings which focus upon topics such as hiring of -
personnel, proposal writing, 4nd reviewing actions taken by parents

to support the future funding of the program. In addition, these

: . . L ' ~-
data reflect gttendance at committee meetings such as the following: /
Executive )
Home Learning Activity Developmenti and Evaluation
Grievance

Comprehensive Services
Career Development - : . )
Evaluation R voO y
Curriculum . :
Personnel

Attendance at these meetings has rcmained congfspently high over

. a five year period. ,

| 51’7 + . “ '- ) .
\ ‘ / ' . . : : | . ., ’ l..
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"Insert Table 3 about here
-~

[

b}

In additivon to these meetings, parents have attended much
PAC sctivity functions as.Gradpate Equivalency Diploma (GED)
classes and banquets honoring activé parénts in the program, The
those of an' adult learner and audience, respectively. As one will
observe in Table 3, attendance at these and géhef\éctivities has

-

steadily increased over a five yeatr pariod. The median percentage

*

.~of families attending activity functions at least one time across
, _

l'451.commuhities.has\iucréased from 15% in 1973~74 to 50% in 1977~ .

78.

The last type of .descriptive data pertaids to the involvement -+

-

~——

of parents as volunteers in the classroom. The program empbaaizéj//x/$

this role of volunteering which igcludes classroom activities for

v
-

parénts such as housekeeping, clerical, instruetional, materiala,

development, and evaluation. Sigﬁlin sheets are provided for the

parents “in -each clagsroom and evidence of success in this area is

shown bylhaving.at'least.JSZ_of:the parents volunteexring in the class-
. : > * ¥
room. N

nggehparental volunteerlng ﬂata are: reflq/;ed in Table 4.
The percehtage of parents wa have volunteercd in the ClaserOm at

least once has increased from 1973—74 to 1977-78. These high !

percentages indficate the active involvement on the part of parents.
e

A2 SEARY

JE oy Vo)
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| wﬁsﬁ pircigipatiug {n classroom activities suth e
. . - .

. b . : - .. ‘. . S Ky
: recorde, evaluating, and developing materiwmla. .
- ~
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s ’ . Insert Table 4 about here  ,° -
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These dascriptiﬁe‘gata;_wkich cover diverse
L]
PN - \, .

involvement, are impreseive in that theyfﬁhow th

»

%y . . i“,

*w , . in the home, c]assroam and at PAC megtings and 8chiV1t'
X , .
parents make dec131ons.regard1ng their chlldren, the Foll
& - N ) v
. pyogram, the school system, and the c?mmuhity (Rubin, 1979)

a T . " Inferential data. In addition to the f0regoing'des¢riptivg’
- L N

. t . -~ . t

inferential data were collected to demonstrate other aspects of

program effectiveness. These data include child achievement data,

LT achievement and, finally, the effect the program has had
o of the family other;than the targeted child (Olmsted, Rublin, o

1979). ' o

True,

v : o The assessment of child achievement data has been conducted

"
Ad L

v . 'S N )
S . by PRFTP evaluation staff as well as outside research corporations.

.
N s

. . o .,
Both farms of evgluation have concluded similar results. Basecd

Vg ” . .

.+~ on these evaluations, it can generally be inferred that child
. . : _

achievement behav i0r is

-
v
<« . f
. . N

influenced by the involvement of‘parents.in

_ o : all of the six roles previously mentioned, and specifically by the’
-\-, " "$i" . x ) . . ." .
: o : ‘role of parent as teather of own child. X
Cn oo > s [
. ’ N
. 13
¢ . > 1,\ ~—

eaching, keeping

cas of pjrental L”

*qfccessful impalt -
N

‘the relationship between program related teaching behaviors and gﬁ 1d

pon members

.

