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M This report deaeribea the thirteen Council on Qualiﬁy Edubation

Early thldhood/Family Education programs from the perspective of | . _ , g

external evaluation researchers.. The data come, from personal on-gite - \\\
_ ;

interviews with forty program staff memhera;‘personal interviews with
forty local prohram Advisory Board participangs and local school'of-

’ _ | ficials, telephone interviews with 127 parent participadts‘ and direct

pa v ~

" observations of twenty—four program activitieé Thefreport is largely

descfiptive, though we have included interpretations (clearly labeded
as such) in accordance with our understanding of the evaluatiod mandate, -
.namely, to provide an ex¥ernal pé{spective on-the implementation and

' effectivaness of these:prog:;ms. | ‘ i p S N d. \ - .:

- - . & * . . . . . '. .
~ We began this evaluation effprt in early February having had no

-
~ N v

prior contact with these programs and (n complete 1gnorance of their | :
purpose, functioning, and outcomes. Members of the CQE staff and ‘ dq'

members of the;CQE State Advisory Board for Early Childhood/Family .

v

-

Education Programs‘review and discussed research-instrumepts during

> their development. -Progra staff‘were uniformly cordial;‘cooperative,

 and open to our inquiries and observations. _ ' . o v

While the evaluation Was’ constrained by the usual limitations bf ol

]

time and resources, we feﬁl confident that this intensive effort has : 1;' B

L)
<

resulted in a relatively dhorough and in—depth review of overall program

)

. R implementation. We initially expected to provide nothing but purely

degcriptive information-in the event that the very short time schedule

[

did not permit sufficient data\iollection to wartant judgmenti d

w feel

interpretations.QhHaying collectei and analyred the data w
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~ that we would be remiss if we did not share with the reader er‘conclusion

1

that, on the whole, these are outstanding demonstration programg --

.' - l - . A (
carefully gonceived, diligently implemented and enthusiastically received

by ptogram participantsb ,
¢ N ¢

As full-time evaluators we see a large vériety of programs. It is

v \

rare, in our experience, to find a group of programs of guch generally

1
(4] «

high caliber. We conclude this evaluation with a strong senée that

\ . . . . “

these are programs deserving of greater public atténtion. That, at any

1

rate, 8 our opinion after intensive study of these programs. Readers \\

are urged to draw their own conclusions from the data which follow,

fj ‘ . : ' I e : . . N
. - N .

# " The report is written in two parts. The first part attempts to

s

provide an overview of all thirteen’ﬁrogramé,'to identify. and describe -

patterns that cut across programsg, and to paint an aggfegate picture OJ<
.' . ) i e X \
the total-CQE early childhood/family education effort. The first part

wi]g discuss overall‘pfogramxjmplementation; the strengths and wbaknesses

\

of -various prdgram Q:Tiiients; staff and non-staff views on program ef-
g . ) *
fectiveness; program operations (outreach, facilities, staffing and

relationships to schools and community agencies); local program evaluation;

~

program rationales; and overall parent participant reaction,

'Q The éécoig)part of the repbrtlpfeéents intefy;ewqinformation and
obserYation dé;a’on site-by~site variations. -In the second part we shall
attempt to brigf.& capture the unique charact§r of each iﬂdividual pro~:
gram_§ite. Three kinds'of info;mation will be provided about each site;

. (i) an oVerview statement outlining the nature, activities, special

features, and basic thrust of each program; (2) full and detailed de~

5 .

v

gscriptions of program activities observed on the day of each site visit;

and<(3) comments made by parents in responsg to openjgnded telephone
o ) interviow «l.a\.\.;p'(;_iom,-, \ ’ 8 - ]

‘& ’ . \ . N '
B . . ) ‘. N « . - .
. s - . . . N
'Full Text Provide c R . N . .
. . a . . . N

I . N . . hd 3
4 e . .




w o _PROGRAM - COMPONENTS .
o S |

*ﬁ“" : * - Fach of the thirteenfCQE Early“Childhood'and Family Educatipn grograms
ie‘different.' Each {1 deéigned_bv program staff rand participant§ t& meet .

. -

< .- 1Vhat they feel are loc#l needs and integests'..- One: of the' ways in which ot

programs differ from site to site is the degree.to which the various pro-

. . g ' « . . l K t, .
‘ 7 gram components are implemented and emphasiaed. Other differences include

-~

St variations\in target pbpulations, schedules, 8 affing patterns program

v content, relationships to public schoole, and facilities. In,the second 8

section of this report we“shall;describe each site,.bighlight tgg unique

. .aspects of the different sites, and present fully the direct observatiOn |

»

descriptions meeorded in each site ' o : ' -

Y
o

this section *of the report, however, is aimed at providing an'over—’
t - *view of.all thirteen programs. Here we shall be inVeStigating patterns Voo

¢ _ that cut actoss the unique and singular aspects of 1ocal 5ites Here we LI

-Qﬁ 5 shall be looking at\the aggregate, attempting to merge the separate and

]

-~

distinct glimpses we obtained at different. sites into a more general com-

posite. The findihgs-in this section arefhased largely on the information | -

P

obtained in eighty interviews at the'thirteen 9ites, forty Znterviews with ‘

T

» . program staff members and forty interviews With Advisory Board members,

-

P e

princfpals,-and other'school.officials.

| Imple§§ntation Evaluation: An Approach and '‘An Opening Interpretation

The primary task of this evaluation 1is to study program'implementat’ion.°
The degree to which programs are implemented in accordance with original
intent and overall goals is8 a key evaluation issue. The ‘evaluation liter—
' \\g\ature spggests that Aklarge proportion of programs”faii at the implEmenta~. K

‘- tion stage. Oﬁten the original 1egislative 13“! becomes a fabade'behind

v which staff do whatever they please I 'this case the intentlof’the

&

. e n . S TN e e e e
¢ . PR B

. 3
1555 S




woo 4 B o

Legisiatare and CQE is clear: '"The programs are designed to emphasize
' . pareht and family edugatiog énq not to ‘provide priméry cﬂild—cane servicegé"*
There are a number of ways in which this intent might fail to be
realized; Given the current demand for child-care and dayéﬁre services;

v it would be relatively easy for these programs té offer a token bit of

s parenE education and a lot of chiidfcaré, particularly if local staff

o .

are primarily trained in pre-school activities. Or again, parents might

resigt education efforts aimed at them and, in the face of such resistancé,

-

“ 1oca} staff might‘re—direct their efforts to 1mpacLApéimér11y on the .
chiidrenu These{ére only two of many possible diversionary motifs. We

- provide these ‘examples to illustrate what we are looking for in studying
the dggréé;to which CQE‘programs are 1m§1emen£ed in accordance ‘with origi-

'( " nmal 1egislative\incent and primary'program_goals.

We provide these examples of how other programs somefimeg depaft

"

from their initial p?Qgram designs to underscore the exemplary nature

- of CQE program implementation in this instance. For in our experience
? l 4 . ] a
with demonstration pfojects, it 1s unusual to find programs where' im-

plementation so closely follows intent, and where program implementation

"

and so successful. This is our -

—
LS

has been so thorough, so intense,
P4 N - P

interpretation of what we saw and heard. The data now follow for T

' 4
reader interpretation.

N

w - ! ) . : ¢ .
. "Statement of CQE purpdse quoted from the official CQE Early Ghildhood
.and Family Education Programs broch®e€," Beginnings," January, 1977.

A
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o The Basic Thrust’of«fﬁe CQE Program”

In twelve of the thirteen programs parent education is clearly the
~ : ' ¥ -

t. : \

-

primary"focus of program activity. The one exception is the new White
- : 1

Bear Lake "CoOperative Neighborhood Preschool Education Center" _program
_ / _ ﬂonly a few months old) ich 0perates a daily nursery school for ch&l@re&

of single parent, Iow Encome, apartment dwellers., In all other pro?rams,
- .

7
A

the child- —-care component is a peanq of accomplishing the parent education

. 4
‘objecti& The primary target of these programs is the parent;'the basic e

+

., \7 thrust of program activitieq is parent education and involvement.

The most important mechanism for educating parents 1s some form of

1
’ -~ .

parent group activity at the ﬁrogram center. The other majoqﬁmethod of
reaching parents is home visitation-wherein program staff'goito the home

for one-to-one interaction. " Only one program (MinneapoliS‘"Very Important

People.- Home -Base") has no parent group, in-center component.” “Four pro-
- _ T oo o

grams, however, report no real home visitation component, though a staff

o membér may make.an occasional'home vieit fgr a speeial pgrpose?-.gignt
programs report having ooth:in~center.parent groups and’oneeto-one‘home“
v&sitation componegts. Of thesge. eight proérame, in%erview respondentsl.

generally agree~that the center-based programsiare most important.' Tn;_

Directors of all eight programs identified’tne center-based parent program_A

as the most’ important component at the‘i.site Thus,'of-thirteen local

prog;amsJ eleven identify the center—based parent_groug} activity as their.

’

. nost important component; one program has only the parent home ‘visitation”

.component and one program emphasizes center-based child-care as the most

L . . R

. } . important component. .

-~ ' - _ - : : '

a It is important to note that in some instamces there is not complete’

. it ) - P )
agreement among all re3pondents at a site. - Several teachers serving on - s

Advisory Committees and program staf f responsil‘e for center—based childucare

v . o : o L




» . , e . e . "
identified the child-care component. as most impffant. Some home visita-
. v . . "
v ) N . .
tion staff identified the home visit ‘component as most important. In

other instances staff and non-staff respondents said that it was inappro-
priate or impossible to rank either- parent education or-child—caré as most .

- important because the two activities take place simultaneously and are

-

totally interdependent. However, .in no case was there any evidence that

these differences represented sources of real. staff conflict or that

Y N L4

there was any ambiguity dbout what activities'ought'to be taking place
in the prg!!am.h Rather, these were differences in emphasis created by

‘a forced—choice interview situation where, forced'to choose‘AAor B,
respondents may well choose as most important that - aspect of tqe program
in whi#h fhey are most directly involved R ;“—. AR /

]
"

/ LR, A
The interview data and site observations indicate that there i& §&bwﬁﬁﬂ
7 . . A '. . " )

stantial agreem t among staff: ‘and participants at‘eacﬁ site ab0ut whaﬁbr;

s

the program ought to do and-what it actually does. It;is unusual, in

our experience, to find an effort involving this many sites and this

L]

many people that 13*50 free of staff conflict At yé quite easy in open-

2

ended interviews of this type, and with the questions we asked, for
# respondents to toss out 1itt1e'innuendoes about the lack of competenny

or ¢loudy thinking\of other staff. In these interviews quite the opposite

occurred. Respondents,‘both_staff and non-staff, made a point'of compli-

menting staff emphasizing close cooperation among staff, and reporting

14

dispi}xp of mutual respect among staff, both publicly and.privately.

There is; then, substantial consensus abeut the basic thrust of these

-
v

' CQE programs .and generallagreement about what to do to transiate intent

. into program activities. We would add that, based on our discussions

-
1

with staff and our observations of proéram activities, this fundamentgl

unity of direction appears to be nurtured'by a manifést enthusiasm for
. ’ . . I3 e A
the task at hand. -

.12
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- 9taff°competency "and enthusiasm sh&ll be described at greater length .

