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Even-though the cufriculum of teacher training programs has not

changed, professors,of education may be cognizant of the changing demands ’

upon teachers and are able to 1nc1ude parent involvement training w1th'

the context of existing courses. In order to assess the exgent ‘

teacher training curriculum, but a]EF\to measure the

professors address these sKills in existing courseés, this project conduc ted

a survey of teacher educators at each of 1@3 teachen training institutions

/ .
.

in this 6- statekregion. i s

\ This ma11 survey .was d1recte9/to1professors who®are 1nvolved inthe

preparation of e]ementary school teachers in this region. The survey

questionnairefasks them (1) about thefr attitudes about parent involvement

{ . ' -

1

in the schools,.(2) about the proper roles for parents in the schoois, (3)
about skills teachera should have 1n working with parents, and (4) about
ways®in which teachers should acquire these skills. It also asks them to
indicate the extent to which these issues were addres;ed in the courses
they taught. The survey was designed to assess parent 1nvo]vement training
in e]ementary education training progranms, ans to prov1de information which
’mighx be used in revising the cUrriculum for prospective teachers.

This 1s the first of a series of surveys designed to gather
recommendations for changing the teacher preparation curr1cu1un tg include
parent 1nvo]vement training (PIT). Each of these surveys focuses on one of’
the stakeholder groups which has specific knowledge about aspects of the

changes in the curriculum: {a) the professors who would implement the »
changes, training.teachers to work with parents, {b) -teachers in the
schools who increasingly work with parents, {c) principals in the schools

who have the responsibility for work1n§ with both their own staff of A

LY

*
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. AREA FOCUS ONE: PARENT INVOLVEMENT AND
<« PRESERVICE TEACHER EDUCATION

- -
-

Objective (FY 80): To determine the extent to which parent 1nv01vement
— training is 1nc1&ded in the-preservice. tra1n1ng of
Ty * elementary and preschool. teacherss

I.  INTRODUCTION X -

L "~ . - . ¥

In the last decade there has.been 1ncre§sed emphasis upon involving

. .parents in the edu&ation of their chi]éren. Federa1.1egis1at10n has man-

wh S ¢
dated parent invo]vement in Title I programs as well as, requiring .schaols

to 1nvo1ve parents in the educational planning for children in Spec1a1

_education. Legis]atioh inseveral states now provides parent involvement in

the schools by ‘creating Parent Advisory Committees for every school in the
state. At'%ﬁe local “level, there is 4n upward spiraling trend of schools

beginning to require formal parent/teacher conferences to discuss the

progress of each child enrolled. barents are a]éo taking on a more active
role in the education of their children, and their contact w1th school
personne] is rapidly 1noreasing.

From the teachers' perspective, this 1ncreased contact with pyrents
has added to the demands traditionally associated w1th the teacher roye.

Teachers are now expected to develop skills in working with parents and
(" . . .
Jeadership 1n working with advisory groups, in addition to the skills which

_pertain to c1ass;90m instruction.™ Although addi tional teacher competencies

aré needeh ue to the increase of parent inJo]vement, the professional

s

training programs for teachers have generai]y remained unchanged. The
. . N
training for teachers has continued to stress classroem teaching skills and

has not yet addressed the new skills which teachers may need to work with

L
parents in the schools.
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teachers and with the parents of school children, and (d) parents who are

learning new ways to become involved in their children's schools. Each of
- e

these groups has its own ideas about the goals of parent involvemgnt and
about the best ways of meeting those goals. The purpose of this series of
surveys is to gather this~information from each s}akeho]der group and then

identify areas of consensus and areas of sonflict by comparing the

Y

responses of each. This comparison of responses will be used to deve]oh

L R

specific guideaines for deciding the type of parent involvement_ training

. which would best meet the needs of all groups involved.'

IT1. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

A. Introduction

. . .
In the mif-1960's social research provided new evidence concerning the
s

relative impact of the family and other-tnstitutions on child development.
These studies suggested that family circumstances and the influence of .the

family were strong enough £o outweigh_the influence of the Schools (Bloom,

. - /7
1964; Coleman, 1966; Jencks, 1972). As a result of 'this evidence, new

r

federaloprograms designed“to enhance equal educational opportunity included

a mandate to involve parentsfin the schools (Head Start; ESEA Title I

[ -

Bilingual Education). This move toward parent involvement has been augmented

by the activities of various advocacy groups Eeeking greater parent involve-
]

-~

. ment in the education of their children, such as the Council for Excebtional'
Children and the Association for Children with Learning Disabilities, and
The National Committee for Citizens in Education. The impact of social
research, the federal programs and the advocate groups began'to break d9wn

the barriers between home and school qu to produce 1nnovative ideas about

4

how these two institutions might improve their interaction.
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~ In 1975 the Congfess passed the Education for A11 Handicapped Children
. Act (P.L..94-142) which reguired all public schools to provide a free and)
appropriate pubtic education to handicapped chi]?ren and to act¥§e1y involve
parents in developing their individual educational plans. This 1egi§1ation
has produced state and local po]icie; out]in{ng new procedures for assufing ’
. parent invé]vement in the schools. Although this fegis]ation focused on
Qandicapped children, it h;s greatly affected teachers ?qg aqministrators.
by increasing the sheer quantity of their contact with parents. In'a3d1- "

]

tion,. parents of non-handicapped chi]dreh have become more aware of their
¢ v .

Y

potential power to affeét school policy dﬁd have demanded to havé input
jnto the education of their children.

In an effort to insure parent involvement on a state-wide basis, three
states have also passed-]egis]a;ion requiring pub]ié schools to have school
advisory councils. California, Florida, and South Caro]iﬁa have all passed
legistative mandates which describe the duties of such‘advi;ony councils
as well as requir{ng ihat parents be'g1ﬁén a maJor'roie. The purpose of
this 1eg1s1at16n is to increase citizen partic1pati6n in education and to

.help schools to improve educational services (Davies and Zerchykov, 1980).

-

" B. The Goalssof Parent Involvement v
Recent educational research suggests that parent 1nvolvement in the - S

*schools may help ggggh;; by giving them a better understanding o; school

* problems (Filipczak, 1977; Hubbell, 1979), more 1nput into policy decisions
(Olristead et al, 1979), and néw skills in teaching their ¢hildren (Alden,
19792 Filipczak, 1977, Olmstead, 1979). Other articles suggest that parent

involvement may help teachers to raise achiefement scores by using parents

as Mome tutors {Rich et al, 1979) and by'en1isting their cooperation with

s ' s

-
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behav1or problems (Hobson, 1979) Still other articles suggest that \
'il

adm1n;s%rators can use parent involvement to 1mprove home/school re]at1ons

7/
(Schmuck,-1974), to set disciplinary standards (Parker, 1979), to obtain

greater commun1ty support for school program§ (Hubbe]l 1979 Filipczak,
1977), and to gain assistance w1th the management of the schoo] itself
. ' (Parker, 1979). In summary, there are a number of different goals which
. may be served by involving parents in their chi1dren's€sch601s.

' €. Barriers to Parent Involvement

In the last ten years a momgntum has been building to encourage,

mandate and study parent 1nvo1vement yet this increased act1v1ty has not

,produced‘W1despread benefits for parents or schools. A var1ety of explana-

¢ tions-have been offered for theslimited success of parent involvement in
B » ]

* the schools: .

Explanations Categories‘
[

limited .time available to parents or teachers I, 13
lack of parental interest 1T -
teachers feel threatened I1
parents not takern seriously ‘ I1
, . lack of acceptarice by teachers 11 \
lack of administrative welcome in school )
lack 'of communication skills (parents and teachers) III
parents feel inadequate I1
teachers already overburdened )
teachers see parents as ungualified - 11, 111
(Sowers, et al, 1980)

This 1ist of explanations, compiled at a conference of parents, teachers and *

administrators, suggests that the barriers to parent involvement fall into

three cateqgories. The first category (I) is that of policie$ and procedures
N * -
(federal, state and local) which provide the context for understanding

parent involvement in any}specific setting. The second category (II) is

that of emot1ona1 or attitudinal re§1stance by parints, teachers, and ad-

L

) L
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: procedures and which must be addressed before examining the problems in

—the third category. The third category (III) is that of specific skill
. . LY i
_ be futile to attempt to teach these skills unless there was first’adminis-

A of parent involvetent. o~ . M v

. on teacher time, teaqperq might have more time to meet with\individua]

L : w

ministrators which shapes the character os compliance with poiicies and °

-\--‘ * -
deficits on the part éf parents, teachers, or administrators which prevent .

effective parent:involvement. This is the 1ast'category because it woula

L

trative support for parent involvement and also motivation to learn them.

These three categories of problems all contribute to the lack of success

D. Stakeholders Affected by Parent Involvement

In addition to the three types oft ptgb{ema‘facing parent in;o1vement, -
there are a1§o't ee stakeholder gréﬁps who are ?rimarily affected by it:
parenfstﬁieachers, and dadministrators. .Nhen-fami{ies and schools are viewed
as a system of thé two insti%utions hawing major responsibility foﬁ’socia]i—
“zation of children, it is clear that changes in the vole of one group will '
.necessarily affect the other (Leichter, 1975). Within tﬁis system, the
three stakeholder)groups are necessarily jnterdependent. For example, if
paqentg were to sharg in teaching their éhi1dren,,teachers might have more
time for curriculum planning or other activities, if‘teacher; were to meet

with parents on advisory councils, aﬁministrators might have more time for

. i .
planning and management; and if administrators were to alter current demands

C

parents. . )

The interdependent nature of the stakeholder groups suggests
that the problems which impede pareﬁt involvement in the schools are
systgmic. In order to accurately assess a systemic prob]emﬁit is. necessary

to survey members of each stakeholder group to determine their particular

bl

.?.'. 6" 10 - ‘e ) .




view of the problem (Leichter, 1979). When information has been gatheréd

from each of the groups,, a systemic set of recommendations may be developed

—_— e e o .

_which 0ut11nes the specific changes necessary for the system and for each
individua] group. Utlesss this systémic approach is used, each of the stake-

holder: groups will tend to see the other two groups as the real barriers
. 4

to more effective parent invo¥vement. .
R ~

E. Types of Parent Involvement Activities /A
F1na11y, there 15 a need to ¢learly define what is meant by parent
involvement in the schools (F111pczak, 1977). Parents may take it to mean

participating in a bake sale or obtaining'cbntro] of the curriculum. t! -

N
Teachers may take it to mean parents working more with their children at

home or parents volunteering to help in the tlassrdom. Administrators‘may
i

think of parent involvement as schools teaching them parenting skills,
. # e v L
parents cooperating with the school in disciplining their cn11dren, or

parents part1c1pat1ng on school advisory committees. In order to get an .

\
accurate p1cture of the problems fac1ng parent inyolvement, it 1s first ”

necessary to sepa?ate these different definitions. of parent involvement in

the schools. - s

‘The most widely accepted definition of parent invo]vement was that
“of the late Ira Gordon. He defined parent involvement as:

. ...a form of citizen participation where1n parents receive
\ and transmit #nformation about their children, augment and .
complement the process of formal education-at home and/dr’
at school,_contribute to decision making on school related
- {ssues and activities, and general]y seek to ensure their
. children's well-beif as they experience forma] education
{Gordon and Brievogei; 1976).

He then separated the various parent {hvoTvement activities according to

thnee models: The Family Impact Model, The School Impact Model, and The

*




Communi ty Impact Mode] The Family Impact Model includes those activities

_for which the major goa] is to do something to or for the“family in order

to-he]p.the chi]d in school. Activtties under this model are based upon

* the following assumptions:

that the-family wants to help but doesn't know' how
that there are correct ways to raise children
that educators know what these correct ways are

_ that family behav1or w11T change with knowledge

s

The assumptions of the Fam11y Impact Model are comp1ete1y consonant w1th
the aSSUmpt1ons which undqr]ie the educational system as a who]e jhe
Schodl Impact Model 1nc1udes act1v1t1es where the focus 1s upqn changing _

- -the school. This model is based upon an entirely d1fferapt set of assump-
tions, including the fb1]0w1ng / 3 . . .

/ ‘ «that school personne] want to help put aren't sure how
- best to do -t
that parents can be of ass1stance in school decisions
~ L. that benefit to the children is the common goal of
parents and schools
that parents can learn-skills necessary in running
& the schools , . <

- -

@
. . The assumptions of this model begin to illustrate the conflict of intgrests
between the family and the school in parent invoivement. The School Impact
Model threatens the power which teachers and administrators have tradition-
- . \

a]kf held. A third model, the Community Impact Model is emerging to cope

.
with the limitations of the;other two. In this model the fdcus is upon

L

integrating the two subsystems wh1ch have the most 1mpact on child develop- .

'

ment sO that their effqrts are complementary and integrated (Gordon, 1979).
L] * -

This model is based upon the work of, Brim (1975) and Bronfenbrennér (1976)

who suggest that both institutions must be viewed néth?n the larger cantext

v L

of the community,-as Subsystems rather than as separate entities. The

e
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éssumptions of this modél include the following: s . v,

‘that the fam11y 19 the. pr1mary influence on child- -
development . o

that the school is a major secondary influence i N

that thé common 1 is-to provide training which will . .
enable chi]dre%é@o become productive citizens in the

2 community
t that -the success of this-training depends upon .the congruence
. of values, goals of.the family, the schoo1 and the 1arger
1 commun1ty 1n which they exist .

The assumpt1ons of the Communiﬁy_lmpact Model point up the importance of
parent involvement in the schools, but they avoid placing major responsi-
bi]itj-for change on the family. %his model takes into accoudt that
fdﬁi]ies and schools are both affected by pressures of a changing society,
and focuses on the importance of deve10p1nq new ways to interact w1th each
/> otherv. , . |
. This P*amework of parent involvement activities prOV1des several -«

‘ }n51ghts about the field. Parents are 11ke1y to resist parent involvement
"programs‘zhich focus on changing the family beCQuse they disagree with
assumptions od which they are based. .Jeachers and administrators are more
"likely to resist programs which impact the school because of disagreement
with the aEqumptions of that.mode1._ Parents and sehoo1 personnel may resist
programs based dpon the communiky model Because of disagreement with the
assumptions. This ﬁode] makes it clear that each stakeholder group has its
own specifie needs, which may’ or may not be compatible with the needs of
the other two. Parént 1dv01vement activities can be exbected to gather
support from each group to the extent these activ1t1es are seen as meeting
. that group's needs. Since the support of edch stakeholder group is necessary

for parent 1n!01vemept tq be euccessful, parent involvement activities must

. take into consideration the viewpoint of all. three groups.
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E. _"The Focus of This‘StuQ1 A S
¥ ] . ~

. The purpose of this study is to look at parent involvement from the

view;oint of teacher eaucators Ana to use this ipformation to deve[pp )
éuidelines which might'Be ueed to modify the curriculum for training
elementary education teachers. ﬁUtherford and Edgar (1979) have pointed
aout that parent-teacher re]at}ons are frequently mi;sing’from tae curricula
of teacher training programs. CLonner ;qﬁ Sanders (1976) stress fhe impor-‘
tance of having teachers who are trained to assist pareqts 13 becoming
involved with the schools, and Morrison (1978) predicts the need for such
teaghers will ¢ontinue to increate in the future. Safran (1979) agrees
with these authors, but goes a step further in stressing the importance of
providing th1s parent involvement traiping as part of the undergraduate |
curriculum rather than depending upon inservice trainjing. * 7.
This survey is desiaaed to ask teacher educators:about their-attituq$s
toward parent involvement and to ask them whthev they also.think it is

' 1mportant enough to be 1nc1uded in the already crOwded teacher training

' [ -

"'A.  The Survey Instrument B

i v - ’
_The parent invq]vement training survey is a five-part instrument which

’l

explores the attitu9e§ and practices of tedcher educators regarding parent ° '

involvement trainiha (Appendix A). Part I is a 46-item section which asks
for.their perceptions of (1) the current state of education, (2) appropriate
nales for parents in the schools, 13) the desirability of training teachers
in parent involvement; and {4) the barriers to 1mp1ementing parent involve-
' mentﬁpr parent in§o1vemeqt training for teachers. Eac¢h item is a statement

14 -
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and .the respondents were a§ked to indicate the extent to which they agreed
or disagrebd with 1t. ’Pa;t II consists of seven additional‘Stﬁtemeﬂés,
but these seven items»all pertain to actually providing parent involvement
tra%niﬁg/fs;’;;dergraduates in education. Again, the respondents were
_,kgked to indicate the extent to which tLé; agreed or disagreed with each .
" statement. In Part IIT teacher educators were presented with 13 teaéhing
activities used to tgéch students about parent involvement and they were

9sked\to.rate each of the 13 on a scale from one to five, with one indicatin§

that the method is less important and five indicating the method is very

important. In Part IV, the respondents are asked to logk at the same 13 -
]

*

’ teaching activities and to indicate which enes they have actually used in
[

their courses. In Part V, respdndents were presented with 19 cormon ~ ~
» . ' . . )
- decision-making issues 4n the schools for which either parents, teachers,

or administrators might have responsibility. They were then asked to
. : . 4 J
indicate which of these three groups should have input into the decision,

and which should have final authdri;y for making the decision. The last’

part of the Survey instrument asked for seven categories of demographic

information:
' Number of years teaching at the college level T ' .
Number of years taught in public or private schools .
Primary focus of graduate training -

Approximate enrollment of present institution where teaching
Extent tO which parent-teacher relations are a part of your -

" teaching . .
, Sex
Ethnic background , /s
8, The Sample ’ ’ )

Using a national directory of colleges and universities, a 1ist was

compiled of all the four-year colleges offering undergraduate programs 1n
*




‘ /”) B ?_efgmentary education'h:thfs gix-state region. Each college was asked
to ;ubﬁat a 1iet of professors or ihstructors teaching elementary educa-
tiop courses at’ that in§t1tution In al1, 133 colleges met the criteria
“and from these co]]eges there was a total of 980 eligible respondents for
3 the survey. Each>of the 980 potent1a] respondents was mailed a survey and
a self-addressed return enve]ope, and a tota1 of 575 complef%d the . ¢
v que;t1onna1res and returned them. The charagter1st1cs of this group of

. reSpondents are described in deta11 1n the Resu]ts section of this report

and ]n Apﬁend1x B.

Q - i
V DATA ANALYSIS ‘ ’ :
s i The first step 1n data anaLys1s was to look at the refponse distribu-
’ t1on and mean ratings for each 1tem in Parts I-¥Y and for each demograph1c

- 4

Var1ab1e. Because of the different formats used in each part of the
questionnaire, subsequent analyses were slightly Hifferent for each section.
‘ For Part [ the mean ratings of each item were used to rank order the items
in*terms of the strength‘of response. The items were then grouped by
Y ghether reSpondents generally agreed or disagreed with the statement in

-y

. the item. After determ1n1ng whether respondénts agreed or d1sagreed3;1th

a given item, the responses were broken down by each of the seven demographic
-variables to determine whether subgroups within the sample fe]t’ﬁ?fferent]y

on a particular issues The ftems on Part [ were also factorﬁaﬁa1yzed to

discover whether or not the response patterns inoicated underlying factors

wh1ch 1nf1uenced responses, Using a standard varima{ rotation, three \
factors were 1dent1?1ed which seemed to correspond to the domains used to N ]

construct the questionnaire. For Part II, the data ana1ys1s.was s1m11ar

’ to that used,in Part I as they both have the same format. Again, in Part

LY
Y

’ *

. C 12
" ( 16 | | ;




~

!

‘accordihg to the frequenqx of response to each item.

..
/ . -
H
4

ll;,'the mean scores were used to rank order thel3 teaching activities used

fo teach about parent involvement in ferms of 5heir perceived importance.

In Part IV, where tespondents indicated which of the activities they

actua11y used in the1r teaching, the group responses were rank ordered
Rather than calcu-
lating a correlation coefficient for the two sets of ranked items, a
visua] comparison was made to determiné the extent to which the methods
considered most important corresponded to those which were most used.
Again, on Part V, & frequency distribution was used to get an overall
picture of whether parents, teachers, or principals should have input or
Means were also

final author1ty on each of 19 typical school decisions.

calculated for each of the demograph]c items, and a frequency dlstr1but1on

- 1

was Used to describe the respondent group,
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V. RESULTS - . ) ' :
- \ This secéion includes a summaryeof the characteristics o; respondents
in thié study, Fesc;ipt1on of their responses to Pa%t; I.thbugB‘Part Veof*
the survey questionnaire, and the‘resu1ts of secondary analyses used to *
. discover undér]yipg Ee§ponse patterns of particular subgroups.within the
sample. The reasults are presented in tab]es and discussed 1n the
corresponding text. - v
VAL Charactgr1st1cs'of Respondents ' ‘ {
Of the 575 respondents, 294 (51%) were teaching at teacher colleges or
. universities in Texas, with about 10% from each of the other five states
(see Table 1). ' /
| ' ' TABLE 1
Number of Respondents by State .
. State > N ) percent of Total *
Arkansas 59 10.3%
Louisfana - 68 11.8%
Mississippi \ . // 58 10&% ,
X New Mexico . 38 . 6.6%.
z 0k1ahoma ’ 58 TN 10,1%
' Texas E 294 ' §1.1%
.. ~~. TOTAL ~ 575 respondents 100.0%

L]

The 575 respondénts indicated they had been teaching college an
average of 3.90 years. They also had taught in the schools an average of
'/// 3:?6 years. Their graduate tra1n1ng.1nc1udeg Curriculum and Instruction
(}5%), Elementary Education (33.2%), Educational Administration (8.7%),

18 L
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Preschoo] or Ear]y Childhood Education (8. 2%). and Specia] Education
(5. 0%). Other disciFJines represented in this group included educationa]

-

gpsychoiogy, philosophy of education, music, library science, child
deve10pment, bilinqual education, and psycho]ogy.

" Approximately twogthirds of the group (67%) indicated they currently

L]

teach at a college with an enrollment of less than 10,000 students. Only

about 9;3% teach at colleges or universities with a stuient enrollment of
more than 20,000,

Y

Fram this group, 55.5% of the respondents indicated they inciuded some

form of ﬁarent—teachér relations in their .teaching. Of the 575

LY

respondents, 211 indicated they»taught at least one class on the topic .

- (36.7%), another 84 said they taught a module (14.6%) and 24 indicated they

taught a complete course on the topic (4.2%). Al1~"together, 55.8%0f

respondents indicated they “taugh? paqent-teacher reiations in their

coursés. Approximately 30.3% of respondents tndicated their courses

, included very 1ittle or no emphasis on parent-teacher relations. -

r

In tems of ethnic background, 81.4% indicated they were White, 7,9%

Approxinﬁt::;

‘
Mean responses and response distributions for each of the de&qgraphic

Black, 4.9% Hispanic, 1.7% Averican Indian and .3% Asian.
5o5% of those rasponding were ma]e and 53.5% female.

-

items on.the questionnaire are shown in Appendix B.

8. Part I of the Questionnaire -

i. Factor Analysis of Part I -Items ’ /

When the instru@ent was designed, tﬁe’ite;s in Part I were constructed

using the fo]]owing domains: (a)’respoﬁdents' attitudes toward pgreqts;

L]

(b) their perceptions of role of teachers, ic)ttheir impressions'regérding
B £

the need for training to work with parents, and (d) their vhews about

, .

[ g
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whether or ndt,this training should become part of the teacher training .
* curriculum.

After collecting the data, a factor analysis wa's done to look at
respohse\Batterns oh these jtems. Using a varimax rotation, .response
patterns emerged which paralleled the {tem domains. With regare to domain
(a) respondents' attitudes toward areht§ were descrtbed by a factorwhich .
included items 5, 16, 23, 25, andM2. Responses tq these item¢ were highly
correlated with each other, so respondents wh? agreed with item 5 (that
prgb]ems in schools are more the fault of parents than teachers) ajJso .
agreed with the other 4:1tems (that parents are being given too many rights
over matters which are the concern of educators, that parents are not able
to handle negative feedback about 'their children from teachers, -that
parents'are upwilling to take time for‘their children anJ that education
has'probzems because parents are not doing their job).

'Respondents' perceptions of the role of teachers (domain b) were
described by a second factor which included items 17, 21, 22, 3nd 30. \
Respohses to these items were highly corretated, which means that L
‘respondents who agreed with [tem 17 (that parenting ang family iife are T
priﬁate matters, not the business of teachers) a1sd<agreed with the ather 3
items (that teachers should enly be trained to teach, that teachers have
enough to worry about without having to WOk with parents, and that parent
1nv01vement 1s the responsibi]ity of parents, not teachers) [tems 10, 13 ) t
14, 15, and 24 were related to this factor, but not as highly 1nterre1ated

A thtrd factor seemed related to both the perceived need for parent
A 1nvo1vement training (domain c, aboge).and whether it should be included in
the teacher trainipg carricalum (domain d). This factor included items 10:

15, 19; 33 and 40. Those who agreed with item 10 (that parent 1nv01vemen2

- .

16
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training should not BF a priority for undergFaduate training) also tended’
to agree!that parent involvement training was important enough to allocate
same undergraduate training time to it (Item 15), that such training' would
be good if -more time were avaflable (Item 19), that teachers nee%_extra
training to work With culturally hifferent parents (L'tem 33) and that work-

/
ing with parents requires specific training (Item 40). ReSponses to\ Item

_ 24 (that parent imeolvement is anotherﬁwhich should not be taken seri-

ously) uere also positively related to ;8; other items and the responses té

Item 45 (thax pareni involvement training should be required as part of
continuing education) were negative]y related to the other 1tems in this
factor. The itens loading on each factor are shown in Appendix C-1.

. 2. Respdndents' Ratings of Items on Part I

Part I consists of 46 statements about teachers and pgrents to which

respondents 1531cated their agreement or dispgreement, using a scale from ¢

to 4 where 1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = disaJree, and 4 = strongly
r

disagree. Items were grouped according to the mean ratings with ratings

between 1 and 2 dpdicating general agreement, ratings between 2 and 3

indicating no consensus and ratings between 3 and 4 indicating general

' disagreement. Mean ratings for all Part I ftems are shown in Appendix c-2.

e As a group, teacher educators a gree most strong]y with statemen%r
that (1) teachers arg underpaid, (2) parent participation in all schoo

matters should be increased, {3) teachers need extra training to prepare
L]

Ythem for working with parents of different cultural backgrounds, (4)

Parent Involvement Tratning should be insluded in undergraduate curriculug,’

(5) parehts are usually cooperative with teachers, and (6) parents would

help their children at home {f they knew what to o The ftems with which

teacher educagoﬁg agrefd a%e shown in rank order in Table 2 with strongest

17
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TABLE 2
N
. Teacher Educators Agree with these Items in Part I*
. L]
' {n~= 575)
' L)
/ , E Item ' + X Rating
2. Public school teachers are underpaid. 1.44 « |
7. Parent participation 1n all schoo] related matters S
. should be increased. . 1 0 5 S

r

33, Teachers need extra trafhing to prepare them for workjng
with parents of different cu]tura] and (thnic backgrounds. 1.72 .,

Y % %possitﬂe to train teachers to manage the wide variety ° SR
. ’ of Student abilities present in today's classroom. . 1.79 .
. 19. If more time -were availablé, 1 would adyocate Parent -
Involvement Training in undergraduate currjcutum. . * 1.84
29. It s apprOpriate for teachers to.confer with par‘ents ,
about the child' s hofe 11fe. < ~ .. .1.86
N »
) 27. More parents would hetp chﬂdren at home 1f they knew ? ‘ '
- wha{t to do. . ) 1.89
. 1. Parents are usually cooperative with teachers. o 1.90
- 15. Parent Involvément Training is important ‘enough. to ' . ,
T . aTigcate undergradudte training time to it. ° 1.93
S ) 26. Jeachers -are having to absorb more and more of the -
-\ responsibilities that parents used to assume, . 1.97
. 32, 'iihen given adequate information about their children,
parents can make rational decisions. . 1.97
- » 2 ) , - . . P

L 4

-
)

*These items received mean ratiags of less than 2.0 on a scale from 1 to 4
where } = strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 = disagree; 4 = strongly disagree.

~ -
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agreement at the top. v

Respondents disagreed with statements that (1) parents should get more
tra1n1n§ 1f they want input into education, (2) 1ow-income failies are not
interested in their schools, (3) teachers have enough to do without working

_ ;1tﬁ parents, and (4) Parent Involvement Training is just another fad in
" education. They also did‘not think that parents do more harm than good by
helping their children with homew?rk. The items with which théy disagreed

are shown'jn rank order in Table 3 with the strongest disagreement at the

~

‘tm.
The remaining items on Part I received mean ratings of between 2.0 and" .

2.99 which either indicated the were neutral on the item or there was

- -~

. simply no consensus. Secondary analyses of Part I respolfses prbvide more

information with which to interpret these respoonses in the middle range.

.

3. - Secondary Anilyses of Part I Responses

_The responses to gach item in Part I were broken doyn by~specific

. S demographié variables to 1ook® for patterns of responsé which might .be §
related to respondent characteristics. In general, these ané]yses
indfcated that the responses of each bf the subgrotps within the samp]e-x
were fairly consisteh: with the responses of the whole group. However,
significant differences. among the subgroups tended ti cluster around a few
demographic variables and around specific items. The demographic variable 9
which generated the most systematic differences in re;ponses'lere amount of

. parent teacher're1ations taught by réspondents, ethnic background of

respondents, size of ehro]lment of college or'qniversity, aﬁd years of

. experience ieaching in the schools. .
. The brédkdown of responses by amount of parent teacher relations |
taught {see Appendix £-3) dndicates that this variable was related to .