[

s

-

A

3
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The external evaluations wexé conducted by the'Stanford '<’5

y;

-

. Rasearch Jnstituts and Abt Aéaociabeq'(197?2 on a lougitudi-
. - nal basis. A reanalysis of these data was condﬁcﬁed“by House, \
- . ! “ . \\'-\ - : -0
Glass, McLean, & Walker (1977). Both studies provided significant

evidence for ghe effectiveness of the PEFTP. The Abt. evaluation rank-

P ~—

77 ed the PEFTP second in basic akills and affective domains and also

high in Cognitive Conceﬁtua} akills. The iOngibudinal effects

N e - - . \' v - * .
. showed that the PEFTP produced positive affects in raising the ’
0 A . . . e .-
academic achievement levEls of its participants. The results R

- are especially significant given-certain comparison and PEFTP N '

" group differeﬁc@s. For example,'thz.Folléw Through children had
lower scores on treadiness tests, they reprusented fewer intagt
S, 5 o _

families, and most families were of lower socioeconomic levels
. _

»

(Gréenwood , Ware,A&~Gofdon,'}n prepafation). Thf’eﬁﬁggfison groups
exhibited a 15-20 point advantage in IQisco;eé‘overggﬁFTP children.

Comparison children also came from middle to upper middle clgss
sociloeconomic backgrounds.Jfkor these reasons, we can conclude that
. “ ) . " 1 -
results in which PEFTP children perform better than or equal to
A~

non-PEFTP children are favorable to the program. o

e Analysis of child achievement for PEFTP children and non-

- PEFTP qogﬁhrisoh group children has been done by'the project staff

e~

annually. MANOVA, M&NCOVA, ANOVAY and ANCOVA are used to analyze
. R

these data. Evaluation is conducted utilizing the scores of the

) community-~specific achievement tests rather} than selecting one

Bl
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l'analysqs that were perfdrﬁ@d (Olmated,'prin; True, & Revicki, in

+» (DTB®) used (see Appendix A). -Thesé'teéching‘behaéiqrg_bre stress—

(E "j‘“" e T ' ’ L ,‘1‘ AR RN N SRt N
¢ [ L o
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L t ‘\ __“
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’ ) Compxehendive Model i
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-~ T a— 4 . ) ] . . s e
g - 14 . '
achievement test to use across sll communities.  Also, in some ‘ Lt
. L ' . : » -
g .

PEFTP commnities, a compaxable non-PEFTP sampls could not be

o

located. Tonsequently, the data ppeiiﬁted here are from eight'of= e

the ten PEFTP sited and’ are summgrizet across various achievement

Jn e
. v - a . Lo o~
batteries. o : b

A aummary of the analyses of child achievement test resulte
for.1973 through 1978 1ndicates effecta favorlyg the PEFTP chlldrgn - v A

“at about 35.4% thh the: foects faVOrlng the compgrinQn grOup at |

-2l.92.a No'signxflcant-d}@fereﬁpe ochnrred 1n'42.7z of. the gstatistical \

[ o EY

préas). Again, results which indicate that PEFTP children perforﬁ ‘ - .

<

better than or equal to non~PEFTP children are cqnsiherad favorable - N

to the program, _ e ~ SR . R ,
T A second area of positive 1mpact has been the relarlonshlp

s

between parental-teachlng-behaVLOxs and.achlevement aq 1ndicated o S

£

by a study: v1deotap1ng parents neaghln@ their chlldren a purtlcular

task. Parents whose ehlldren had been in the program for one year

n 4 1 \

were compared with parents aof non*PLFTP chleren. ,These v1deo;'

tapes were scored for the'numberVOffDésirable Teépﬁiﬁg Behaviors

ed during home visits and are ysed in teaching the home learning

©
&

activities. The results indicated that PEFTP-par&nts had aﬁmean

of '24,0 DTBs used durlng the teaching session. Non—PEFPP parents
7
scored ad mean ‘of 14. 5 de31rab1e teachlng behav1ors ‘used .’ The‘



munity impact was recorded through a naturalistic approach to -

.- - ™. A . . i .
prepare community case studies, our third evaluative approach.
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LI

&ifference-was aEgtiaticnlly signi%ic@nt; F(1,63) !?6.35, 34305{

\

,leadlng one to inferx that panticipation in tha PﬂQT progrgm in-

)

.creased th& parents dse of desirable teachmgg behav1ora and 1@proved .

“

parent ¢hild interagtlon. In anothar atudy of this type (Oimsted,’

Ky ‘.