-~

. "1ater in thi; report. WG'turn-now to a discussion'of the strengths and .

[, e i . X . L —

4 ""ES' \
. ' weakngsses of each of tbe compoﬂﬁnts as perteived byéghe eighty interview _ 3

.respondents. The analysis begins with that componenq identified most

, " . ma ' " often as.beingeof gueatest importance: ghe Centet;basad parent grOUPS:

L] . . - i .-‘ \ R I . . e i . .
PO o Centequased Parent Education P T S coe . C

E - . - E o . - . ) ) “.

N

Tbere‘is considerable variation in, the details\of Bow centér-based

érparent education is, implemented in the different sites. For example,f-

- R . o °

'one site has a'relatively formal fourteen week ﬁourse_fo? parents}»Whed

ey . N N . “ v . -

. - they sign up for the sequence parents are asked to make a strong commit-
. g e\

ment to attend. regularly and oniy parents who participate in parent " 4_“'ﬁ“r' V,}

-.education can avail themselves of other program services like the mater-
| ials Library, childécare, or EPS coordination. Other pﬁograms have
N " ..year-iongfdiscussionféroups that meet at regularlyhscheduled-@imes but T T
~are available on a‘"come~if~you—want*to“ or "come-if-you-can" basis; _ni .
o S .. R ‘. . ' - . . . ) : L . g ":';a;‘ M- '., [
parents are not asked to make a commitment to be present for discussions. vl

~ ‘ . .o . P N . s
3 A : . L o e ’ ’ R .
N - . 0

Some sites place more emphasis on formal'pregentations'of ihformation;.

) .3"' | other_sitEs.emphasiae_open~ended_parent discussion grotps;"fSome pr6~ o

"'JL ‘ f ’fgrams structure time for parents and children to he tothher'as part oﬁ;,. g -

You

the parent-education program'fat-other 1ocations'the parernt classes are
entirely separate from child ~care actiOities. o _ e __4[

_Several sites offer combinations of most or all Qf these approaches.

The'observations sectionfof this_report describes these variations in
'A'. detail T1In ‘this section we shall explore_some of the strengths and

.? weaknesses that have emerged in these types of programs in order to

Amsﬁ‘;{ T benefit from the c;mulative ekperience of Qpr eighty program‘informantsf
GE ", ::_ : Some-clear’patterns do‘emerge: ‘It is important to keep in mind

\‘

that these ﬁhtterns emerge in response to completely open~ended questionsr

T A T T T T R T CE R T N SIS R s e e e . Y A Gy e P e« ..
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’

giinterviewees at a particular point in time. Under ‘the constraints

’ >

of a limited interview only so much information can emerge. But what

“one person*iorgets, another mentions; and o%er the course of eighty

intervidws a, fairly complete picture emerges. ‘It is that picthe we

sifall present here.

" For staff this section of the interview begins by asking for a
3 ¥ 3 ’ T .
description of the parent education component. All .program directors

were asked questions in this section of the interview. Other staff were

_asked.only about those components in which they were directly'involved.

. -

..Twenty-four of ‘the forty staff interviewed (662) responded to questions

in this section. Having described the activities for parents in the
- v . . \ .

\ ' \T _and weaknesses of the center-based programs for. parents?" Table Itshows'

s . -
the results of a content-analysis of responses to this question.

]

. \lhe most frequent response concerned the mutual support nature of
}t

P
A

et grpups. Nﬁther frequently mentioned strengths §§cused on’parents

' makingﬁfriends, creating a sense of community,rreducing isolation,
‘ﬁgfents teaching gzch oﬁher and' learning from each other, parents
R getting needed %L ormation abOutEchild development; and staff inter~
.aacting with pﬂrents as.equals.
O I

i )Jhat emerges» ‘Rere s a picture of highly interactive discussion

Rincs

- ksessions wherexthe process and grOup dynamics are the key to impacting -
™ c T .t

. _ z; on p&iﬁﬁts. »Paments find out that their problems and ‘concerns are not’

\”4; . L unigue, th?y get their feelings and frustrations out 1in the’ qpen; they
gt S U ;
;"?_,',;"' B find dut they re not alone. The discussions are.aimed at stimulating

‘7"€fle¢tion; sharing ideas and identifying common problems._ Parents‘are

. B A '
, .o 1‘/ y otﬁg\yen the right answer .or the one best approach to parenting They

\ . /
(‘\,
‘L’ - s

: - . Lot . .
ars . - a0 7 1 4
R L - . , . . ) .
v ld. . . . .
. - .
> . . L] . -
f

center, ‘each respondent was asked: "What do you feel are the strengths



‘.‘7 . o ) 9
—— Y. . ... . U TABLE I-A _ - _ , _ ‘

) -

Staff Respounses Concerning Strengths of o
' Center-Based Parent Education Prograds < . .

- . ' | . : - .\ .(Twenty”tour S&s;t.Respondents) - _*‘\ .
\ B ~ . . _— ,] ’
Parents provide mutual support, empathy for-each other - 15
: 'k Having- children and parent$ in school’ together _1 9
Parents make friends, create a sense of commnnity, S N -
- reduce isolatioh N . 1 6
' Parentd téach each other - S )
) . - . v L4
Parents get information about child development learn T. . |
‘ -new ideas, learn what is happening* to their children o 6 §
~ Staff and phrents interact as equals, no ‘status dif- I %
ferentiation, staff are learners too - - ' s
A i N o . . [ '
Staff are competent and caring -~ ° ' - | , 3 . S
Staff have both individual and group contact with - .“_Jl . . N
parents- ' ‘ \ . 4 .
Flexible curriculum - L '
Informality of programs, comfortable environment for | ﬁ. -
parents ' } _ ' 3 » .
Confidentia&ity maintained for parents ' , 3 '
‘Providing child care so parents 'can .attend _ . 2 .
Parents observe other children of other ages at the C o
Center = i , T 2,
* More and more parents coming all the. time - 02 ’

Al

.\
*y

-

(Nineteen strengths mentioned oncej, Parents éain an extended family
.our culture has lost; variety, of programs offered; flexible scheduling;
“ - outreach success; emphasis on strengthening the family unit; parent
a enthusiasm; Advisory Council involvement; support of 1ocal school ad--
mihistrqtion° parents observe other parenting styles; length of discus-
.sion-2 hours; staff were formerly parent pakticipants; continuity of
: o parent participation; makes school a resource. to parents; cheaper than
L o hgme-based; parents gett!ng»Specific skills; breaking down fathers!
I ‘sex role; use of videotape; parents of same-aged -¢hildren together' and
‘carry-over from Center to home ) L . -

\* . '.-\". '-

A1 4

’ ’ : ‘ ' ’ . : ¢

3.
o
A,

.
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" TABLE I-B

Staff Responses Conceréing Weaknessésﬁof
Center-Baséd Parent Education Programs
ad ' (Twenty~four Staff Respondents)
'Need to get to more parents ¢

Lack of éraﬁsportation.for-mothers .
Space/fadilify Himitations '
Noﬁiréaching fathers ] :
Nbgﬂgnough.time to do glr that's héedgd : '
Short on staff ‘ 2 -

NN W W L L &

May not be reaching people with the ‘most need

. (Seventeen weaknesses mehtioned_once; Not' reaching minorities;
attenddnce area restrictions; CQE requirement to have 10 people
registered.to begin classes limits special classes, e.g.,. for
single parefit familfes; don't feel welcome in the school; need a
place for siblings of children in the program with parents; gossip;
parents making value judgments about each other; need for carryover
from\Center to homes; poor continuity between sessions; some weak
materials; need more parent-child interaction; some people can't be .. -

reached this way, need home.visits; poor parént mbtivation; inexperg:iﬁt
enced staff; thildren act up ateund their parents; pa;enté look" for .
 easy answers, want staff to be experts; and parent &ducation should

be more tasF—oriented.) N -

-«
3
¥
‘_ '-*F.: P

L
AR

»

TABLE I-C
: . . Staff Evaluation: R
‘ . How effective 1is Centetr-based family
' . education in attaining its goals?. -

very effective ) 2

0 (83%)
somewhat effective 3 (13%)
‘not too effective 1§ { 4%)
.not at all effective. 0 ( 0%~
Total 24 (100%) ° 4
L
»
. Lo \
ﬂ*\\‘\\\"ﬁ'&\‘
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> : ’
’ _ Staff Responses COnL roning Strengths of . ‘ ’
Genter-Baséd Programs for Children * . BT 74
: (TweAty-one Staff Respondents) . - e './/;L
\ . v . ) S B . . ;,'7!.
. . . : £
' Children §et’'to interact with othdr children, behefit s o '-,f.' ///
§ from‘heing in a group of kidslj" L L 7 ,{/ '/@
- Gradually oyienting children to school with pazenfs, : o /e
. merging child into school, getting used to school, N
. reducing separation anxiety A i A - 6}/
S T
Gets parents actively interacting with their child / o/ ‘
‘one-to-one in a ‘pogitive way - ) :o\-)
e Makes children feel important ; K :
} o L
Variety of chings for children to do . R <4
Children begin .to Mearn proper schqo} behaviors'; _ o g
(e.g., sitting quietly at times, sharing) oo 4
Children have fun , 2 . )3
, Children get attention and activities that parents T '
can 't/don't provide S . . S e 3
Way of getting parents dé come because they want ".gr | . A '

the child part T TR B 2

~

(Twelve strengths mentionéd once: Highly competent staff; good
facility; good materialq, staff coopergtion; staff-parent cpoperation}
‘the children are the strength;. availabiliny of matdrials not present -

in homes; individualized; begt setting for really discerning early
problems- to get early intervention; very specific behavioral goals for
‘children; parent volunteers; kids exposed to different sparenting models;

S an. ohservation window.)




Staff Respo
. Center-B
(Twenty

“Lack of sphcc/poor Facil
Short amount of time wit
Lacks conti‘vity for chi
_.Transportation
Parents tend to see’ as d
Need more staff

Ly

(Ten weaknesses mentjioned once:

not children; limited at

How effect
for child
very effective
somewhat efifective
"n9t too effective
not all effect

Total

12 \ ’
TABLE TI-B
.. ' » * N ,
nses Concernin® Weakn®sses of

ased Programs .fbr Children
one Staff Reqpondents) '

’

'h \children . ’

lﬂren - o ‘~ ’

-

an i

aycare, don t fully understand

Scheduling 18 for parent convenience,

tendance area; sexist bqoks; lack of child-care
for.siblings; evaluation' 1ack1ng, children s teacher isn't c0mertable
with pdrents in the room; lack of ‘funds to serve everyone; poor parent’
involvement; too few field trips; children misbehave- around parents.