»
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v L ‘ * TABLE 3-
. - B -
, Teacher Educators Disagree’'with these Items on Part I*
. (n = 575)
ro ‘ oy :
Item X Rating
, T 12, Af parénts want to have more input into educational C:
policy and planning, they should go to college and
. get. a degree in education. 3.33
14, Getting .low income families interested in their schools ‘
{s an unrealistic goal. * 3,18
22. Teachers have enough to worry about without having to .
: work with parents, too. 3.22
L] \ . .
24. Parent Involvement Training is another fad in education; -
it should not be taken too seriously. . ] 3.1 ‘
10, Trainfng teachers to wor‘k with parents should not be a
priority for undergraduate training. .1
. 21, - Teachers should be trained to teach; all other school
pegblems should be handled by other prdéfessionals. 3.05 ,
36. The average parent does more ham than good by helping .
. a Child with social’ work. 3.02

-
'y

*These {tems received mean ratings. of more than 3,0 on a scale from 1 to 4
! where 1 = strongly agree' 2 = agree; 3 = disagree; 4 = strongly disagree.
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s?gnif{tant'differences,anong each of the'subgroubs on:-23 of the 46 itéms.
The subgroups fhtluded those who taughtlpareht tedcher relations (a) not at
all, (b) a 1ttt1e,.fc) in at least gne c1ass session, (d)} in a module, and‘
(e) in a course devoted to the tOpic. The responses of those who taught a.
‘sing1e class on the t0p1c were most 1ike the mean responses of the total
group. The responses’of those who were either in the (3) or (b) subgroups
were a]most completely tn the middle or neutral -range, while those who
‘taught a course oOn the topic showed the highest number of responses::y
efther the Agree range or in the Disagree rangé. This breakdown suggqstsw’
that those who teach a c0urse on parent teacher re1at10ns have strohger
opimons, both pro and con, about the issues relevant to Parent Involvement
Fraining. The items with hhich this subghoup agrees are shown in Table 4
and those with which they disagree are shown in Table 5. When compared to
. the tesponses of the whole group, tho;e who teach a course 1n parent- i
teacher re1ations sedn "To have stronger opinfons on a larger number of
items. They both agreeéfand disagreed with more items than did the group
as a whole. In addition, on ftems which the whole group agreed (Tab]e 2)
and on ftems with which the whole group disagreed (Table 3) the mean
ratings of this subgroup were consistently more. extreme, tndicatihg a
’b/stronger response. ‘ ‘

Ethnic background was the.second dehoéraphic variable which seemed
most related to d?fferentia] response patterns. On 13 of the 46 items in
Part I there were significant differenées 4&n the responses among the ¥
following ethnic subgréups: White, Black, Hispanic, ;nd American Indian.

The responses of the White subgroup were most similar to the group heans,
but this is to be expected where they constitute 85% of the totzl group.

In general, those in each of the minority groups agreed more strongly

~

A R 'W‘




" TABLE 4
Teacher Educators who Teach a Course in Parent Teacher RePations
Agreed Most With These Statements*

L

?

Item * * X Rating
15. Parent Involvement Traiping is important enough to °
_ allocate undergraduate training time to it. 1.55
L
19. If more time were avajlable, I would advocate Parent
Involvement Tratning in undergraduate surricul um. o 1.59
29. It is appropr"iate for teachers to confer vdth parents :
about the childis home life. . 1.77
45. Parent Involvement Training shogtd be required ~for
" teachers as.a contimuing educa®™p course after the -
first year of teaching. 1.91
9. StromySk.efforts Should be made to include parents on .
curriculum deve r’_qt boards. . : * 1.95
27. More parents would help chﬂdren at home 1f they knew

what to do. - 1.95

3 s
K
L3

- . v,

[

LA - ". ’
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*]1 = strongly agree to 4 = strongly di®agree
- - o ) s




. , . . ) &
‘ 5 o ThBL ' '
‘ h. . . - - A E 5 p ) ¢
. Teac r Educators Who Teach a Course in Parent Teacher Retations ~
C . ~« ,, Disagreed Most With These Statements*
© W .
. ¥ .
h -.‘_ S Item . X Ralting.
10, ‘Trai ning teachers to work with parent should not
;be a priority for undergraduate training. 3.50
y 24, Parent Involvement Training is another fad in * . 0
, . . education; it should not be taken too serfously. 3.45
[
.22. Teachers have enough to worry about without having .
. * to work with parents, too. 3.32
16, Parents are being given too many right over matters '
, that are the concern of educators. ] 3.14 p
30. Parent involvement in #ducation is the responsi,bﬂity
- of the parent, not of the teacher. 3.14
28. Teaqher education does not attract sharp, motivated
persons. 3.09
.% parenting and fanﬂy 11 fe are private matters and not
P the business of teachers. - : 3.05
‘ 75, . Parents aré unwﬂHng to take time for their children
these days. | . 3.05 - 7
43. Developing a course on Parent Involvement Praining
would require knowledge not currently aVaﬂab]e in most
Y Colleges of Education. 3.00
* 46, Workfng with pareat is a counseior's job. " 3.00 - .
\ \ - ' l’ \
o~ - R /
#1'« strongly agree to 4 = strongly disagree.
g ) :
LS M * 'y
{ . ) -
\ * i
4 ' ' 27 .
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. in group (a), 236 Qere in gr

g/,,af/

strongly with statenepts that (1) parent participation in all school
matters should be jncreased, (2) stronger efforts should be made to include
patents oh curriculum developrient boards, (3) teachers need extra training
to prepare them fo; working with parents of gifferent cultyral backgrounds,
(4) having parents help with homework 1; a good fdea and, (5) more parents.
would help tigir children if they knew what to do. The responses of Blacks
and Hishanics were quite similar, but Hispanics .registered stronger gi;}
agreement with the statements that parents are unwilling to take time for
their children these diys and that getting low-income families.interested
in ‘thefr schools is an unrealistic géa]. Table 6 shows éhe jtems in Part I
one ;hich there were significant differences among the ethnic subgroups.
Enroliment size of institutions was the third demographic variable
which revealed differing patterns of response. Respondents were divided
into three groups,atco;ding to nstitutional enrollment size: (a) ué to
5,000 students, {b) from 5,001 to 15,000 students, and (c) from 15,001 to
40,000+. Of the 566 respondents who indicated size of enrollment, 231 were

p (b) and 99 were in group (c). On 9 of the
46 ftems there were significén differences among these three groups as
sh;wn in Table 7. In spite of the fact that ‘the differences sliggest that :
size of institution may affect respo SEB, the responses of all three groups
were not very different from the mea;, nor were there differeﬁges among the ‘
sgroups which appeared to b€ meaningful. .
The last demographic vatiable which indicated differential responfe
patterns was that of years experience teaching jn the schodis. Again the
sample of 5@? respondents was divided into 3 groups: {a) those having 0;3
years experience in the schools (N=97),-(b) those with 4-9 years (§=213),
and (t) those with 10+ years (N=257). The results in Table 8 indicate ~

. 24
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TABLE S .
“PART 1 ITEMS IN WHICH THERE WERE SIGNIFICANT DIFF

4

ERENCES IN THE RATINGS*

RELAILU 10 ETHNIC BACKGROUN

*] = strongly |§rte. 2 » agree, 3 = disagres, 4 = strongly disagree.

29

- u

(ps.05) * /
R N
X Rati X Rating % Rating X Rating of X Rating of
' of Sarple of Whites . of Blacks Hispanics American Indians
[ters (N =550) (N=468) (N =44) (N = 28) {N=10) .
4, It ts possible to train teachers to -
'ma??ge the wide variety of student '
b i ' - '
2 tties present in today's class 1.79 1.82 1.48 L7 2.25
7. Parent partitipation fn 311 school.
related matters should be increased, 172 1.77 1.4 1.28 1.70
9. Stronger efforts should be made to
* d
e Doargs curriculum de- 2.01 2.05 1.79 1.7 2.00
11. Having parents help thefr children ) ~ o y
- with hooework is a good idea. 2.06 2.13 1.73 1.61 %
- .
14. Getting low Income families inter- \
ested in thefr schools is & ,
e ealistic goal. - 3.18 3.78 3.34 3.46 3.00
*23, Most pargnts‘;re too emotionally in- s
volved with thefr children to 1isten ,
objectively to feedback from teachers * )
(especially 1f it is negative). 2.74 2.76 2.50 2.89 2.50
25. Parents are unwilling to take time
for their children these days. .77 2.77 2.59 3.04 2.90
27. More parents would help children at ) )
~ home {f they Epew what to do. 1.89 , 1.92 1.66 1.75 1.80
33. Teachers need extra training to pre-.
pare them for working with parents
of different cultural and ethnic : .
backgrounds. 1.73 1.77 1.52 1.39 1.60
15. rresently, tnere s 3 shortage of )
materials necessary for developing .
2 course on Parent Involvement .
«Training. 2.45 2.47 2.52 2.21. « 1.90
4 working with parents requires -
0[ ;pgc‘lf?c training. 2187 . 2.19 2.32 1.82 1.90
42. Education §s having prgb}emstge- . ‘
*  cause parents are not doin eir ’ ‘ !
Son.” § oA 2.50 2.48 2.52 ~ .93 2.50
46. Working with parents is a counselor's
S b 2.87 2.84 3.07 3.1 X
= -
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TABLE 7 ’

Related to Enrollment of Training Institutions

Part I Items on Which There Were Significant Differences in .the Ratings*

(p < .05) ¢
e , X Rating X Rating by . X Rating by X Rating
. - , . of Sample  those colleges  those colleges those colleges
R . ) of up to 5,000 of 5,001-15,000 of 15,000-40,000+
I tems = Y (n = 566) {n = 231) (n = 236) (n = 99)
* 2. PubMc school teachers are underpaid. 1.94 1.51 1.42, 1.31
3. Parents usually know what is best for their ; |
elementary school age children. 2.47 2.55 2.45 . 2,33 -
. 4.°Tt is possibfe to train teachers to managé
- the wide variety of student abilities
present in today's classroom. 1.79 1.87 1.75 1.67
n »
7. Parent participation in all school related ,
matters should be increased. 172 1.64 1.69 1.92 .
3 - .
10, Training teachers to work with parents should
not be a priority for ugggrgraduate training. 3.11 3.07 3.20 2.97
. 15. It is the "teacher's responsibility to get . Y, ‘
' parents involved in education. 2.34 2.42 2.21 2.31
21. Teachers should be trained to teach; all
other School problems should be handled
by other professionals. 3.05 3.06 3.01.° 2.91 ;
© 29, It is approgr1£te for teachers to confer ] D
with parents about the child's home life. 1.86 1.90 1.80 1.93
"+ 34, Professors of Colleges of Education who ' .
teach undergraduates are not prepared to .
conduct a course on parent\involvement. 2.58 2.53 2.67 2.47
.30 - T )
strongly disagree,

o *] = strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 = disagree; 4 =

31
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Part-1 Items on Mhich There Were Significant .
Differences in the Ratings* Related to Years Teaching School

p (pi -05) ' « “‘

* - LY * /

« X Rating ¥ Rating % Rating X Rating
of Sample 0-3 Yrs. 4-9 Yrs. 10+ Yrs.

Items / {n = 567) -(n = 97) {n = 213) (n = 257)
2. Public school teachers .
are underpaid. 1.44 1.46 1.35 1.52

4. 1t is possible to train.
+ teachers to manage the
wide variety of student
abjlities present in
today's classroom. 1.79 1.95 1.75 1.75

14. Getting Yow {income
families interested in
their schools 1s an
ynrealistic goal. 3.18 | 3.20 3.24 3.10

28. Teacher éducation does
* fot attract sharp,
- motivated persons. 2.85 2.78 2.78 2.%4

34. Professors in Colleges
of.- Education.who teach
undergraduates are not

prepared to:conduct a .
course on parent
involvement. 2.58 2.41 2.64 £ 2.89
. 40. Working with parents
‘. . requires specific .
» %training. . 2.18 2.13 2.13 2.26"

' [
. . / .
L]

*] = strongly agree, 2 = agree; 3 = disagree; 4 = strongly disagree.
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signi ficant di fferences among the groups on 6 ftems fp =,.05), but no .

A |
»

meaningful patterns emerge.

4, Summary of Part I Results . «

A factor analysis of Part I Ltems identified threé factors which

sequd,to correspond to the duna}ns used to construct, the questionnaire,
' ’(;) attitude toward paregts, (b) perception of teacher role, and (c) need
for parent involvement training in the undergraduate curriculum.

The respondents as a gfoup indicateg clear agreem;nt with 11 of the 46
items and clear disagreement with 7. When the responses of the whole group
were broken down by each of the demographic characteristics of respondents,
thg amount of parent teagcher relations laught and respondents’ ethnic back-
ground were the d ggraphic variables related to meaningful differences in
response patterns, Those who taught a course in harent teacher relations
seemed to have the strongest opinfons about the 1teTs presented {as

'1nd}cated by the fewest number of neutral responses) and those in ethnic
minorities agreed more strongly than Whites about the need to include

) parent§ in a]l'aspects of school decision making.

C.  Respondents’ Ratings.of Items on Part Ii
In Part II the reﬁpondents were a;ked to assume that Parent

Involvement Training (PIT) had been mand;téd for 211 undergraduates }n

l education before fating seven state;ents about ways fb provide such
Fraining:- These items use the same rating scale as thﬁ;e in Part I. As
shown in Table 9, the respondents as 2 group agreed that systenatid
%nservice gn PIT should be available for professors and that PIT shqu]d be
handled by inservice.training for teachers. Ho‘r, reTpondents di:sagreed
with statements that PIT should be handled by another department, or that

-

students might be too immature "to berefit from {it.

*
v . -

» . "
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. ) : « . TABLE -9
' Respondents' Ratings of Part Il Statements
About Providing Parent Involvement Training*

-

1tem % Rating
1. Incorporating PIT into an existing course" ! ’
» would be’more than adequate. 2.45 (Neutral)
2. PIT éhqyld be presented‘as a core, "theory" ’
) course. .y 2.78 {Neutral)
‘ ' 3. Student immaturity would prevent 2 PIT course
N from being significantly useful at any point :
ip training. . - 2.99 (Neutral-
) ) R Disagree)
4. PIT shouldhbe handled by another department. 3.21 (Disagree)
5. Providing 2 communication skills training or. '
- human relations training would provide all . .
: that would be pertinent for PIT. . » 2.93 LNeutral)}

6. Systematit inservice on PIT shoulh’be available

for professors. 1.95 (Ag?ee)

7. PIT should be handled by inservice training for
teachers. - 2.24 (Neutral)
, _ - = oA
*] = strongly agree, 4 = strangly disagree

AN
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ReSponse,paE;erns for the items in Part II were'broken down by each
6f the deliographic variables, but subgroup responses varied only slightly
from the mean reSpdnses,of the group as a whole. Respondents listed as
teaching efther a course or a module on parent-teacher relations tended to
disagree more with the statements that (1) Parent Involvement Training
should be handled through inservice for teachers or {2) incorporating it
into existing courses woulqd be more than adequate. They also tended to
agree more with the statement that PIT should be presented as a core,

, “theory"® course in the curriculum. Other responses to P;rt Il items which
varied with the amount of parent-teacher relations taught by respondents

-

;re showp in Table 10.

D. .Part Ill of the Questionnaire

1. Respondents' Ratingg of Part III Items

On Part III res?onaents were asked to rate eéch of 13 teaching
act}vities used to te;ch prospective teachers about parent;. A five-point
scale was used with a rating of 1 indicating 1ow importance and 5 1nd%cat-
ing hiéh 1mportancé. The_mé&n ratings for all reipondents are showq,in
Table 11 where the activities are .ranked with the most important at the top
and the )east important at the bottom. The mean rating for all {tems was
3.27.

As shown in Table lf; participation in ‘parent-teacher conferences was
seen as the most 1mpqrtant activity used to train teachers in parent
involvement. The next most important activities included interviewing
1eaders of parent'organizations; role playing with parents or teachers,
haviég a teacher speak ;6 the class zbout parent involvement, having a‘
parent speak to ‘the class about pérené involvement, and having the student

L3

actually conduct a2 parent teacher conference. The least important parent
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TABLE 10

Diffgrences n the Ratings of Part II Items
Related to the Amount of Parent-Teacher Relations Taught

4

— *

* Amount of P-TR Taught
4

oy

Ttenm, . : (Mean) . none 1{ttle 1 class module course

- 1. 1Incorporating PIT N

” into an existing’ . ’
) ) course would be (2.45) 2.39 2.41 2.40 2.62 2.95
; more: than adequate.

2. PIT should be pre- -
sented as a core, {2.78) 3.00 2.85 2.81 2.58 2.40
“theory" course.

3. Student immaturity

g - would prevent a PIT
course from being’

significantly useful

at any point ih {~1§:99) 2.89 2.80 2.95 3.23 2.90
training. ; -

VZ 4, PIT should be

“ - handled by {inser- .
vice for. teachers. (2.24) 2.11 re09 2.25 2.30 . 2.45

*1 = strongly agree, 2 .= agree, 3 = disagree, 4 = strongly disagree
1t
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TABLE 11
' ‘ Importance-Ratings of Various Parent Involvement Training* Activities
_ / ' " (a = 575)
Training Activity ) J . Mean Rating
C. _Partjquatjon in parent-teacher conferénCes 3.75
/' ke Interviewing 1ea&epﬁof parent Qrganiiation 3.69
. f. Role plays with‘teachers or parents . . 3.65
h. Bringing a teacher tﬁ speak to class 3.54
—_— J.* Bringing a parent-to"speak~to class 3.54
g. Condu:Sng a parent-teacher conference ) 3.21
m. Students evaluating parenting materials ' 3.18
. b. Pairing students with parent volunteers g 3.17 '
d. Home visits ) ' 312
e. - Involvement in commupity organfzation ‘3.09
1. Each student collecting materials about parents 2.98
a. Involvement in parent organization 2.90
‘4. Writing the family history of 2 child 2.70
* TN

.*Rating on scale of 1-5, 1 = low importance and 5 = high importance.
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- . involvement trafning activitifes included student involvement in parent

organizations and having the student write a family history of the child.

2. Secondary Analyses of Part III Résponses

The response to Part III of the questionnaire were broken down by .
demographic variables to determine whether subgroups within the Sample felt
specific teaching activities to be efther more or less important than did

the total sample. Ethnic background proved to be the variable related to

ihe greatest number of differences i; the ratings. On 7 of the 13 ijtems,
there were significant differences (p = .05) in the ratings among the (,
ethnfc subgroups in the sample. These items and the ratings given them by
each of the ethnic éroups are shown in Table 12, Again, as expectedﬂ the
mean ratings of the Whites were most similar to the mean ratings of thg
entire sample as this group comprised 85% of the whole.’ Respondents in
eachpéf the minority g;%ups tended to rate each teaching activity as more
1mﬁ£rtant tha; did those in the White subgroup. On a scale~from 1 to 5,
the mean rating for BlacKs was 5.61, for Hispanics 3.?7, for American ~
Indians 3.47, and for White respondents it was 3.10.

.The amount of parent-teacher relations taught by re§pondent also
seemed to affect responses on Part III. On 5 of {he 13 ftems, there were
signi ficant differences in the jmportance rat}dgs among the 5 shbgroups .
shown in Table 13. On thes; five 1tems, :hose who taught a cTass:on
parent-teacher réIations rgted each teaching activity most Tike the group
as a whole, while those who taught either a module or a course on the topic
Yenerally rated the activities as more important than did the group as, a
whole. However, those who taught a course on the topic rated writing a
family history of the child 3s less important did any of\the other su&ﬁf

groups, while those who did not teach parent-teacher relations at all or

»~
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TABLE 12

[

Part 111 Differences in Importance Ratings of Parent Involvement
Training Activities Related to Ethnic Background

X Rating
by

. Sample

Items

{p < .05)

X Rating
by
Khites

(n = 468)

]

X Rating
by
_ Blacks

(n = 44)

by

X Rating
" Hispanics

(n =

X Rating

by
American
Indians

28). \L(fn = 10)_

a.

b.

e.

g.

K.

m.

Requiring student
involvement in a

(n = 550)

parent organization., 2.90

patring student .

teachers with parent

volunteers.

2.84

3.10

Required invblvement
in a comuni ‘/gpgih,,,/’//// ‘ﬁ\\\\

’Tzat4on_yhene'student

teaching occurs.

Having field super-"

visor observe at
least two parent
conference led by
the student.

Interviewing a
parent leader.

Having each student
develop a personal
Tibrary for and
about parents.

Having students
evaluate parenting
materials for
content, topic,
target group,
reading level, etc.

3.21

¢ 3.69

2.98

3.18

.99

3.12

3.64

2.90

3.08.

3.30

3.53

\3 s/

-

3.83

4.00

3.38

3.69°

3.25

3.46

3.96

- 3.57

3.11

3.59

3.7%

2.90

3.90

3.30

3.90

3.70

3.30

3.30
, £y

= low ‘importance to 5§ = high M)Ji'tance.

L} -|.
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S - ; TASLE 13
- P _
Differences in Importance Ratings* of Parent Involvement Activities
Related to the Amount of Parent Teacher Rela”tions

< (p < .05) Lt

.
¥

L e X Ratings by
) .o Parent Teacher Realtions
E X Rating, Yery A A. A e
of Sample None Little . Class Module Course Other
Trafning Activity (n = 535) (18) (147) (193) (81) (22) (74)

d. Mandatory home-
visits while ' .
student teaching. 3.14 2.61 2.86 3.19 -3.43 3.50 3.30

e. Required involve- »
ment in a community .
organization where
student teaching !
occurs. ¢ 3.1l 2.61 2.82 3.16 3.39 3.29 3.31

- i. Requtred written ) ' -
family Wistory of - : ’
a child. 272 2.28 2.79 2.79 2.92 2.24 2.40

1. Having each student
develop a personal
1ibrary -for and v
about parents. 2.99 2.56 2.81 3.00 3.16 3.57 3.04

m. Having students .
evaluate parent- s’
i materials for y .
content, topic, . )
target group, :
reading level, . -
ete. 3.18 3.32  2.90 3.30 3.36 3.68 3.01

.
.
. .
r
(S [ »
L S
]

*1 = low importance to 5 = high {mportance,

hy
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very 1ittle gave this activity a rating higher than the mean rating of the
'sample. Those who indicated 'j;oachi ng no parent teacher relations at all
genera’l'ly rated these teaching activities as less important than all other
, groups. 4 - '

®
Ef Part IV. Of the QuestiOnnaire . g

1.+ Responses to Part IV Items f

’
In this section ~re'spondents were asked‘to indicate which of the teach-

‘ “ing activities in Part 111 they actually used in their teaching. Table 14
4 shows the activities in rank order, from those which were most used to
those which were least used. ~As shown. in this table, the most used teach-

b -
C ing activities included (1} role-plays with teghﬁe’rs and parents, l2). &

-

-

participating in paren‘t-teacher conferences (3) pairig.g students with

parent vo'lunteers, and (4) bringing in a teacher to speak about parent-
teacher reiations. The activities least used by the teacher, edugators ih

‘this survey included (1) fie'ld supervisors observing parent conferences

.'Iead by the student, (2} students developing a library of materia'ls about

. parents, (3) students making home visits while student teaching, and (4} '

students evaluating available parenting ‘matériald : :

2. Secondary Ana'lyses of Part 1V Responses
S s —
. Again, the responses of the entire sample were broken down by .
’ characteristics which described the varfous subgroups in the sanple. As
*  expected, there were systematic differénces in the activities used which .

. .. varied as a fun‘ction of the amount of parent-teacher relations taught. On

. this single demographic variable, there were significant diffﬂences among -

' J
.+ the five subgr0ups on 9 of the 13 items presented. From those who did not

. inciude parent-teacher relations to those who taught a course on the topic,
- ‘ L]

there were few who used home visits, had supervisors observe student-led

o . . 5. . S
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. ’ , TABLE 14 .
. RANK ORDER OF PARENT INVOLVEMENT TRAININ ,
. ACTIVITIES MOST USED BY TEACHER EDUCATORS (PART IV)
\ * (n = 575)
. — o Percent Who Have
: "Rénk Item Used this Activity
1 f. Participation in role-plays, or other .
N laboratory exercises involving teachers
» "and parents. . 38%
2 ¢, Mandatory participation in parent-teacher T
_ conferences. o ) ' 3%
3 b. Pairing student teachers with parent .
. volunteers. : . 7
h. Bringing in a publjc school teacher as a 2
speaker on parent-teacher relations. : 2%
4 i. Required written family history, of a child. 23%
5' j. ~Bringing in a_parent{s) to class as experts
in parent-teacher relations. ’ - 19% °
.6 e. Required invo]véhenq in a cdmmunitf organi- ' '
) zation where student teaching occurs. 17%
p 7 k. Inte}vjewing a parent leader. " 16%
8 a.* Requiring student®involvement in a parent ,
organization. i » 18%
9. m. Having students evaluate parenting materials ‘
for content, topic, target group, reading :
“« g level, etc. a 13%
Mfu,_f 4 ) - . .
10 'd. Mandatory home-visits while student teaching. 11%
. 1 1. Having each student develop 2 personal *_ ’
1ibrary for and aboui parents. . L%
. -~ 2
- ) Y2 g. Having field supervisor observe at least
) two parent conferences led by the student. . 4

% - '
& *"xn. -
-
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parent conferences, or required student tavolvement in parent organiza- ‘
tions. Most respondents in eagh of these catggLries reported actué]]y
having students particfpate in parent—teacher conferences. The percent of
respondents in each subgroup who used each»act1vity is shown in Table 15.
For each of 9 activities presented in this table, analysis of variance
indicated significant dffferences among the five subgroups in the sample.
Genera]]y; much higher percentqges'of respondents who tanght either a
class, a module, or & course On perent-teacher relations indicated that
they used each of these'activities in their teaching than did those who
taught none or very little. One exception was the teaching activity of
writing a family history of the child, where 16% of those who taught “very
Tittle" parent-te;cher relations indicated they used it, while only 9% of
those who taught a course on the top1c indjcated they had used {it.

Those who taught a module on parent-teacher relations reported using an
average of 3.63 of the activities in their teaching, while those who did

.not include narent-teacher relations in their teaching reported using only
an average of .42 activicies per respondent. For the group as & whole, 554
respondents made a total of 1.296 resoonses, for an average of 2.34 per
person. Tab]e 16 breaks down the ;eaching activities used by the number of
resaenoents using them. It also shows'the number of responses per activity o

and dndicates to what percent of the sample it corresponds.

A

F. Part V of the Questionnaire

1% Responses to Part ¥ . .

This section of the survey consisted of 19 decision-making issues in
the schoo]s: Respondents were‘asked to indicate whether parents, teachers,
) or'principa]s should have input,or final authority for each decisfon.
Table i? shows the opimion of the group. In summary, over 50% of these
¢
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TABLE 15
_EREAKDOHN OF TEACHING ACTIVITIES WHOSE USE
: VARIED AS A FUNCTION OF AMOUNT . .

A ’ - OF PARENT-TEACHER RELATIONS TAUGHT
. fe g ) # i:’
,._‘o ) L
: . . Rercent of Respondents
: within Each Subgroup Who Used
B , This Activity in Their Teaching
N t - ) (n = 535) ¢
. LY 5
\ D
+ :f\ o
- —~ +2 < [eo] ~— ~— ——
(=] — Lo o) &N <
) —_ d— - O RN ~
7] ~— 2] S
~ LM >0 v o - - i on
b : ’ g = b = £ = -g = g = f’ =
Teaching Activity e D O B Qv O
n ]
b. Pdiring student teachers with parent )
volunteers’ . ‘ 5 1 3 14 5 10
e. Requi d involvement in atcdmmunity
qrgagggafﬁon wherg student teaching
occurs. ., n 12 18 29 27 15
f. Participation in role-plays, or other ' -
) . labotatory exercises 1nvo1v1ng
" teachers dnd parents. 5 21 4. 5, 5 4
h. Briﬁ§1ngfiqya public school teacher ;
as a speaker on parent-teacher
relations. ) ¢ 16 32 45 3% 40
*§. Required written family h1story of
_a child. 0 16 27 3 9 27
. ndging in a parent(s) to class as .
*  experts 1n pq'ent-teacher relations. 0 7~ a0 8 7 33 b
K. Interviewing a parent leader. . 5 8 18 28, 18 17
%1. Having each student develop a personal
1ibrary for and about parents. 0 18 13
m.. Having sttrdents ebaIuate parenting ' .
materials for content, tepic, target *
v group, reading level, etc <0 32" 14
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! e TABLE 16
) BREAKDOWM OF TEACHING ACTIVITIES USED 8Y AMOUNT OF PARENT-TEACIER RELATIONS JAUGHT
“ 4 . . | (n = 554) , .
. . * . . -
» - . . Husber of Responses :
by Amount of Parent- ,
. . *  Teacher Relations Taught } .
‘ . Y _ = ~ .
< Percent ) e , ‘ Total | =
.- of Respondents f . - " .g,, 4‘5 L Humber ‘o
Using Each g b Z{ 3, 3 8 Responses ’
- Aetivity Teaching Activity g & 5 &2 3 5 Per Activity
| 2. Requiring student involvement in a parent organization. 1 15 3% 17° 6 ‘83 .
5.2 b. Pairing student teachers with parent volunteers. 0 2 6 M2 I .8 : 29
Nn.2 ¢. Handatory participation in parent-teacher conferences. ] 4 5 .2 g 3 173
n.o - d. Mandatory home visits while student teaching. . 2 10 22 W2 4 n 61
-~ 17.7 e. Required involvement in a cosmunity organization where : ' ‘ .
o . student teaching occurs. 2 18 3% 6 12 68
37.6 f. participation in role-plays, or other laboratory exercises i
< involving teachers and parents. ’ 1 3 81 & 12 M 209
1.6 g. Having field supervisor observe at least two parent con- : : -
ferences lead by the student, 0 n 1w n 1 9 42
29.4 h. Bringing in a public school teacher as & speaker on parent- ‘ . .
teacher relations. N 0 ,_)4 63 ¥ g8 AN 163
o 22.9 1. Required written family history of a.child. : . o 24 s3 8 2 20 127
* 19.0 §. Bringing in a parent(s) to class as experts in parent- . .
) . ~  teacher relations. 0o 3 23 6 26 10§ .
: 16.1 k. Interviewing a parent leader. . v 12, 36 23 4 W 8)
8.5 1. Havig each student develop a personal 1ibrary for and
about parents. 0 7 13 4 10 A7
. 12.8 m. Having students evaluite parenting miterials for.content, - )
o . . . toplc, target group, reading level, etc. 0 g 21 23 7 n 7
“fotal Number.of Responses by Column 8 220 469 301 63 229 1,29

.- 45 .~ (Total Nusber of Respondents by Column) (v$) (154) (re8) (83) (22) (786) (554) 46’




‘ . TABLE 17} ~
INPUT AND FINAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR DECISIONS

v * » L]

Input and Responsibility
Decision-Making Issues - for Decision
_ Parents Teachers Principal

_ .
Abgljxy grouping for instruction.