1977), it was shown that the number of DTBs used by the parent

i

correlated with reading'(g_* .50, p £.001) and with math (g'* (39,

.- p L. 05) o ¢ Lo

t
.("

A third area of effectiveness hha .been spown in etud{es‘of e

vgrtlcal diffusion (Kinard,: 197&~ Moreno, 1974* Wgre Qrgan, Olmsted,

£

& Moreno, 1974). Vertical diffusion refers to tha phenomenon by

which members of the\fpmlly other than the target child are affected
' ' {

by the program. Our studies of vertical diffusion showed positive

i

effects 04 school readiness for siblings of PEFTP children. These

studies found that children comlng ‘from PEFTP homes scored frigher -
. ™~

on the Preschool Inventory than did c0mparab1e children c¢oming . ., "

from non-PEFTP homes. This research’ aupperts the assumption thhéé f%%;

o

if the PEf&P changes parental teachlng style ‘and parent—child inter-

action, thert the parents may apply these newly acquired gkills with

thelr youriger children (Olmsted, Rubin, & True, 1979)

-~

Case study da;a. Because thp Parent Education Follow lhrOugh

Program combines educational innovatign, parent /commmity involvement,
and comprehensive services, it requires multiple evaluation techniques

as mentioned “®Arlier, and during the 1977-78 school year, its com-
o _ N

] . -

B 7
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™ . Bumphasizing the pr?gram's fmpact from the participants' parspectives, -
\ . , . v .

' this qnalitativa evalua;ion represented an attempt -to maintain aanﬂécivity .

s % Q r (\.. . -

W local hooditionu in t.he commumties gnd to the wildePrange of a -
) Y

-

' N desired outcomas 6f the program 8 1arge~scale aocxal 1neervont&on :
= . #
(True, 1979). '

) . \ \ i ~
iews, and analysis of unsynthesized recordi

Observation, interd
. Ve

were integrated to illuminate issues and impact. The priwary

3 i . . *
‘4// concern was description and interpretation; taking into account -
~. : . > -t

v \'t ’ » ‘9 ’ :
-the unique pattern of circumstances in thk communities, the evaluation

~

vt

) was -adaptable and eclectic.
\ kY . t

Central to the design was the uncoverxng of part1c1pants
. ( )

perspectivas through open-ended, discursive forms of interviews.

P

Parents, parent educators, community leaders, school persomnel, -~ - .
- ‘ - - -~ '
\ : and others ere interviewed by trained fieldworkers to elicit in- )
depth accoynts of personal and 1nat1tut10nal impact. .
| 3

Aspects of the ethnograph1c approach were used to guther data,

N

. and anthropoldgical éoncapts provided a theoratical framework for
viewing social précess; Theffieldworkéfs were guided by the method's
persp;;t;ve and its mult;factorlal, in v1véj:pproach go uncover
process effects, yet no claim is made that the final éescriptive ' '
accounts are ethnographies oft change. As pointéd out by Wolcott
(1975), "one does not have to be an ethnOgrapher to avail himself

S
of element§ of an ethnographle approach in ??%_reseqrch (p. 116)

One fieldworker was d%sigﬂed to each community and:was re—

%

-

< ) ’ . !
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.

sponsible fox: collecting relevant data and preparing the fi.nal

2 -

.
narrative, Four doctoral students in education collected data for
\

in the study. Seven exprassod a dtrong desire to dd 60, as fndicatqd

-

- on #n inventory distributed at the begloning of the 1977778 school
*  oyear. - | ‘ -
Before baginming data collection in communities, the field-

! - [ v . . "\ * - )
worgers participated 1in t!i;ning-pessidﬁh with Follow Through
" staff. The sessions focusgdABn: .oriencacigﬁ to Foilovahrough

[3

prograﬁs in general and the Parenf hddﬁatibn Model in particular,

-

. clarification of obJectlves and ‘procedures for the impact étudy,
ca
'1?Zhd introductofy training in anthgopological theory.and methods,

As could be eXpected,dsite variation in {mpaét had occuﬁr&d,
reflectlng communlty dlfferénces 19 rac1al; ethnic, -and economic
ChﬂraCt@rlstILB as well as spec1f1c c1rcungtdnces (e. g- desegre~
gation, teacher strikes, natural disastets). Yet, cértain patterns
emaerged indicating crogs~community impactz notaﬁ}y in the areas
of deliQery of coﬁprehensive services, cross—cultural linkages,
cargér devélopmén{, and prégram development.