/

\

TABLE I1I-C

Staff EValuation
ive is “the Center-based program
ren 1n attainihg its goals7

16 - (762)
5 : (242)

0

0
<21 .t (100%)

-

N

x |

et —
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4 e TABLE TI1-A ! -
~‘d » Ky ’ ) ) ’ . \ '
il S . Statf Responses Concerning Strengths of. i
o . ) v~ the Home Visit Component e
o S . o U , .
s ‘_ " G@lves mother personal ‘support, reinforcement, help, i )
- - ." counseling where She woyldn't get it otherwise” 10 ; RS
e - Gets new {degs arld fnfprmation to mothers who - /” ' W;ﬁ
. e, wouldn t otherwise be 1eached SR e )y / 5 e
LN - S T ;
.*b\ . On a one-to-one basis, staff—to child staff+to P rent R e
:'L(\ :' . o .'-/"". ' !(' o
‘ Can match materials and activitiee diréctl T . .
) ppecific home . . ™ 4 ;
& N N ) " . .i-‘.' v Lt : ) P _\.
- Brings stimulation to homes whereﬁ%hbre/is Iiﬂtlei. . SRR S
"stimulation (especially in ruralwaspas) , 3 ' S [/
_ ' Meets parents on their -own turf, non—threatening , | !
) . environment for parents R S - w3 g L
/ ‘ ' L
Home {is secure, non—threatening environment for child : o s
. so child learns easily Lo / Y 2 ' '
Gives staff a chance to see both mother and child in ,
! their natural living environment 'm_,f‘ ' o 2
. : ¥
) 1, Reaches rural parents who can 't/won' t come to center— ’ A .
' ‘_§%§~ based activities : o o : . < 2 ‘ ‘f i
e ﬂp -Best-way_of réally ‘reaching peopfe o o .2

B /
(Nine strengths mentionéd onoé:‘ Keeps child home as long as possible; +
o .. gets other family members ‘nvolved, especially fathers; gives parent.  : °
) a positive initial contqct with school; brings to home things they
.can't afford; the: ideal Interaction; lets mother see child through
another's eyes; facilitates contact with Center program, well ~planned )
. vi51ts, and convenient ‘for parents ) - . . '

o -,

/ ' X »

¥ . . + . N .
. . ’
’ \ > B \ ) v ‘ R \,




: \ o TABLE 'III-B.

. \ ° ) . N .
- \\\gh’, ; Staff .Responses Comcerning Weaknesses'o;. /

A ' the Home Visit Component =~
(Thirteen Staff Respondents)
"™ .

| Scheduling difficulties (many have no éhones) . 3
A . thvedbqgh time to get to patrents évery week: 2 \
?‘!' Need to reach more parents ' 'Lf' T2

o Cost - ;é/ ' ' - R ".I.' 2

, © Need more time / home ‘ . s 2

Sometimed difficult to talk to mother unintery&btgd 2

(Six weakﬁesses_menfioned once: Difficult if two children present;
need more planning time; parents become dependent; some people em-
barrassed by their home; and koni® is confused spa\t.)

- . .

. TABLE III-C

,(/_ - Staff Evaluation: - A
' 'How ef fective 1is the home visit program?
very effective : 11 . (85%)
_ ?  somewhat effective ' 2 . (15%)
v _not too eéffective 0. '
_ not at all effective 0

" Total . 13 - (100%)

g

/"‘



A . 4 . * ..

et - learn that they are part of a common stfuggle. to be hgood parents,' and
. T ' - * h H

i N N Y J s p.p N N é( .
~that there are nb absolute truths, no complete set of directions, but "
T~ : R " S . :

at the same time, they don't have to stgyggle alene. \Others,are on the
" road with them. “(Diregt‘observatiohs of parent'sessions gupport and

a

'xeintorce -this prOceeb oriented motif ) A | / "
, Out of this process, staff believe, the participants become better
. . ‘
. parents. Eighty~three-percent off:he staffvinterviewed'(ZO of_TQL-in -
: this section.rated the cénter-based parent program as ”Veryoeffective" . :'
NN '

in attaining its gOle, three rated their program "somewhat effecvive

and ‘one program was ratéd "nat too effective. To support these ratings

staff report that parent attendance is genérally good this year' parents .-3_?

tell.staff they like the seqsions and they re changing because of them.
[ 4

. - Relatively few weakneeses were. identified compared to the list of ' NG

‘strengths. A fourth of the staff respondentq are concerned that the %{- ‘gzﬁ

- program isn't régching as many pgrents as they'd tike ‘it to, thougtl 1t
' . ' ‘ ' S A o , .

.18 clear that their standards are high; and they'd like to rea&hnell_

. _ IR ; .

N ‘parents. Lack of transportation for mothers tor center -activities and

-\ ~ space/facility limitations hre the only other major weaknesses identified.
While the-Centeeresed.parent progran,can be'seperated‘from-other
l . . ) . -
program components for analytical purposes, in.practice it is closely

&
.a=tied to Center-based child»care_programs. In severai programs the R

L B : : : ”

R (
children are observed as-part,of the parént education experience; in
others'parents‘Spend tine learning activities with children' and\h most'

programs the perent disEUSsionﬁ could not occur at all if some provision

were not made for ‘the care of the ‘children. With this perspective in .

A'-

_mind: ghen, we turn_to_a'discussion of the.strengths and"weaknesses of
R R . N . \‘1 R . . . K _‘ . - . . L 2.
N the cénter-based child component. ' A -

'y




" to program justification.
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A
Center-Based Programs for Chiiﬂren

The center;based programs for children provide supervised play and
L}

N}

learning activities. ﬁost center activity time is free~flowing and

relativkly unstructured, though sites vary somewhat on the types of "

L J

3

’ activities of fered and the aée groups3served. QueStions about this

1

component were ad@reSsed 2 to program directors and staff respondentSr
-direcCly involved in the child -care cqmponent; twenty~one ataff were
interviewed about the strengths and weaknessesfof the children's pro-

grams. Table II displays the results.

A N

The major patternhthat emerges in these comments concerns assisting
children (and parents) in meking the transition from the individual l
parent—chiid relationship of the hgme to the group-oriented situation
of school.. Many of the partIET%ents are yohng parents whose children

have_no siblings and few opportunities'for group play. More generally;

children get used to being at school, or being in a new place, where

-~ N

they can gradugaiy become more independent of "mommy's constant presence."

&i‘
At the same time parents are nearby if needed, a fact which appears to

reduce senaration anxiety 1in both pagent and child Strongly reinforcing

this motif of assisting the transition from home to school is the fact
A

. . . ’ s . . e
that the sedfond most frequedtly mentioned strength of center-based -

.

14

' parent pr gEZES (Table I-A) 'was "having children and parents in school

o 1

togethet;" thirty-eight percent mentioned this strength, NThis-finding',

will g¢fierge as important again later when we discuss non-staff percep~

tions of these programs and overall patterns of responses with regar

No really consistent weaknesees emerged for this component. On

‘the whole, staff r;spoﬁdents feel quite good about the center-based chil-

‘ dren's compOnent. Threewfourths .rated this component very effective‘"

. o

the remaining one-fourth say this component as "somewhat'effective."'é“

¢ e

\
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R Home Visits to Parents and Children )
The'high cost of home visits given the nuimber of. parents who can N
/ o . 4 . , s

’ ' S . ST, & _
be reached by each staff member has limited the degree)to which this

RN . . . . ’ . . -
component has been implemented. Four programs essentially have no home

~ R . '

i | Qisitation'componenq. S¢Veral others have only a limited home visitation -
a 4 . . - B I

» . L

. . - ~ , d .
‘ _ effort. On]y one program is entirely based on hpmeévisits. Given the ' - .
more limited?%mplementation of this qemponent across programs, there -

were fewer, staff interviews (thirteen) about the stvengths and weaknesses .
_ Y oy

of home wisits. The reSults-are listed in Table TII.

Two themes emerge with regard.to the home visitation component:

-’ ~

(l) reaching parents who can't“or won't come to center-based activities

©

. " ﬁ\and thus would be neglected without a home visit, and (2) the highly
personalized and individualized nature of home visits. Eighty~five‘ 3

-

. e percent of the respondents feel that this component {s "very effective.”
Staff say that mothers really appreciate the wvigits. Staff also'report
that over time thHey frequently notice real changes in both parent and R .np;”

-child. The weaknesses mentioned involve primarily_the practical dif- ;

ficulties of implementing a home visit program: scheduling,itfme,.énd

cost,

e

The Intgédependence of the Parts

The three components we'haVe‘discussed_fit together to form a com-
7 . . - ot . . |
prehensive effort in several programs. Center—based parent.programs
'y

are almost- completely inteﬁdependent with center-based children S.

; activities at most sites. "Home visits are aimed at those parents who

. L {
are not reached by Centerfbased programs.

The\interviews reveal that,the other three progrém components are
.g. N L 3

highly complementary to and interdependent with these first three more

‘ primarylcomponents, i.e., the 1ibrary 1oans of t!.l and educational
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- )

D _matpria!s;'the health screening and referral component, gnd the adolescent ¢ .
oriented component are supportive of the basic parent education effort.

» : :
None of these latter three components stand alone.

The major variation among programs in the library component concerns
:\\_ o who 1s eligible to participate.. Someqzites reetriCt participation to
| those families involved in the more formal parent/child.education sessions'
other sites, particularly the rural sites, have a less restnicted parti-
cipation policy, essentially openi%he library loans of toys and other
materials to any families who want to participate.

The major strengths_mentioned with regard to the library;component
were that (1) the toys and learning materials for children proyideA
variety for children that they couldn't otherwise have; (2) this QERL
p ponent serves as a means of getting parepﬁs initially involved so that :;7"

N ~ they can become familiar with the larger education effort, i.e., it_
serves.as an entré\to the full program; and (3) children'learn‘to share
things that don't belong_to them and learn to take care of things that
don't belong to them. Staff report that parents are particmlarly en-
;thaeiastic about the library'program Sixty—five percent rated this
component "very effective ' (Sfe Table IV. ) |

Table V shows the criteria program\etaff'use in sflecting children's

items for the:library. The resulté;;how a clear_orientation'to‘both‘

practical and educational concerns.

(- o The health screening component manifests '‘perhaps more structural

..

variation across sites than® any other component Some sites do health
screening’themeelves; others refer health screening entirely to the

county; some do One part of ie themselves (the Qenver/ﬁevelopmental test);

'

and still others combine these approaches depending on the situation

~ .
'5and parent involved. This component is of relatively minor importance

T
. ' )
4
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/// . 3 / staff Evgluétioh: _ _ ’ ‘ 't
) ‘Effectiveness of Three Comppnents“ " L . v
- A. How effective 1s the library loans of learning materials in . s
- , attaining itg,goals? 4 = . )
- N ) '” . . ~ N l ‘ “ , -
) . . very effec;}ve. S 11 o , (65%)- \
i somewhat effective 5 ‘ {29%) o
" not too effective 1 - - (6%) ( -y
not at all effective 0 2 . ‘
“ A2 - o s N ' "
Total . 17 -(100%) b
: . - ' : b
.B. How effective is the héalth screening and referral component B ,.
in attaining its goals? o Co ’ .
N very effective . 7 - W (44%) -
gsomewhat effective . S (447). -
: not too effective 2 (12%) ‘ o
: not at all effective. .0 ' : :
Total 16 - (100%) - T
c. §ow effective is the adolescent compogent in attaining its w%
_ goals? o . . - e
very.effective ‘ 0 . o
somewhat effective . 5 (83%) ' . -
not.too effective - 1 (17%) ' : o
t at all effective 0 .
/ _ o
' Total 6 (100%) .
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' o 0 TABLEV - | \
_ Criterianeﬁtioned_as Used in Selection of-
1%- " Children's Items for Library Loans
— . . R . . X N
Durability . T o ' .14 _
\ . .Educational/developmental potential ; o wlil
‘ Versatility, thfhgs that can be used in : ’ '
Lo - -a variety of‘cre&tive ways : ‘

fCan be used by children of differént ages
- Things not available commercially in stores
Non-sexist '
. Qf‘Attractive
:‘F::' Fun and interesting
- Safe - ~35' .
Things,parents can afford to buy'

Age appropriateness

W W W WwwL s e ®

Non-racist . _ '_'_ ' ; ok

(Five criteria mentioned once‘ Relevaﬁt to target:population'”
easy to useﬁathings that can be reproduced or purchased locally;
: pra7tical and avoid things with tpo.many pleces’)

|

~h

e
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in most programs,_largely because.it is not'unique toﬂbhe program. Only'
. Sy

- a couple of programs have attempted to inteqrate EPS with thelir pareuy'“
SN ) . ! » .
' . ' educﬂtion effort in any real wav. Fewér than half of the staftf responﬁ

.dents rated this component as "verv'effective}? (See Table lV.) . mweﬂ\

L
\ J‘ .-_.._“

v B - The sixth and final component, sdolescent participation and prt-\g

t all.

parenting education, 1s scércely implemented% iny four of the:f-'”'“

thirteen sites are doin? anything at all’ on this co

volunteer child—care assistance opportunity for adolescents and a fewp
parenting or child development classes slipped_into a high schoolfhealth
LI O ' ‘ -7 :
I or.home economics'course.- No staff respondent rated this-componentff-
;ﬁ_=.-:- '] ’ "vefy'efgectiVE" thoegh fivelgave itha_”somewnat:effectigéﬁ rattmg.