2 O] PR
4 Homework assignments. P (:5 PR

.~ Classroon discipline methods. PR

|©

Papil evaluation, .

jo

Teaching methods.

b »
o ;M Th W NN e
L] L] L] > . L]

Selection of textbooks and other
learning materials.

|©

7. Degree of emphasis on social skills
vs. cognitive skills.

5
jo

* 8. Placement into Special Education.

-0 O 60006
B

e |™

* 9, Emphasis in arts vs, basic skills.

*10. Eﬁphasis on science vs. social

studies. j - PR

11. vﬂiring/fir;ng school staff. P T CED

_ 12, Providing career information. P 40 PR
*13. Sex role/sex education instruction. P - I PR ¢

.~ *14, Emphasis on multicultural education. P T PR

15. Promotion and retentfon standards .-

of students. P T @
‘ 16. Deseg?gationlintegration plans. P 1_’_. -
. 17. Rotation/assignment of teachers . ' )
- within building. P T @
?E. Family problems affecting student ! ' : /
performance. u(:) T PR ,
19. Evaluation of school staff. TP T

Q@

*Indfcates that no group was seen as having final responsibility by 50% of
respondents.
(::)lndicates 50% or more of respondents felt this group should have fina)
responsibility. o,
. - Indicates 50% or more of respondents felt this group should have input to
decisfon. 8 .

* -
Q . [ -
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teacher educators felt parents should have fnput into 16 of the 19
decisions, but final authority on only one: family broblems affecting
student performante., The majority also fe]t teachers should have input
_into 8 of these decisions and final authority on 8 others (16 out of 19
total). They indicated principals shouid have input on.only 5 of the
fssues and final authority on 5 others (10 out of 19 total). The pattern
of these responses suggests the following:

(1) Pakents should-have input into curriculum and admin-
istrative decisfons, but very T{ttle final authority.

’

(2)' Teachers should have input into administrative decisions and
- final aythority over most curriculum decisions.

(3) Principals should have input into curricu]um decisions and
final authority on administrative. decisions.

For the respondents as a group, the consensus seens to be that parents

should be encouraged to participate more in their children's schools, but

their participation shou]d consist mainly of providing input for decisions

while teachers andjadannistrators retain final authority. Analysis of .
variance was performed for each of the subgroups in the sample to determine
whether there might be response patterns which diffeer from the group as a _

whole, or patterns in gpecific subgroups which differed significantly from

the patterns in other subgroups. For this analysis 2 mean score for each

issue was derived by coding each "{nput” response as 1 and each "final

authority response as 2. Blank responses 7ere coded as 0. Thus a Tow

mean score for parents indicates that respondents felt they should have’

Tittle responsibility in the decision, A high score indicates greater

. responsibility.

L]

2. Secog!gry Analyses of Part Y Responses

Using thé derived mean scores the Part Y responses of the entire

sample were broken down by each of the demographic vagiabies. Again these,

42 )
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ana1yse?‘1nd1cated the response patterns for each o?;the subgroups in the
sample were ;ecy similar to those of the whole group, but there were some
difference§ betuéi; the patterns of specific subgroups. For fnstance, where:
there were differences of opiniop‘between méie and female respondents, the
mean response of males was consistently higher than that of femg]es. This
1nd1ca£§s 2 1a;g;r hercéniagq of males felt thag-parents, teachers, and
principals should have efther input or final authority on an fssue; a small

percentage felt they should have no input. Of the 19 decisfon-making

- ’ -
Jssues preséﬁted, males felt parents should have greater responsifility

regarding 8 of the {ssues, that principals should have greater responsi-
bility on 5, and teachers on only 2. _

The only consistent pattern with regard‘;o the variable Myears
teaching college” was that those with 0-3 years and 10+ years teaching in
college tended to give higher ihan average mean scores for principals
responsip?]ity and the respondents who had taught college from 4-% years
had scores lower than average. "

A similar pattern emerged for the vartaﬁ]e"years teaching in
schools®. Those who had taught in schools from 0-3 and 10+ years tended_to
yave lower scores for teacher responsibility on'the deciiion-making 1s§ues.
Those who had taught from 4-9 years had mean scores slightly higher than
average.

Wnen the scores were compared across disciplines, those in elementary
éducation consistknt]y had lower mean scores for parents responsibility,
but their mean scores for teachers.and for principals were similar to the
group meanf’ The mean scores for those Frained tn pre-school, special
aducation or curriculum and instruction were generally similar to the' group

mean although there was soméjunsystematic variation on 4 of the 19 issues.

43, y - )
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The enro1l§ent;size of the institution seemed to have the least effect

on the response.patierns on Part ¥. The differences among groups were .
small and 1nfrequent and the means of each subgroup were similar to that of
tha_samp1e as a who1e. ' .
. The amount of parent-teacher relations taught by respondents did seem
" to have an_effect on the respondents views about, giving parents more
responsibility. These_who taught 4 course on narentwteacher relations {(n =
| 24) consistenin had higher mean scores for parent responsibility in ¢
decisions than the other subgredps and thaL the group as a whole., Their
mean seores for tedzher and prfncipal responsibiiity were very similar to '
the other subgreups and to the mean of the sample.
£thnic background of respondents a1§B seemed to be refated to differ:
ences in the mean scores for pa:gat responsibility, but dot for teachers ,
nor principals. Because of the preponderance of Hhites in the sample,
their scores generally reflected the mean,of the group. American Indians,
hwoever, made up of only a small percentage of the sample and thgin'socres
were both higher anq_1oyer‘than ehe mean of the sample. On the following
'fOur 1ssues, Blacks and Hispanics apparently disagreed about the nroper
1e;e1 of responsibi11ty fer parents: ‘
Selection of textbooks and other 1earn1ng matertals
Providing career information
Emphasis on multicultural education
Rotation/assignment of teachers within building
On each of these. {ssues, the mean score of Hispanics was higher than the
samp1e average and the mean s;pre of B1aoks was lower. Apparently

Hispanics feel a greater need for parent involvement on these decisions.

This may reflect the concern of Hispanics over bilingual, issues in the
schoo1sj_\‘. ) - 53
; 0
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In summary, the secondary analyses of the Part V respenses indicated
that the response_patterﬁs ef each subgrOup in the sample were very similar
. to that of the who]e sample. Sex of respondent seemed related to the
scores regarding the extent of parent responsibility on “the issues, as did
ethn1city, teaching a course on parent-teacher relations, and area of
graduate tra1h1ng.) Number of years exper1ence teaching school seemed re]ated
to differences in the scores regarding teacher responsibility on the 1§sues.
Finally, years experignce teaching in college seemed te affect only the

scores regarding the extent of principal responsibility on the issues. /

V1. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS ' ) X .

A. Information About Respondents

‘As a group, teacher educators who™train elementary level teachers
in this reg1on have indicated support for increasing parent participation

‘\\: a1 schoo] matterj for giving teachers extra.training to work with

pa(eﬁts and for including parent 1nvo1vement training jn the undergraduate

"
&

'/ teacher curriculum. THey generally see parents as interested in their
ch11dren's‘schoo1s, capable of teaching their children at home,.and as
c00perat1ve with teachers. As might be expected, those educators who
teach courses.in parent teacher re}at1ons were consistently more Positive
about these ideas than the group as a whole, ' '
, Responses of teacher educators to Part ¥V of the questionnaire c1eariy —
indicate that the type of parent involvement they see as p:oper is one
which actually gives the parent very little authority in school decisions.
They apparently/yguld give parents more input.into decisions, but would

*t give them any power in the process of actually making the decisions.

Apparently tea:her educators in this region favor the general idea

- ’ ’ . 4551
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of parent involvement in the schools, but prefer the type of parent

fnvolvement which fits the Family Impact Model. The goal of this type .

. L ﬁ .
of parent involvement is to do something to or for the family in order to
help the child at school. 'Specific objectives which might be subsumed

under this broad goal include‘(l) péoviding parent training in the areas
of disc1p11ne or behav1or*management (2)'teeching parents t;,become home
tutors with their chi1dpen, 3) en11st1ng the support of parents in seeing
A W,
that homework is completed, and (4) teach1ng‘parents about issues of child
development or mental health. In each of these activities, the role of _
the teacher is basicalay to tell parents ways they can improve their
parenting skille, so the teacher needs/fl) some ;ki11§ teaching adu1ts,'
and (2) some knowledge of the specific material. )

If the Family Impact Mode] is used to guide parent jnvolvement training
for prospective teachers, the 1mp11cat1ons are relatively clear: teachers
shou]d have some coursework a1med at teach1ng adults, and they should have
courses which cover the skills parents need to work with their children.

In order to 1dentify the specific skilf;'parents need,fghere @ust be greater

clarity about the specific objectives desired in working with parents.

B. A Framework for Future Research on Parent Involvement

This initial survey of one of the stakeholder groups affected by parent
1nv01;ement points put the political aeeects of involving'pérents in the
schools. Just like any other relationship which invo]ves sharing power,
the parties involved must each receive some benefit in exchange for some of
their power. ﬂhen either party feels their benefits are not'adequate, they
can be expeEted‘to either ask for more or to eeduce their particjpation in

the venture.

92




* >

Parent invo]vement.is a venture which involves parents, ggpchers; .

administrators, and less d?req;]y, teacher educators. Ip Order to assure

full barticipé%ion oftalj groups, a clear definitiongf "parent involvement"’

must be agreed upon and the specific roles of each group must be Spelled ~

out. Parent 1nvo]vement in the schools depends upon the part1c1pat1on of
. all three of the major grOUps ment1oned above, so the def1n1t1on of parent

1nvobyeaent must be one which is acceptable and beneficial to all three.

Meaningful research in this area must include the perspective of all three :

groups and must clearly define what it means by "parent involveﬁent." -

To clarify future research in this area, a useful framework has been

developed by the Parent Involvement Project (Sowers, et al., 1980)? The

framework shows that parent :nvolvement can mean parents participating as:
v an audience for schoo]s
home tutors
program supporters (vo]unteers) - .
paid staff .
co-learners (parent training, 1nserv1ce)
decision makers (instructional plans, school policy) ° -
advocates (initiating systemic change)
This framework 100ks at parent involvement ags 2 multi-level concept.
Involvemen% may mean signing_a report card as well as méki@@ dedisions
about school policy. The recent litérature suggests at least these seven
types of parent involvement, which differ in terms of responsibility and
in terms of;étkherity. Thus, it is possible to favor parent involvement
(meaning volunteers in the classroom) and at %he same time to zgpoke parent
involvement (meaniqg parents making school policy decisions). A framework

such as this should be used to construct other survey instruments in

studyjng patrent involvement.

) © . ‘
T~ MHithin each level of parent, involvement in the framework, there are
Fl h b T
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specif1c 1ssues wh1ch must be exp1ored in order to understand how parent
’ involvement works at that partxcu}ar 1eve1 Many of these 155ye§ are
relevant to one level but not to the others so it is necessary to
explore each level individually. In add1t1on there are some issues - ;™
within each level which are more cr1t1ca1 than others, so these should be
_eXp1ored first; for exanp1e, if neither teachers nor the parents wish
to have volunteers in the classroom, it is not necessary to determige
whether or not the parents héve the necessary skills. This 1ngicat
order of issues shoald aetermine the sequence in which they are studied.
By deciding the specific {evel of parent involvement to be studied,
and by sequenc1ng the 155ues in terms of their priority, one can modify the
framework to 1ook at any aspect of parent involvement training from the ‘
.perspective of each stakeholder group (parents, teachers, adm1n1stratorsx

etc.). . ; - .

C. Directions for Future Research

One of the'most important stakeholder groups to survey is that of
teachers in elementary schools. The next study in this series will ask for
their opinionﬁpabout the desirability of each levef of parent involvement,
theiE\assessment of the extent to which their opinions about parent involve-
ment are‘reflected in current practice, and their recommendations about

- the ski11s teachers should have to factgdtate parent involvement at'the

: . _ vario&s levels. This information will be compared with the information
trom teacher‘egucators to identify the issues on which there is consensus
between trainers and pract1t10ners. These areas of consensus will provide

clear implications for revising-the teacher training curriculum with regard

-

to parent involvement. ) o
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N Another important 9takeho]der group is tﬁat of e]ementan;qschoo1
: ﬁFincipals. A.survéyxT being planned which Will ask them also to identify
what,they think‘qg‘deSﬁgjble in terms of parent 1nv01vement, to 1nd1cate
the extent to which this is achidved in their schools, and to>suggest
; sBecéfic teacher egmpetencieg which would help attain that 1e;e1 of pa;ent
,f YawbivemeRt in the schools: Their responses wi]l‘be compared to both the

. responses .0f - the teachers and to thgse of the tEacher educators in elemen-

tary-education to further, ejigrfﬁé'the areas of consehsus%and of conflict.

As each new stakehold¢r group is surveyed, more information is |

availab]e with which ¢o describe needed teacher competencies for working

with parents. Each new group also suppiies 1deas about the best ways to .
\ 1nc1ude these coﬁpetenc1es in teacher tra1n1ng In comparing the respong;s
of the various groups, the areas of conf11ct serve to indicate those areas
in which the Opp051tion of one group may effectively prevent the curriculum,
changes others’feel are heeded. In these areas, some po]iticaf consensus
building may have to precede any attempt to alter the training curriculum.
Those areas on which the stakeholder groups agree serve as indicators of

@l‘

o

areas where curriculum change might be'ﬁ1anned, and successfully imple-

mented more 1nned1ate1}. These areas of consensﬁe also point out areas in
‘
. which members of the stakeholdér groups might work together to promote

L

parent involvement in the schools. . ¥ -
A
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’ AREA FOCUS THO: RESEARCH PROPUSAL .-
< - FOR STUDYING EXTERNAL AND MEDIATIONAL INFLUENCES :
. e < ON PARENT MODELS OF CHILD SOCIALIZATION ~ .
“ 1. ' INTRODUCTION - ' )

Historically, adults have found suppprt for their parents rolesg
through é&tendeq familfes and close knit nerworks of friends and neighbors.
These neighborhood and community support systems reinforced parent direc-
tives ?nd values, exteﬁ;?rg parental control of their children beyond the .
home,+ Consequently, parents did not feel solely responsible for child
rear1n§ and were not socially and emotionally i§o1ated from athers. The
diéappearance of extended families and neighborhood comraderie has ;%ft
parents with 1ittie or no surport in their child socialization role..

A1thoughedat;ng provides some approximation to marriage, there 1s no
coynter approximation to pareﬁting. Young girls may have some experience
with children if they babysit, and knowledge’ about child development is PO
minima11y available to males and females through formal educatfon, but
réa1istic approximation to the rea11t1es of parenting is simp1y unavail-
able, Lack of direct or 1nd1rect preparation for parenting i{s further
entrenched by the 1ncreasing,1solat10n‘of single people from netghborhoods
where ch11&rem live. Singles communities, where ch11dren'are not allowed,
are becoming more commonplace. Conseguently, becomizg a parent today
increasingly means embarking Hn a whole new adventure, an adventure for
. which many are ildwprepared, either out of ignorance, naivete, or selective

inattention. That reassuring 1ink to culture and tradition which new "
parents enlisted in the past*to raise children is no longer anJ}anie,‘and - '
. ,in many cases, would be rejected 1f it were.

In spite of the withdrawal of community and family support, when

- adults have children they become parents. The research objectives for
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Area Focus Two hzg primarily concernedéz1th developing a research model for

. investigating parent models of child socialization. How do parents enact

. tMir roles? What guiding principles do they enlist to Justify their
behavior? What varfables can be 1dentd(jed for studying parent models of
childrear;ng? What goals do they have for their children? How do the
goals interact with their pareniﬁhg methods? A secondary pursuit of Area
Focds Two has been the historical relationship between parquiJand the
“experts." What have the experts said to parents and how have parents
responded to that? As such, the final report for Area Focus Two Wi11 begin
with the historical roots of experts' advice to parents and conclude with
this year's pilot pilot testing results. It is unusual for final reports
to include an extensive text or review of the literature, but the unusual
nature of thiE year's activities in Area Fgcus Two, as well as a change in
research staff, suggesi somewhat of a l1iterature review as part of the

.final result. ~ {

II. HISTORICAL R09T§ OF EXPERT ADYICE TO PARENTS
- Until the seventeenth century, there was no special emphasis on
- childhood as a special phase of the 1ife cycle. Although infants needed
spécial care and treatment, once they were weaned and.cou1d take care of
themselves, they became “small adults" {(Mussen, Conger, and Kagan, 1969).
After the age of three or four| expectations for children were similar to

AN

¥ those of adults. Children mixed with adults, dressed 1ike adults, played

-

v

. and worked with adults. 8eginning with the seventeenth century, humani-
tarians and 1ibertarians began % encaurage the separatioh of children from
adults, and from adolescents as well. This appears to be the beginning of i

the concept of the “1nnocence%—of childhood.

-~
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~ Ghi1d psychology emerged at tp1s time, but in the form of philosophy.
John Locke, a noted Br1t1snyph1losophe;, described the infant's mind as a
“tabula rasa“--a blank slate. Although Locke acknowledged "native pré-
pens1t1es{* he was most impressed E? the t@pact of envirfnmental events on
the shaping of an infant's mind. He strongly advocated rationality over
emotiohality as a Basis for eddﬁat1on and ch11dwﬁoc1a11zat1on. He ady1sed
parents to begin instructing their ch11dré; in self-denial as soon as
possible.

Approximately a céhtury later, in the late 1700s, Rousseau, & French
philosopher, advocated a radically different perspective firom Locke.
Roqsseau believed the child to be endowed with an innate sense of morals,

'who, when 1e}t to his own devices, would naturally develop into a healthy
adult. Where Locke felt the oq]y hoﬁe for complete development was through
environmental 1nterveni1on, Rousseau felt environmental intervention would
stifle and threaten the natural 1nc11n;t1ons of the child. Remnants of
both these positions find themselves in learning theory and humanistic
psychology, respectively.

Although Locke and Rousseau are credited with f1r§E introducing the
not1on_of the “"special naturé” of the child, the extent-to which the masses
engaged in this belief appears questionable. Ehrenreich and English (1979)

- place the end of the 19th century as the time when-the general populace
also took sﬁec1alunot1ce of the child. With the industrial revoluation in
full swing, production left ihe household cunp]eté]y, eliminating many of

'the chores and respons1bi]1ties with which children Had historically and
routinely filled their day§ In the ensuing ;61d ¢hildhood increasingly
stood out as a “"distinct and fascinat1ng time of 11fe.” Concomitantly, the
turn of the century also marked the fonnat1on of the American Psychological

11

Association, the first American (psychological} Iaboratory, and the impact
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of Darwin'; theory of evolution. Just as the séarch for signs of man in

animal 11 fe motivated Darwin's work, others began to feel the study of

human development, beginning 1n infancy, was EM{tical to understanding man

and adult behavior, So, coincident with the changing role of ch11drén

w!thin the family support system, social scientists emeréed on the scene

with Heightehed curfosity about the nature and propensities of the child. '
Until recent years, child psychology largely consisted of dé@e]gpﬁng

normative descriptions of infancy ;nd child development. McCandess (1967}

reports that there are large numbers of studies that were.devoted to deter- .

mining the\nature and function of the" sensory eguipment of the child.

Mussen, Conger and Kagan (1969) corroborate this summary of c<hild

psychology's young history, adding that the vast body of information that R

has been developed fs relatively deficient in explanatory theory. In spite

'of this relative void 6f theory, child psychologists have subtlgxfassumed

the role of parent educators and parent advisors, pushing pahenting into

/rthe expert's arena and out of the family or cultural arena.

The Experts and Parent Education

The rise of the industrial society catapulted the role of the “expert”
— _ into every major arena of 1ife, including parenting (Ehrenreich and

English, r9i§; McCand]e&;, 1967}, The turn of the century left people

- feeling full of hope and & growing conf1§ence that all of man's problems
could be solved scientifically. Parenting, 1ike most everything else, was
becoming a science; as the expéris moved in, parents became increasingly
dependent upon them for advice aﬁq direction. As parental 1nsé§ur1ty
increased, expert advice also increased. “Parents in the United State; are
probably insecure because they have been told by ‘everyone from Judges and .

clergymen to psychologists and child workers that 'the parent makes the

TR
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child,' 'a;nd‘ 'as the twig is bent, so the tree grows'" (McCandless, 1967,
. p. 58).. Jomn Hats'qn, pioneer of the behaviorist tradition in psychology,
went so far as to que%tion,. -
t;hethe’r there should be individual homes for children--or '
even whether children should know their parents. There ‘
are probably undoubtedly more scientific ways of brining
up children which probably méan finer and happier children
(Katson, 1928, pp. 5-6¥ : ' ‘
' The image of the child as a blank slate, in the tradition of Locke, was
. . Clearly associate.d wi th .the behaviorist tradition. Scientific parenting
included rigid schedules of all sorts--fee;iing, weaning, and toilet train-
ing became more of a managemeht exercise in geyting things done according
- to sched.ul;e. Expert; seduced parenté into. gﬁeving strict adherence to
scientific parenting would produce perfecﬂt children. Children were not
raised, they ;ere trained.

But 1n the early i9305, as society moved out of the depression and
into economic prospérity, a consumer society emerged and child experts
began a radical shift in their advice to parents, moving steadily towards
increasing permissiveness in parenting. More in line with the phﬂqsOphy
of Rousseau, the child was again seen as naturally good and healthy.

Rath'g_r: than controlling the infants' impulses to eat, sleep, and play, thd®
expert:;, now told mothners that these impulses were innate and ther‘efore .
“right,* and that the child, not the parent, knew what was best for him/-
her. “The experts who had been concerned with discipline and seif-control
now discovered that self-indulgence was healthy for the individual person-
.ality Just ait was good for the entire econamy” (Ehrenreich and English,
1979, p. 212). Chﬂdren's‘ behaviors took. on new meanings--crying changed

from Ja sign of “contrariness" to indicating a specific need, and play

- changed from being a strictly controlled activity to become the "heal thful
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deve1op@edt of potor activities.” The wicked urges the early behaviorists
had sought to eame became the healthful expression of 1nnate'§ents and
needs in the ‘1930s baby. ‘
The work of Gese11 and his colleagues 1egit1m1zed the belief in
B “native propen51t1es def1n1ng infant growth 1n terms of stages, viewing
. them as 1nnate1y "wired 1n" to the infants' internal make-up. Parents were
.encoyFﬁged to foster.these predetermined stages by arranging household
schedules and activities around them. Parents felt inCreasing pressure not
to “buck a phase,” by always following the child's lead. In many ways,
parents were now responsible for the child's moods and behav1;rs--1f the
child yasn "t happy, 1t must be because the parents had failed to adequately b
anticipate his/her needs. This shift in expert advice from molding through
reg;mentation to unfold!ng through careful observation caught many mothers
by surprise. Ehrenreich and English described one mothey's discovery of
her“own‘sh1fts in parenting in the following manner; '
’ I was serving a2 new vegetable to the boys. Suddenly I
realized that I expected Peter, the oldest, to clean his
plate. Daniel, the middle one, didn't have to eat it, .
but had to at 1east taste 1t. And 1ittle Billy, as far {
as 1 was concerned, could do whatever he wanted (p. 214).
Social conditions changed again and so did expert advice to parents.
As World War II ended, Americans retreeted into their private lives, the
middle class gre; in numbers and a quiet optimism again prevailed.” But as
the fifties prbgreseedz the threat of cunmee1sm became more paramount. The
Korean Crisis came and stunned Americans; the fiber of the nation seemed
threatened. The performance of American soldiers 'suceumb1ng to brain-

washing® and confusing “communism and freedom" alarmed the country

(Ehrenreich and English, 1979). The final blow to the American confidence

was the Russian,launching of Sputnik. At this goint, politicians and
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socia) scientists alike concluded that parents had béen 'ove;penm1ss1ve“
resulting in a generation of brats; America was now "U§h1nd" the RuUssians
in apparént technology and in its fost v1tai reos;Fce; youthful manpower.
The "Spock generation,” as it was to be called, was blamed for everything
and seesed lost forever to the generation gap. Antiwar demonstrations,

. sit-ins, draft evasion, marijuana, and open sexua11ty were flggrant
examples ef the effects of overpenn1ss1veness. Books 1ike becteF's

. Liberal Parents Radical Children (1975) continue to warn parents about the

effects of overpermissiveness.

"Limits" and "responsible permissiveness” became the new catch-all in
child rearing. Children could no longer control their env1ronnents. rather
it was the parent's respons1b111ty to set 11m1ts for the ch11d appropriate

«to a particular stage of development. Children, the expert; now stated,
could not have so much.gpwer, freedom, ‘and influence over the family
(Lesowitz 1974; Pumroy and Pumroy, 1978; Ginott, 1965). Setting limits
prqvided parents with the apparent means and justification for behavior
control, but the “panic* set off by Sputnik demanded a smarter generat1on
as well as a disciplined and controlled generat1on. Consequently, achieve-
ment and intelligence also became new'%hemes in parenting. Aside from
setting 1imits, parents were instructed to begin stimulating the{r child's \
cognitive development as early as possible. Mothering became more than.
constant love and affection--it was a matter of early st1pu1at1on for
developing a high 1.Q. The theme was so widely supported, the governnent‘

' launched a campaign for underprivileged families to sign up for Head Start
. programs, which were designed to provide the sti ting enviroment

necessary for intellectual growth in children. A
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fn this brief history of the relationship between parents and experts,
the 1ncon§t;tency.6f expert advice to parents is unmistakable. Thjs /”f—"-
inconsistency ha; caused many to reject all authorities. Others, including

the :xperts :hense1ves, have concluded that tittle good evidence about the

effects of cﬁi]d rearing practices exists, anﬁ maintain that experts should

stay out of parent education. “As with most human matter, the truth .

probably 1ies somewhere between the optimism of the early or more extreme

child development expérts {or parent-family educators) and the pesgimisn of

the more conservative or of those who have come more recently into the

&

field" (McCandless, 1967, p. 58). . -
In conclusion, the role of the experts in child rearipg has implied a
deficit mode]z-that parents are deficient in the skills necessary for hild
“rearing and in need oﬂ expert help. The “"deficit model,” originally
‘attached to the medicaf field, 1§‘not gnusya] in the social sciences. It
has recently come under fire, primarily from a néw breed of practitioners
interested in prevention and wholistic health. It may be time for expérts
to give parents more credit, to attribute them with more expertise and
think of ways to capitalize on tﬁéir existing skills réther than
“deskilling" them. Indeed, some researchers in child reafing have con-
cluded that the specifics of any one child rearing method are not as
important as the éonsistency and positive feelings associated with a method :
(Langman and Block, 1978). -
A similar, conclusion has been made regarding the differential effects
.of therapeutic interventions, wherge the therapist-&]ient relationship was
more predictive of “;utcome“ than any ;ne therapeutic approach. It may be
tha; parents have their own model(s) of child .rearing that experts could

]

capitalize on rather tﬁgn replace. By fhelping parents identify and clarify

£
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their own models of child rearing, experts may find a more receptive
audience, This 1s an important consideration in the research proposed for
Area Focus Two.

111, DEVELOPING A RESEARCH MODEL FOR A STUDY IN CHILD REARING

Historical Background

There are two major approaches which have been emp12:ed for gathering
"1nfb(mhtion about child rearing. One appfoach used by developmental
psychologists entails careful observat1o? of infant/child behavior. These
obse;vations are gften transl ated into practical advice for parenting.
Gesell's work 1§‘§ good example of this. A second approach is to study
actual child rearing practices comparing practices with outcomes and then
making judgments about the eff1&acy of tho;e practices, These early
psycholog1ca[ studies of parenéing practices primarily consisted of self-
reports, based 1arge1y-on parents' recall of their own behavior an& their {{"
cﬁ}1dren's behavior. Much of this early work focused on infant fra1n1ng
techniques 11ke feed;ng and weaning, elimination, sex, dependency, and
aggression (See Sears, Maccoby and Levin, 1957; Sewell, Mussen and Harris,
1955). The.ynft of study in both approaches was 1imited to parent ané?or
parent-child, with the underlying premise that parents effect children and
no consideration for how children or other variables may affect parents. °
Anthfbpo10915ts and sociologists have also been interested in ;tudy1ng
re1at1cn§h1ps between parent practices and children's personalities. This
group of‘soc1a1 scientists are primarily interested in the socfal structure
within which parenting occurrs. Whiting {1963) and Minturn and Lambert
{1964) studied the child rearing practices of six cultures, basing much of

their conceptual framework on macro-sociological variables 11ke the
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cultural beliefs about the inheritance of individual characteristics,
beliefs about the influence of parents on children, and beliefs about
stages and norms. Whiting and her’co]]eagues were se;rching for a basic¢
«~  philosophy behind socialization and the different training techniques and
the subsequent socialization goals it fostered. These anthropological
studies clearly suggest th;t parent behaviors do nat exist in a vacuum,
expanding the unit of analysis far beyond single individuals and their
discrete interactions. Ig is not clear to what extent anthrOpEﬁOgists
ptate these contextual inputs into the realm of direct influences on parent
behavior; it is clear they ;re intimately connected.
Where Whiting (1963) and Minturn and Lambert (1964) were concerned
. with philosophical beliefs related to parenting, Kohn (1969) and Stolz
(1967) were concerned with the values related to parenting, another
contextual ariable. The former were interested in the social structures
and cu]turai patterns within which values and beliefs are developed and
maintained. Kohn's work was predicated on the assumption that beliefs,
values, and ideology form the basis for individual behavior. He found that
different world views originating in different occupational pbésitions were
associated with social class. His results suggest general differences in
working class and middle class parents' desired values for their children.
Where thg middle cléfs parents dgsired happiness, considerationﬂ self-
control, curfosity and dependability, the lower class parents desired
neatness, obedience, and se]f:&efense. Kohn explained these differenc% in
terms of the social rea11t1é} experienceg by the two groups, which lead to

different social aspirations, hopes and fears. Koﬁn's work represents a

definite move toward considering what influences parents and paFent
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behavior rather fpan what or who influences children. —
Reviewing some of the major studies in child rearing, a pattern.

appears to emerge. Early investigations of child development were inter-

ested in d?;Criptions of child behavior, with little interest in underlying l

causes. fheseldescriptions were 1nterpreted and translated into parent . |

advice. The next generatton of research turned more directly towaréz‘

parenés as causes. of children's behavior by studying child rearing prac-

tices. Finally a third generation of studies appears to be‘i_gprestgd in

studying the causes of parent behavior. Stolz (1967) is a clear example of

this ﬁovement in child rearing studies, stating “probably every parental

gractice has a history of influences benhind it." ‘\/,\
More recep;]y, McGi111icudy-DeLisi and her colleagues at the Educa-

tional Testing Service in Princeton, New Jersey have developed a research

model for studying parént behaviors and family interaction pattern;

(McG#11icudy-DeLisi, 1980). Her model poStulates that external influences

of paraents are cognitively processed, Or‘mediqsed, which leads to

particular parent beliefs which then direct parent behaviors as they

“{nteract with children. This 1ine of “cause and effect" between parents

and children #s relatively new in research 1nvestiga¥1ng parent behavior

and appears to be more comprehensive, incorporating the complexities of

- »
behavior. The research proposed for Area Focus Two follows a similar .