; N :
One major area of impact has been increased parental invo®e-

-

ment in decision making, fostering improvement in the delivery of

/i
cﬁhprehenaive 80cia1, psychological, dnd medical services for needy

4

ST w

families. With the cooperation and enc0uragement ofs Follow Through
. . N . ;\ m «

personnel, parents have beCOme more 1nformed congsumers of services-

and more effective advocates for;lmprovad delivery. 1In a south-

- *

o 18

“

aaven commuaitles. A1l the communihies hdd been 1nvited to particip&ta

f .-

T
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western ‘aite, for examp{i, coordin&tion and active advocacy by

* w
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N -~

RN L

parents have lmproved the haalth and wellwbelng of many minortty

4

I

. families and gontrlbuted sign1f1cant1y to, their childran 8 educational

Pl

) ~i,
advahcement. ;;ng three-year survey, parents indicated health

sexrvices provided by the program met g critical need in the community,

Y or

The emergence of parent coalitions to improve child services

also had the noticegbI{ effect of enhancing cross—cultrual sen-

sitivity in nultietﬁﬁ'

communities.

.Cooperative efforts to help

children have created bonds of thity and undg&gthnd&hg where division

and diSCOxJ\?hd ex1sted before.

* . .
In a midwentern site, for example,

program efforts to integrate Chippewa culture into school actgvitxée

3

and curriculum development have promoted’fnvolvemcnt of Native

American parents in schodl and community affapiys, thug improving
v L) ko ’ .

comnunity dialogue and fostering pride in and’appreciat{on of the

cultural traditions of the Chippewai

1
- .

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

- o %

uthwestern site where the staff has encouraged the development

of multhcultural curricula responsive to the Hispanic population

and promoted collaborative projects linking Blacks apd Hispanics

for the impr6Vement of school programs and the delivery of comprehensive

gervices. Recognizing the unique sociocultural characteristics

of ‘this community and the other sites, the model sponsoxr has en-

couraged site variation responsive to community needs. ' The

sponsor Las provided principles and guidance for parental participation,.

= N\ ‘

¢ Y-

A
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And¢her ;ignificant area of impact has been ZJareer development
of léw 1néom§ pafenta..'ny'providing pargpgéfeaeionil and non-

-

L 4

for career advancement, tha program has helped many parents become

S . _ .o, :
self~sufficient, better their socloaconomic status, and gaiq more -
: ¢ _ . . .

2

g ) . . . . ‘
salf-confidence. As repoftéﬁ’by gxﬁengs;and educators, the persongl

$

 growth and career advancenment of parents hélpedmgbémnivate children

s "
4 . A
as seen in the children's school achievementy =

Recogni;ion of the program's impadt:in diverse ateas has

prompted the development of similar programs in various model sites.

®

Spin-off programs include a natioqaﬁiy valgdhtedﬂnoﬁelhase program,

- '

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

and special programs to help parents with hardicappéd chil@ren.

1]

In general; the finéings of the impact evaluation éﬁpport the view
v

A}

that in order to be effective, progran® .must recognize therright

v 4,
of parents to participate actively in the education of their children,

a

thareby, establishing parfnerahipa of parity to improve child- ¢
services (True, 1979). . . ¢

1‘. « . . ) '
Conclusions -

/ :
The data presented hére demonstrate the successful impact

-

that the program has had upon parents, children,.schodol, school
system, and the community. The degcriptive statistics indicated
the model's impact in diverse areas: frequency of home visitations

o
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¢ made by pagggrbfeeeionals into tﬂe hguies of pa?ﬁ{cipq&ing parents and |
'planﬁing for thege viaits-én the part, of th@‘tehghers aﬁ& pigépt. S

[T b

educatoigb parental decision-making; frequency of parental _atténdance

\ . i : -
at Pdlioy Advisory Committee meetings and activities by parents ° -

-
!

jand classroom volunteering. The'inferential’ statistics éhowed
. :' :&that Follow Through'bhildreg-achievgd bettaer than or équal to
comparigon groups in moat, commuhifies, that PEFTP pa{gnts used
significantly more Desifable Teaching ﬁeﬁqv{g}s th;n non-PEFTP | S

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

-
' . . 1

Teaching Behaviors and child achievement, and that vertical diffusion

is evident in participating families. Moreover, the case gtudy ,

\

*  data showed the model's social, political, and economi¢ effects.