/ .
A ‘

(See Table IV ) SeVeral programs have hopes and schemes for improving

o thisacomponent but 1t is cledfly viewed as, marginal to the overall

. p _ S f”- — Y
o - program. _ - e ! . oo
® .,. ~ The weakness of the_adolescent component reinforces the point with .

~which we began‘ namely, ‘the CQE program is clearly focused on parent

Y

education. Those components directly aimed at having an’ impact on ff'”“_gﬂle';_rjf
parents“have'been‘fully and efféctively implemented. ”Those components SN '

5
v

_ & - , _
viewed by staff ‘as more marginal to their priégry task of parent educa~

o _— " tion play a relativelx minor role in the overall progrhm. | : S ';J/'
. ) ‘\ . . ‘ B - ) - N - . N ."‘
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‘ . PROGRAM-STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES: "
- THE NON-STAFF VIEW \

[y R

- -

i-The data répOrted thus far are from interviews with staff. At eacn
site we also intérvisned two local Advisory‘gnar& members and one scheol
official knowledgeable about the progran; These interyiews were more
general thsn'staff interviews since respondents were nsually not familiar -
with day-to-day proéram operations. Rather than seeking information about'
” ¢ each component separately, these forty respondents were asked about over.‘t
‘ v :

.all. strengths and weaknesses. These'forty*non-staff respondents consist.

"of the following persons:

1. Parent Advisory Board Mémbers . 15 (382)
2. School Principals 6 (15%)
3. Advisory Board representatives from local “““f
. community organizations and agencies 6 (15%)
4. School Administrative Staff (Director of

Elementary Education, Director of Instruc-
~ tional Support Services, etc.) - 5 (12%2)
5. Kindergarten and primary school teachers ' ¢

:on .the Advigory Board 5, (12%)

6. Superintendents 2 ( 5%)

s - School Board Member ' P o //I“””““TT“3Z)
Total Non-Staff Interviews - 40 (100%)

. Tablé VI lists the major program strengths and weaknesses identified

in these inter¥iews. Given the fact that these are respon$es to an entirely

open~ended question, the pattern of answers is quite.striking. . First a

. brief quantitative analysis of the comments A o | ¢
‘L% : . -

% - ) .
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Lo "~ Table VI-A’

*jji' . ' . ;ﬁ : S Program Strengths Méntioned by . o ' T
o : : | 'Non-Staff Advisory Board Wembers | o

S Parent.hspects of.the“Programs R - <
: , . : P \ , ,
High parent input, involvement: participation in determining - o 13
content | ' . o SR :
+- . Parents share proBlems/persnectives with each other, learn ‘
from each other, support each other, broaden horizons 11

]

Parenting skills, child Hevelopment curriculum and® program

content is good | o - : 8
. Improves parentachild relationships " , ‘ R . 8 .
v A .o . : - - .1
Helps parents establish good school relationship, involvement ot ' .
with schools in a positive way 7 R
. ) : . : 4 . - - : .._.’\i_
'Makes good variety of new and good materials available to o '
( parents _ . - . . . )6
. . [ E
Brings together people who otherwise wouldn t get to know each .
: ) other, reduces isolation - 3%_‘
Cem It's getting:to people who need it ?'( S ‘ - 3 : ) ‘ ‘.
Strengthens, and solidifies families - . | .a"'. : f".’z.ﬂ
. . Program philosophy: newffheas and'mutual sharing, not dogma . | -2
- . Parent enthusiasm I . o . S ' 2
Parents can observe their kids with other kids ' ' 2 ‘
(Nine strengths mentioned once: individual parent counseling;‘that ' | ﬁ{
_the middle class, can participate--not just for poor; good facil- ' : :
- ity for parent discussions, teacher provides a model for parents;
unique type of program--piot available elsewhere; parents feel
bettet about parenting; gets fathers involved; parent partici~ #
' pation ha¥ been increasing; and toymaking by parents.) ?
Child Aspects of the Program e .
n%%n¢“; Children generally benetiting, learning,k eing-stimulated ' 12
: _ . , oy
'Fl"' = = :- - ‘ _‘ 1.1 Table VI—A'Continuea




. S Table VI-A (CONTINUED)

® _
~Child Aspects of thhe Program, continued

.Makes children feel important, builds self-esteem

Gradually and positively merging child into schools (without
sudden trauma or separatiofi anxiety)

Rl

Children sharing, interacting-with‘each other

Academic preparation for Kindergarten ,

(Three strengths mentioned once: field trips, parent volunteers,
and stimulates child in his home environment.) ' :

" <

Staff Aspects of the Prograﬁ~
7

Y )
High'ly competent, good staff . .
Good staff-parent raoport and interaction
. Staff work together well

Good staff planning .

Miscellaneous\SbrengtHs : , Co-

Program well-acdéepted in'the'community
Individualized heéalth care’

- Good public relations for school district, makes school part
of the community

]

. (Fﬁur strengths'mentio d once: varied program activities;
- newsletter; good cooperatign with social agqncies, and good
involvement of high school students.)

300

15

—
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- : ‘ o Table VI-B N o o o
- _ - S —Ptogtam Weaknesses Mentioned by
i . ’ ' - Non-Staff Advisory Board Wembels
Reaching' as many parents™as need the program | _ o 10 |
) Space, facility problems ' - \ 6  \
Neeq more gtaff : o~ o ' o 4 "
- B . - \{, . . v
Making parents understand what the program really 1s : 3
Getting To parents who most need it R co 2 o
] ‘ w . ._ ) . .
. " . (Fourteen weaknesses mentioned once: transportation; limited _ o
A .. attendance area; more effective with children than with parents, N N
fundipg uncertainty; confidentiality; costly; five. day program e s
too much for 3-5 year olds; meeting attendance; large area. to _ e
serve. geographically; not well integrated into schools; mothers . B
become dependent on the program dns tead of%dealiqg ‘with their ’ L o
husbands; stigma like welfare, not reaching fathers well; and , : .
. insufticiént funding.) . . e S SN . e
e S . Table VI-C - . ( S I .
_ v - ! ‘ Non~-Staff Overall Evaluation: * , [ T
f?f‘ _ How Effective is the Program in Attaining Its Goals°. o
.!‘Jj N
. Very effective : 35 '(88%)'
Somewhat effective : -4 - (10%)* N
Not too effective 0 : . '
Not. at, all effective 0o - I
“(Can' £ rate) . - 1. ( 2%)
: . . ' — —
D . 40 (100%)
O Yo ,
. " \l
-\ ¢ .\ .
¥ . . |
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Tap}e VI'liatsfl93 commenta; eighty perce“t (154) of these concern

‘program strengths., Of the 154‘strengths mentionedt_four categories emerge

N - : as—foilows: ) . S )
ﬁarent component atrengths ‘ 79 comments (51%) |
Child compon;nt otrengtha. ‘ S 33 commente | (21%) |
Staffing stren;tha " : 18 cqéments‘ (18%) ‘
) ) Miscellaneous items - 10 commcnta \\ T (10%) ‘

~ Total Strengths 154 comments (100%) ,
« ' \f s .
-, : : . - . o

This overview of: the centent analysis permits, in our Judgment, two

major conclusions: (1) These respondents clearly view these proﬁ_gms as

~

parent-oriented education programs, thus reingorci ng our earlier conclusign

/

that prqgrams are being inplemented in accordance withfiegislative intent'

. and (2) these respondents clearly perceive prg;pdﬁ stre;gths as far out~

weighi;g program weakiesses. This latter conclusion is supported by the

*) -querall non—staff evaluations of program effectivaness (Table VI-C).

L]
* 1

Eig ty—eiggt percent .of the non—staff respondents rated thc;programs as

"very effective" in attainingﬁtheir 3oals..

- With regard to the qualitative content of non-staff comments, the

® o 2N

- patterns are very aimilar to staft comments: primary emphasis on the impor-_
, tance of parent input, mutual support in parent groups, oharing rather than |
indoctrinating, and a fundamental focus on improved.parenting skills, bet—: o

ter parent-child relationships; and integration of parentd into the_schools.
Staff are given high marks. for competency and rapport ‘with parents. The
only pattern that emerges among the veaknesses mentioned is the desire to

. i " o : . - 3]

reach more parents and the problems that limit the effectiveness of outreach . ,
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_ Board members i

27 "

vy ) : . ", "'
efforts (making parents understand the program, getting to those who need
. i . N . .
1t most, transportation problems, Qttendante area restrictione, large geo-
- % - . : . > . .

graphical agea to serve, not reaching fathers, and a Welfare*type atigma

atggched t%‘the program);

v

. .
Advisorv Board Implementation

Since_these non-staff respondents represent the views of Advisory

\

A

is worth considering the basis for'thei[ judgments about

the program. Th_ eqtabliqhment of local Advisory Boards is a program man-

1

date.* The idea of\local citizen Advisory Boards has become a’ popular

goyernmental mechan%sm aimed gt ensuring local control aud accountability.

N

In health,.educetion; soclal action, and_education adyisory boards have be-

‘

come commonplace. Thé issue'nere is whether”or-not this .aspec¢t of the pro-. -

4

gtam has actually been {mplemented in accordance with legislative intent..

1

\
The evidence from-b_t

¥on
Wt

staff and non -gtaff (Advisory Board member) in—\Sah

- ‘terviews is;that_Advisory Boards Xre playing a meaningful role in-these

W
n

programs. The Advisory Bo<rd5'are described most often as a sounding
| ' ' - '
board" for staff ideas. They ottcn play an important role in outreach af-

forts and in defining the re ationship to lspal school districts. ‘In several

e‘kdvisory Boards bave become the focus for local lobbving ef-
: |
foxzs’ imed pt persuading.state legislators to continue prqgram_funding.