'theOretica1 modet.

-y ""w
As a final note in the discussion of historica1 antecedents of

research in child rearing, an important shortcoming should be mentioned.
There has been a notable tendency to .overlock the child as a significant

influence on parents. Most research models have defined'parents into a

posture of cause and children into a posture of effect. Little
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_ consideration has beeh given to sqéing Fhe child as & causal influence on
parents. Bronfenbrenner (1979) presents a determined case for th&/impOrt-
ance of including the child as a research varjable affectinq baren;;ljln B
the past,oresearch has treated the child as a static variable, but recently
t;ﬁi]y studies have placed the child in the family as an active, impacting
subject (Lerner and Spanier, 1978). Simply put, researchers have begun to
ask 1f,it is valid ta campare expe;iences of first-time parents where some
ﬁarentS_ﬁ;Vé a colic child and ;thers do not. Although they are both
first-time parénts, the parents of a colic child could have a very differ-

. ent reaction to the;r eafﬁy parent experiences due to the more stressful -
circumstances of the colic. If this is indeed the case, the important
qifference appears to be a function of the child. There may be many ways

in which children cause the behaviors of parents to be different; as such,

children become an 1mp5rtant external varialbe affecting parents.
& - " _./"

- d
Theoretical Framework: Area Focus Two

The proposed research s an attempt to integrate the work of Stolz -
(1967}, Xohn (1969}, Lambert: Hamers, and Frasure-Smith (1979) and
McG111fcuddy-DeLisi (1980) on influences on parent behavior. Area Focus
Two ha% developed a comprehensive model of .complex cognitive constructs,
parent belief constructs, as an important mediating mechanism between
external influences on parents and parent behavior (see Figure 1}. It is
hypothesized that individuals are compsed of beliefs, values, attitudes,
and actu51 behaviors and that a study of human behavior myst attend'to
these three levels to help understand the outcome, in this case, parent
behavior. This rgsearch mgde] also attempis to incorporate external '
1nf1ﬁencés as a source of influence on an individual's core beliefs. There -

is reason to bel feve patterns of common, experiences {external influences)
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may affect individuals in a similar manner leading them to make similar
interpretations of their world (Kohn, 19 ). This world view is sub-

. sequently translated into the various bet;avibt:a'l systems in an individual's
“""Tfte, one of which is the individual parent model of child rearing. As
such;, there is one major researct; goal for Area Focus Two: (1) identi~
f1cat.1or:1 of parenting models and corresponding parenting methods. The
relationship between certain exte;'haﬂ influences on parents parénting

¥
o

models will alsofbe discussed. v

.

Cognitive Mediation of External Influences and Parent Behavior

Lognitive ’
€xternal Influences——— Interpretation ——— Parent Behavior ™

(Pare'nt Model)

.

&
4

For the purpose of this s;tudy, it will be assumed that parents, 1ike
child psychologists, constantly enact, an a model of" parent-child so_ciaHza‘-
tion. Th'is model is composed of varying constructs that help to Justify
most, if not all, parent behdviors. On a daily basis, parents are probably
not conscious of their models. Instead, théy simply respond to the stimuli
immediately spressing them at that moment in ti‘me. usually without consider-
ation for the internal construct that they are implementing. This is not
to an that parents don't take timebto reflect upon themselves and their
1‘nteractions with their children. But many parent actions feel so naj:ura] R
it would be difficult to reflect upon them or to ask why or where the

N
behavior came from. With carefu] questioning and probing, ft is hypothe- /

sized f.hat the important variables unqeﬂying parent behavior can be
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unqoveredvanq ta]ked‘%bout. The primary origins of parent behavior in this
p study have been de?1ned as the mediating beliefs, values, and attitudes
pertinenet to parent roles and pafent e:pectat10ns for éﬁé1r children.
According to George Kelly's thed?y on personal constructs, individuals
"} ' .Eré éhé1r con$tructs. Through their constructs 1nd1v1zuals pérceive,
create anrd fntgract with the world. Behhvjors provide a vehicle for .

, - individuals to “tes; out“'the1£‘isnstructs which are their Current set of
operating. assumptions relevant to.a given event. The “event" important to A
Area Focus Two is parent1qg.\ Us1ﬁg Kelly's framework, a study on,parent1ng"
wduld not be 5 matter of cata]ogd1ng‘pbserved parent behaviors. Instead, a
studj'of parenting would qttenpt to identify pertinent superordinate and
sﬁbord1nate constructs that are only suggested by the behaviors. Behaviors
are important only 1f they are appreciated as constructs which are being _

- acted out rather than ﬁo]d1ng‘ah 1nherent'!hut£ of their own. (For a more
extensive review of personal construct theory, see Appendix A.)

A framework for studying constructs of parenting has been developed

wsing the Profile of A Person model presented in Appendix B. The

Profile of A Person is the beginning stage of an applied translation of .

’ Kelly's personal construct theory. Avcording to the hypcthetical model,
individuals, Rpart from having certain characteristic external features,
are composed of belfefs, values, attitudes {expectations), and behaviors.

- Beliefs, values, attitudes, and behaviors represent different leveLE of
personal cognitive strdt tures; all levels are interrelated and mutually
supportive, though beliefs and values are more superordinate than attitudes
and behaviors. Constructs exist at eachnlevel (singular constructs) as

L]

well as across levels {(more global constructé), such that a person ‘has

A
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superordinate constructs which could be singular beliefs or values, a
constellation ofy beliefs, ;a1ues, and/or attitudes, or a complete cross
section of interrelated beliefs, values, attitudes and behaviors. In this
case, an attempt will be made to specify the relevant beliefs, values and *
attitudes of parents to hopefully identify their more global construct, or
model, of parent-chi]& socfalization. Although no two parents will have
all the same co;struc;s operaFing at the s;me time,_ an important goal of
tne‘résearch is to identify common elements across individual cgnstructs to
' form a typo]pgy of folk models of parent-child socialization. -
Research-{ﬂlidentifying folk models of parent-child socialization
could be important to parent educators. Rather‘than immediately interven-
ing at the behavioral level, parent educators qpu]d increase their effec-
tiveness byrhe1p1ng clients trace the origins of their behavior, the
supporting constructs,-the effects of these cons%ructs in influencing their
- interpretations ,of events, and finally the particular m&de] they have
created for parent-child socialization. With this complete picture, inter-
vention would be more individualized and self-directed. Parents could
identify and evaluate their own model, note inconsistgncies, cases of poor -
-impl ementation of a cbn;;ruct, inadequate “testing" of a construct, con-
flicting subcontructs, etc. At this point, client interest and motivation
to change should be maximized because of the self-directed nature of the ’
intervention. ‘ :
Opérationalizing the Madel’ . .

" ] .
Beliefs have.been defined as the most fundamental cémponent of a

M

person's jnternal makeup. Beliefs are the innermost notions an individual

has about the world in which he 1ives, setting the context within which

future constructs emerge. Beliefs, in this sense, are core to an
s

* . o
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1nd1vidua'|'s psyche. BeHefs‘ar"e also difficult to articulate directly.
Many gut level beliefs are 1ikely to be ;unconscious, while others exist at
the preconscious state, mak{ng their articulation accessible. For the
purposes of this study, two beliefs constructs were identified as 1mp0r:-
tant. BeHef’ Construct One focused-on core notions that individuals have
about the nature of man--is man basica.m} good and trusting or hateful and
. selfish? Belief Const;uct Two asked th{ same questions as Belief Construct
One, but in reference to the nature of the child. Is the nature of the '
child purity and innocence or sin and guilt? What are the di fferences in
parents who "begin* their parenting roles from radically different belief
consirﬁcts? )

Vaiues and beliefs are cV&;Qa]y related, mutually supporting one
another in providing the base structure for other subordinate constructs.
?a]ues, similar to be1iefs, are integral to an individual, representing
what s good and bad, important and unimportant. Values give direction to
a person's&i, leading him/her towards those values that are most impor-

, tant and away from those which are least important. Where beliefs are a
kind of vague “sense,” or gut level feeling about things, values are rr!ore
directly accessible and easier to articulate. In this study tfo values
constructs have been fdentified as 1mportar]t. Values Construct One focuses
on personal values-=-the va]ués individuals hold for themselves. VYalues
construct Two 11sts the same values, but with respect to children. Figure
1 shows the levels of personal cognitive siructures, ;:orreSpondiég con-
structs and a flow chart of the constant feedbf;ck that occurs between
levels. ~

A complete review of the proposed plan of research is presented .

schematically on page 68. External influences are depicted as those

events occugring outside an organism, as envirommental inputs. Dotted

1
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Profile of A Person
Child Rearing Construct

Level Component Applied Constructs
y . e
Baelief Construct 1: Nature of Child
Level 1. ‘ _Beliefs ,
// \\
7 AN Belief Construct 2: Human Nature
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! "\ - /ﬂ | values Construct 1: Personal Values
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COnstruct§
Parent-Child - values Construct 2: Parent Values
Socialization
Model , ’
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Vi Attitude Construct 1: Parent Role
\

. e
~ ~Attitudes -~
Level 3. 5\ {Expectations)

Attitude Construct 2: Child Role

Level 4. - ~ Behaviors’
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External Influences

Individual experience as a child
Relationship with spouse..

Parenting advice from peers-......
Parenting advice from experts----
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Educaton-

Degree of satisfaction ulthf
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Subjects

lines connectigg external inputs with an “individual™ suggest the rather
indirect, diffuse nature of thase events. External inputs are also
depicted as impacting the whole {individual ipdicating the range of effects
of outside influences, only one. of which is being considered in this study,
that part of the individual copncerned with the paren@ing roleﬂ -
The Parenting Model is the hypothetical resuf; of an individual's

cognitive processing of external inputs within internal states. Opera-
tionally, the ﬁodel is defined as resulting in beliefs about human nature,
beliefs about the nature of the child, and values for the individual and
values for children. These beliefs and values are representative of an
individual’s world view at the most abstract 1eve1i

- Attitudes are sets of expectations regarding appropriate and inappro-
priate behavior for individuals occupying certain social roles. The
translation of abstract beliefs and valdes results in attitude constructs
about parenting roles and children's roles. Children's roles and parents;
ro]es(;re the major concerns of this study. These expectations are more
directly translated through actual role enactment as defined by, for
e;ample, parent roles as educator, advisor, disciplinarian, authority
f{\ﬁre, and companion. Expectations for children might focus on obedience,
achfevement, Se]f-contr;1, self-reliance, morality, aggression, curiosity,
hygiene, independence, and altruism.

. \-.—._.f
IV, RESEARCH METHODS AKD PROCEDURES

o £
Subjects were recruited for pilot testing using two different parent

organizations, Mothers, Incorporated and Mothers of Twins. Both groups
consist of a largely middle and upper middle income group of parents and

»

are self-supporting, self-initiated parent groups. Although the actual
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membership is gemprised of mothers only, the SEDL mail-out of instruments
fncluded duplicate sets of surveys with a special note seeking participa-

tion by fathers, Sixty-two surveys were used in data analysis; nineteen

surveys (30%) were from fathers. *

Instruments
1

Paper and pencil 1nstruménts, surveys, and structured interviews were
used in data.cb11ect10n. The following concerns provided the focal points
. . N

for data collection:

»

Beljefs about Human Nature: core belfefs about the true condition of

man--the motivations and behaviors of man, expressed in palarized form; the
tendency to believe that man is either basically good or basically bad.
(Semantic Differential with 7 point scale) "

Belfefs about the Nature of the Child: core beliefs about the natural

prpens1t1es/expectatioﬁs for a child~-the motivations and behaviors of a

child, expressed in polarized fomm; the tendency}to believe that children
are more pure and innocent that evil and sinfu].&i;Semantic Differential

with 2 7 point scale) e

_ Values for Self: {deals and goals which motivate individual behavior;

what an individual thinks i$ good or bad, important or unimportant.
(Likert Scale, 6 point scale)

Values for Children: iJdeals and goals which parents define as

important for their children; ideals and goals parents would like to pass
on to their chilqr&n to enhhance their success as adults. (Likert Scale, 6
_ point scale) -

Pareni Role: expectations regarding appropriate and inappropriate
parent behavior concerning interactions with children, typical componenis

of the parent role would include the parent as "disciplinarian,” “advisor,"

70 .
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"moralist,” and “confident.” (Structured Interview)

Children's Role: expectations parents have regarding appropriate and

1nappgopr1ate behavior for children, typical behavioral settings within
which expectations fall include “achievement,” “obedience,” "individual
responsibility,” 'éorality,' etc. (Structured Interview)

Y.  RESULTS

.

Two di fferent types of data were generated in Area Focus Two. Paper
and pencil data we;e collected on beliefs about the nature of people,
beliefs about the nature of children, values parents' have for themselves
and values parents have for their children. Interview data were collected
about how parents enact their roles. Both types of data were considered
first as group data and second as individual data.

Parents' ratings of twenty-five (25) beliefs about the nature of
children and the naturé of adults resulted in many significant differences.
Parents believe the nature of adults and the nature of children to be
significant]y':hffereht along 23 of the 25 belief dimensions (see Figure
1). Figure 2.displays those dimensions on which children were given
significantly greater ratings. Figare 3 displays tho;e dimensions on which
adults were given significantly greater ratings. In comparing the éwo sets
of items, it appears that the nature of children is viewed as significantly
different and more Positive £ﬂan the nature of adults.

Although the ratfe of subjects to variables (balief items) was not
ideal, an exp]oratéry factor analysis was computed to look for linear
combinations of‘variables. After reviewing the original matrix of correla-
tions, factars were 1dent1ffed by their Efgen values {greater than br equal
to 1.0), percent of variance accounted for, and psychological meaning of

{tems identifying the factor. Factor loading coefficients for individual

) 7175 .
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" FIGURE 1: OIFFERENCES FCR BELIEFS 'ABOUT PEOPLE
AND BELIEFS ABUUT CHILDREN:®

X About People x_About Children
1. shy 4.3 ° 4.2 '
. 2. honest™ 4.5 . 5.6
~ 3. helpless** - 3.4 . 4.0
* 4, wild*™ ' . 3.0 4.4
5. happy** 4.5 5.8
‘ 6. curious* 4.7 - 6.5
7. stubborn** ) 3.7 < - 4.2
8. rational** ' 4.5 3.7
9. vulnerable* 5.1 6.0
10. friendly** 5.2 5.9
11. slow mving*™ 3.8 2.3
\12. trustipgrr \ 4.1 5.9
13. even tempered (4.0 3.8
14. productive** ‘ 4.6 5.2
15. intelligent** 4.5 5.4
16. innocent** 4.3 ~ 5.9 )
17. 1involved with others** 4.1 5.4
18. conformist* 5.1 4.5
19. perfect** : 3.0 * T 3.8
20. Tloving™ | 5,1 ——~—by —
21, anti-sqcia1* 2.8 . 2.4,
22. animal-like* 3.1 3.7 -
23, demanding** 4.3 . * 5.1
24. self-controlled™ . 3.6 2.5
A0S, uniquet , 5.1 e
- +Maximum score equals 7 (high) and m'in'i-mum score equals 1 (1ow).'
. *Significant at .05 alpha levei, two-tailed probability. .
»*S{gnificant beyond 1005 alpha level, two-tailed probability.
5 . | 72 oy
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FIGURE 2: BELIEF ITEMS ON WHICH RATINGS )
FOR CHILDREN WERE SIGNIFICANTLY GREATER '
THAN RATINGS FOR PEQPLE

¥. honest 10. productive ’
2. helpTess 11. intelligent
3. wild s 12. innocent
"i - 4. happy . 13.. involved with others | .
5. curjous 14, perfect
6’ stubborn 15. loving .
7. vulnerable - 16. animal-like )
8. friendly _ 17. demanding
9, trusting - * 18. unique

\

FIGURE 3: BELIEF ITEMS ON WHICH RATINGS
FOR PEOPLE WERE SIGNIFICANTLY GREATER
THAN RATINGS FOR CHILDREN

Lo

1. Eational

2. slow-moving

’ 3. conformist
4., anti-sdcial
" 5. self-controlled




items was set at greater than or equ%] to ,35 (see Figure 4)., Given the
above considerations, four factors were 1dgntif1ed for beliefs about the
nature of people and four factors were identified for beliefs about the
nature of children. Beliefs about the nature of people for Factor 1
concern the social nature of children, for Factor 2 the general goodness of
children, for Factor 3 indvidual autonomy of children, and for Factor 4
naivete or innocence of children (see Figure 5). The four factors
identified for beliefs about thg nature of people are similar_to those
identified for children with Fac;Or 1 concérned with the general goodness
of people, Factor 2 concerned with beliefs about the more antisocial side
of people, Factor 3 concer@ed wi th competence and rationalism of.pe0p1e,

and Factor 4 concerned with naivete or innocence of people (see Figure 6).

It 1s interesting to note that Factor 2 for beliefs about the nature of

adults, frames the 1ssie of man's social nature negatively, and the {tems
fonn1ng‘Fact0r 3, or competency,: 100k more like individual autonomy or
Factor 2 for beliefs about children.

*

A]thodgh the same séts of 1tems were used in the factor analysis, the
focus of concern, children or adults, resulted.in slightly different ‘
configurations. The belief items for children 1ine up according to | -
social-emotional factors and are positive in tone where the belief items
for adults include a more instrumental emphasis as well a; a negatively
phrased social factor. This appears to reflect the more positive atti tude
toward“beliefs about children as demonstrated in mean di fferences
previously discussed, (Figure 1), as well as the tendency to emphasize
sacial characteristics of children.

. Factor -scores were generated using the mean score of the total group.

Figure.7 shows the relative degree to which the total group believes

¥



FIGURE 4: CRITERIA FOR FACTOR ANALYSIS FOR PARENTS'
BELIEFS ABOUT 'ADULTS AND PARENTS' BELIEFS ABOUT CHILDREN

.

Percent Cumulative

Factor Eigen Value of Variance Yariance

Beliefs About the Mature of People

Factor 1 : 5.8 41.3 4.3 -

Factor.?2 ’ ’ 1.9 - 1348 54,7

Factor 3 - - . WA 2.4 67.1

Factor 4 1.3 9.4 76.5
Beliefs About the Nature of Children

Factor 1 . 4.4- - 34.0 34.0 -
- 'Y ¥ . ’ . " “a

Factor.2 -~ ' 5 . 2.4 . 16.7 50.7

Factor 3 - 1.8 12.4 63.1

Factor 4 1.3 9.2 72.3

\__
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FIGURE 5: FACTOR ITEMS FOR PARENTS' BELIEFS ABOUT THE RATURE OF CHILOREM

. Factor 13 Socfal Nnunl/—
— _Item Stem *Factor Loadfn

1tem lLu!;el:
2 honest .53
0 © « friendly A3
15 . intel 11gent ' N1
~16 — ——{nnocent .47
17 involved with others LA
0 loving 42
21 anti-social -.83
. Factor 3: General Goodness
[tes Rusber Item Stem *factor Loadin
5 T happy IR -
-9 vulnerable .63
12 - . * strusting 7
14 productive A9
22 ‘anfmal-1ike* ..

*After Varimax Rotation,

-

Factor 2:

q{*

Individual Autonomy

Item Humber [tem Stem *factor Loading
1 shy -.62
2 honest .35
3 helpless ~.52
14 productive . .56
15 intelligent .38
18 co::foruisl\,/ ~.4

Factor 4: Innocence
1tem Humber . _ltem Stem *Factor Loadin

6. curious ".63
10 friendly .40
17 involved with others 4
20 Toving ' 43
' 25 unique . .67
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= . FIGURE 6: FACEOR ITEMS FOR PARENTS' BELIEFS ABOUT THE NATURE OF PEQPLE
* . Factor 1: General Goodnlss . Factor :i‘:# Anti-Social Hature -
e ¥ 4 ) ; - .
item fumber Item Stem *Factor Loading Jtem Number 1tem Stem *Factor Loading
> — . - = 3
..o 2 hogest - tn 3 . Helpless .36
e " . ] -
9 \ vulnerable .36 n - slow moving .64
- * Ny ”
12 trusting A4 10 friendly -.44
* ’ had - 1)
. N u productive . .60 13 even-tempered -.44
. 1 Y innocent . n,oi 20 . loving _ . we © .36
19 perfect .53 21 anti-social . 65"
g -
[ had ° 3 > +
[ | r )
~ Factor 3: Competence Factor 4: Innocence -~
e “ » -
o, Item Humber ftem Stem *Factor Loading Item Number ' Item Stem - *Factor Loadin
3 helpless -.57 o . % . curious . ’*@ .68
8 rational. ‘ . .69 10 ) friendly . .51
i y productive ! .43 20 © loving . 860
15 ° intelligent « . - S S ' : N -
. ¥ . »
RIS involved with others "\ ".52 . - /
. = " K . hd b LT -
- rr) R .. [] . .'h \ - . B . P
‘ *After Yarikax Rotation, .. - - . )




Factor 1, Factor 3, and Factor 4, (general goodness, competency, and
innocence) to be stroﬁg components of the naiure of adu]ts. The group mean‘
rating on Factor 2 (anti- socia] nature) 1s comparatively 1ow. The profile
of group mean factor scores on beliefs about the nature of chi]dren, their
“general goodness, their high degree of innocence or naivete, and relatively
strofig beliefs about individual autonomy as well. S - &
Subjects were also asked to rate the importance of forty (40) valies
first with respect to themselves and second with respect to their children,
A T-Test was computed to test for significcant differences in mean ratings
i ‘”fff of each value. As~shownAin Figure 8, sixteen values had significant
differences between means. It is interesting to note that all of/the _
values with significant differences are due to the tncreased importance of
\ the values for children as reported by the parents. The values parents
stress more for theirwzg;idren than for fﬁe&se]ves cluster around
achjevement-oriented values, pe;sona1 development, and more traditional.
values (see_F;gﬁre'Q).
After.subjects rated edch vzlue for 1mportance4/theyrwere asked to
Eick the ten';ost fmportant values they have for themseives and then for

their children. As shown.in Figure 10 there is considerable agreement in® ¢

. prior?tizatiqn of JE]ues for parents and children. The notdble exception

%

is the decreased importance laced on marrying and having children as a

value parents' want to paSs on to their own childres. In the words of one
' mother, “If marrizge~and family are important to me but fiy child chooses to

‘ ..
remETn—sfﬁﬁTE/’:;en that valye would be meaningless."

] Exploratory factor analysis was ‘used to ana]yze values parents have

¥

. for themselves and values parents have for their children. Results of this

analysis are tentative due to the']ow ratio of "subjects t¢ varfables
. - ¥ * ]
(items). After rgyiewing the origina] matrix of correlations,. factors were

_eK 78 8,) \". \'.A‘, .
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FIGURE 7: FACTOR SCORES FOR TOTAL GROUP
USING GROUP MEAN.

-,

T

-
- Factors Total Group Mean *
Belggfs About the Nature of Children’ i
/' Factor 1 (Social Nature) 5.5
Factor 2 (Individﬁai Autonomy ) 4.4
2 \Factor 3 (General Goodness) . 5.2
it Factor 4 (Innocence/Naivete) 5.8 id
v k .
"t Beliefs About the Nature of People
Factor 1 (Géﬁera] Goodness ) 4.3
o Factor 2 {Anti-Socjal Nature) " 3.3 .
Factor 3 (Cogpetence/Rationalism) 4.5
factor 4 (Innocenc-e/Naivete) 5.0 %

e

. *“Where 1 is low and 7 is high
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- o 1528 2 S s o s ks i
s . For Themselves For Thetr Chtigran R
1. to be honest 2 4’50 5.2 5.0
2. to have good umrs; ' L 4.0 4.2 4.9
3. to be mxdest 2.8 2.0 2.7 2.0
- / 4. 20 Pave hodbiessv 32 a0 - 37 4.0 .
’ / 5. to respect duthorityee 35 3.0 EX) 4.0
, 6., to sarry tnd have childrea 32 2.0 1% I 2.0
7. to control your erotions 3.2 L0 3.4 .0
8. to be intarested ia luarning 5.2 6.0 - 5.4 6.0
9. to sake s lot of money 2.5 2.0 .7 3.0 <q
10. to speak out 1n front of others 3.} 2.0 3.3 4.0
1. to be Yoyal to your family 1’ 5.0 4.5 5.0
12. to be yourself 5.2 6.0 5.4 6.0
) 13. to ve popular 2.6 2.0 2.7 3.0
) 14, to be 4 hard worker . | 5.0 5 5.0 :
15.% to be adle o Gafend yourself™ 3.6 4D 4.2 4.0
16. to de affectionats 7 4.0 . .8 5.0
) . 1. to have a religion*® .9 2.0 3.2 2.0 _
18. o be lke the mjority RE 1.0 . 1.8 1.0
o 19, 0 bt consfderate of others 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0
20. to ba capencadle 5,0 5.0 L 5.0 i
0.t operly emress iger™ LD 3.0 3.4 3.0
22. to be mat amd Clatn 13 4.0 L9 4.0
2. to be e t swport myelfs 4.3 " 5.0 7 6.0 )
¢ 24, to always save morey 11 3.0 u0 .0
25, to be abftiow™ 34 4.0 w7 w0
26. 1o enjoy relaxing and slaying*s 4.4 5.0 ¢ %7 5.0 . ’
2. o have 4 close sl rlation “ w s o .
28, to accept critfctsase 1.7 .0 4.2 4.0
‘ 29. to understand the feelings of
: others . 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0
30. to enjoy Spending time alone™ 4.2 40 T4k 5.0
%1, to be 4 good Histaner toar 5.0 47 5.0 )
. YR to be aggressives 25 0 3.0 3.0
. ‘, '33 ;':r:".‘."' "0 talerate Hoh 3.: R M 4.0 Lo ’
. M. to kaep physically fit= . 6o _' 'R 5.0 ]
) f T 3. to stuy busy a1l the tire .5 2.0 2.6 2.0
3. to have close friends 4.7 5.0 4.9 6.0 '
- 7. 1o trave® 3.3 .0 L7 4.0
3. to set nigh goyis® . A7 "4.0 4.3 5.0 .
. ! P .39, to have & sense of huor 4.8 6.0 5.0 6.0 )
2o ] " 40, .to be able to adidt r,o'duaql .9 6.0 .9 6.0
- PLEED @ . . "%
“ 9 . T ’ ", S 8?
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FIQURE 9: VALUES WHICH PARENTS RATE HIGHER
OR THEIR CHILDREN THAN FOR THEMSELVES

1. to set high goals 9. to have hobbies

2. to be able to tolerate high stress 10. to enjoy spending time alone
3. to be aggressive 11. to keep physica]ly fit
4. to be ambitious * 12. to travel
5. to be able to support myself '13. to enjoy relaxing End playing
6. to be able to defend yourself 14. to have good manners
7. to openly express anger 15. to respect authority
2
’ 8. to accept criticism 16. to have relfigion  —
3
&
88 '
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) fk FIGURE 10: IMPORTANCE RANKING OF PARENYTS' VALUES FOR THEMSELVES
AND PARENTS® YALUES FOR THEIR CRILOREN

. . TEYTNG _ PONX ORDER _ PERGD'OL VALUES TETING WX UPDER LHILDER S TAIUES ;
_ L 1 S 1 to be honest 47 1 to be honest
43 -2 to be {nterested in itaming 45 2 to be {nterested in Learn'lng
43 3 to be yourself “ 3 o be yourseif
7 4 to be considarate of others KH 4 to be considerate of others
3% & to be dependabie | J H to be gependable
- R u 6 moadeﬂrsmd the feeiings of 27 6 to have‘a sense of humor
29 7 to have close friends 26 7 to be affectionate .
\ 27’ 8 to have 2 fense of humor 25 8 . to understand the feelings of .
26 ] to be affectionate 24 9 ton:sclose friends
23 10 to sarry and have ¢hildren 19/ 10 to be loyal to your fam‘ﬂy .
2z 1 to be Joyal to your family 16 1 to be able to support Tyseif . -
21 12 to be a good listener 15 12 to keep physically fit
- - 17 13 to enjoy relaxing and playing 14 13 20 have 3004 manners ‘
16 14 to have a close sexual 13 14 to sarry and have ¢hildren )
relationship + v
15 15 to be able to support pyself 13 15 to be & Go0d listener .
- — - 15 - 16- to enjoy spending timk alone 11 PO | - 10 respect authority R
14 17 to be able to adapt to Change 3 17 to be mditious
14 18 to be a hard worker H 18 to enjoy retaxing and playing
n 19 to keep physically fit N 19 t0 have & close sexyal
refationship
] 9 20 to respect authority H F{] to be able to 283Pt t0 change
. 8 21 to be neat and ¢lean 10 H to be A hard worker
7 8 22 to haye a religitn 9 22 to ser nigh goats
’ 8 23 th set bigh goals, 8 23 to be able to defend yourself - .
7 24 to have go0d manners 8 24 to enjoy spending tine alcne
6 25 to sake & 10t of ;oney 7 25 to Control your emotions
6 . 26 to contr;ﬂ your emtions 7 26 to have 3 reltgion
- 6 27 to travel 6 27 to have robbies .
"5 28 to accept critfcism H 43 to accept Criticise -
4 . 29 ' to be able to tolerate hign 5 ' 29 to be able tp tolerate hign
’ ¢ 30 t,o’lt:::nitious 4 30 to_st:e::at and ¢lean
, 3 3 to be modest 3 k1| to stay busy all the time
3 a2 to be able to ocefend yourself H 32 to be modest
3 33 to stay bmy'all the timg 1 33 to mpke 2 ot of roney
2 u to speak owt tn front of others |+ 1} 34 to speak out tn front of others ’ '
2 - 35 to be popular . 1 3% to be poselar -
) 2 36 10 always save money i 36 to be like the majortty
H 37 to be aggressive 1 kyj to openly express anger '
1 38 to opanly express anger | k- to always save mormy
1 39t have hovbles © 1 39 to be aggressive ¢
0 40 to be like the matority 0 40 o travel *