The case studies highlighted impact in the.,artas of compreheunsive
gervices (social, medical,dental, and psychological), cross—cultural

communication, linkages, career development, and program -

-

- _ develop'ﬁht. ' :

Implications
» ) '
% - ° ‘The Parent Education Follow Through Program for child services
' a4 A T

. .
¥ . .
. . N . N

<. ' . represents a needsresponsive, holistic intervention, which yields
- \ X l‘ L3
positive effects in the complex network of cultural, social, in-
. v e - . A ” gt
stitutional, and psychological variaBles of the learning milieu.

Recognizing the interlocking social systems impinging on the learning

~ .

« .brocess, 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 sponsor'has c

v

A
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fostered personal-/and institgtion;l fmprovement directly related

'F“- ) ' ] N ' ' .

to child development and thus underscored the need, for a social
. ) ' ’ .‘

systems perspective for ghild sexvices! Central to the deaign -

is the rols of the sponsor as a change agént ‘in translsting a -~

thaoretical framework for implementation into actuasl practices of

ongoing sducational gettings. -
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: Desirable Teachfng Behaviors for I
- " The Pnréng Edu§ation'Foilow Through Program  ( e - :
| . - e e e g g
> ‘ 1. Before starting an activity, explain what.you are going
to do. - . ', -
- T2, ;efore starting an activity, give ;he learner time to f*amilin_rfr° 1
N ize himeelf or herself with the materials, | ' K
! 3. A;i questions which have more than one cofrect‘ggswerg i . ) o i
o 4. Ask queations whith Fequtre multgple—word-answers. ™
. 5. Enéoqrage the learner td énlarge upon his or'ﬁerhanswgr.
6. Get the learner to ask questions. o ]
. 7. Give the learner tgme to thiﬁk about the problem;qdon’t.be:too
- 'quigk to help.. : | \ o . _‘\\
8. Get the learnef to maké judéments. on the Epeis of evidence
; rather-thau'by guessing. | ) . . -
L 9, Praise the learner vwhen he or she does wellkér‘takes small
_ﬁﬂi% - gteps in the right direction. : - _' .
> :\10. Let the 1earner‘kﬁow when his or her anewér or work‘ia wrong, )
- | "but do so in a positive or neutral manner. - ’ Co . B
g . : : : o
Note. This'ihformatiod was taken from the files oﬁltheuParént - . -
; . Education Folléw Through Program 1oca£%a ag the University of
. North Carolina at Chapel Hill. ' 4 a | o fﬁc
Y
- 'aé?é; : ‘ 7 *‘ :
. ‘ | NN ° e
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. " , ‘ ‘ * Number of Decisions Made
R . . : “ I :

° ot L at Policy Advisory Cammittee-ueetinga! , o _
, . > p o R
. . . @« : : COWRG
7.}976 ~ 1918 w // . : :"ff
] v ' - b * i ) .. "i
Yoo ‘ s * . 7
, ~ — ey “' o P ‘- » AN ,f
Y@@k‘ - Lowest Median . - - Highest R
S ¢ " Coumunity. Community Community ¥

- # ' . " ‘ . ‘ - . | - - * ,

o 1975476 o . : o . w
( , , o

Decisions. 7 . - 235
Ny ) Iy ) . .

_Meetings -9 8 138 . \

_ . , T,
. 1976-77 g | | A - .
‘ % Decisiong 46 107 376 o
& 54 . . i . .
- LY N . ! : . . : B
- Maetiggsb ©20 3 66 . E O
. /"Q - 3. . . ) . - .
> ~ ~ N . : . : L
1977-78 D | R
. . Decisions " 50 . . -263 - . 680 ' - e
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