In no case’@#re there reports that staff members controlled or-manipuléted

. ) - ’

programs

~

+ .
i &
G -

Boards. Quiﬁe the contrary, staff members said they welcomed Board input

aéﬁ assiqtance  Several non- staff noted that they really had little’ need

A

xto supe\yise prqgrams closely because the staff were 8o competent - This

L] ¢

left a few respondents feeling like they were still struggling with the

T,



r

issue of how to really be of assistance'to the\program.
' Two qdestions provide an overviewlof“Advisory Board activity. Staff
and non—staff responsos are combinodz |
1. How would you describe the Advisory.Board innut into the ‘program?

Would you say the Advisory Board 1is:

»
v r o

Very involved '{n the program coe 29 " (462)
Fairly involved 33 (52%) b
Not too involved ' S ¢ 2%)

Not at all involved in any real way 0 -

Total’: 63 " (No response = 17 or 21% of 80 total respondents)

N ' S . - - v ‘

2. Do you think the Advisory Board should be ’
" More involved and active 28 -, (45%) - -
Less involved ' -0 ' . .
Remain as it is - 34 - (55%) , -

Total: 62 (No responsg = 18 or23% of 80 total respondents) .

Given the degree to which Advisory-Boardg are at least:'fairly involved"

in local programs, the comments and percep%ions of non-staff respondents can

.
L 4

be faken seniously as, on the whole,;relativeiy.knowlodgeable reactions.

As noted in tho ldst section, the xeacfdons of non-staff respondento are
QUite positive with eighty—eight percent oflfho respondents fat;ng the pro-
grams as ''very efféctiveﬂ in'atﬁaining tnei; goals. - |

PROGRAM OU;fl‘REACH

‘The major program weakness noted in laét.year's internal evaluation

report was the relative ineffectiveness of program outreach'efforts."Thére

. was concern that not enough parents were being reached to make programs

E a * I LI
cost-effective. > S

Program outreach continues to be a major concern of our interview

- ’ 1 .
A . . . . :
] IS ’ . .
“, . .
s X
. . .
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i
. oo
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respondents. In bqth'staff responses (Table I[-B) and non-staff responses
(Table VI-B) the need to veach more parents heads the list -of weaknesses

mentioned. * However, the interviews contain a separate, more detailed sec-

o . . ;o . _ .
tion on program outreach that places this problem in a semewhat different

light, o : o-
Twd 1§sUes are *in question here: (1) Are programs reaching a Suﬁfic-.

fent number of parents to justify their existence?-(2) Are programs reach-

ing the "right" parents, the "parents who really need the program'? Tt

v
L

is not possible to answer theeé_questﬁons'in"eny definitive way because o

’E . e ’ . .
the definitian ef what constitutes an "adequate'" number of parents reached

is a matter of opinion, ‘as is the issue of who really nefeds the program

mos t (everyone? the poor? single parent families? fathers? “by definition,

anxone who doeen t parttcipagg*) -

Y

A1l interview respondents vere asked to describe’ program outreach

-X

efforts. Various programs are trying a varietv of outreach’ methods' news-

letterQ, personal coptacts (door—to door, telephone, refenrQ1s), informal\\\

. _
doffee ‘hours, brochures, open meetings, newepapers, intensive door-to—dopr

»

>

‘ : RN '
cghvassing campaigns, and mail surveys, - A few programs appear to be_emﬂloy-,~

ing all these methods to some extent. . However, when .asked to identify ‘the .

one outreach method that is most effective the predominant fesponse'ﬁy far

was "word of mouth from parent-to-parent.” The second most effective

method, is the newsletter, followed by "door knocking'" and informal coffees.
.Respohdents were then asked to rate the effectiveness of program out~-

! : ' <« iR
t

reach «efforts this year:

A

B
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v

Would you say the program's outreach efforts are:

Highly effective 37 T (57%)
Somewhat effective 26 (40%)
Not too effective 2 ¢ 3%)
Not at all effective 0 *

65 - : - (100%)

¢

(No fhgfgnges = 15, or 19% of 80 total interviewees)

»

While there .is room for imprqvement, these 7ata indicate that,_overall, re-
spon@entsifeeluthat ghey are effeétiYely réaching parents. \
" Respond;;ts werevthen asked two interrelated queStions:‘
Which people‘in the community are you reachiﬁg @ost effécﬁively?

: Wﬁich peoplé in the‘community afe you repching least\effegtively?

vAlmoég no patterns emerged frém'theSf/quéstipné. The respogses fof
those pargnts.feacheqbéffeqtively spahs twentyitwq categofies with only
' two\cﬁregories mentidned as often as four times'("high school educated' and
"non-working mothers'). Pétterns wérg somewhat more disfini;.for tﬂe second
question. Twenty-six different types of'parehts being missed were 1Aentifieé;
four categpfies were mentioned by more than éhree people: fathers‘not being
reached (7 respoﬁdents);lsingle parentsi(6); poor fa&ilies (6); and fam- .
ilies where both parents work are aot reached effegtively according to five
respondents. ‘ |

Respondents were next asked:

"In light of your overall purpose, how well do you think you have
been able to reach the people you are trying to reach?

Very well - 29 - (45%) ;

Fairly well c 34 (53%) o

Not too well .1 |  2%) _ . - N

Not at all well 0 . ’ _ 7 .
.54 * T (100%2) = (16 nén—respbndents)



- g Taken all,together‘this data isjsomewnst difficulb to interpret. In- |

S

¥,

terviewers reported that redﬁoﬁdénts'ge37ially had difficulty with the

questions on which types of pagents were and Were not reached effectively.

~ - A
) N

© +~ Many were cleirly guessing or:speculating.' The broad,range'of categories
"> ligted leads us to two comments . First, different progra@s'are'serving_
different target populations, alpoint that.emerges quite clearly in the
. . ‘ . WN T

_ descriptions of the individual'programs contéined in a later section of
. , i :
this report. The'thifteen CQE prégrams span rural countles,ainner'city~
neignborhoods} suburbs, and solid’middle ;lass communities, - (ln one sUchf
middle income community both Advisory Board parents made independent, bu:J

“

equally impassioned statements to “the effect that ”middle class people

. }& “ '
have a right to programs too, not just the poor or: welfare people “but
' i

all taXpayers I couldn't affopd to pay'forpthis program‘but 1 wouldn t

i . . . e - 7

_qualify for Headétart; Welall;need advice--you tell that to the legislators
: ) " : o . . o )
in your report.") Thus, the diversity of responses stems in part from the

\ > ) At U
. . . s ¢ B . .- . v
o L . o . . .
} : . . < t N . : .
: : it . . - :

diversity of programs. . .

-

R

« A - The second ;eason, welbelieve, for the diyersityfof teépbnses ls thati

‘most programs don't really know who they're reaching--or the detailed make-.
l uplof their tatget pooulationsin:lhere are some clear exceptions;‘but over-'
all werfonnd little'eyidence_to suggest that‘programsfare cdllecting-systen—
‘stic'informatioh aoout the cnatacteristics of either program'participantsy,$f
“ o or their largqr target‘population |

. _— Despite this last point, we find little to critici?e in current pro—w

gram_outreach efforts. There-are, however, some lessons to beglearned‘ e

“  from the experiences of these programs in their outreach efforts. First,

= 8




- community.

a7
&

N

and perhaps most important, outrescﬁ'has to be viewed/ns a long-term proqess.
: - " _ .

Program after program reports that this ‘isvthe year when things have really

come together after two earlier-years of.considerabie struggle. That strug-

gle consisted of a gradual process of winning the trust, confidence, and
[N

o

respect of people in the communityy a'frustrating'process ofitrying.to ex-
plain what the program really is; and a staff development'process'whereby

the program staff find out what works and what doesn‘t work in a particular

a

{

' The importance of a.long-term view of outreach is strongly indicated

‘\

by the answer to the Question concerning which method of outreach is most

.

effective. By far the dominant response was "word of mouth parent-too
parent.'" Clearly a program'has to have existed long enough to "graduate"i

a few parent alumni before "word of mouth parent-to-parent” can even be-=
come a recruitment/outreach method. "
Finally, we suspect that much of_the concern digplayed about out-

. . . . . ' 4“ .
reach comes from two sourcesi/ﬁfrst, a real felt-need to have impressive

numbers7to flash before funders to demonstrate effe%tiveness and justify‘

continued financial supporé\uand/secondly, an almost missionary zeal among

some staff and phrent alumni that their mission will not be accomplished

. until every parent has beeg through the program Expectations in such . ]

cases go bey d what is possible or, perhaps, even desirable. //'

We do not mean to demean these program outreach efforts Quite the

)

_ contraryy these progrsms provide striking evidence of the effectiveness of

_ 1ong—term, intensive outreach processes. We WOuld only add the. cautionary

note that more thsn one,program has suffered because it began to focus more -

-

2



W A T wa DR ! '
N, N Al
B
' ‘ 33 )
1 “ . N
* 7 .
\
: A )
< ’
—————————— . € o ee—— . - - B - -
Y
A »

attention om .quantity than quality. The "word of mouth’ parent-to-parent"

: . i— ) . \/
. outreach mathod means that providing a quality service isg the .imost effec- .. .~
‘ N . i
- o _ | | . , o
» .tive long-term apprecach to butreach. . : ' '
» ‘ “ .
»
\ ) 4 " A% '
I
. \‘3{ e
’ e b I - “ Py
- T - 1]
) X N . R ™
- Y i, 3:‘.."
- : . ' - R T A -
- : L B w o
v . . }.X'. }“‘ s :

e
*

- ¢ . .
,
2 . B3 A
R . .
‘,‘}!\ . i H
Ce '
'.. 4
T
v . o
[N - i
A . " . c
“
[ ey
’s st -
Vi
a b .
. -
g . .
-
- - b
I , .
! N
. N B \, * 2 .
RIS R .
f “n
N
[y o
.
%
3 (N8 \
. «
f
. . '
. : . *
<
ﬁ*m e .
3 .
R N g ’
5o -
i " “ ~
8 . R
. e - L33 :
A
x o .
p . '
[ . rd
, .