—
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identified by the1ﬁ Eigen values (greater than(or equal to 1.0)? percent of
v$r1ance1§ccounted for, and psychological meaning of jtems identifying the
factor (see Figure 11). Factor loading coefficients for individual items
was éet at greater than or equal to 3.5 (see Figures 12 and 13). With the
dbove considerations 1in ﬁ1hd three factors were identified for each set of
values. Again there is considerable continuity between factors for the two
sets of values, with instrumental values and personal development values
being the prédom1nant theme of two ;actOrs. The differences in sets of
factors occur in Factor 3 where items suggesting prudence énd modesty are
emphasized for children and {tems focused on social maturity and social
rglatjons with others is emphasized for adults, Mean scores for the total
group on each factor HEre_qéﬁph;ed_}or tﬁé-}QQ values' inventories as seen
in Figure 14, Factors emphasizing personal developqpnt are consistently
rated higher than factors emphasizing instrumental values, prudence 1s not
h1gh1; rated as a value parents want to pass on to'thé1ﬁ children,

Both groups profiles consistently reflect a noticeably higher rating
of importance on social-emotional values in tems of personal growth and
development as opposed to rational-objective values in te;ms of achievement
and financial success. This difference in importance rating may be a . .
reflection of the middle and upper income status of the group of subjects.
Other research has suggested that individuals with relatively fewer
concerns about daily subsistence are afforded the “luxury” of valuing
self-development and interpersonal growth. |

As reported above, ideal conditions for a factor analysis were not
present in this pilot testtng effort. With this in mind, faétor scores
. wére ‘generated for eacq individual éhat w;s interviewed and individuatl

profiles were produced {see Appendix C). Item scores belonging to each

factor were used to generate mean factor scores. .
' 83 97




FIGURE 11: ‘CRITERIA-FOR FACTOR ANAL

e

YSIS FOR PARENTS'

VALUES FOR THEMSELVES AND FOR THEIR CHILDREN

T Y ,

an
Percent Cumulative .
Eigen Value of Variance Yariance

Yalues Parentsy Have for Themselves

' Factor 1 (Instrumental) 9.45 36.5 36.5

Factor 2 {Personal Development) 4.68 18.1 54.7
* Factor 3 (Spcial Maturity) 2.14 ' 8.3 63.0

___«_ Values Parents Have for Their Children

Factor 1 (Personal Development) 9.12 34.3 34.3

Factor 2 (Instrurnenta].) §.74 17.9 52.1

Factor 3 (Prudence) 1.97 7.4 59.6

" [ ™ P




FIGURE 12: FAETOR ITEMS FOR PARENTS® VALUES FOR THEIR CHILDREW _ ’
‘ Factor 1: Personal Development Factor 2: Instrumental Values
Item Husber * o Item Stem *Factor Loading Item Humber Item Stem *Factor Loading
8 to be interested in learning .44 5 to respect authority .58
16 to be affectionate .51 7 to control your emotions . -40.
19 to be considerate of others .37 . 14 to be a hard worker ) .65
o 26 to enoy relaxing and playing .48 15, tobe able to defend yourself .39
. 1 27 to have & close sexual relationship .43 22 to be neat and clean .60
29 to understand the feelings of others 42 23 to be able tt-i support myself .64
- 0 to enjoy spending time alone .64 24 to always save money .57
aloa to be a good listener "8 25 t0 be ambitious 70
‘ 3 to be albe to tolerate high stress 43, 35 to stay busy all the time 47
x| to keep physically fit .48 . 38 to set high goals .36
, 36 to have close friends, ) .69 ] *
3 to travel 48 . Factor 3":. Prudence
3 to have & sense Of husor 79 Item Humber Item Stew *Factor Loading
40 to be able to adapt to change .66 2 to have good manfiers .65
. - 3 to be modest .66
’ , . 18 . to be like the pajority .35
*After Varimax Rotation. ' 22 to be neat ;nd clean ‘ 51
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FIGURE 13: FACTOR ITEMS FOR PARENTS® VALUES FOR THEMSELVES

M — / .

Factor 1: Instrumental Values

lmimr [tem Stem *Factor toading
5 to respect authority .36
1. to control your emotions .52
9 to make 3 Jot of money ) .49
" to be & hard worker .60
15 to b:able' to defend yourself .52
a2 to be neat and clean .63
23 to be able to support myself .58
24 to always save money .5
25 u{ be ambitious .8
32 to be aggrassive ' B
3 to be able to tolerate high stress ) .52
k) to keep physically fit A1
35 to stay busy a1l the time o
A8 to set high goals .72

Factor 2: Social Maturity

ltem Humber 1tem Stem > *Factor Loading
19 to be considerate of others .7
20 to be dependable .58
28 to accept criticisa .40
23 to understand the feelings of others 17
. A to be a good listener .66
kT to keep physically fit .37
35 to have close friends .52
Factor 3: Personal Development
Item Nusber Item Stem *Factor Loadin
8 to be interested in learning .66
16 to be affectignate -]
21 to@penly express agner .40
26 to enjoy relaxing and playing . .63
27 to have 3 close sexval relationship .35 .
30 to enjoy spending time alone I
) k)| to be a good listener A2
3% to have close friends ? 4 ,
37 to travel .37
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° ' FIGURE 14: FACTOR SCORES FOR -TOTAL GROUP . e
. ~ USING GROUP MEAN : o _
Values ' Total Group Mean
Values Parents Have for Themselves ' .
. ~ » ‘
Factor 1 (Instrumental) - - . 3.4
! Factor 2 (Interpersonal D;vejopment)_ . . 4.6
Factor 3 (Social Maturity) ‘43 - s
a j‘ .
///:alues'Parents Haye for Their Children - <7 '
' _Factor 1 (Interpersonal déve}opment) . ' 4.7
Factor 2 (Instrumentalﬁ' ¥ C 3.8
-~ ‘ , ™ A\
* Factor 3 (Prudence) | : 3.1

«.  *MWhere 1 is low and 6 is high.

-
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Superimposing the profiles on each otheq’}esuited in a wide variation
in responsesf Although most re3pondents' prefiles reflected the genera]
profile of the group mean, there was noticeab]é individual variation along
certain factors. Although some.éﬂdividuais shared factor scores, they were

L4

equally- 1ikely to have very di fferent scores on other factors. The

compie;ity of human behavior 1s implicit in ehe seeming similarity yet

glaring inconsistency of persons’' scores on factors. §eme of the variation

i$ undoubtedly dee to error variance in the instruhent jtself and low

¥

" reliability of factors, but other sources of variation are 1ikely to siem'

. from individual idﬁosyncfasies regarding certain beliefs and/or values

which .may or may not be logicdlly or rationally connected to other beliefs
and values. lTQere may an internal press ehich is not explicitly logical or
rationai.which acts to conneck personal be}iefs and values inasmuch as that
iehderivedlfrom uithin-the internal system (unique social history) of the
indiJiEﬁa], and therefore idiosyncratic. Also, it seems 1ike1y that

individuals sharing some valyes may ot share other values. All of the

above considerations could provide some explanations for the somewhat

e
| 3

erratic set of individual profiles.

A .

»

- Nine parent interviews were conducted., The interviews were designed
- A

to elicit self-report information about parent roles and child roles, and
. '

Interview Data

to lotk for relatianships between these roles and the beiiefs and values of
parents. The purpose of this phase of the research phan was to develop and,

test the fﬁterview schedu]e The interview process was seen as deve]op-

i

_ mental in pature and revision in interview.materiai occurred throughout

-

pilot testing. ' -

The interview schedule and its varfous revisfons includéd the
following four components: {Appendix D)
”

88 ‘
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1. Parents and Children Together. Tngge t&’fou? sentence stories

‘ . .

’were read to pdrents. Each story was about a particular, and relatively ‘
" common, parent-chﬂd 1nteract.10n. Parents.were asked to respond with
exactly what they would say and. do in that situation. Each parent-child
uignette also'inpluded a series of structured questions to which the
parents responded. . '/ .

2. The Parent Psychologist. This componeut of the interview con-

-

sisted-of a five part series of questions designed to get more direet
information about each parént's thoughts and concepts about (1) child
development, {2) personality development of children, (3) moral develppment
of uﬁildren, {4) discipline, and (5) family 1life. ‘

L]

3. Parent Sentence Combletion Task. Each parent’was Asked to

GComplete a serfes of incomplete sentences. All sentences related to parent

-

. roles and parent-child relations.

L3 . o« .
4. Demographic Inférmation. General demographic information was

collected in this component of the interview. On top o:j;etting data on

the numbereof children #n the family, religious affiliatfon, education
level, etc., more personal questions were also asked. The latter included °
questfons tapping each individual's level of satisfactxon wi th thenselves

as a parent, their satisfaction with their spouse as a parent, and their

evaluation of how happy they rememberéd their childhood to be.

Part 2 Of the interview Schedule, The parent Psychologist, way not
e adnfniStéred to each subject as 1t was developed at the conclusion of the
interview process. Although the vignettes appeared to be effective in
e11c1t1ng parent role 1nfonnat10n, the indirect nature of this type of {item
al so geneuated 1nd1rect responses at times. Consequently a ?ore direct
1ine of questioning was developed to c&nplpment the indirect approach of

the vignettes.
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Nine jareit model variables were identified for organizing and

v y ®

evaluating interview datas These variables are not conclusive, but

Parent Hode1LVar1ab1es

placement of parént data along these variables did sujgest seven parent . /
models. The nine variables that did appear seem to be important -

. -gonsiderations for most‘any dkscussjon of parent models of chi]d'
sécfa]ization. The nine variables include the following: ; '

. . ] 1. Adult-Centered: parent sees chiid behaviors {and most .world

- events) from the perspective of an adult; tendency to 1nt€:pret child
E@haviors according to how they are affected by them and may even take

o 1

* ¢certain child behaviors and agtions personally. —

2. Child=Centered: péarent is aware of and concerned about the
child's thoughts and feelings; seeing child behaviors from the perspective
of the child; considering the child's positton. .

-

3.~ Information-Centered: parent tends to Took at and consider
particu]ar'situations and eircumstances, pa}ent who may w;nt to,_get more
1nfon%htion about a situation before responding to it, could range from
parent who is so 1n?ormqtion oriented they are "analytic" to Pareﬁt who
simply'wants to know all the facts before eva]uatind a situation;
“inforamtion" could range from descriptive information surrounding a
par£1cu1ar event or general/educational information sought for the purpose

of expanding parent awareness.

4. Emotfonal.Reactiveness: extent to which a parent feacts rather

than responds to a sttuation; ranging from a parent who views many
children's behaviors as normal and a pareﬁi who sees many children's

behaviors as possible signs of "abnormality" or problems; ranging from a

Do ) parent who can ignorg many behaviors and a parent who cannot.

. - Qr .
L] - . uJ .
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5. Intentionality: extent to which a parent assigns a positive,

T

negative or neutral eva]naiion to a'child's intentions; ranging from

.= parects who see children's wrongdoings as consc¥ously intended and parents

Va who see children as basically incapable, of i11-intent; often an issue of

A

tmstc . . R - ¢ ’ v -

6.. Role of the Environnent: (a) extent to which the parent
structures the internal, family environnent for children and tneir needs
and/or adults and thei;-%eeds, and (b) extent to which the parent attenpts
to control and othérwise mediate the £hild's interactions with the external
‘environment, particularly with adolescents. '

* 7. Child as Decjgjon Maker: (a) extent to which parent encourages

or allows the child to make his/her own decisions, and (b) parent willing-
ness to actually live with the consequences of any of the decisions the

child has baen entrusted to make.

8. Fragility of Child: extent to which the parent,enpnasizes the

. more "dx~11cate" or ,fra‘gﬂe nature of the child and the child's sel f-\
concept; a parent high in this concern may place a lot of importance on
always doing the right things,\parent may feel so1e1y responsible for the

child's development, happiness, and well- be%ng rather than giving the child P

sone*resppnsibi]ity for that. N . (\

3, Confidenle Leve] of Parents: degree of 'confidence regardinb)

parenting decisions; extent to which the parent may look to the 1nterv1ewer
for approva1 {assumption of a right and wrong answer)! parent who may tend
to look for professional help rather~yhan trust their own skill and/or '
judgment.'

Description of the Parent Model . .

Interviews were read and scored according to che nine categories

N (11
.9

‘J —_
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‘de‘sgribed above, Seven';‘ Categom'\es_ we,.‘he scored by their presence'(+) or
absence {~). The Environment varigﬁje (a) and (b), was scored according ‘
C _ to the degree of input/contr01 by adu]ts {A) or children {C) or a '
combinatiOn of the two. The Child as Deci51on Maker Variable, (a) given
the cﬁild by the parent and (p) the extent to which the parent is willing
to, accept the consequences of decisions made by the <hild, were scored
using a rdting scale (1- 5) and presence (+) or absence (-) respectively.
Figure 15 depicts the seven models, how they are scored, as well as “scoring
key. Although this seems like a relativeiy simple scoring technique, the °
"real” score is the configuration of scores along the Wine dimensions.

Seven parenting models of child socialization were identified in the
pilot testing phase of the research. The seven parent models can be
distinguished by their placement along the nine variables prev1ou51y
def\ned The following is a short narrative of each of the seven parent
models. Although no'tndividual parent consistently acts as the model(s)
would predict, for explanatory purposes the models will be presented as 3
such., Most parents tend to behave consistently but there will always be
certain issues ar sets of circumstances that provoke atypicai behaviors.
Thegnarratives will present the models ds though people, i,e,, parents,
behave in a consistent manner. Because parents, people, do not Att so

consistently, the narrative may seem overly Simple.

Model 1: fhe Authori tarian Parent . , (:

/

. Parent- [CRITS- | InfoMgation | Tntentlonatity [ Res{Tience [ Dnvironment TRITE iy Erspon- Conlldence TEmotTonal l

Centered | Contared | Contlered of Child af Child (o) 1 |b) siblt_g'clslm Waker | of Favents | Peact |veress
T * : Gr . (%) .
[ 4 v ‘N!l 1 - » : 5

.
Authoritarian Parent * - - - . A 1A ~ ) i . »
ot tar {toughness) : ‘ o N

101

92




‘i-’ . . . -
¥ - . - : r \ ) : ’ *_.
‘ .l ‘ * ® * - v
. + . . .
‘- Y . N .
~ ' ’ [
\ b Q N LY
" ' - FIGURE ¥5: PAREHT MODELS' OF CHILD REARING
r] < ~ —_—— e — e - —_— -
. . . -
arent< [ChiTd- Information lntentiomﬂity Resilience | Environment | Child as Respon- Confidence [ kot fonal ]
Centered | Centered | Centered of Child . | of Child -{a) ¢+ {b) siblt(: Decision Maker | of Parents | Reactiveness | %
. n i [ é) ' (b}
< Hodel 1 . \ i » :
Authoritarian Pavent {- * - - - + A 1A 1 - + +
(toughness) I " . ‘
s b IS i ﬁ. [}
S Model 2 ) v E 1 H -
‘ Overprotective/Permissive - + - + + ¢ 1 c COE ¥ . +
, Parent ' i H
. H . .
Hodel 3, A i : :
. . Behaviorist vo- L + o 0 1A-C 30 + + -
. Parent ¢ i - '
' H ¢
1+ Hodel 4 ’ A vA \ ¢
n Confused Parent * * - + - : 1.5 4 -+ - +
L] 1
' C +/C ' .
M ¥ Y +
Hodel 5 4 ¢ Ay ' |
Romantic Parent . c ot + + ;0 1AC 3 - + -
\ . 4 - s C [l ' P ¢
~ ] . 1 N
Hodel 6 ¢ + + H |
Consulting Parent * * - * L/ A-C 1A-C T4 ' + +t -- ‘
* - - L - |} S : :
. - - * v ;
Hodel 7 + + A '
Authoritative Parent * : ¢ B ., A CI A -~ . .
i - . ' r- :
- Key: + = presence A s Adult Child as Responsible Decision Haker (-)b = parent unwilling
- = absence -+ . € = Child . . - to accept any
’ ¢ o = neutral v A/C = Adult and child, with clear 1a x very limited -responsibility given consequences of -
+/- = mixture of both, shared boundaries between roles . to child decisfon making
‘ always paintained 2a = limited responsibility given to child (+)b = parent 1s willing to
- - A C = Adult and child with more . 3a = some responsibility glven to child accepl consequences
flexible boundaries 43 » congjderable resppnsibility given of decisions given
¢ A-C = Adult in collaboration with child; to child to child
. reflects a more horizontal relation- Sa = almost compiete responsibility given Yo
. ship rather than vertical to child - ' N
N .
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The Model 1 parent tends to view the world from the adult's perspec-

tive mos¥ of the time. This parent is s0 1mmerse? in their own way of’
Tooking at things, consideration lor_ggefcni]d's feelings and oerSpective
oq,extenuating ¢ircumstances 1s unlikely. This parent will tend fowards a
negative evaluation of a cnild's intentions and 1s not very tnosting of the
child's EOmpetence or judgment. A child's resiliency or fragility is .

. probably not considered. Instead, the Model 1 parent, in viewing from
h%s/her ddult per¥pective, 1s 1ikely to expect a more adult-like Ptough-g
nes$” fram the child, a kind of "pull yourself up by the bootstraps”
philosophy. So, in terms of resiliency, the Model 1 parent would, tend to .
see theychfld as controller of his/her resilfency rather than {hinking of

. 1t as a general state or Condition. Considering the exclusive parent- .
(se]flrcentered position of the Model 1 parent, power and control are 1ess
. 11kely to be shared with children.
The Modelﬁl parent wouBF probably structure the family environneno
with adult needs and interests coming first, This‘tou]d range from the
parents not allowing the children to play in the house to only letting them
. play when 1t does not inconvenience them, to constantly superv151ng and
monitoring the1r play. Because the Model 1 parent is more suspicious of a
child's motivations he/she 1s 11ke1y to exert strong contro]ﬁover the
cnild's tnteractions with the external enviromment, particularly as the

k

child approacnes adolescence and begins to show signs of independence. The
4 -
suspicious nature of the parent may include a similar attifude about the

intentions of others, resulting in a parent attitude not trusting eitnér
the child or other people and situations the child could confront in the
external environment. Coincident with this lack of trust is the parent's

»

1imited view'of the child as a decision-maker. This parent is not only

' & 1
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less 1ikely to let the chifd make his/hervown decibionh, those decisions

- =

which the ch1]d does make are likely to_be suSpect by the parent.
‘s The Model 1 paré\& prpjects~a*hrgh degree of confidence, possibly bor-

~ -

dering on righteousness, as a parent. Parent authority and fim convic-
tions about their world view gjve them support. This fim confidence

coupled with their somewhat egocentric perspective reswits in their
' . 1

tendency to be more emofﬁona]]y reactive. This 1s exacerbated by their

+

preference for control; when fhe child behaves contrary to expectation{ the

pareht may take it personally as well-as feel frustrated by the seeming,

4
L4

’ albeit momentary, lack of control over the situation.

Model 2: The Permissive/Overly Protective Parent

\ /
Fasrent- | LAITd- TaTormation | Intentionality | Res[Tience | Envirorment ChiTd ss Respon- TonTidence [ Emoilonal
Centered | Centered | Centered of Child ok Child (s) 1 [b) |9eible Decision Maker | of Parents Redctiveness

' (al) [T
Vodel 2 t i - .
Avnprentective/meraissive - * - * * R B e ~
*Jrent . ] H H

The Model 2 parent is child-centered, 'exclusively. This parent tends
to be very conce}ned about how the/child is feeling, to the seeming '
exclusion of the fee]fngs of qthers. This ﬁaiént 1s constantly trying to

 view the world frun the child's perSpective, a§ though it were the on]y ‘
legitimate perspective avai]ab]e: The implied® singular va]idity of the
_child's perspecﬁive is supported in the ﬁarent's unreserved belief in the

goodne%s of the child's intentions. This polarized attitude about the

» 94 .1. U:J- ’
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child is exaggerated further by the parent's belief in the child's
fragility. Believing the child to be low in resilience, this parent feels
more re5p0n51b1e for the growth, deve10pment and UWltimate happ1ness of the

: T

chi?d. This assumed responsib111ty increases the,parent's attent1on to the
. - x

child and what the child may be 'Ehinki'ng and feeling. a

The MBde] 2 parent may go one of two general directions 1n parent1ng
their chi]d. Either direction reflects the more exc]usive 1nterest and
concern for the chi]d which could lead the parent to over]y protect the
child or be over]y penmissiVe with the.child. The former parent will
be11eve the ch§1d's delicate nature should be sheltered 4nd insulated aﬁﬂ'
accomp]ish this by hovering over and c]ose]y monitoring the child. The
latter parent will have a very different interpretation of how to protect
the child, feeling that total freedom to let the child develop unhampered
is the best p;otection. So, although the mode1 and underlyihg premises are_
the same, the enactment of the model leads a parent towards one of two ’
extremes, maxinym freedom or maximum control. Note that Qhe kind of .
'contro] mani fested by the protective, Model 2 parent is not the same as the
control manifested by the Model 3 parent. ; o . o,

The pennjssiqe parent does not_exert much parenta] c;ntro1 or
authority as traditionally portrayed. The parent's exaggerated focus on
the child undermines the parent-child pener-sharing, probably resulting in
the child gaining power by default. As such, the internal, family environ-
ment s structured around the needs and dnterests of the child rather than ,
the adults. The permissive parent exerts little or no contor! over the ~
ch11d s interactions with the external enviromment, excluding situations
that may be life threatening. In tdrms of decision-making, the permiésive

parent §s fjke]y tq give the child an unusual_degree of freedom, Justifying

95
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1t w1th the belief that the child knows whatdfg best for him/her and the
beref in the natura]]y good intentions of cha]dren. A1l of these beliefs l

»

*———————————uou%d—piace the parent in the—posttionqof forcing thanse]ves to justify and . __

~

-

‘» accept all of the chi]d s decisions--convincing themselves the child’s )
decisions are right whether‘or not they actually felt that way. \H:}
{t(is more difficult to predict the degree of parent confidence and
the emotional reactiveness of Mede1 2 parent§: Parent confidence +s 1ike1y
to be high g1yen the strong set of convnctions supportifg the mode]. On the
o cher hand, to the extent that the chitc centered parent is fbrced to
abandon “their own interests and motivations, enacting this mode] .may briny .
periodic djssenance which would undermine confidence. This might also be
the case in parent’emotiona1 reactiveness. On the one hand the parent may
. be s0 cdnéerned with the child, he/she may overreact to any sighs of
discontent in the ch11d {exorting the c¢hild to indicate how the parent can y
make evé?ything all-right) or the parent may take everythjng in stride and‘
simply let the chi]d‘run freé content to deal with the repercussions, if
there are any, of a parenting decision. .' ) . .¢} +
The overprotective parent exerts consideraﬁie control "and parental
authority, as he or she is unwi]]ing for the child to experience anything
hannfu1 or negative. The internal environment js 1ikely to bé structured ’
, around the chiﬁd; the child wou]d be watched closely to preyent or ' P
otherwise take care of any possible accidents. The same kind of close
| nonitoring would occur fn.the child’s interactions with 8 external - d
‘\\ environment. This parent may be inclined to 1ntervene ap behal f of the
‘ chﬂd whenever .he/she experiences conflicty for example with a teacher in
school, In the same manner, this parent is unlikely to ?1ve the ¢hild too

+ much responsibility‘in decision-making, tearing the child may make a “wrong

* * S .
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decisfon. "The anxiety generated over the near non-stop job’of protecting |,

the child from harm and d}scomfort is likely to undermine the parent's

confidence and_ 1eave him/her emotiona]ly chargeds

Model 3: Ajhe Behaviorist Hode1

[ D LS

»
-~ . -t

Farent- ] Child- Tnformation ] Intentlonailty | Resiilence | Environment [ ChiTd o8 Respon- TonTidere [ Emotional

2ebaytorfst Sarest : - -~ o % e L * ’
1
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Unlike the parent cen'tered model or the child centered model where the

adu1t is pfboccupied with one person s world view, the information centergd

"

parent 1is preoccﬂpied with "information,” in this case the evenf! circum-
stances and facts of a Eﬁtuation, from‘which these parents derive their
world view. The 3nformation centered parent may extend his/her "data” base
by reading about paﬁenting’and child deie[opment.' The infoémation-cen;ergd’
parent is less goncerned_ witt{ the thoug‘htg, and feelings of’thes\nseWes or a
others,'and there is less dﬂngideration of{the ;h11d'; intentionality as it
appears 1rre1evant‘to the rea] 1ﬁfoFﬁation--the factE.’ In the same manner,
the ;h11d is not seen‘as resilient or ﬁvagi]e, another sbeming1y irrelevant
consideration for. the 1nfonnation-based parent. ,

The behaviorist parent is 1ikely to have the internal environment

structured into adult spaces and children's spaces. There is no reason to
v

-
Bl ‘ .
.
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"beleve the information-based parent would be especially interested in
making the home environment more or less child or adult oriented. There/Js
a1so‘ho reason to believe the behaviorist parépt would or hou1d not mediate

the external environment for the ehi]d. Hode1 3 parent would be
suscept1b1e to hav1ng house ru1es that wou1d structure home activities. Ta
‘the extent that there were rules governing the ch11d 'S behaviors, given the
set of reules the child would be free to operate on his/her own. This
would result in the external environment being somewhatomediated by the
barent, but not completely. In a similar manner, the behaviorist parent
would be 1nc11ned to let the child make a significant nqmber of 1nd1v1dua1
dec1s1ons, but the parent would be involved in hav1ng set up c1ear
consequepces for the child in cons1der1ng the dec1s1ons. Whére the parent
¢learly communicated a“&Pf the consequences for any decisions made, the
child could hﬁ&g??1na1‘réspdnsibi11ty for any decision made and the parent
n wou1d be able.to accepdfwhatever was decided. | | -

: Hode1 3 parents should *have a high level of conf1dence they are '“
supported by the seeming logic of the1% style of parent1ng and may feel
comfort in the highly cognitive nature of th1s model. Given the high
cogn1t1ve or1entat1on, the behaviorist pareng.is not 1ikely to be
.emotionally react1ve. Model 3 parents would be more 1nc11ned to eva1uate &

s1tuat10n accord1ng to the particular set qf events 1ead1ng to it and then

respond accordingly. v

t
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, The Confused Parent is parént centered and child centered--the

)
L - xR

ultimate source of confusion. This parent tends to be alternately immersed
- 1 -
in their osm perspective or their child's perspective, oftentimes cr&ting
a double bind, Due to their immersion in one or the other's perspective

apd their strong concern for the feelings attached toﬂéither perspective,
L 4

_ they may fail to cgpsider the actual events of circumstances of a 1 tua- -
ﬂ.' tion. The dua;f%-centered[chﬂd-centered) perspective’Zfﬂters down .
»into eveny mode of'parenting behavior such that the parent may a]ternqte]y
. .- view ‘the child's 1ntentions as genera]]y good or generally bad. When

ongrating from the parent—centered, or se]f—antered modé the parent is

! likely to evaluate the,thild s behaviors and 1ntent10ns from adult expecta-

, tfons and standards, pessibly resulting in 2 negative judgment on the .

. child. ihen operating from the thild-centered perspective, the parent is

" 1ikely to excuse child behaviors that might otherwise have been reacted to

. punitively. . - ~.




Depending upon the particular mode in which the parent is operating,
the confused parent w111 view the child as resi11ent (tough) or “fragile and
delicate. This resu1ts in the chi]d a]ternate1y experiencing adult

- " expectations and d1re;:::e§,xhat may feel unreasongble, on one hand, and °

more indulgent,, oyerly nurturant parent responses on the, other hand. " In

one moment the ch11a may feel "spared“ and the next moment he/she may feel -

overwhelmed. In spite of the dual pos1t1ons, when power and control are

eonsidered ‘the parent centered position is 1ikely to supercede the child

position: Since po;Er is &1ff1cu1t to split up and‘an important dimension

1in most relationships, and given the emotional commitment to being “right”

in an exclusive parent perspective, Model 4 parents are more 11ie1y to . .

retain parent contro] and‘power in the house. ' -
The dee] 4 parent probably structures the internal, home enviromment

in 2 manner suited for “children and for adults, with each having separate

spaces. This would meet both biases the parent struggles with. The

child's interactions with the external environment would probably reflect

’
’

L)
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another series of mixed messages from the parent, where the parent

g]ternate]y gives.the child considerab1e.freedan to negotiate his/her own
v, . ) waf and also creating clear barriers to doing so. The issue of parent
control would be at hand during these'exchanges as well as whatever
perspective the parent was having regarding the child's 1ntent10na11ty and
resilience. Mode] 4 children would also experience mixed messages
regarding decision makidg. Depending upon the most active mode in which
the parent was functioning, the child may or may ndt be permitted to make

i
decisions and the parent may or may not be comfortable with accepting the’

consequences of the child's decigion. + It might even be possible for 2

Model 4 parent to be very comfortable with giving the child a particular

' 11]100' .




decfsion:makigg respongibility on one day‘and'fee1 entire]y_different\about
it the next. A . ‘
9 '

The confidence of Model 4 parents probab]y vacillates, The difficul ty
of reconciling two seeming]x,apposiﬁg perspectives is 1ikely to leave them
feeling frustrated c0nfused and possibly tense about their parent role

. and respOnsibﬂities. The anxiety generated by these concerns would é
contribute to a situation a1readg primed for enotidna] reactiveness of the .
parent, The Mode1 4 parent is 1ike1y to be a parent who is very authori-
tarian in sty]e, but strugg11ng to modify that stance. This maybe a parent

. who is in a transjtion phase of growth and development as a person or a
| v

parent, moving frqn a (se]f)-centered perspective to an (other)-centered

perspective but having difficulty doing so.
o b
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v Modé1 5:' The Romantic Parent - ‘
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The Romantic Parent is child centered and information centered. This
parent enjoys viewing the world from the child's perspective but offsets -
this by paying attention to information. from the environment. This parent Y

is interested in understandfng the child's behavior and will use whatever

o
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AN | /
information he/she can;access to do so, §h1ch would include information
regard1ng the part1cu1ar events in @ situation as‘well agﬂzgie genera] or
educational 1nfonmat1on regarding child development ch11d pSychology, and
parenting. This extra-curricular type of parent involvement supports the

parent's finterest and.concern for the child, but also baldnces that

- . .
perspective by injecting outside 0p1n10h§ and perspectives into the parent

[

'ro]e.

' " The Model 5 parent assumes their child has generally good 1ntentions,
though their related assumptions may not be as romantic as those of Model
2 parents because of their mutual interest in outside 1nfonnat1on/
edueat1on. In the same vein, Model 5 pgrents regard the child as reason-
ably resilient, but fragile enough o be conscious of their parent'role and

concerned about dofng things right. Where Model 5 parents try to do what.

-they think is right and best (acknéﬁfedging that they sometimes make

mistakes), they are less inclined to feel that the child's self-concept 1s
hinging on singular parent behaviqrs. This should free-up some of the

anxiety experienced by parents perceiving thgpselveﬁ\:o be sole guardians

of their child's degtiny, making Model 5 parents less emotionally reactive.

One would predict the Model 5 parent to" structure the internals

environment around children, but not to the exclusion of parents. This

‘ might be refiected 1n _the chiidren s feeling 1ike they and their parents

share the house and that mos&’any part of the house w;: available for
playing. The Model 5 pareht would not allow the child to take over ‘the
premises as the Model 2 parent may. ~The Model 5 parent would be less
inclined to negotiate the external enviromment for their children. Given ,

their high level of trust, their belief in the general goodness of

children, and their willingness to see the chjld as separate from

P 123 .




thense]ves, they are 1ikely to have 2 communitation system that a11ows them
{g-barticipate in the1r children' s activities by providing input, but no
mere than that. Chﬂdren s responsibﬂity for decision-makmg wou]d S
probably be handled in a similar manner.

‘Model 5 parents would tend to be highly confident in their parent 4
;otes. Their sincere enthusiasm and interest in their children as well as
their base of Supporting information regarding parenting aqd child
déve]opment 'encourage this confidence. A1l of this contributes to a
relatively talm parenting style, sauing the parent from emotional

outbursts. \

Model 6: The Consulting Parent

”

.\
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The Model 6 parent is str?king]y similar to the Model 5 parent. The
utstinguishing di fference 1s the Model 6 parent's apparent balance between
the parent—centergd child-céntered and information-centered variables.
The subsequent eﬂactment of this parent model leads the parent to “consider
their own, adult needs and interes®s as much as they consider those of the

cnildren. They have an even clearer sense of themselves and their children

. L1
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Th1s,openﬁty1e of communication and the tendency to act as a consultant

e
as separate ind1v1duals. As such, children are seen moré as little ﬁeople; .
although d1fferent ﬁrun adults. C%psequently, children's intentions are
sgnet1mes good and sometimes bad. If pushed to take one position or
anqther, the Model 6 parent would ﬁrobab]y ;ay the‘ch11d's intentions are
mostly good. Similarly, the ch11g,1§i§een as a fa1r1j robust entity, ?t
least robust enough for parents to make mistakes from t1mé'to t1me.‘ '

The 1nterpa], home enviromment for the Mode] 6 parent would aga1n/be
s1m11ar to Model 5. Parents and c¢hildren would share the house with mutual
respect for individual ﬁF\vacy, for example by having a house rule requir-
ing parents and children to knock on individual bedroom doors before

entering. In terms of the external environment, Model 6 parents are 1ikely

%o consult with their children about their interactions with the outside *

* world, but they may also lay out some’def1n1te groundmrules that Model 5 9“@
\parents may not. In oéher wOrds; the margin for parent discretion is
d1f;erent for Model 5 and 6, although in general, a “consul tative” approach '
.!to parenting would be used, particularly as the child grows older.éf?i :
Model 6 parents are very confident abolt themselves and their) ' /{

parenting ro]es. They are 1ikely to have an open style of' communication
with their Ch11dren which allows them to keep 1n ¢lose contact. with them.

”

This-can only add to parent confﬂdence as they have little to wonder about.

will exhibit itself in the extent to which these parentd¥give their

children responsibility for making their own decistons. perfodically,

Mode] 6 parents may become more d1ngpt1ve w1th the{r children, particularly

regard1ng matters they feel part}cu]ar]y strong about perhaps a values

: 1ssue. So, insgeneral they will consult with the1r ch11dren tegarding

»

their individual dec1s1on-mak1ng, except {n areas of high 1mportdhce to

13415.




then. The kind of open relat1onsh1p between Model 6 parents and their
children would a11ow the parent to be directive with their children from
time to time, without upsetting them. In fact, considering fne h1stor1ca1
. pattern of their re1at1;3§h1p, those times when the Model 6 parent does
‘became seen1pg1y 'one—s1ded":wou1d act‘as a cue to the child that the

parent felt particularly strong aﬁout an issue and that he/she would Jjust
have to accept that. This kind of give-and;take between parent and child

should reduce everyone's emotional reactiveness. The differences between
Model 5 parents and Model 6 parents pay bne more of degree rathggfkhan \z
kind. . ,( T
Model M The Authoritative Parent : [
; — &
" L
* . Fareat- C-hnd- TnTormation] Inteniionallty | Restifence [ Enviromment ThTTd o1 Revgom- tr.muw:we Tmoticaa)
Centered | Contered | Centered % of Child of ChiJd laL;.LbJ yible )Qec'lrslon Maper | of Fareatsy | vaactiveness J
Fogei 7 : Tl ' e “'4 : 1?, 4
L Puthoritgtive Tarent ‘ ’ * . el :

~ ‘;The Author1t;t1ve Parent“1s_parﬁnt-ceﬁke;ed and information-centered.
This dual perspective is an effective balance between‘bg1ng‘§e1f-centered
and too embt1ona11y_1pvo]xed and too 1nformat1qn-centeréd andvunemot1ona11y
imvolved. Thé parent maintains his/her stqcere interest 1n the concerns
and interests of the ch11d‘by becom1n§ well-informed parents. Their

personal experience of the child may not be as intimate as another parent,

. . /. lip |
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But there {s a strong commitment to the child and .caring for him/her. The
Model 7 par‘ent also maintains a strong 1nvest_:n'1ent-’1n their adult per;peC-
tive. Model 7 parents may reflect the opinidns and attitudes of a partic-
ular parent expert, 1ike Haim Ginott or Thomas Gorden. Their fnterest fn
being well<informed may result in their usin‘g a paréicular vocabulary' or .,
kind of jargon to express their parenting sty]e. The extent to which they

have completely integrated that particular philosophy w@\:ary as 1t may be
a kind of "1nte]1ectua1" alliance rather thanm a heartfe‘[@ belief.

The authoritative parent be]ieves in the genera] goodness of children,
tnough not in a romantic way. They see the child as resL]ient and expect
to make some parenting mistakes from which the child ;rll] be unaffected.
The authoritative parent is 1ikely to structure the home environment for
) children and ‘adults. The, space 1s probab]y ;hared to a great deqree, -
though the children may be expected to pick up their toys inmediately after.
. playing with the'n,. kéep a neat and tidy bedroom, etc._ The child's inter-
actions with the external enviromment would be negotiated by parent and
c’hﬂd, vrlth the parent offering more direction than a Modél 6 parent and
keeping a s{ightly firmer grip on the child's coming and going. At these
times. the parants would see v'ery clear di fferenceg begaeen chil.dren's roles
and parents' roles,’the 1ines of authority béing clearly drawn. There s a
slight "edi:;e" to this model's parenta] authority that is less likely im
Model 6. This same pattern would Iﬁ]d true 1n how Hgiql 6 parents delegate
decision-making to their children. t | .

Authoritative parents feel uell-infomed, have 2 cohnfortable separa-
tion of identities from their children and have a I:ligh degree of confi-

dence. They are relatively calm parents, although in their more 55?] f-

righteous moments this would mot be the case. Model 7 parents may
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experience conflict when something they have read does not Fit with their
ALY

personal (parent-centeredf perSpecfivé. This dissonance is 1ikely'to make
certain parent-child 1nte}actions emotionally charged as ‘the pare:t
attempts to resolv; the differences between what they are comfortable with
and what they have read Ynd otherwise subscribe to.

Summary of Parent Models Based on Parent Interviews

<

The seven parent models represent seven different ﬁossible combina- e
‘t10n§ of ﬁarent§' ratinbs on nine variables of parenting. The nine \
variables introduce a structured format in which ﬁ%renting behavior can be
observed, investigated and discussed. Although the models overlap at
different Juncture;, there'are important differencqs between; each model on
at least one given variable. The nine yariables act as a kaleidoscope of
parenting, rotating and shifting to create new patterns. The seven models
represent the.mgst visible or predictable parent models, ¢lose considera-
tion of'Qhe nine variabfes (a}more subtle rotation in the kaleidoscope)
couid produce any number of hypothetical models.

h Every attempt was made to present the models non-judgmentally. All
models have theig strengths and weaknesses when taken to an extreme, excepg
perhaps Model 6 which intuitively appedrs to be the mo§t balanced and 1e;g£*
susceﬁfible to extremity. The common denominator for most parents is théir
Tove for éhejr children and their sincere desire‘to be good parents. The
extent to which a parent is able to communicate this love and interest to
their children, regardiess of their particular model, will probably nullify
" many of the possible negative siée e?fects inherent in any of the models,
There are many ways in which a parent and child can communicate this

important message of love and support to one another.

o wl
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It would seem that the purpose of any reasearch 1n' parenting would bes
to help parents become aware of all the important assumptions, implicit and
explicit, th'at“they have about children and parent. It seems important for ®
parents to see how these assumptions are nutually supporthe and intimately

connected. Having gone through this kincl4 of se?] f-awareness, parent can

actively choose how they may or may not want to modify their mode). R

-
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YI. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION _ N

The significant differences in parent beliefs about the nature of

adults and the mature of children suggests strong* support for parents

having a particular notion of "child" that may affect them as parents. .
. The data suggests that parents think children are not simply a popuiation
- . of "little people” with the same variations of goodness and badness as

adults, rather that they are in a class by themselves. The pattern of
* significant differences also suggests that this separation between adults
and children is because children arel"better." For éxamp1e, children
are believed to be more honest, more happy, more friendly, more trusting, ' \)
more loving, and mo;e unigue, as he11 as being more produciive and in-
tél]igent than adults. Iﬂ contrast, the nature of adults merits being
more rational, more stow moving, more conforming, more anti-social,
and more self-contro]?éd. Given those differences, 1t seems reasonable
to conclude that if people were to choos¢ which they would rather be,
an adult or a child, they miéht choose the latter. y
Interpreting the differences further, the data suggests that be-
coming an adult involves more losses than gains. It is thgrefore not
;urpﬂisfng that many parents want to protect therr children from this N
rocess as long as possible. This is all in fitting with the not¥on
- of the child as "innocent" and our cul;urélﬁromancg with th1sf} On the
other hand, it may be as mﬂch a reflection of some negative and ambiv-
alent feelings of the sample regarding people in generé]. It may not
be that children are so great, but that adults are not. Regardless of
the partiéu]ar explanation, adult expectations fér children and other

. '

adults are T}&gﬁa ;&é?e considerably different based on the differences
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in beliefs about their bdsic natures. As %tated prior, the differences
may say ﬁOre sbout the samé]e's'beliefs about the natuge of adults than
the nature of children. . RN ' P

:Thé'values portioh of the survey provoked considerable comments
from respondents, supporting the ‘notion that values are important areas
of contern for individuals. One respondent commented, "I appreciate
the opportunity to have panticipaged in this questjonhaire because it
heiéhtened my awareness of my own va]ue; and naturally qau§ed me to
conteﬁﬁ]apg the values, goals, and characteristics which I aspire to
convey to our child." Many respondents confessed to being "surprised” f‘
by their va]dgs, remarking on the number of thoughts and aiscu531ons
stimulated by the'Questionnaire. Comments like tyese consistently
reflected the personal experience people have when discussing their own
ﬂa]ues. This importance may be suggested By the relatively small vari-
ation in importance and priqnit1zat§on of the va]ués parents have for
theﬁgelves and the values pérents have for their children. '

The few differences in importange of ;a]ues for children and
values for parents demonstrated an increased importance of the values
for children.—~ Parents as a group did not hold one“véiue for themselves
which\they d%d not‘want to pass on to their childrén. It seems that .
parents want to not only pass oQ»the va]ues they have, but to pass on
more.Q‘ some parficu]ar va]ue;. For 1n§tan£e, parents appear to want
their children to set higher goals than they aid for theﬁsg]veé, to.be
able to tolerate more stress, to be more aggrei§1ve, to be more amgitious,

to be better able to defend themselves and support themselves, to express

anger more openly, to better accept criticism, to have more hobbies,
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" children. One cannot help but wonder what 1t must be like for parents
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sete. It is also interesting to note that although Value 5, to respect

authority, and Value 17, to have a re¥igion, were not hidh priority
va]ues, there was a highly significant d1fference of importancé (increased
importance for ch11dren) between them on the L1kert Scale ratings. t
Pr1orttﬁ!1ng va]ues was reported to be the most d1ff1cuTt task for
respondents. w1th one except1on, the top ten values for parents and
for children are the same. Regarding "the exception, parents seem to be
clear about thervalues they'have and receive from being married and '
parenting, but there is a striking difference between this and thejr
wi]]%ngness to pass that value on to'their eti]dren. This could

reflect a pessimistic outlook on the future and feasibility of long term

relationships. It may also reflect a parental unwillingness to seém

¥ .
- “old-fashioned" or too traditional in their goals and valyes for their

x£

to experience their own apparent personal sati;fattion and related 1mport-
ance of this goal, but Who also feel apparent discemfort about passing it
on .to their chileren. People may confuse having a value and passiqg it

on with having a,value and demaﬁding 1ts' acceptance. It is hard to say ,
what differentiates the other nine values (honesty, learning, being your-
se]t, dependability, having a seese of humor, being affect1enate, having
close friends and understand1ng the feelings of others) from the value of
marrying and hav1ng children resulting in the latter rece1v1ng the greatest

=

loss in priority. ’ &Y

Other differences that emerged?from the prioritizat}gghgf values

reiterated parental desire for their chikdren to be ambitious, to have*

good manners, to be able to defend themselvess, and to have hobbies. On
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the other hand, priotitizatdon also resulted in a decrease in parents”

priority for‘fhf1dr$: td enjoyrelaxing and playing, to have a close

S sexual relationship, to be ¥ good listener, and to make-alot of money.
- .

LY 7 » ’ ! -r

ot Parents seem considerably more comfortable with valuing ambition rather

than money, although the two are often ohe in the samé. One parent

T referred to this difference in the following comént: "Fhe real

difficulty is in distinguishing between my values and how my time is

actually spent. This\(prioritizing) doesn't work because hoﬁrl spend ’
% my time and wha,}: impacts me is very different from what I value. For

"

example, money is not a value to me, but ;gpporting‘my family with
. [}
adVantages is--e.g., travel, education, clothes, etc."

" The structured interviews lead to nine -variables of parenting
wh1ch resu]ted in the development of seven possible parent models of

[ ’ -

chi]drearing.‘ he nine variables.appear to cover all df the mportant
- %oncerns of the parent-chfld roles. Manipulation of "scores" along the
nine dimensions also results in logicat models of parent1ng as well as
hypothesis about those models g1ven changes*mn certa1n var1ab1es
- Although allinine of the variables are important, Adult-Centered, Child-
Ce;tered,-Information-Centéred and Resiliency of the Child seem to be
important pivot points. It-will be important :to consNer all nine

variables more closely and use them more directly in future research on

k. parent models of childrearing, "

The paper and penC11 ures.of parent be11efs and values provided
_+nterest1ng,and useful group data, but using the data to predict 1nd1V1duq1
parent models is unfounded. There are no apparent pattarns of profiles
which hold true across individuals, é]though the pattern of any sing1é

ind1v1dua1“may be useful,isupplemental information to other information

. ' ™ I
% e T 12y | E




gathered in the parent interview. There are several possible reasons

for the lack of predictable variation in individual profiles on factor
scores and individual prof;165 on Parent model variables. ) .-
As discussed in an earlier 1iteraturé\¥ev%ew (SEDE,gD1Jision of |

Community and Faﬁi]y Educatzen, Interim Report

be]isﬁs and values are presented as strudctural componknts‘of an
individual's internal make-up. Théir structural nature makes them,

highly integral to an individual and dftentimes less acce&sib]é as

general information {subconscious and preconscious rather than CONsSCI0us ).
This makes it difficult to translate beliefs and values into paper and
pencil format. Oné can only speculate as to what gets lost in the trans- \
1at}on. Also, it may be unrealistic to connect rather di;cfete indiviﬁua]
factor scores with a more global,.pebulous construct Tike a parent mode1l.
At this point, it would be prematuré to say that the theoretical premise
is wrong, as the-réa1 problem may be with instrumentation. It may be that
?he paper.and pencil instruments collected acgurate data, bht data which
would not predict interview data. Consequently persons with similar
profiles of beliefs and values may or may not appear to think and act the
same way when evaluated according to self-report, 1

. Social desirability is a probable source.of interference 1n the
reliability aniiva11dity of the paper and Pencil data. Some parents may
be uncomfortable and therefore unwilling to report ﬁﬂy'be1i8f§ and/or
vdlues which they feel may have a negative connotation or be subjecﬁ

ta social digapprova1. Onexfather noted concern about the purpose of
“the survey stating, "Surveys are subjeci to interpretation. It js not
c¢lear tpat our answers wi]]hbe interpreted as we expressed them." As

another examp]e: many parents rated ihe value "to be popular" very low
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In importance for themselves or their children, but it is diffigult to
believe that in fact, parents are not strongly invgsted in their
* chitfiren being well-liked. This inferred inconsistehc§ may reflect
+ .  an element of §ocia1 desiﬁépility and the social taboo in wanting to
V’7~ be 1iked a re]atively'ignoﬁle aspiration.
The lack of clear association between reported belfefs and values
‘and parent models based on interview data may also be due to the
§eeh1hgly large conceptual leap from structural components (Be]iefs
and valués) to functional components of an indiviéﬁa]'slpersonai make-
. ‘ up, the latter befng the daily enactment of parent ro]gs. Parents ma; P
e have many values to which they aspire,’but the extent to which they
are able to act'upon these values may vary greatly.‘ One parent "noticed
s ?‘contradiction in what 1 marked as important and what f do in real
b life.” In other words, Qa[ues reported by parents on paper and pencil
instruments may be those which they would like to enact rather than those
they actually do enact. The latter may be more accuratg}y reflected in.
the parent interview whére parents report actua& behaviors and rationales
for behaviors. For example, a parént may have reported having a close,
sexual relatioﬁship as one of the values they would like to pass on to
their children. Although this may have re;eivqg a higher than average
fating on the Inventory of Values Parents Have for Their Children, how .
the parent actually deals with sexual 1ssues in their parenting role
as reflected in the vignettes may suggest that the parent {s uncomfortab]e
and eyen conflicted about, how to enact this value. One parent stated '
that the survey made her “"search beyond maintenance (diapers, feedigg,

" atc.) for other ways I parent and teach.”

”
. -
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Anotﬁ§§51a5£0r whigh may‘contribuqe to the apparent lack of assoc-
iation between individual scores on beliefs and values and the interview
data may reflect a tendency for parents to report the moré abstFact, -
almost "ro@gntic" beliefs dnd values they hold. Again, these may be
the values to which p&Bents aspire rather than enact; "id‘e.ref1ec :
,*~\\ﬁay inépire’paren%s in certain directions which may or may pot have

anything to do with, their dai1y 1ives. ~Also, most parents are strongly

invested in the generé] haqp1ness and well-being of their chi]déen

and are 1ikely to report those values which they perceive to contribute

most to this kind of persona] fulfillment for their children, aga1n in

a somewhat romant1q way. Th1s tendency to be romantic about personal

\ fulfillment may occur more frequently in middle and upper income groups

. where economic 1ssues.ar§.more under control. It would make sense for
T parents with economic str§1ns to be more focused on financial issues as
a- source of personal fulfillment and success as opposed to "self-

N actu§11zat1on." In the same line of thinking, although most parents
may report ?Gose more abséract values related to personal happiness and
fulfillment, dajly activities and interactions between Parent and child
are not often that lofty.

In the "conments" section of the pilot instrument many parents ]
rep0r;ed that pr1qr to fidling out the questionnaire £hey had not taken
the time to cqps1der what their values really were, particularly the
va]uésfthey hoped to passron to their children. One parent commented
that the survey "helped me see that some of what I want' for myself I
. don't.necessarily want for my child. Do I want my child to be 'other- ;

oriented,'d job-oriented,' or se]f—or1ent\\?' Maybe some of each 1is
needed?" Another parent ﬂtated “In the day-to-day 1ife we lead one

. ' 15
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' Filling.it oyt made me evaluate the most important of the values which

- tions which sound good but contribute little 10 their réal parenting

"education. Parents simply respond to values, 1ssues, and concerns

tends to forget of take for granted many of the very simple values.

apply to my.1ftg and those I would like to' instill in my children.”

Their comments strongly suggested the constancy of pdrenting, resulting

in their not having time to reflect’on what it is they want to be as

parents and what it is they actually do as parents. A related theme

was the expressed frustration of trying to pass on values that didn’'t

appear to be supported by society at large. There was a sense of frus-

tration and of fighting a losing battle as parents in the modern age.
Fipally, parents may have hidden values and beliefs of which they

are unaware, They may also have certain values that take high precedence

over other values, feduc1ng those more,neg1eciéd va]ges to token considera-

. -
role. The extent to which a parent may be thformed of hidden values or ~
-

r

the more precedent values could vary greatly among individuals. All
v' // .
of this w0u1$ make a difference on parents' reported values and beliefs

3

and those actually acted upon. ‘)~

¢ The overal] response from parents f111;ngaout the questionnaf?es
was very positive and direct. The greatest response stenmed from the
section on values. Parents were interested in their values, 1nterésted
15 the values they hold for their children, and generally surprised

at the difference between the two. The way in which the va]ue; portion N
of the instrument commanded their attenfﬁon provides indirect sqppori

for that apbroach'as_affru1tfu1 6ne for future activities in parent

and it would appear to be a perféct point of intervention with parents.

o 116
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} “ . .
it was clear a]go, that parents are not likely to have oP take the time
necessary for this kind of introspéctibn: The purpose of this approach
to parent education would Ee more in line with values clarification
as opposed io changing parents' values. There appears to be evidence
that parents' values are not the issue, rather their awareness of them
and level of comfort with them appear to be important. From the commeﬁfs
of the respondents, it is not clear if the parents ;re running their
lives or their lives are running them. If the latter 1s the case,

‘ they are likel} to have less awareness of apd even less implerentation

of their own personal values. <\\
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AREA FOCUS THREE: PARENT EDUCATION PROGRAM
RELEVANCE TO CHANGING FAMILY' STRUCTLRES

1. INTRODUCTION

A. . Overview _

The rapid changes occurring in our society today have affected all of

-

us, but they have been especially. stressful on parents and families. More

specifically, the stress from the;e‘:tanges appears to stem from several

majot sources 1qc]uflpg the‘(l) knowledge explosion, (2) Job-re]ated
preséures, (3) demands for new Job skills, (4) press for more human and
civil rights, (§) spiraling 1iving costs, (6) instability concerning world
situations, (7)/rising unemp]oymént, (é) criticism of parenting competence
and effectiveness, and i9) chan91;§ parenting roles and family structures,
Accanpanying tﬁese stressful factors are both the challenge and upheaval
that exists regarding the traditional values, morals, and ethics of our
society. These challenges and sources of stress all contribute to concern

_about the decline or plight of American families and particularly the

——
h ]

problems of parenting/chi]d rearing.

There have ggen attempts to teach parents about their child rearing
re5ponsib111t1es for almost as long as our countny has- been in existence.
" Contrary fo some of the contemporary notions about the newness of parent
education, this instructing of parents is not a recent educationa] v
1nnovatiﬂn. However, such eff?rts have had their peciods of "highs and
Tows™ throughout‘our country's history. This is probably attributable to
the fact that while parenting has always been valued as an important aspect
of our society, it has failed to sustain a consistently high level of

emphasis with respect to socﬁsta] issues. ~

»
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The growth of parent education's iq?ortance has been much more _
noticeaple:during the last 15 or so years. At both the national, state and
local -levels, the increased focus on (1) programs, (2) activities, (3)
material/product development, (4) research/evaluation, (5) technical
assistance, (6) dissemination, and (7) service involving a wide range of
parenting ones has been very noticeable. With respect to policy, new
efforts have been made to include varioué’aSpects of parent education into
qhé overall programmatic thrusts of many agencies/and organizations which
serye parents or parenting ones. Such efforts have Been based upon the
beliefs thaf“ﬁarénts‘shou1d be given mgre education, more direct involve~
ment/participatio;, more coopefative decision-making opportunities and more
comprehehsive support with respect to their child rearing responsibilities.

Parent education ‘can be described as a comprehensive and complex
process which calls for béing involved and educated gimu1taneous1y. Parent
education is defined here as: the set of experiences which lead to (1) a
base of knowledge and undEFEtandings, (2) a set of skills and alternatives,
and (3) a state of sensitivity, &1 df which servé™to enhance and make the
parenting role more ‘effective and‘rewarding. Parent education usually
covers a wide range of actiJities and Eaneg in many forms. It is offered
by a variety. of persons, through ap assortment of’agencies and.with varying
degrees of intensity. Some forms of parent education appear to be more
effectivetthan others. Howeve$}~?f)appears that more needs to be known
about parent educatton effectiveness’éﬂa:re1evance in order to better Shape
policies and develop programs for improving the knowledge, skills, and Li)
understanding-needed for successful parenting.

Parent education is embedded within many disciplines/organizations.

These include medical, dental, mental health, social service, special
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*education, vocational educationf adult education, public schools, colleges

and universities, to name a few. To get a good grasp of wﬂat parent
education is, how it works, how effective it is, and what can be done to
1mprove‘}t,‘1s a~q2311enge‘to those who are providers. The intended target
audiences or clients of parent education also are many and varied. MNo
longer can parent education be viewed as activities strictly for mothers.
Inistead, men, woﬁen, and e;en children from all wa1k; of 1ife are viewed as
the targets of parent education efforts regardless of whether they elect to
became parents or not.
Recently, theée has been a growing concern about the relevance and
e;fectiveness of paren{ education programs, This concern appears to siem
~ from the increasing complexity of parenting/child rearing and the way
parent education programs atte%pt to deal with it., Some‘of the more
~important reasons fo; the increase in complexity are that (1} parents are
children's primary influencers regarding their intellectual, socfal, motor,
and emotional development; {2) parents help prepare children for the entry
into the mainstream of adulthood in our society; (3) the varyiﬁdkchanging
structure of today's family is placing the role of parenting on new and
different "shoulders"; (4) rapid technological progress in our society
requires that parents have increased knowledge and skill in order to better
filter the information flow to children as they grow and develop, (5) given
the increased complex social pressures and stress, more assistance must be
\ provided for parents in he1p1ng children (and themselves) gope and deal
with their dafly 1lives; (6) with the ever-expanding base of knowledge in
. . the discipl tnes or subject matter areas, there is a need to understand how
use of such knowledge can enhance chiTdren's growth and development; (7)

parent education is needed in order to assist those who do not or are

P
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hesit;nt fo come forth for help concerning their parenting problems and .
. concerns; (8) there is a need to provide opportunities for parenting ones
to explore, Share 1déas, and consi&Zr/d¢ try using effective child rearing
methods which may be botq_connnn toAall aqd/0r unique to gifferent socio-
economic, ethnic and cultural groups; (9) parent education is needed to
help diminish gnd better.deal with child rearing efforts of children having _
sucﬁ debilitatng'prob}ems as autism, general handicapping condftions, ‘
.mental retardation, emotional disorders, etc.; and (10) parent education fs
needed to assist parenting ones in gaining the knowledge and skill
necesséry for exerting fnfluénce on agencies and organfzatfons which
develop anq_impleaent policies affecting parents and famflies.

Within each ;f these statements is a set of additional fssues which
need to be more specifically addressed. This apparent complexity with
respect t0 chi]d’reariﬁg and socialization helps to po;hp out why there {s
suéi an important need for parent educatfon programs to be relevant and
effective. - .

B. Problem Statement . ’

L]

The growth and proliferation of parent education programs have become
very widespread. Tnis rapid fncrease presently far exceeds the capability
of parent educatién program policy makers and providers to systematically
ptan, impiement and evaluate such efforts., Concurrent with this growth is ;GE
the expansion of diversity among tpe kinds of family structyreéwghat are b
now emerg[ng. 1t would appear that parent educai}on programs have to be
more relevant regarQing parent/family needs in a changing sociegy as a
means of fncreasing their overall effectiveness, Therefore, the problem

statemant was proposed for examinatfon in this area of focus:

13
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How relevant are the activities offered by parent education
programs to the parents whose family structures are changing?