OPERATIONAL ISSUES

In order to operate, local brograms need space and fAcilities.w
“ ¢ | Most programa'have space in schools. Two-thirds of the respondents ra-
ported that finding space for the prograp was a problem. ‘They were then

asked: L i

=%

Would you say the program fwilities are . . , ’ *

More than adequate - T (15%) N
Adequate, or 33 [(54%) o
. . Less than adequate - 19 (31%) -
. } | e 61 (100%) -

, To some extent, spgce-problems-are inherent in pilot projects where

\ o 5

R

P o L C -
"% ey wicoboth year-tofyear and 10;\3tgrm funding are uncertain.
< RIS N

Sites vary on the nature of their relationship to local gchool-dis~

~

tricts Respondents generally felt that a positive working rel;%ionship'. )
had been established between the early childhood/family education and the .
local school district.‘ Two questions were asked in this regard

How interested do you feel school personnel are in the program?
Would you- say they are . S '

~ Very interested : 25 - (41%) 4 .
. . Somewhat interested 28 (46%) N '
- Not too interested 7. (A1) R -(, : o
~ 7. Not at all interested 1 @) - :
o A'61 ooeery . L

b

‘;Okay, now we'd like to get at cne relationship to the schools another
way. Would you describe the~relationship between the early education
program and the school district personnel as . . .

o _ Very cooperative 40 69%)- S
" . Somewhat cooperative 17 f(29%)
: . Somewhat uneooperative 1 ( 2%)
Very unCOoperative . 0 h
’ 58 (100%)-
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'tﬁl Respondents are considerablv-more positive gbqut the' programs' rela- =~ 7.
“f%f § tionship to othcr'social scrvice agenques o 1_' T ”‘:7'; T - B
To what extent is it important fur ‘the early childhood/ family
: education program to have a close relationqhip to other -social .. o
service agencies in the community? ’ : Lo T
S - Very'important E 53 (90%) v ; S - . .
: »Soﬁewhat_important .6 (lO%) ' o & S
. Not too important, or o . ‘ g h e o e
Not at. all important, 0 ‘ g ' : &0 S -
SR A o 59_- oo & Y <
' Wouldlfou SaY-other‘social service agencies are geneﬂally PR
“S?_'-"' R Very cooperatiVe 43 f(84%)‘. A" ;i;;; [ghi.ik o ,fu- ' %f
. _ ) . 'Somewhat cooperative 8 ' (16%) i ' ” B :
PN . Somewhat uncooperative; 0 . “
RV - Very uncooPerative ﬂ% 0 o T S
L S ' C T e : S Ty
51 : (100%) I L .
g : Staffing Early Childhood/Famllv hducation Programs .
o . . * ‘ N . * ) .
5 - The, data reported earlier on program strengths and wbaknesses indicated
u;cwi that staffipg is a major.area of‘strength across programs,; Pdrent integajé.f;a_m
_views'and'our direct obseryations support the ¢onclusion reached about - ‘
staff in,the 1976 dQE-evaluation report:
* - . . R - ) L Y] i
The factor most- contiibuting to the’ success of the program .
_ is the qualification of st&ff,persong..  For the large. part,
S - the program staff have exerted ettraordinary efforts 'to im~ : ) L
- ‘ ) plement and enrich the programs “_ o e S SR
;5 e Thirty~three reSpondents (65/) g orted no“ probﬁ%m Eindiag qualified ;
g . l’ . Lo \.’ —~ !

- staff; eighteen'respondents'(35%) said ey had‘experienced some’ difficulty

l.o’._ ] . . . ) . L e . i
finding‘staff; '‘When -asked, "What recOmmendations would you make about the N\
ﬁi.; - competencies staff should have for early childhood/family educatiOn programs?”

5 most respondents warned against looking only at formal credentials and

certificates.~m8uch immeasurables:aS'”caring aooht~children,” ”relating well

Y

L]

-
T .
2T D e T
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N 4 g k;‘*"‘\f} : : o . ' | ‘
Y *--):;xt to :parents,” and "organizing ability" were‘emphasized as critical char-
RGN IK N 0 e . :
BN ' . ) S ' : ' .
! g,z acteri&cs of succesgful staff. Respondents also felt that staff should
e .- R : . . e : -7
W AN L Loy ¢ , . -
Wt be learp rg as well as teachers. They would like more sharing among staff
EAENE ff—fgoﬁ-"di‘_ff&ent *tes and continuing opportunities for in-service training.-
Too=¥e.t, How mugh need is there for in-service training of staff? Would Co
L% you 'say there 1s .. . - . S '
o ;f}fﬁz_Wery "_‘ﬁt_ need 21 (36%) v
"% % Somevha of a need 26 - (41%) _ o
~ "¥Not too #jch need, or 11 (19%) -
No real n¥ifl, -2 - (4%)
AP . ) ) /: \t§§{ s r——— ) A ———————
58 . (100%)
S Al ' . . )
L S dral staf’@%mmen&ed that CQE-sponsored workshops had notably im-
' _ 1 '.':'year a 'Lgreater oppért%_nities for sharing and interacting were
provide&»@%hgy\ als})%«;ommented on the competency and helpfulness of the
' veow L e ’ : ' .
R LR . : .
" current CQB program cookdinator. ¢
. ,; “r N \ i -~ _
r . The in‘-{ej’rvic& question was followed by asking how local program: staff
R o P Tyt T .
. oA g 3 - :
5 are eva;u{tﬁg., I‘.b‘:{.‘he t}/&iﬁs were as follows |
’ \'0.‘..g:".i' ‘ o * . t
. Formal,, })Len) evitluations of gtaff -are done -9 - (17%)
T T L0 SR (VU - ‘ o . ' . '
: , Informa_.;'.-_éfﬁluations’\"('im;erpersonal- comments) =~ 31 (57%)
' - P Yy W RN . w A . B
= T T CAL T . ¢ Co
No evaluations formil dr informal’ ' 6 (11%)
‘ > Don't know - : e ' 8 (15%)
; : _ - ' . y 54 - (100%)
EVIDENCE OF PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS . -
.‘A . - . ‘ ) X ) ) . « .
Whi%e staff appear to find informal, personal evaluations sufficient
' ﬁor their .immediate needs, such evaluatdions of program impact: érel'no-t use-
- ablé in t§e~.long‘-#.t'-un". _"\Aft‘er' asking- 'resP,ondent_:s‘to rate program effgcti’venﬂessl
I . | o _ o
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they were asked:

° .
! . N o

' ' C ¥ ' v“ [N : b
et If you were golng to try to prove to someone that your rating . . .. .
of program effactiveness was &LLUL&LE, what evidence would ST

@ you, use? : - A

. - o
~Tables VIIF(A-B-C) and TaFle VIII categorize _responses to tshese questlons kY

S

0

for staff and‘non-staff. mlmost all Yhe "evidenqgﬁ le of the impression— .

istip, hearsay. variety These data suggest.thetlparents are react{hg
quite positively and that both staff’and non- ~gtaff respondents have ob- o

e setved what they believe to be msﬁningful'program effects, Theywhave.not,
S '\‘O . :-'3'.". Lo l. ' : - o . . . .
. . N , . . : . o ' .
however, with a few exceptions, estgblished procedures to systematically

o .

collect information about program effects. 'FolLOW*upnquestionnaires to
parents would represent, .in our opinidn; a minimal evaluation procedure
© / : SRR '

that couid'contribgyeWSUbstantially.to:locallevaruation efforts., As near

a

A as we can tell only three sites currently use any formal folPew-up tech# ,
\owe - . . : v : ' . . : - . %‘

C niques for prbgram evaluation.-j_ - _ . B . :

LQ) g ' The other major source of evaluation daeé/that LOUld be tapped

fsyetematically and formally is the obeervations of Kindergarten teachers
. . R . . A
At three sites Kindepgarten teachers%made_special efforts to seek ogt the

o

. i - v ' '
. site v1sitorq in quppu t ot the program. The Kihdergarten teacher at: _ .

Dhyton‘s-Bluff speciﬁically asked to be .quoted in this report. Her comment:
. . \ SN
1've been a public school teacher for twentylfiVe years, , I've '
 been involved in a lot of special programs. I've seen them
: - : come and go.< This is the best new program I've seen in twenty-
-\ \ L five years of ‘teaching. ' )
' I can, see differences in the children wvho are in this pro-
e ) gram. The mothers walk by my class with their children when
they come for the program., It's fantastic. They're getting
N _ used to school. They're 1earning' I get these kids in my class
B . and I can see the effects. They've needed this for a ]ong time.
| o They ve got to-keep this program. _ o ,

N

_ . . ) o
Another Kindergarten teacher who gerves on the Advisory Board of the

¢
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o A Table VII-A .

Staff Evidence for Effectiveness of
. Center-Based Parent Component
- (Twenty-four staff'respondents)

Impressions based ‘on fact that'parebts attend sessions o
and tell us they like to come : N 23
" Parent responses on questionnaires h S , "7

Kindergarten and other teachers report observing

positive effects . , : _ ) 7
Direct observations by staff of behavioral changes .

in parents ) 5
Waiting'lists.are'evidence of 'effectiveness o 3

Parents lobbying to legislature because they want  to -

keep the program’ _ . \ _ | 3

A

Feedback to us from commuhity agency people 2

~ Table VII-B

_ Staff Evideace fof Effectiveness of
' Center-Based Children's Programs
(Twenty-one staff respondents)

Parent_informal, verbal support/comments ot 10
What children say and do ' :-‘. ‘ 6
_Attendance, parents keep bringing their kids : _ _ 5,
Changes observed b; staff in children ; : . "- ~ 5
f%arents'refer-other.parents - '."_- - | o N 3

-~

'Kindergarten teechers aa§ they can tell real differences

in children who' ve been in early childhood program . 3
Waiting list - . ‘ ‘ 3

‘ Gut level feelings " S ' - o 1.

~
&
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" R .
e y : : Staff Evidence for Effectiveness of . : e
T - o ©~+  Home-¥isWts Component ' , N
. L4 N .
o ‘ _ (Thirteen staff respondents) : .
¢ v o ' - M’:’ : . P Y
: \ " . . - ' - v, N y T
A - Mothers ‘tell us the visits have ledto changes 'in their ’
) children o . . . 7
Parents keep wanting home visits, express appreciation v _ -
to us . ' . . : ’ 6 )
. Staff observed changes in parents and children over time ~ 6 “ B
‘ ‘ . o S : C
Questionndires from parents _ SR 3 o
. Children's comments - ; A _f 1 ' s
. . , L . . -
3 S
. -
. N a-;
A}
v Q - S
.
@
. .
N
3 .
\ ¢ f
) N .
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Table VIIT

Advisory Board and School Officials

L. Evidence

N,

Parent atfendancp{ parents come,
therefore program is. effective

¥

Parents' informal comments, what

‘the program ('"They say they like

for Program Effectiveness

(Forty respondents)

attendance 1is good,.
T 18

parents say about
it'") o 13

Observable parent enthusiash, supporfl "foy" 11

What community people other than
program, e.g., soclal service pe
service reactions )

Testimony from interviewee direc
changed because of thid program"

Kindergarten teachers report tha

program effects in children

-

Testimony from principals about changes they see in

children N

People from other areas want the

Y. Formal evaluations of effects on

“

‘Gut level feeling that it's"good

Parents willingfto fight for the

W

16

parents say about the
rsonnel comments, health

. ) 11

tly 1 know I've -
) e ' 6

e _ _ _

t they observe positive
C3
. 3
program o 2
children - - 1
1
&N

program - " 1
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" ghows in them and their child.” o
. ’ +

"not generally, but specifically; Aot jugt that changes . have 3§curred!.but
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same program"ommented in her interview: "Itfg‘very g@asy to pick out

<children who &ave been in’the program - .° . Parents participate now With".".”“”f

. «, i N ; i
[, . » : O :
understanding. They've learned how to interact with their children, It

’

t

i R - S
Such qudtes, however, identify only global effects. What is .lacking --

‘and would be particularly use;ul -- 1s specific, detailed déséfiption
: i . : e s :

of changes;}n parents and in children. What are the observable differences--

] . .

| , . .
their natuée, maniféstation, duration, etc. There is potential for a’wealth

of data-frém-parents, teachers, and children that Qould not only document .,
! . . .- . el

the fact ?hat the programs atre effective, but would also help identify par-

ticular areas where effects are strong and lasting as well as gaps in pro-

i 0 4 . . S
gram im7act, areas In which the progr%p/is failing to have an impact. . SN
: RN N N : » .