C. . Definition of Terms

- For purposes of this research activity, a parent education program was

defined as organized efforts which have act1v1£1es that employ some
systematic use of techniqu?s and strategies for effecting the growth and
developent of those perfonming parenting roles. Parents were considered
individuals who provide or help provide children with basi turance,
care, support, protection, guidance and d1rect10n.‘ Paren;?;:uieant the
processes mvolve'd wi th q"eloping and u‘sing t}le kn‘cwl edge, skills and

understandings necessary in planning, procreating, bearing, rearing and

caring for children, Socialization was viewed as the process by which

kn6wledge, attitudes, skills and behaviors needed to participate in ways of

. our soéiety are acquired. Changing family structures referred to those
. /
typeé (kinds) of famfly situations that are becoming more emergent today,
e.g., single (female or male only headed) parent, divorced, remarried

A
and/or foster parent, adoptive parent, surrogate parent, separated parent,
5 1

and- so forth.

A .

11. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

A. Introduction

The focus of this research activity is concentrated on the relevance
of parent education program activities to changing family structures.
Information synthesized in discussion that follows attempts to capture the
major background points rega;ding parent e?ucation progr&n development and
the need for 4 new kind of relevance. This discussion ends with 2 set of
research questions that were examined.

B. Synthesfs of Literature

Parent education, although having had a long traditfon in our society,

o ) 123 133
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only emerged during the last decade or so as dr important issue for local,
state,yand government agencies. Mueti of this new concern for parent )
education is reflective of significant changes in family-gtructures which
are the result of coﬁﬁiex socfal/economic forces and>findings produced
about the family's effect on schoo]iqg success.

Bjorglgnd (1977) traced the development of parent education from 1700

to the present and observed that it could be divided 1ﬁto five eras based
* ]

upon emphasis, scope and organizational patterns of delivery: (1) 1700-

1850 - Calvinist-Evangelical Emphasis; (2) 1850-1900 - Continued Moral

Yirtue Emphasis; (3) 1900-1930 - Child As Subject of Inquiry; (4) 1930-

1955 - Parental Self-Understandings and Yalues; and (5) 1955 -present -

Family Intervention and Parent Participation.

Auerbach (1960), in attempting to describe the sequence of expansion
and shifting in the geﬂera]'goa]s of parent education, delineated four

phases of development: (1) giving parents an increased understanding of

LS

*

children so that they might be better qb]e to guide their optimum develop-

ment, (2) widening the scope of interest to include an understanding of

»

the parent role, (3) extending the concept of parent education to include

se]f-awareness SO }hat parents could become more thoughtful of their own

behavior toward their children, and (4) viewing parent education as not

-

just merely information-giving but rather aiming at inceeasing the under-

standing of parents at several levels of learning and through many kinds of

I

educational, but practical, experiences.

While these perspectives appear to indicate that parent education has
expanded notiéeably and changed emphasis in an organized fashion in the |
United States, it is not clear how relevant this expansion and change have

been to the changing needs of families. Bjorkland (1977) 11luminates Bhis
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uncertainty by suggesting that there are seven areas df concern which need

to be dealt witn as a means of increasing the relevance and effect1veness *

of parent education in the future: (1) stronger theoretical structure or

base, (2) more systematic identification of and information about the

inter-disciplinary nature of parent education, (3) better understanding of

the 1mp11cétions or assumptions underlying parent education goals and,

objectives, (4) improved methods of org;njzing and delivering parent "N

education, (5) more grecise selection and implementation of relevant

content areas for parent education program activities, (6) better under-

standing about the characteristics and kinds of training that parent

educators need to be effectivéjfand (7) more investigation and documen%a-

tion of the effects of gPrent‘education on its clients. The implication

seems to be that there is a need for “more action” and “less talk” with

respect to making pareﬁt education relevant to the child rearing process

for those who plan, implement, and evegtua11y.benef1t from 1t.. 4
Becoming or being a parent does not automatically confer upon

individuals the knowledge, skills and attitudes for effective guidance of ’

children's growth and development. Even the process of educating persons

to become, then be effective as parents is much more complicated than ever -

beford. ’%Ot many years, parents;only needed to be educated to the extent
that/ they could (1) care for ch1$ﬂreﬁ‘s hea]tq_and putritional needs, (2)

‘ ensure that children could get along with their peers, and (3) establish
the social, moral, and religious "model” for children to follow. However,.
given the previously mentioned stress conditions that parents and families

now face, it seems evident that parents will need new knowledge and skills

so as to better cope with our highly advanced and constantly changing

socfety. ‘/,,/’
L LS i




There are several factors which appear to be obstacles for those who

want and/or need to av511'themseives of the opportunity to acquire such
know]edge and ski1l in a relevant manner. These include (1) now]edg
. about what is available, (2) the content appropriateness of parent educa-

tion opportunities, (3) times at which parent education opportunities are

?
offered, {4) flexible structures or fbrmats of parent education activities,

(5) the applicability of newly-acquired knowledge and skills, (6) lack of

systematic coordination and communicatfon among providers and beneficiaries

of parent education efforts, and {7) parent and!§tpool {teachers,

specifically) cooperation for the improvementgpf children's success in
learning and achievement. It appears that parent education will be

relevant and thus effective depending on how well these issues are

H

addressed.

’The vocation ofizg:;hting is one of the most {mportant in our society.

When the old methods become obsolete in most vocations, training programs

for new methods quickly appear. Such training helps to generate new

knowledge. and skills in order for those in need to keep pace with change.

However, this does not seem to occur when paréhting knowledge and skills

are in need of renewal or further development. Unansweéred questions still ,}
remain with respect to vocational training programs for parenting, changing [j:
programs to meet chang!ng needs and programs which base their efforts on

the strengths of families rather than weaknesses. t

L]
Many parents also need a set of problem-solving and growth-nurturing
ski11s which ¢an serve ;3 degrease their general uneasiness with respect to .
feeling overwhelmed and powerless in society today. In conjunction with

thesé skills, parents alsosmust. possess thé capabi]\ty for fostering the .

development of children who (1) see themselves and others as wortmwhile,

/ N I
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" arg indeed relevant and nseful tp parents. .

(2) have an eagerness to take part in new experiences, (3) can move into
society with sk111s, attitudes, behaviors, etc., that will help make \_
creative and meaningful use of their lives possible, and (4) have an under-

standing and wi]]ingness to change those conditions which potentia]]y or

. actually inhibit maximum persona] and societal growth., Th#s kind of

. *
thinking and action also has to océﬂr within the offerings of parent educa-

tion proiihns to hélp ensure that their goals, objectives, and activities
Parent education programs also have to face the issue of length of

time required for parents to participate in such programs. IE;:pence exists ,

which seems to indicate that parent education efforts requiring sugﬁained

or 1ong temm perfods of participation by parents have more impact, although
a smailer number of parents are able to stay for the duration. Conversely
though, programs of sherter duration have less 1mpact, but there is a
tendency for more parents to pa&ticipate in these programs. Solutions to '

the af0rementioned probiem areas of parent education programs are

sidered as critical to helping 1ncrease the re]evance of parent education .
. programs. ‘ ¢

' . = T a

C. Summary : .

It appears that tne constantl nging nature of our society and how
individuals view themselves and their roles with respect to these changes
will continue to be difficult issues for parent education programs. One

N .
specific but related issue will be the effect such changes have on the s

« A i . wf
structure of families. Traditionally, families are tpought of as nuclear

.4 2
entities, i.e., ¢35'panents and one or more children. Generally, most -

organizations an&~agenc1es dealing with families tended to gear their

.efforts toward serv?ng f&pi]ies having this kind of structure. Such an

N - Ly
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approach would seem to be a contributing factor regarding the problem oi
Jrrelevance given that new famiiy structures are now emerging.

In an infonnai survey (PRIMO, 1979) of parent e&ucation programs from
the SEDL,region. 156 participants uere asked to respond to the question,
“Which of the’following topics are most important as topics for parent

" education #rograms? Among the topics mentioned were, “working mother,*
_“father's role,” and “single parents.” Each recefved a 50% or more '

.response rating ?;om among the eight most important parent education

program topics identified. This would appear to reflect a concern for the
need of parent education programs to be relevant to changing family
¥ - + a 1Y

structures, to .

Aaronson (1975), Auerbach (1968), Croake and Giover (1977), Auerbach

'(1960), Gordon {19779, Stephens (1978), Dahlberg afid Yander Ven (1977),

Carnegie Council on Chiidren (1977), Gilman and Meers (1979), and Comer
41978), Saffron and Ledesna (1978). Bar1etta. et al (1978) and Li11ie and
Trohanis (1976) all 1eno support to the premise that parent education ‘\\\
programs must be relévant and pesponsive to the changing and/or new needs

of their'Eﬁqicts. especiaiiy as changes in’new family structures increase, o ¥
They are quick to point out though-that such educational endearors build

upon the strengths of parents afid families rather than from & deficit
[ - - "

approach. - .

There appears %o be a deartﬁ of information regarding the extent' to .
which parent education programs are offering activities that are re1event
to th needs 3? parents as they experience changes in their family situa-
tions. This lack of infonnation wou1d seem t0 hanper such progranmatic

efforts as they attempt to deal with-these needs. Thus, the research

activity for this-erea of focus will focus eﬂ*ﬁathering information about
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the relevance of parent educatfon program offerings to the nqus of clients

they reportedly serve.

2

,’,, D. Research Questions ' e
Examining parent education crogran relevance to participant needs
raises many important questions to be answered. }his research activity
will focus on the following questions in an attempt to deal with the {ssues °
of program ’re'levance: |
1. What are the family type, qnployment pattern, racial group
and income level characteristics of parent education program
participants for the region? each state? by types of.
sponsoring organizations?
2. To what extent are planned parent education program activities
related to various types of families for the region? by state?
by types of ;ponsoring organizations? )
3. To what extent are planned parent education activities addressing
specific parent educatfon topics for the region? by state? by
types of sponsoring organizations?

4, What is the match between participant characteristics and topics
covered in’ parent education programs for the region? by state?
by typesq%f sponsoring organfizations?

’5. What are the characteristics of parert education programs in the
] * region? by state? by types of sponsoring organizations?
III. METHODOLOGY ‘ |
€ A, Overview

The purpose pf this research activity was to determine how relevant

*a

ware the activities of parent education in this six-state region to the

I’ needs of families whose structures are changing. The six&states include

, 139

o o N

. 12

> .
Q ‘ 4 * . , . ) W—Q>
1 N N . N , .
FolTn Provieg b 0




Arkansas, Louisiana, Missis.sippi,' New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas.
Selected parent education prograus were surveyed using a written quastion-

naire which gatheredaseif-repor'ts of activities in each program.
. T

"B.  Subjects

_The popula\tion for this survey was,identii’ied using awarfety of
sources avaflable to Center: staffe Amgng these were (1) a 1ist of parent
education programs developgd from contacts_ during Cejter material develop-
ment technical assistance and dissemination activities, (2) a directory of
parent'education programs published in 1978 by the Region VI‘, U. S. Office

. of Education (Dallas); (3} a 1ist of Parent Effectiveness Training Programs

in the‘ sif-state region; and (4) other State agency 1istings of parent
education programsc @hese so/:ces were, useq& to compile a 1ist of all
parent education progrmwf any type in the six-state regfon. The
respondents for this, study were directors of these parent education pro-
gr% in the region. The Survey questionnaires were mailed to every

LA

* .
program in the region préwiding parent gducation. These included programs

" located in federal, state, county, municipal, community, schoo{ church and

private settings.

C. 'I.nstrumentation

AN progra'ns were surveyed using a mai'led questionnaire. The

questionnaire was developed and pretested with 15 parent education programs

both to the format and content of
the instrument. The revised instrument gathered information abo‘ut the

in_the Austin area. Revisions wer.

goa1s and activities offered by each parént education program. In
particuiar, infomationxwas gathered to detemine whether parent | education

program activities being offered are rel evant to changing family

a

structures. . ¢ « o
-~ Lig
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part I, Family Structures, asked respondents to use a five-point,

rating scale ¥o indicate the extent to which planned program activities
were offered for each of 17 family types. Pdrt II, Topics in Parent Educa-

tion, raquested that respondents use the same rating scale to identify the

¢ axtent to uhich.p1anned program activities addressed 21 specific topics in
; )
parent education through use of the same scale. Part IlI, Program Descrip-

tion, required responses to 17 ftems which asked about organizational
structure, source of funding, target audience, activity length, staffing,
fees, goals, evaluation, course times, number of clients served, client

. dropout reasons and father participation. Part 1Y, Participant Descrips

tion, asked for client information according to certain categories (e.g.,
family types, employment, racé, income feve]) and the estimated percent of
clients served in each category.

D. Procedure A -

-

Included in the package of information mailed to respondents were (1)
the questionnaiqe, {(2) a caover letter, and (3) a postage paid return /
envelope. Questionnaire mailout consisted of two phases. In the first
phase 476 questionnaires were sent out. A preliminary examination of
returns found many were being reEurned blank. This indicated that'many
programs either were no'ionger in operation ?r were no longer offering -
parent educatfon as a program component. )

To increase the data base, 177 more questionnaires were seﬁt out in
phase two. These went to. Parent ﬁffectiveness ?raining, Junipr Lqégue,
American Red Cross, and Louisiana Mental Héa]th Association programs in the
regioq: With the combined phase one and two efforts, a total of 647 .

questionnaires were mailed. \ . .

1’1113]

ERIC____/ ’




-

' _ As a means of 1mprov1tn’g the response rate, two foﬂow-u.p strategies

were employed. Four weeks after each mailout, a reminder pastcard was sent

to each nonrespondent. Three weeks after sending reminder posfcards, phone

call follow-up§ were made t.o nonresponding sutije'ctﬁs in each state.

An examination of the questionnaires which were returned blank and

unopened indicated that many of the programs originally identified as

-provid'lng‘ services to parents were no longer doing so. Letters from

‘progran dfrectors stated that .some programs had lost their continuation | v B

funding whﬂg others had been victims of agency reorganiz'ation efforts.

Sti11 other r;i'ograms were designed to provide sg.r-vices to parents, but had

not actually be';;un operation at the time of the survey. In summary, there ,}

were many programs which were correctly 1dentf fied as parent education

programs, but which proved to be 1ne1191b1‘e to complete our survey \

\_,questionnaire. This characteristic of parent education programs in this
region suggests that ervices for, parents «are vulnerable in an era of
reduced funding for social .programs.

. A cut-off date of September 15, 1980, was set for receiving completed
questionnaires, and the coded quest.ionnaires were then sent to data
'processing. pata analysis began on October 1, 1980 and was completed by
Octaber 25. ‘

. E. Data Analysts ‘ . 7

.The analysis procedure for this study is a star{dard one for survey
d_ata. Frequency and percent of raesponse were calcul ateq for each question-
naire 4tem. Becluse -of differences between the types of programs, grloup
da;ta were further partftioned into subgroups (e.g.\,'progrems in pul;Hc
schools, programs in hospitals, private pmlrgns)." Comparisons were then

made to see 1f there were response patternsxtharacteristic of each of the ~

of subgroups. ’ 119
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To gain further insights into the configuration of needs, -breakdown of
responses was perfonnéd for each subgroup. Breakdowns were designed to
reveal the relationship of a response on any item to specific program
characteristiés. @

The results of the questionnaire are summarized in this final réport
and, where appropriate, presented in tabglar form. The results of the
open-ended questions on the questionna{re do not lend themselves to
statistical aha1ysis, but were tallied and analyzed for recurring themes or
patterps of response. .The report material prep;red from these‘1tens
provided information which was useful 1n interpreting other results.

Iv. RESULTS '

The survey was mailed to 647 barent education programs {PEPs) 1n the
s1x-st§te regioh. A total of 279 {43.1%Y‘quest1onna1res were returned. 6f
the réturned quest1onn51res, 70 {25.1%) were‘b1ank or marked “"return to
sender.” The blank questionnaires indicated that parent education programs

were no longer in operation, whereas those marked “return to sender' were

an indication that the programs had efther moved or ceased operation. of

"the 577 programs we were able to locate in the region, a total of 209

(36.33) returned questionnaires were used to provide the results reported -
in the following sgction {see Attachment A for copy of Questionnaire).

¢ The results of the data characterize PEP participants region wide and
state wide by (1) ractal groups, (2) 1ncone levels, (3) family types, and
{4) employmaqt patterns {Part IV). Survey results also are presented which
describe ::j?;amily types whose issues are most commonly addressed by PEPs
in the regfon and in each state {Part I). Further,‘results are §eported

o

that describe parent education topics which are the focus of most program

activities for PEPs in the regfon and each state {Part II).
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Findings are provided which describe organizational characteristics of PEPs
both in the region and in each state_(Part III). ”

{The primary focus was an ana]ys1; of the data regionally. A secondary
ana]ysis,uas conducted by state ;nd by sponsoring agency fo'exam1ne
pattern/s between and anong‘\‘tfre’se data and to campare ;hesé results with
those of the region as a whole. Resq]ts are presented in tabu]ar'fénn-w1th

an accompanying discussion of interpretations.

A. Description of PEP Pargicipants in the Region
0 , 2 e
1. Family Types ] T

Part IV of the &uestioﬁna1re asked resDondénts to ést1mate the
percent of clients they served by family types, employment patterns, racial
groups, and income 1eve;s. A mean was calculated for the total pércent of
_responses for items within each of these groups. Based upon mean percenty
ages, the {tems were 1;:Eed (htghest to lowest). Table 1 presents a rank
order of the various family types which indicates that “Intact parents-
first marriage® were reportedly served by more PEPs than any other family
type (X% = 50.14). "Single parents, divorced" (X% = 27.81) was the second
most coumon]y served family type according to PEP respondent reports;w1th
"Teenage parents' as a family type being third (X% = 20.79). The least
served family type appears 4o be “"Adoptive Barents' (X% = 9.02). Exam1n1ng
the results by state indicates that across states “Intact parents, first
marriage remained the most commonly served famfﬁy type; tﬁ%re was
variation among the states with respect to mean percentage rgnk of other
family types {see Thb]és 8-13 1n.Append1x)‘ )
2. Employment Patterns

Regional data on employment patterns indicdte that "Two parents
working” (X% = 40.97) was the predominant employment pattern for fam*]ies

L
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/ " TABLE 1 -
Mean Percentage Ranking of PEP Clients in the Region
. ) by Family Types
‘ Fam‘ﬂy Types . . - ' Mean Percentage*
c. Intact parents, ls.t marrfage ‘ 50.14
a. S.ing'le'parents, divorced a . 27.81 -
h. Teenage parents S 20.79
e. Parents of handicapped i . 19.37
d. Steppare‘nts . 1;.28 +
b. Single parents,” never married 17.94 a
f. Foster parents : 113,39
g’.' Adoptive parents ) ) ’ 9,02 S
{. Other _ , 3.96
\ .
—— S TABLE 2 '
‘ Mean Percentage Ranking of PEP Clients in the Region
/ by Employment Patterns
y »
Employment Patterns Mean Percentage*
© de fwo parents working . o ~._ 40.97
b. One parent mrki'ng, one parent at home 38.16
" c. Single parent working ' : 27.74
d. Single parent, not working . . 17.59
e. . Nefther parent wdrkin: ] 10.16
f. One parent with two jobs . 9.30 '
"\)

»

*Scale: 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1 _ !
35 ) / '
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) ’
reported]f served by PEPs (see Table 2). The second nnst,zﬁmmonaempioyment
> pattern of participants was "One ptrent working, one parent at home" (X% =
38.16). This was followed by(;ne pattern of *Singte parent, working" with
a mean percentage of ?7.74. "One parent with ?ﬂo jobs" was the pattern
‘reported te be least served (X% = §,30). State by state re&uits varied
sfightigrqﬁom regienai results (see Tables 8-13 in Appendix}.

3. Racial Groups

-4 *.

When analyzed by racial groups, white participants 259.53 mean
percentage) represented a cfeat‘majorjty of participants reportedly served
by PEPs in the region {see Table 3). Blacks (X% = 29. 91{ and Hg&ican
Americans (X% = 23.11) were second and third, respective]y. Native
Americans were the fourth with respect to those reported]y served by PEPs

. (%% = 7.20), while Asians were least served (X% = 2.30). State data
results followed a similar pattern with respec;/to white participants
served in the regfon, but varied s1ightly from state to state accondiné to’
theé ranking of o¥aer racial groups served, €.g., Blacks were the largest
raciai group served in Mississippi (see Tables 8-13 in Appendix).

4. Income Leveis ~

Examining the results by income levels (see Table 4) reveals that

most of the participants served were 10).income (X% = 49.08). Only a

" slight diiference separated the second, participant income level most
comony served--Hiddle (%% = 32.24) and Lower Middle (%% = 31.60) which is
14sted as third. As expected given the nature of focus of most PEPs, the
Upper Income 1evel was reportediy least servgd (X2 = 7. 931 Between
states, results vary slightly according to the mean percent ratings from
highest tu lowest, The state resu]ts from Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas

vary slightly fran regienai findings whereas Arkansas, Mississippi, and New

= 2
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TABLE 3

Mean Percentage Ranking of PEP Clients in the Region
by Racfal Groups

Racfal Grodps

e. White

c. Black ' .« -

d. HMexican American

a. - American Ind{an
b. Asian ( . '_)

TABLE 4
Mean Perceotage Ranking of PEP Clients in the Region
' by Income Levels
* Income Levels *

e. Low-(less than $10,000)

c. Middle ($20,000 to $29,000)

d. lLower Middle ($10,000 to $19,000)

b. Upper Middle ($30,000 to 39,000)

a.” Upper ($40,000 or more)

*S;ale: 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1

Ll

59.53
29,91

23.11

7.20
2.30

X3*
49.08
32.24
31.60

14.52

" 7.93

3




Mexico results are identical to the region's (see Tables 8-13 in Appendix).

B. Regional Description of PEP Program Activities and Issues of Yarious
Family Types ; N

Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which their program
activities 11}the past,year addressed issues related to various family ‘
. types 1isted on the questionnaire ‘(see Attachnent A). More specifically, '—\‘\)
respondents had to Tndicite on a five-point scale !0 = not a program
activity to 4 = planner series of‘activities) the extent o which ’
. activities relevant to each family type were planned parts of the.progran.
/ . A mean score was, calculated to describe the level at which activities were e
planned for each set of issues. Re§u1ts in Table 5 indicate that more
activities were planned for issues regarding .Parents of presqhoo1-age\‘
children” than any other family type (X 2.97). “Parents of schdd1aage‘ ‘ N
children" (X 2.68) and."Families with both parents working" (X 2.13) nerej
family types whose issues uere‘the.neit most common1y*addressed. ~The least
amount of activities were planned for 1s§yes'dea11ng with the family type
of'sing1e fathers, without .custody of children (X 1.00). These patterns of
progrdn activities by family types vary somewhat when examining results
from individual states. Honever, the pattern is constant across states .
with "Parents of preschool-age children” family issues being most addressed
and “"Single fathers without custody" being the family type whose issues are
least addressed as planned program activities (see Tables 14-19 in -
Appendix). ‘ ‘

C. Regional Description of Topics Addressed by PEP Activities

Part 11 of the questionnaire sought 1n}ormation from respondents
regarding the extent to which their program activities addressed a range of
topics 1isted. Respondents were to indicate on a five-point scale (0 = not
a program activity to 4 = p1anned series of activities) to what degree




o ——— . “ TAB!_E' 5 . »

Rank Order of Family Types Whose Issues are hdst Commonly

_ Addressed by Pareat Education Programs Regionwide L
. . .t
' Fantly Types , ' - “ Mean*
p. Parents of preschool-age children . r 2.97
0. quents of school-;ge children 2.68 .
h. Working mothers - - Lt . .30
f Famil{ies with bbth parents working 2.13
n. F?rst—time parents ' _ . 2.07
d. Single mothers , A 2.04
m. Parents of adolescents 2,04 .
f. Divorced parents . 1.88
- e. Sephrated parents ~ 1.76
Y. Teenage parents ) 1.69

g. Extended families (e.g., grandmother living with family). *1.62 ¢

' k. Foster parents 1.42
' J. Parents who adopt : 1.34
_a. Stepparents ' 1.?5
b. Single fathers, wiih custody _ 1.18 .’ -
q. Surrogate parent families ) 1.04
c. Single fathers, without cu:s:cody ' 1.00  ©

/’.7

*Scale: Low O 1 2 3 4 High
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activities were planned for each topic. Findings in Table 6 revealed tHat.

' the parent education topics most focused on by programs in the reg'ion were”

“"Disciplime in genérai" (X 3.285) and “Communication skil1s* (% 3.285),

.They were followed c‘loseiy by such topics as "Seif-Concept" and

"Persoﬂ‘aii,w of Children® (X 3.19), “Behavior Hanagement" (Y 3.18) and

. "Parent-Child Home Activities (X 2.98). The topics reportediy Teast

focused upon were "Famiiy P1 anning' (X 1.31), “Family Advocacy" (X 1. 28)
and *Bi1ingual Education" (X .80). Ana'lyzed results of data from each
state shows marked varying patterns of the top tiiree topics focused on by
PEPs but a much lesser degree of variation of the lowest topics when
conpared to the regional findings (see Tables 20-25 in Appendix).

0. Program Characteristics of PEPs in the Region

o

Part III of the questionnaire asked respondents to provide information
about severa‘l factors which describe PEPs. These included (1) organiza- e
tional structure, (2) funding source, (3) association with larger organ-
izations, (4) specific target group served, (5) type and frequency of
program activities, (6) staffing characteristics, (7) fees charged, (8)
progran evaluation, (9) availability of babysitting, (10) reasons for
enrolling 1in c'las’ses, (11) importance of father participation, (}2) reasons
participants drop out, and M™13) scheduling of courses offered. For the
first 11 of these\hctors, respondents answered efther yes or no. Both the
percent of responses and the number {n) are reported. For the twelfth
factor, the questionnaire provided a four-point scal®for responses. In
analyz'ing the response data, the scale choices were assigned the fo'liowing

numerical values: Often - 4; Sometimes - 3; Rarely - 2; and Never = 1.

Results for this data are reported in terms of mean response scores.,




P ./f . -
- 3 h .
e, S TABLE 6 SR
) . ‘ ':fﬁ_ * Rank Order of Topics Most Focused upon * ' |
q !.-'\ . ) ¢ . in PEP Program Activities R.egionw?de -
, Topics in barent Education ° - Mean*, ;““ .
" d. . Diseipline in genera1 * B 3.286
« . ¢ Comunitation skils . ' ' 3.285
' | h.. , Self-concept and personality of children T S .3'19
%e: Behavior nanagement . 3.1%
m; Parent-child home activities ////”—_ | 2.98
) f. Inte1f;ctua1 déve10pment . ' . . 2.53 ' .
E ’ ju  Peer influence .on children ' : 2,38
u. \ Sibling {children in faiffy) rival® . 2.27 .
o P Nutr1t10n°an; foods . ) ‘2,22 )
' 0. ™Routfne health care ) . 2.13
~ ‘ .
. " k. Sexual role identification : ] 1.89
. _q. Children's learning di‘sabﬂi:igs ‘ 1.86
v . Wife/husband conflicts ' . 1.85
r. Parenting of handicapped children ) 1.83 ) .
»n b. Home-management © Y - 1,75
t. Hyperactive children 1.66 s
1. Sex education ‘ SV A
" Effects of televisfon on children A ‘ 1.52
‘ a. e.F':ﬂy":manning (e.?., birth control) v 1.31 i}
* vs. Fami]y advocacy f{active participation in
‘ ) political matgs\n concerning the family) - 1.28

. , g. Bilingual education ° - .80

A}
. xScale: Low 0 1 2 3 4 High ’
o . v
SR 1Y
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1. Organizational- $tructure

Ip terms Of PEP organizational structure (see Table 7, Item 1),
resﬂ]ts“show thot 61.7%'Pn = 129) of the programs reporteo operating
within some larger organization. Approximately 28.7% (n = 60) pro-
grams$ described themselves as being independent programs with their
own gtaff. The groap Yeast mentioned was PEPs {15,3%, n = 32) with
grdss;roots organization and havigg 1ittle structure.

2. Sources of Funding .

Results 1nd1oate that the major source of funding {see Table 7,
Item 2) for PEPs in the region was federal monies (41.1%, n = 86).
At-a distant second were those PEPs funded through local, community
baso; and state monfes, (31. 6% n =66 for both). Indications are
that PEPs most]y dependent upon donations were least common {12.4%,
n= 26). Respondents were asked to indicate what were other soruces
of funding qu PEPs. The range of written-in responses can be found
in Attachment B. Host appear to irdicate funding from multiple

sources, €.g., grants, donations, and fees {n = 51). ;

3. _Association with Larger Organization Y

The 1argest'nquer of PEPs {38.3%, n = 80) reportedly are
asgpciated with the larger organization--public school systems.,

.Social service agencies {33.5%, n = 70) are the second larger

’
organizations with which PEPs indicate an association. Only 12.9%

{n = 27) PEPs indicate that they have no association with larger
organizations and operate strictly as ap entity unto themselves
(see Table 7, Item 3)s Listed under the category of “Other" were

such organizations as university, health education service eenters,

,mental health, etc. {see Attachment C). There were 48 re5ponses to

pl
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4. Target Group Specific LN

A majority (51.2%, n = 107) of PEPs in the region indicated
that fhgir efforts were directed toward specific target groups.
The general categories for target groups mentionEd 1nc1uged Tow
incame (n = 57}, minority (n = 17}, abusive parents (n = 11}, ) .
pregnant adolescents (n = 8) and handicapped parents (n = 14),
However, a significant proportion (46.9%, n = 98) responded that Ry
activities were not aimed*at a more general cljent population
(see Table 7, Item 4). Under the item "Other", respofdents mentioned
target grougslwhich could be general grouped under the previously
mentioned categories. For the range of other responses see
Attachment D (n-= 120},
5. Program Activities

“planned class meetings on specific topics" was the type of .
activity which best describes PEP programming in the region (60.3%,
n=126). Results also indicate that activities which (1) happen on

a one-to-one basis between parents and staff (47.8%, n = 100) and (2)

hap;en to be regular meetings with changing topics (42.1%, n = 88)
also were frequentlty used. Periodic meetings with changing ¢

topics (23.9%, n . 50) appears to be least descriptive of regional
PEP activities (see Table 7, Item 5).
6. Program Staff Descriptions

e .