AN

Thik evaluation report essentfially documents the belief on the p&ég"

hid

of staf{, Aavisoiy Board members, school personneI,landlﬁarents tbat théjf

'
. !

program;is having effects~-important and meaningful effects. The next step
. ~ . N i. . .

\
.

b .
is to's§stematicglly £111 in the details, to carefully document the precise
’ : - _ W

v

nature of program effects on both parenté and children.




PROGRAM JUSTIFICATION AND RATIONALE

e o _ ' o Y . . : _
' The interviews tapped a great deal of strong feeling about early child-

hood/parent education programs. This section of the report addresses the

rélative'priori¥y of such progréms'in the larger context queducational_
needs and the ways in which respondents believe expenditures for such pro-
grams'can be justified. What emerges here is a very broad consensus, a

widely accepted set of beliefs about the nature of education, the nature

: )
of children, and the nature of contemporary society.

Two questions’ were asked of both staff and non-staff respoﬁdegts to
establish ‘the reiative priority of early childhpod/family educatfion pro-

grams. The first question: 3 - ™

With the legislature being asked to fund many different educa-
tional programs, why should it fund early childhood/family edu~-

" »  cation programs . . . or should it? .
Would you say . . . , | 7.
Early education should be a high.priority for funding - 95%
Early education should be a medium priority for funding 5% "
Early education should be a low priority for funding? . 0z

The second question (asked direétly only of non-staff) is‘more dis-
v criminato?y because it breaks the '"high priority" category intd two parts.

. There are many demands made on legislators ta fund a large variety
of different educational programs. Given the problems in funding
all education programs these days, how important should funding for
‘early childhood and family education programs be? Would you say
'early childhood and family education should be considered . . .

1

A top priority for state funding _ - 63%

. Important but not a top priority - - 30%

@ A low priority but some funding, or . ) 4
Not important enough for any state funding - 0%

N '.4)

Almost withaut exception those who responded that‘thesefprograms‘were

I

"importanq but not a top priority" commented that they would opposé ;aking
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el money away from regular school programs, already operatdng under great

~em=-- oo -financial duressy--to fund any new programs. - School administrators were - -

particu&arl§ adament on this ‘point.
O . .. o 3 .o ( . . . - _' . . . . e
BISTE : ‘ Given broad support for program funding, the question is why: How do- &» -~

‘respondents justify public exp%nditures for earﬁY‘childnood/family edocation L

o

R _ programs? Seyeral_distiuct but complementary arguments emerge in responee

to- this issue; . - - : : _ . . .
N : ) :°_ “ ' _ c . r '_ e -
1. The first five'years .are crucial. We must get to bothiparents' s
and children during these critical formativeVQears. ‘Over half -
of all respoudents specifically mentioned this ,argument. ’ Dif- )
ferent people phrased ‘the issue in dtfferent ways, but ‘the:'es~
sential thrudt was clear.. IV :

- A Kindergarten teacher' "You'can\t do.page’two until you do
page one. If children get the proper attention early it w111
'carry ~over, : - :

N

A school board member: "Our’ children are our biggest asset.

If we can properly take, care of them*~from the day. they're born,
it starts immediately, not just when they get to school**they,ll
remain our thief asset. . It -all stems back to. the early years«,
in the home." . L o e <

& child-care staff member: "If a child hae a successful first
" three 'years, he's going to make ie." )
2. The parent is -the child's firetfand mos t imbortant teechert. 1f- _
you want to affectVChildren you have to affect -parents first. .
'Over a.third of the re3pondents'mentioned this rationale. ' ’

"Schools can have little effect it the home environment isn t
supportive." ' . 3 __nﬁ L o \

"Parents hold the key to long—term effects in qhildren.

?

AT : 3. -Early childhood/garent education is a prevention program.--Other
: o ' programg try to “compénsate' or "rehabilitate;" this program is =
. preventing problemq A fourth of the reﬁpondentu qucifiLally‘J

used the word"' prevention in explaining their support for these.

- programs. ' ‘This’ argument 1is closely tied to the idea that the . .
first five yearb are ‘the crucial years deVelopmentally 'If
problems don't develop then, schools.won't have to spend larbe
sums of money trying to deaI with those probi’ms :




F‘?;}f“ﬁf“ R T .._..‘.-. - . st e A O _.\:Ir',.. cote v e Lo, e

4. Pgrenting doean'chome‘natutallyi it's a skill that-has to
be learned--and that can be learned. A fourth of the respondents
specifically mentioned this argument.

. "Parenting is the basics of life, but that basic function doesn't
. " .. get educated for in our society." .

-

'"Where else do you go to. learn to be a parent?"

"Smaller families, 3eneration gaps, highly mobile families--
the information on parenting is no longer handed down from gen- .
eration to generation. The skills have to be learned some other
way." : .

5. The isolation of peoﬁle and families in modern society makes it
necessary to find new ways for people to support each other in
their basic life struggles. This argument is somewhat less.
focused than the preceding beliefs. Essentially this argument
grows out of the earlier finding in this report that the major
strength of the parent programs was the opportunity for parents -
to share and develop mutual gppport systems._

oo "Ours is a transient cbmmunity. PeOple don't know each other.

. Their own parents live far away or are deceased. They have no

: , - one to -talk to aboutywhat is happening with their child.  Grand- .

i ' ) - mother isn't there as part of an extended family. In small ~

o o " families children don't have sibling playmates. This program

is saving both pother and children from almost complete social -
isolation-~it's a life support system building & new sense of
community among neighbors. ' :

v 2

<

"We have mothers whose only contact with the outside world is
“the parent educator during a home visit."

There‘were a large number of other Teasons mentioned by different.re- '

. pondentg, but these justifications seem to constitute the basic underlying

I

belief aystem that cuts acroes the thirteen 1ocations and unique program
> .

‘)/ o constellations. These beliefs are the mortar which hold these programs and

their participants together.

< K oo ) \

g
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The final section in this analysis of the interviews addresses ques-

. tlons concerning the.relationship.between CQE and the local sites. Frei_

8
g

quently the relationships between central funding sourtes and local sites

(.

are quite turbulent For the most patt this appears not'to have been the

-

-

case in this-progrqw. /

- . ) .—
. ¢

J§~ ' There was only one common response to the questionl "Whét wonld,?ou

say are the effects\of being funded by CQE7” The answer' "We wouldn t be

“‘ - . b Y

‘here otherwise. he A few respondents falt th%t some CQE guidelines were toor

a

- restrittive, but different people menti ned different guidelineQ' and others
found the same guidelines helpful.' The in—service workshops and current L .,ugﬁ
' o T, : Y . : ’ e
staff coordinatbr'both drew- praise from sever&l respondents.

- o b

Overall CQE  is viewed as very helpfnl to local programs.

v ¢

- - . Voo

How would you describe the involvement of CQE in the program

. N v L
1 . - . - - \

. ' Very helprul _ g 32 S(e2%)y v
P Somewhat helpful 18 s (35%) o o
' Somewhat harmful : 2 ( 3%) . S
' Very harmful. ° 0 : . T e )
' 52 LlOO%

‘ _ How do you feel about CQE staff involvement in the progiam7‘ Would
' you like to see:, : :

T More €QF staff inVOlvement e 21 ; < (43%) “ - l
» Less CQE staff involvement 0 - | o S S
\ ’Maintain present involvement level 28 - (57%) B o S
i e - (100%)
_ 'If CQE funding had not been available, do you think the pfogram | |
- SN -~ ,would have gotten started7 - .
e Yes 6 B¢V} T

No .. 45 . R TR | o
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: ' unavailable? _ . , , (
_,....._._. . - g - . . : /‘ . .. N ’_ o
o 1. Program will end : 29 L (53%) “ :
2. Struggle on at a much re- . . . ~ ;
duced level of operation 22 st (40%) . \\\;wﬂL”
3. 'Try to keep it going with _ : ' .
minor reductions 03 . (s%)
¢4, No change . 1 (2% _ .

)
‘ What will happen to the program if or when CQE funding becomes i ]
i

/

/

/

.t- " ~ ' }.

55 oox) v .

.

B The respondents, including school officials beliebenthnt ‘these are ]
J .valuable and effective programs They agree thnt thc nced ia oubatantial R
, They also agree that without state funding~loca1 school boards cannot and
. will not support these or any other - new programs. In the view of program .
| -staff and participants the future of tbes% programs is clequy in. the hands
bf the stateg . !, Co L : o .
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7 vided by ‘program directors.
,the length:and

-program dualit

_results for.individual,program“sites are also relatively stable.

**heapoiis-V.I.Pl

- parents ‘report that they heve'cnanged eitherl

'ﬁThe feadér must determine toiwhet"extent this constitutes*a'measureﬁof“'
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L -~ -THE PARENTS' PERSPECTIVE = I

v R ;e ' \ . .
Parent interviews were tondueted by telephone with ten parents from
< o’ .

each site. Parents were randomly selected from participation lists pro-”'

. . 3 -
o - . o B }
t

/,‘ ! . * L : ) ‘ )
Limitations "of time and resource$é dictated < p

ature of these interviews. On parent;rating of overall

\ . N ; , : . N
we followed the same question formet.QSJthatuemployed in_- w<

.-‘“ A : B

years. ¥ . . ’
Table IX showS'the overqll results for the two years on the paxent

M o

rating of program qualitx o The results are virtually identi‘él.*‘The'

\"ay« lTneugin? ) ,'ﬂ
. o2 :
progrem stands out as\the_oniprrogrem receiVing reietivelyo
1ou ratings both.years: Given the verygsmall samplésﬂfor'each site we )
would caution qgéinst making th much of tne retings for the 1ndividual >f-:?:fﬁt

e n
‘ v & ;’\,-) N

sites. The overall program rating, however, is quite stable and probably
_quite representative. ’ i _" S : . B L
" Table X shows parent self-reports on the degree to‘which parents feel - - .

Three-fourths (74/)“of the | o

v

a great, deal” or

they have changed as-a result of the'progrem\

hsomewhat.

. . - PR e ! " B
o - . o ‘ . ¢

% .

program effectiveness.. In our judgment, and Based on our experience with .

.9 R oo “ 4 .
adult training prdgrams in’ general, this tonstitutes &onsiderable impact.- ,

\! v i
N |-, A ~ g

v ]

Table YI shows arents'

views on. the relative funding prioritv Eor m';
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- these programs.. Just over halflconaider'early”chilqhood/family educatfon )

L _ C. ) 4 : .
a top priority. Ninety-fout pbrcent rate continued program funding by the

state as either."important" or "tops' in- priority Again{'this appeara'to
' o
us to indicate substantial parent support for these programs Most reserva-

A4

tions were similar to thoae noted earlier by Advisory Board membcra. Par;

.

ents do not want to see money taken from public schools to fund those programn
Parent comments about why they got invoIVed in the program, ‘and their

assegsments of program strengths and weaknesses parallel the earlier anal- o

e s v

ysis of the site visit interviews. Parents emphasized the importance of

sharing views with other’ parents, establishment of mutual support gro“:
& » .

learning about child development and parenting skills; providing social in—'

teraction and stimulation for their child; integrating the child into the

»

R L scnool; and having acceas to toys, books, new*ideaa and'healthﬁvbreening,_

"Specif c parent comments about each specific program are$resented with

the individual site observation descriptions to which we now turn. A
9 . o . )
. , _ - B T,

&

W

"3, : . : A . . . .o : “

P
LY - T
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Question: -

e -

o

Table iX

¢

uy

PARTICIPANT RATING. OF PROGRAM QUALYTY BY STTE IN 1976 and 1977

1

How would you rate the gquality.of ‘this ﬁrogfam?f

“ T you were rating this.pxogrqm, what 1

" grade would you give it--using an A, B, C, D grading system? '~

4

-

A

g

rl ‘~_. ] “ e o .
Percentage of Persons- Endorsing E

£

B

C

ach Rating in Each Year !

(53

No. :Responding

¢ ,’ 'f- .
i
T,

' -

e

etteyr

1976

1977

1976

"T1977

1976

1977 1976

1977

1976

1977

Mounds View:
- Robbinsdale .
. Rochester
St. Paul -
\ . .
South St. Paul
Staples -

white Bear LékéE -

Total Program %

. I
a c - 55 N
L. : .
S T s
. Y . R

o

86%
423

56

697

1007

567

644

64%,. .

L

647

© 86%

- 100%

70%

-

40

Ly .

L 75%
20%

o

. 56%

: Aoz
.78%”‘
3

© 50

U509,

78%

504

227,
o
B 1:74
‘ :36%r
36K

-0

147

277

7

C o 30%

N

STV AN

0

NL 60y

95y
.o

50

407

'#362 B

R

44y

407
- 117
- 10% |

507

. 50%

St
o 0

0

o -

0.

0

) .'.7':

12

.'.9

13

[

]
16

oA

6 H

10

.. g .4,;;
EVISE

N

.0.9 .

'_'io

R UE

10

10

61%

| P l?é%_

: 36%

3

S

oI5

o ,l":‘




Table X

¢ g

ARENT SELE~REPOR{S ON THE DEGREE TO WHICH TﬁEY HAVE CHANGED AS A RESULT OF THF, PROGRAM

How mucly have you changed whét you do as a parent.since beginning the¥program Have

5 Question: :
(a) a gr at deal, (b) somewhagde (c) not too much, or (d) not at all?

- you chang

Lo

‘*fetgentage in Each Qategoéy

. Program Locaiigp _A Great ﬂ;al Somewhét. Not too mﬁch Not ;t all | Number Responding
Backus ‘ o 301 502 o200 .0 10 |
. B1¥mington 10 702 10z - Y% 10
Lewlston | t0% . . 60 . - - 20% T 10% 10
\ ‘Mankato Y T 1 200 - 208 © 10
Mpls. Powderhorn | 1x L 67L 11y 11% L 9
| ‘Mpls! VIP - - R I (' Jorx T ek 10 ,
: Mounds Viey‘ ‘0 _ _oT0% \\ © 30% - 0 - .10 -
Robbinsdale S S & 117 11% - 9
Rochester" . 207 60% ;' 10% SR (1) SR 10
St. Paul - | 228 44X mg 22 c L9 o
South S¢. Paul 33 T ssy o ., - . o1z 9
‘Staples . . 30% O 40% 0 T ) S A 1 '
White Bear Lake o208 Cos0% i 0 oy 10
*  Total Program  © 17% 5% RIS b A 1 2 P13
: ' - : ' L o
ﬁ(note:.tﬁié.questiop.waé not asked in ;676) .‘ - : . ﬁ S o8
® N - “ Y
5% : | .
- E , | e

im0 e e meee e e e e G e
R R v g
.
o
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- ' “Table X1 | . )
.. -+ PARENTS' VIEWS 'ON RELATTVE FUNDING PRfBRlTY FOR THESE PROGRAMS )

Question: There are many demands made on legislators to, fund a large variety of different educational
programs. Q\yon the problems in funding all educational programs these days, how impartant should
funding fbr ehrly childhood and Family oducation programs be? Would you 84y . early childhood and family
education’ shou1d be consjd010d : : '

t

Program Location ,

A top _
priority for

Important
but not a

A low

priority but
.some_funding

Not*important
enough for any
-state funding

-

o

* Backus 70% 30% 0 .10
Bloomington - 40 e 60 .  0 | 10 -
Tewis ton 30 70 0 0 10 o
“Mankato :30 : 50 208 0 l10 5 . rd
Mplsf Powdhrhorn- 90 {10: ;% .'éOl:\ 0 { 10 - h“j
Mpls. VIP ST 67 14 e L9 A\
“vounds View - . -60 40 | 0 o O. 10
-_l’{obb :;_nsd;l le | 89 ‘lﬁl 0. LI 9
Roches tyrs 30 T wo L .0 10
- Paul 78 .. i 22 0 ()_é, 9.
- South $t. Paul 40 - 60 O . ’.,‘:':.U'-E- 10
Staples | ) 40 60 0 10
White Bear Ltlke‘. 70 -.30 _ : 0 10 ’
Total Progrém 524 427 5% 14 - 127
) " 60

- state funding

top priority

‘1

Number responding
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SITE-BY-STTE VARIATIONS

" The fitsifpart of this report was aimed at pfoviding an overview of all

3

thirteen CQE early childhood/famiiy education programs. Our purpose was
. . N ~ ) . ' 1 .~ . ‘
to look for patterns that cut across programs, to paint an aggregate pic-

L3

“ture of the_totél CQE effort. ‘ g

This part of the report hés juét\the opposite purpose. Hefe we shall
attempt to briefly.cagture'$he unique character of each individual program
site. Three kinés of information will be providéd about each site: (1) an
overQieQ statement outlining the progfém compoﬂehts éfféfedu épecial pro-
gramvfeatgres,'the naéure of the targét populaéion,.gpd;basic ;hghst of

program efforts and activities; (2) full and detailed descripcions of pro-

w

gram activities observed on the day of the site visit; and (3) comments

]

made about the program by parents in response to open-ended telephone in-

x

terview questions.

Q

Each program was visited for a full day- by two trained observer/in~

&

. ’ - A ' . t N ash -
terviewers. Observers used a structured observation-schedule to describe \J/

acti;itiés ogc;rring on éhe daf of the visit. Dateé.for the visits Qefe
‘selectédlgy local program staff. All but one progrém was.viéited on ;he
'date'speciffed,és the staff's f;fst choiceffor the sifé'visit; the one
exception was visited on’the date spegified.as second choice. Allfsitbﬂ
vis;tf took place.between Eebrﬁary'16th and Marchl8th.

~$¢he sife.visit 6bsefvatiqnsfprovihe a'anPéth of a program on a

particular day. It could have been a typical day or an unusual day.

/ .

61
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Staff could have been unusually well-orepared or unusually nervous. We:

would caution the reader against treatinig any single observation as com~ .

© “pletely representative of a program's full range of 9ctivitfes over the

s course of a year.
In order to visit sites on the dates they chose and in order to

complete all visits within a three week periodxten different site viglit-

&
iy A

' ors werae used. (On one day three gsites were visited simultaneously ) This\

introduces some'variation in the nature of theedetails recorded by differ- ‘
ent observers. The name of the observer is ineludedswith each observation.

Overall twenty four different activities'mere obeerved at twelve L.K
sites. (The Minneapolis V.L.P. program consists entirely of home visits,
‘by mutual agreement we made no attempt to observe any home visits because
the presence of a.researcher would have been overly intrusive ) lThe ac—

*

tivities_observed can be categorized as follows:

Parent education activities 7
Children's activities 7
Parent and child combined activities 9.
EPS 1
. ' Total separate observations 24

We would add that we have not attempted to provide full descriptions
of each program These descriptions are only one. part of a larger éQE

report which includes detailed activity descriptions from each program.

. What we are preSentiné here is anioverview of'information obtained-in a

.single day s visit. At the end of the thirteen individual-site descrig-

tions we have provided a summary of the structured observation data..

»
oL
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SUMMARY OF STRUCTURED OBSERVATION DATA
FOR ALL TWENTY-FOUR OBSERVATIONS
| B
Natyre of the Activity Observed
Parent education activities 7 N .
Children's activities 7 . - _ v
Parent and child combined : “
7 activities 9
Early and periodic screening 1
o Total separate observations 24
' {.
‘ Number of sites at which '
observations were made o 12
(Minneapolis V.1.P. has no center activities to observe) | ~ ‘
} ' ) Appropriateneqs of the Facility to the Activity Obeerved | N
N Obqervation Scale: : ] oo
The facility is not | - The facility is highlvq\\‘
appropriate, greatly 1 2 3 '( b 5 appropriate, completetv '
inadequate : adequate =
. " Results: _ .0 0 3 . 11 9
|8 ’ % ; /

Degree to Which the Facility is Comfortable fpr Acﬁ&vities Observed
\m

" ' 5 v,
Observation Scale: _ - o+
) . ) >
Q

The facility is ; ‘ '
very uncomfortable 1 -2 3 4 5 The facility is
T ' very comfortable

’\ g
..', X 4 \
Results: : 6 o 3 10° 9
Attractiveness of Facility for Purposes Used _ : N
_ Observét;?n Scale: N
. Highly unattractive 7 : : - _
space : 1T 2 -3 4 5 Highly attractive
: - : : space
.~ Results: | - O ‘2 8710 3 R T
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Observation SqaLe‘

‘\‘ :b B
High staff control High participant—
low participant input 1% 2 3 4 5 dinput :
Results. o 0o 1 -3 8 10
\

R e e L b -
207 e ~
. { “ ) .‘“_1’\’.
Extent ‘to Which the Ackivity is Well-planned B B
Observation Scale:
' Poorly planned y, T2 3 4 5 Well pladng&?%r
Results. 0 o - 3 7 12 |
L . . ’
Extent to Which . the Purbqse of the Activity is Clear ‘
Obgervation Scale: - \ '
Purpose*Uncléar - 1 2 3 4 ‘5 Purpose.Clear
Results: - . .0 .0, 1.6 " 14 o
. N g » ' {
Extent to Which thé Activity 19 Well integ;ated and Flowing, or
Choppy and Segmented - _ !
Obgergation Scale: I { i % o ' {
Not wéilﬁinte— : a ) L _ o
.. grated, choppy, . / S E ' Well integrated,
segmented hotivittes 1 -2 3, 4 ° 5 flowing activities
Results: 0 0 5 4 13 .
N o '
: i
Participants Active —LPaésivé IR »
A ‘_ . ) S | Er '
~Observation Scale: o
Particiﬁants ' o 7 o . Participants
Passive 1 2-" 3. 4 5 Active .
Results: | 0o .0 2 .10 12
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Staff Domination Versqs Participant Input in Activittes Observed
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Formality --Inform&l;tz*pf Interactions

Observation Scale:

Highly formal C B | Highly informal
“Ynteractions 1 2 3 4 . S interactions

Results: o 1 3 1 5

Degree to Which Staff Work Togetbher (1if moré than one stgff person pr
Observation Scéle: ’ . .
Staga.wofk o Staff work
separately 1 2 3 4 ° 5 . together

Results: ~ 1 1. 2 3 9

Only one-staff person present in activity: 8
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