Findings seem to indicate that most PEP staff instructors/grqup
leaders (67.5%, n = 141)-were professionals in child development,
social work, psycho]ogx, etc. Further, most (46.4%, n = 97) had
either‘a.Hasters o; doctorate degrees t&ﬁ}e fewer (24.9%, n = 52} were

described as lay persons, Results show that 45{9%, n = 95 of the

143
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staff persons are fu]]-time in PEPs wﬂth 24.9% (n = 52) being
described as part-time staff (see Tab]e 7, Item 7. L

p

7. Fee Payment for PEP Courses

Respondents were asked whether or not participants 1n their
PEPs‘had to pay fees " for enrol]ing,in courses., Resu]ts reveal that
62.2%, (n = 130) do.not have to do so with 32.1% (n = 67) #ndicating
that their participants do indeed have to pay a fee (see Table 7,
Item §). No response w&s found on the remaining forms.

8. PEP Evaluation o \,

Redpondents were asked to indicate the extent to which program .
evaluation activities, existed 1n their PEPs. Findings show 51«??
(n = 107) resbonded that the staff were no; trained in evaluation
methods. In‘addition, 56.5% (n = 118) and 49.8% (n = 104),
respectively, 1ndfcated that neither time\nat money was available for
evaluation. Approximately 72.7% (n = 152) indicated that informal
efaluation occurred at the end of courses with 51.2% (n = 107)
responding that participants fill out a standard evaluation form after
completing a course. Almost 40.7% (n = 85) reported that evaluation
was left to the discretion of course instructors. a

Successful application of knowledge and skills gained from PEP
courses are usually evaluated after participants retyrn to thgfr
pareéting situations. An evaluation of this nature should occur some-

time after the course ends. However, results indicate that only 16.3%

(n = 34) conduct a written follow-up evaluation several weeks after

courses end, with 58.4% (n = 122) responding that they do not conduct

this kind of evaluation. Findings revedl that a fairly even breakdown

occurs when it comes to evaluation being carried 6ut because of
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funding requirements. Almost 43.1% (n= 90) responded that their
funding requires some form of evaluation while 38.3% (n = 80) °
responded that funding required no evaluation (see Table 7, Item 10).

9., Times at Which PEP Cour%es are Offered

Respondents were asked to indicate when courses were offered
with the choices being (a) mornings, (b) afternoons, (c) evenings,

(d) week-ends. One or more choices could be checked according to .

its appropriateness_for their programs. Results show that 75.6%
(n-= 158) of the PEPs offered evening-courses wj th mornings (53.62:*
n =112) being the second most popular time. Aftg:poons were report-

-

edly almost as popular (48.3%, n = 110) as mornings, whereas weekends

Y (18.7%, n = 39) were the least times at which PEPs courses are offered
(see Table 7, Item 11). F F
4 10. Availability of Babysitting

Anayysis of data regarding babysitting services for parents
attending PEP classes-in the'region (see Table 7, Item 12) found
that 39.7% (n = 83) of the respondents indicated such services were
available. Conversely, 48.8% (n = 102) indicated that no such

) services were provided. "

11. Approximate Number of Clients Served

-

Respondents were asked to indicate approximately how many
participants their PEPs served in a year. Data results show that
the number ranged from 5 to 5500. A total of 154 respondents
reporteq, with the mean number served being 352.04 participants.
The data further revealed that an average of 18.99% (n = 110) '

participants enrolling in PEP courses fail to complete them (see

Table 7, Item 13).
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12. -Reasons for Enrq]]%ng in PEP Courses .

The survéﬁ sughit to determine the reasons parents enrolled

in PEP courses. ResQonﬁents were §1ven nine choices and coutd check
Amore than oﬁe. Results show that 68.9% (n = 144) indicated self-
conscious decisién to be better parents as the main reason (see Table
7, Item 14). Following c]ose]y’was the_reason pf experiencing minor
prdblems at ﬂane (67.5%, n = 141). The third most indicated rea}on
_(66%, n = 135) was general interest in the topic being covered.
Reasons less indicated but ranked relatively close together were:
(;L_major crisis at home (52.6%, n = 110); (b) school-related issues
(

networks (47.4%, n = 99). Client participation required to receive

:7%, n = 106); -and {c) lack of primary support s&stens or other

some other services'was.the least indicated reason (20.6;,,n a 43),

13. Reasons for 6ropp1ng OQut of PEP Courses

Respondents were given.thirteen (13) choices to indicate reasons
why participants drop-out of PEP courses. A four point scalk was
provided which included Often, Sometimes, Rarely, or Never, A
numerical value of 4, 3, 2, and 1 was assigned respective]yq}gheach
scale response item to facilitate analysis. Results show that the
mean percentadés for lack of time (X 2.79, n = 161) and competing
family obligations (X 2.75, n = 163) ranked the first and second
re;pgcfive]y as most ntjoned for dropping out of PEP courses (see
Table 7, Item 16). Three other reasons for dropping out which tended

£.to cluster }nbether were: lack of Support’fran other partner,
spouse, ;Ec. (X = 2.57, n - 158); change in work schedule (X = 2.55,
n= 161); and loss of interest (X = 2.55, n = 160). With somewhat

lower mean scores were such dropout reasons as: child care problems

1 ol
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(X = 2.33, n ; 159): shyness (X = 2.31, n = 160); and achievanené .
of ‘goals (X = 2.21, n = I51). Oropout reasons least mentioned

’were: materials too sophisticated for participants (X = 1.96,

n = 159; get answers early and no need to coﬁtinue (X = 1.69,

n = 159); materials not sophisticated enough (X = 1.72, n ; 156);
materials not in participants'-1anguage (X = 1.68, n = 158).

14, Inc#éasing Father PEP Particiﬁatioq

When asked to indicate whether father participation in PEP was
important, approximately 90.9% (h = 190) responded Yes. Respondents .
were then asked to offer ideas and suggestions for increasing father
peFticipation in parent education. A-total of 428 (61.2%)-provided a
written response (see Table 7, Item 17). The range of ideas and sug-
gestions will be included in a future report.
15. PEP Courses and Class Meetings

Parent Education courses often consist of several class meetings.
Information was sought regardiﬁg the number of courses offered at
once, the avbrage number of class meetings per course and the average
length of class meetings. Results in Table 7, Item 6 show that (a) on
the average about two classes (X = 2.40) are offered at the same time
in programs; (b) approximately five class meetings (X = 5.65) are
offered for each course; and tc) classes meet on the average of about
one hour and eighteen minutes (X' = 118,02).

16. PEP Program Goals

Respondents were requested to write in their program goals for
Item 9 on the questionnaire. When available it was requested that

brochures or pamphlets stating program goals be attacﬂgd. A total of

176 PEPs reported information about goals. See Attachment E for




- ' . TABLE 7~
. ’
Characteristics Which Desgridbe PEPs in the Region ' ,

. ¥ SN
N *  -Characteristics ' ' Response Percentage
1. Program Organizational Structure
b. ‘Program operating within larger
organization 61.7(129) 23.9(50) .
a. Independent program with own staff 28.7(60)* 48.8(102)**
¢. Grass roots organizatien within . 2 '
" little structure . 15.3(32) 53.6(112)
2. Program Funding
. a. Mostly federal L ) 41.1(86) 29.7(62)**
b. Local, community based 31.6(66) 31, 1(65)
c. State . 31.6(66) 35.9(75)
f. Other ) - 28.4(51)
e. Mostly dependent on client fees 21.1(44) 41,6(87)
d. Mostly dependent on donations 12.4(26) 43,5(91)
< -
3. Association with Larger Organizations
a. Public school system 38.3(80) 35.4(74)*
b. Social service agency 33.5(70) 38.8(81)
g. Other ’ 22.5(47)
e. Publig, non-profit ) ’ 21.1(44) 44,5(93)
{ d. Private, profit-making group 2Q0.6(43) 47.8(100) ’
: c. Church/other religious organization 17.2(30) 48.8(102)
f. Mone, stictly local organization 12.9(27) 48.8(102)
4. Directed Toward Specific Target Group 51.21107) 46.9(98)
5. Program Activities ‘
v a, Planned class meetings on specific
top1Gs 60.3(126) 21.5(45)%*
d. Happens on one-to-one basis between
parents and staff 47.8(100) 29.7(62) .
b. Regular meetings with changing topics 42.1(88) 34,0(71)
c. Periodic meetings with changing topics 23.9(50) 44.5(93)
¥
*( ) = p

**Tha total yes, no and yes/no percentages do not add up to 100% because
g respondents checked more than one item in many cases.
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Characteristics

o
7.

"y

-8.
10.

11,

13.

—r
.

14.

-

.Response Percéntage

. ' Yes
?..Sﬁi’f Instructors/Group Leaders
b. Most have Masters or Ph.D. degrees 46.4(97),
a. Most are trained lay persons 24.9(52)
ds Most are full-time 45.9(95)
c. Most are part-time 24,9(52)
e. Most are professionals in child
development, social work,
psychology, etc. 67.5(141)
f. Most are tralned nurses 4.8{103
Payment of Fees for Courses 32.1{67)
Program Evaluation '
d. Informal evaltuation at end of course 72.7{152)
e. Standard evaluation form at end of course 51.2(107)
h, Funding requires some form of evaluation 43.1{90)
f. Evaluation at instructor discretion 40.7(85)
“a. Staff not trained 1n evaluation 24,9(52)
c. Mo money for evaluation 24.5(51)
b. MNo time for ptogram evaluation 17.7(37)
g. Follow-up written evaluation several ’
weeks after course 1s over 16.3(34)
when PEP Courses are Offered
Times Mean
a. evenings 75.6{158)
b. mornings 53.6{112)
c. afternoons 48,3(110)
d. weekends . 18.7(39)
v .
12. Babysitting Services Available to Parents
Attending Classes 2 39.7{83)
Clients Served and Completion of Courses
’ Mean
a. ,lients served 1n last year 352.04(154)
b. Percent not completing courses
enrolled 1n 18.99(110)
Reasons Clients Enroll in Classes
c. Self-desire to be better parent; 68.9{1%4)
67.5(141)

, 3 Minor problems agmhome

149

No

-

32.1(67)
49.3(103)
25.4(53)
42.6(89)

15.3{32)
61.2(128)

62.2(130)

12.4{26)
32.1(67)
38.3(80)
37.8(79)
51.2(107)
49.8(104)
56.5(118)

58.4(122)

48.8(102)

10.5{22)
10.0{44)
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Yes
Reasons Clients Eoroll in Classes (Cont.)

. d. General interest in topic covered 66.0(138),
b. Major crisis at home 52.6(110)
f. School related issues 50.7(106)
ve. Lack of basic support from others ) 47.4(99)
g. To receive some other. service 20.6(43)
h. Other 16.5(34)
Reasons Clients. Diop Out of a Course } ~
Reasons
Lack of time

N2
-Competing family obligations
Lack of support frrom partner or spouse -

'Hoéﬁ schedule changes

Loss of interest _

Child care problems

Shyness, espeéial]y in strange situation

Achievement of goals ‘

Materials too sophisticated for clients

Get all answers in first few sessions and need no more
Materials not sophisticated‘enough

Materials not in language of clients

Is Father Participation Important 90.9(190)
Courses Offered

a. Number of courses offered at once: (X = 2.40)

b. Average number of class meetings for courses offered:

c. Length of average &lass meeting (X = 118.02)

LGy

150

Response Percentage

No

11.0(23)
21.1(43)
22.5(47)
23.4(49)
48.8(102)

Mean

2.79
2,75
2,57

©2.55

2,55
2,33
2,31
2.21
1,96
1,89
1,72
1,68
1.9(4)

(X = 5,65)
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the 1isting of various PEP goals submitted by respondents.
17. PEP Descriptions and Demographic Yariables

a. Organizational Structure: An analysis of the data was -

conducted to determiné what pattgrns existed when PEP organiza-
:{ona1 structure factors were examined by the demographic variables
of family types, employment patterns, racié] ;;oups and income lévels.
PEPs that were (a) independent, (b) larger organization associated,
and {c) part of informal organization were analyzed by the four demo-
) graphic varfables. Results produced profiles with several similar-
jties and a few differences. Independent PEPs, those part of larger
organizations and those part of informal organizations all indicated
that “IAtact parents, first marriage,” was the family type most
commonly served (see‘T;bles 26-28 1; Appendix). These findings
- support results p;esented in Part A-1 of this section. The :nean
percentage ranking of other family types served varied only slightly
from the previously discussed results.

When ana{yzed by employment patterns, results showed that PEPs
which are part of informal organizations and those which are part of
larger organizations served more "One parent working, one at home™
family types whereas independent PEP; served more “Two parents
working" families (see Table 2628 in Appendix). The Tatter finding \
js more consistent with resu]ts.presented in Part A-2 of this section
although “One parent working, one at hng" fanily types ranks a close
secohd based on mean rankings in Part A-2. Analyzing the three
organizational structures by raci&l groups (see Tables 26-28 in
Appendix) produced no.differences from the findings reported in ;art

A-3 of this section. The results of comparing these three
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organizatianal structures with income level data revealed that low

income part1é1pants were the type most commonly served (see Tables

26—28 1n Appendix) Lower middle and middle income levels ranked

second and th1rd excépt for PEPs part of larger organizations. These

findings were almost identical to those presented in Part A-4 of this

section. . . (g

b. Fundipg Sources: Further analyses of the PEP degcription

data were done to gxam1ne patterns which emerged when comparing
sources of funding mean rankings for the region with famﬂ’y type,
employment pattern, racial group ﬁﬁd.1ncome level rankings. Results
from comparing the five funding sources by family types (see Tables
29-33 in Appendix) confirmed earlier findings reported in Part A-1 of
this section that "Intact families, first marriage" was the more
commonly served f;m11y type. There were only slight differences when
comparing the mean Fank1ngs of other family types with respect to each
funding source and those reported for the entire region.

A comparison of the rank1ng;'by employment patterns for the
entire region and the five funding sources revealed similar fAndings.
Programs funded with federal monies, donations, and c11ent fees ranked
“Two parents working”" as the employment pattern for most participants
servéd (see Tables 29-33 1n Appendix). ’ These results ar&é the same as
those of the .region d1scussed in Part A-2 of thispsect1on. State and
local/community funded PEPs ranked "One parent working, one.a{-home
first. However, this employment pattern of partiefbants was ranked
second regionally. The rank order of other participant employment
patterns for each type of funding source varied slightly from the

regfonal rankings.”

— .
The rankings regarding the ethnicity of PEP participants served
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‘ in the region according %o funding sources Qere almost the same as
regional findings. Differences occured only in the rankings by racial
groups for client-fee funded PEPs. In this case, Mexican Americans
were second most served with Blacks being third ranked (see Tables
29-33 in Agpendix)..

Comparing funding source of income tevel ranking results with
regional results snow both to be puch the same. Programs which were
mostly local/comunity funded differed from regional findings in that
middle incame participants were tha second type of nngisjpant most
served. Middle income participants ranked third regionally (see |
Tables 29-33 in Appendix). “\\

c. ‘Sponsoring Organizations: An analysis of data was conducted

to canpare rankings of‘fan11y types, enplnyment patterns, racial

groups and 1ncome-1eve1 by PEP sponsoring organizations (public ;f’/)
schools, socfal service agencies, church/religious affiliated,
private/profit-making groups, public/non-profit making nzgyps, and

strictly local based grOUps) Findings indicate that uh11e both

sponsoring organizations and regional data ranked “Intact parents, '

first marriage" as the family type most commonly served, ranking with

respect to other family types were slightly different for each

sponsoring organization when compared ‘to regional results.

Comparing the two sets of rankings with respect to participant
empl oymgnt patterns found similarity between the top ranked regional
'patte;n and that for four of the six sponsoring organizations: "Tﬁn
parents working. Strict]y Local and Church/Re1iginus sponsored PEPs

_ranked "One parent working, one at home" as the top family type

served. Differences also were found betweefi the rankings of other
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fanily types when'boqpﬁqgng regional fapily Eype data with Spon;qring'
agency findings. ‘

A comparison of racial groups most served b} the various
sponsoring organizéfions to éhose served by all prograﬁsain the region
revealed a rank order 1isting almost identical to each other. Tpe
exception was "Private, profit-making groups" which ranked Mexican
Americans as the ;econd most commonly served participant group and
Blacks third. This ranking was ;he inverse éf the regional and other
sponsoring organizations data results (see Tables 34-39 in Appendix).
18. Issues of Family Types by PEP SanSOring Organizations /f

_Data were analyzed to determine the mean rankiﬂb of family types' ‘
whpse issues are most cbmmon]y addressed in PEP sponsoring organjza- ~
tions which includes (a) public sthools, (b) Bocial service agencie&h_,_urf/
(c) church/religious groups, (d) prjvaté, profi t-making groups, (e)
public, non-profit paking groups and-(fz non-associated/strictly local
groups. Mean scores vere calculated based upon responses on a scale
with'Low 0 1 2 3 4 High being the range of response cho!qes.

Results 1nd1c?te that “Parents of preschool-aged £hildren" w;s the
fanily type issue most commonly éddres;ed by five the PEP sponsoring .
agencies. THe‘exceptioﬁ was “Private, profit-making groups“ who
indicated “Parents of school-age children" as the family type whose
issues they dealt witp‘the most. Rank ordering of mean responseg
reveal that issues of “Pareqts of school:ﬁge children" were second
ranked in trinree'of‘tne PEP sponsoring organizations.' "Working \
- .
mothers" family.type issues ranked second in two of the other

organizations (see Tables 40-45 in Appendix).

»
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Tables 46-51 in Aﬁpendiﬁg.

.
'Singlé fathers without custedy" was the faniiy'type,whose 1ssues

were least addressed a&cording to rankings By PEPs 'in four of the :six

sponsoring organizations. In the remaining twp organizations, -

“Surrogate_parent'family" were the issues least addressed. The fami]y

type issue second 1east dealt with was “Single fathers, with custody,”

as indicated by PEP rankings in four of the six organizations. r o

Ranking resul ts for other family type iEBUEs varied quite different]y

among the PEP sponsoring organizations (see Tables 40-45'in Appendix)

19. Topic Focus by Sponsoring Organizations

" Results from analyses to determine the ranking of topics most
frequently focused upon, by PEP éponsdring organizations show that
'Cdnnunica;?Ons sk111s" was ranked highest bi four of the six Spon;or- .
ing organizations. "Discipline in general® ranked_ga the highest
topic in public, non-profit PEP Sponsqning groups while “Behavigr
management" was highest ranked t0pi; for PEPs sponsored by social
service agencies. Second ranked by four of the six PEP sponsoring .
organizations was thehiopic *Self-coricept and personality of children"

with "Discipline in general" ranked second by the other two organiza-

tions.
Based upon results from five of the six PEP sponsoring organiza-
tions, "B111ngual education" was the 1owest ranked topic whereas

"Family advocacy was lowest rapked by PEPs in public schools. %

V'Family planning” was second lowest rapked also bl_aon-associated

strictly tocal and private, profit-making organization sponsored
PEPS which are social service agency sponsored. Rankings of the

remaining topics varied among the PEP sponsoring organizatfons (see

/ 4
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20, Characteristics of PEPs by State and Sponsoring Organizations

a. State PEP characieristics. Results show that in terms of .

qrganizational-structqre, 55.0% or more of state PEPs are programs

operating within larger organizations based upon mean response

percentages (see Item 1 of Tables 52-57). The second most common

organizational structure for state—PEP§‘I;a§EEE?e who operateiinde-

pendently with their own staff. . Grass roots organizaiioA PEPs within

fittle strucpare were the least common type of program organizational
: structure fc.Jund. . ‘

The source of monieg»jbr state PEPs varied noticeably according
to mean response percentage rankings. In four of the six states
(Arkansas, Mississippi, New Mexico, Texas) federal funds were the
major source of monies; whereas local/community based fun&s were the
major source of m&nies.for Loufsfana and Oklahoma PEPs (seé Tables
52=57 in Appendix), State funds were the second most indfcated source
of monies for PEPs in four states (Oklahoma, Mississippi, Louisiana,

- Arkansas). Local/community based funds ranked as the second source of
‘ funds for Texas PEPs with client fees as the second ranked funds
source of PEPs in New Mexico. éei%g highly dependent upon donations
was the lowest ranked source of PEP funds in five ‘states (Arkansas,
. Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahomf, Texas). Client fees ranked lowest
as a source of funds in Mississippi (see Tables 52-57 in Appendix).
. For four-of the six stafes (Arkansas, Mis;issippi,‘ﬂew Mexico,
Texas), mean percentagg respOnges indicate that'Sb% or more of their
.- PEPs have activities directed.toward a specific target group.. Two,
" . states, Loufsfana and Oklahoma direct less of their activities toward

specific target groups (sée Tables 52-57 in Appendix). In five state »

¢

rs
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PEPS, results 1nd1cate that the maJOrity of their program activities
are “Planned class meetings on specific tgpics. For PEPs in Q
Mississippi the other state "Reguiar meetjngs iﬁth changing topics”
_ {s the major type of program activity. The typé of ;rogram activity t ¢
least conducted for all states }s "periodic meetin%P with changing
tOpfﬁS {see Tables 52-57 in Appendix). " i
Results regarding courses offered indicate that overall for state
PEPs, (1) approximately 2-3 courses are offered at one time, (2) the .
average number of class meetings per course is 5-6, and (3) class ’
meetings average-about 1 1/2 - 2 hours in 1engtH (see Item 6, Tables
52-57 in Appendix). ’ ‘ .
More than 60% of the staff in five oraihe state PEPS were
described a; “pProfessionals 1n child deyelopment, social ﬁork,
psychology, etc."' The other state, Mississippi, indicated that most
of the PEP staff have master's or doctarate degrees (see Item 7,
Tables 52-57 in Appendix). With the exception of Mississippi, the
secon& most common description of state PEP staff is that a majority
have "master's or doctorate degrees.” In Mississippf, the second §
ranked description of PéPJstaff was "trained nurses:" The PEP staff
type least described in five of the state PEPs w;s “traingd nurses:"
..For the other\state (Mississippi), "trained lay persons™ was least
descriptive of PEP staff (see Item 7, Tables 52-57 in Appendix). (
For PEPs in five states, 39% or less of the clients pay fees to
take parent education courses with Arkansas having the T%west percent-
age {x = 17'1£‘V Approximately 55% pf Oklahoma PEPs indicated that

clients pay fees for taking parent education courses (see Item 8,

Tables 52-57 1n Appendix).
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In temms of program eva1uatfbnt results show that for a majority
- . of PEPs in all states (X = 69.0% or more for each state), "Informal
' eva]ua}ion at the eﬁd ef a cogrse“ ranks as the most éanmon type of
;va1uatfon activity. “Follow-up written evaluation several weeks
after course ends" was the*evaluation activity teast utilized. Fifty
percent {50.0%) or more of the PEPs in four states (Texas, New Hexico;
. Mississippi, and Arkansas) indicated that their funding source
required some form of evaluation. In two states (Oklahoma and
Louisianal, eva{uation was a funding requirement in 1es§ than 36% of
the QEPs. Results also show that in a majority of state PEPs there is
(1) no money for evaluation, (2) no time for evaluation and (3) staff
. are not trained in evaluation methods (see Item 10, Tables 52-57 in
Appendix). '

b. §ponsoring Organizations Characteristics. Data analysis

results found that in four PEP sponsoring organizations 61.7% or more
of the prbgréa; "Operated within a larger organization.” For private,
profit-making sponsored PEPs,™"Independent program with own staff: was
the organizational structure most prevalent (X% - 37.2). "Independent
. prpqran within a larger organization* was the hajOr organizational
structure of most PEPs that are non-associated, strictly local afgan-
fzatfon with 1ittle burgaficratic stricture” (see Item 1, Tables 58-63
in Appendix). ‘ oo ' f
In three of the'iypes of sponsoring organizations,.f?deral funds
. ‘ . ‘was the major source of‘moniés‘for most éEPs. Two sponséring organ-
1zat1ons recefved PEP funding mostly from client fees wh11e one

-y

_spansoring organization s PEPS were funded main]y from 1oca1-commun1tr

based sources. Dependency mostly on donations was the source of funds
- . ® . . "
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Teast reported by five PEP sponsoring organizations, whereas one
(public, non-profit group sponsored) indicated that the lowest
source of PEP funds came from client fees (see Item 2, Tables 50-63
in Appendix).

In three of the types of sponsoring organizations, federal funds
were the major source of monies for most PEPS. Two Sponsoring organ-
jzations received PEP funding mostly from client fees while one
sponsoring orgaization's PEPs were funded mainly from local-community
based sources. Dependency mostly on donations was the source of funds
least reported by five PEP sponsoring organizations, whereas one
(public, non-profit group Sponsored) indicated that the lowest soyrce
of PEP funds came from client fees (see Item 2? Tables 50-63 in
Appendix).

A majority o? PEPs in four of the sponsoring organizations
indicate that their activities are directed to & specific target
group, whereas most activities are less target group directed in
a majbrit; of PEPs for the tﬁo other sponsoring organizations (see
Item 4, Tables 58-63 in Appendix). =

©A majority of the progrén activities in organizational sponsored .
PEPs (faﬁt out of six) were “planned mgetings on Specific topics”
baigd upon data results. In social seryice agency sponsored and nons
as;ociated, strictly local organization PEPs, most indicated the
prevalent type of activity was “Happens on a one-to-one basis between
parents and staff." Findings show that the least common program

activity for mast PEPs in the six sponsoring organizations was

"periodic meetings with changing topics” (see Item 5, Tables 58-63 in

-

Appendix). -
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Results reveal that four courses offered in PEPs sponsored by
organizations (1) approximately 2-3 courses are offered at one time,
{2) four to efght class meetings per course are held, and (3) the
av;rage length of class meetings ranged from about 1 1/2 to 2 1/2
hours (see Item 6, Tables 58-63 in Appendix). , -
More than 50% of the PEP staff in each type of sponsoriné organ-
izatiop are "Professionals in child development social work,
psychology, etc.” The second most common characteristic of most PEP
staff was “having a master's or doctorate degree” (in five of the six
sponsoring organizations). “Trained nurses" was the least common
\d characteristic for most organizational sponsored PEP staff. '
Most clients in organ;zation-sponsored PEPs do not haJZ to pay
fees for parent education courses (31$ or less in four of six organ-
izations). HOwevér, a majority of clients (74.4%) in Private, Profit-
Making sponsored PEPs do pay fees as do about one-half (47.2%) of the
clients in Church/Re]igious group sponsored PEPs\(see Item 8, Tables
63). |
Program evaluation results indicate that for most organization
sgonsored PERS, “Infonmgl evaluation at the end of a course” was the
major kind :;>eva1uation activgt} (X = 66.7% or more PEPs in five of
six organizations). In Private,.profit-making organization sponsored
PEPs, results found that “Stapdard evaluation form at the end of a ™~
course” was the most reported type of program evaluation (72.1%). In
¢ all organization sponsored PEPs, 50.0% or less repOrted'Qﬂﬁf:their
funding source required some form of evaluation. Hith respect to
other aspects of evaiuation, results indicate that moét PEPs in each
type of sponsoring organization have (1) few trained evaluation staff
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persons, (2) 1ittle or do’t1me for such activities, and (3) no funds
set aside to conduct assessment of programs (see Item 10, Tables 58-
63 in Appendix). . -
Summa "

Results of survey data analyses were presented regarding (1) the
region, (2) the individual states, and (3) PEP sponsoring organiza-
tions. Major factors in the analyses included demographic variables,

‘ topic f&E;, family issues addressed and PEP characteristics. Means
and mean percentages of responses in tabular formats were used to

LngCr1be data findings. A ranking ordering of these findings were
presented to determing the level of importance for each data set. The

following section will provide a discussion of the findings and is

followed by a section on conclusions and recommendations.
\ - ’
™~
\

)
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Y. DISCUSSION .

Survey's results discussed in this section pertain to the extent to
which PEPs are serving the needs bf parents whose family Structures are
changing. Similarities and differences of the results will be highlighted
in the discussion including }elevant findings from regional, state, and PEP
sponsoring organizations. -

A. Clients Served by Family Types

Results when analyzed regionally then broKen down by state, funding
sources, and sponsoring organizations indicate that the family type of most
clients served by PEPs was “Intact parents, first marriage.” A major
purpose of the survey was to detemmine to what extent PEPs were serving
parents with changing family structures (e.g., single parent, divorced,
remarried, foster, adoptive, etc.). Intact parent, first marriéée families
tend to dominate famil} types in this region (CENTER Interim Report,
February 1980) and appear to be the major family type natiomwide. Evidence
relating to the question posed was found 1n results which indicate "Single
parents, divorced" as the second most common family type served by PEPS
reg{onally. In Texas, Oklahoma and New Mexico, this family type was’ the
second most common type served while it ranked third in the éther three .
states. These trends were basically the same when results by sponsoring
organization and funding sources were examined. These findings appear to
indicate that PEPs area dealing with parents who represent one type of
changing family structure. Even though “Single parents, divorced” families .
were ranked second or third to "Intact parents, first marriage,” 2 signif-
icant number of PEPS report them as clients. This offers further Support
that such parents needs aré being served. Significant efforts by PEPs to
serve other types of parents in changing family structures are not evident

from the data. -
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B. Clients Served by Employment Patterns

Results indicated that "Two parents working" families was the
employment pattern most descriptive of clients served. Ranied second was
the pattern of “One parent working, one at home.” The foﬁmgr finding
appears to support the trend of more mothers returning to the work ﬁocce

> while the latter is more typical of traditional family employment patterns
in the natfon. Of more interest are the third and fourth-ranked family

patterns regionally which vary sligntly when examined by state, sponsoring .
organizations and funding sources. Both "SingTe parent working" and

"Single pafent not working," as emp1oyhent patterns, are indicative of
changing family structures. Although families with these kinds of
employment patterns apparently are served less by PEPs when compared to the
more traditional ones, the mean +ank1ng variatiqp of client employment
patterns according to‘;tate “sponsoring organizations and funding sources
indicates that more paFE;ts such changing family structures are
receiving PEP services.

C. Clients Seryed by Racial Groups ~

Census figures (CENTER Interim Report, February 1980) indicate that

Whites represent the largest percentage of the region's population.
Results found that Whites are the 1argest client group for PEPs regionally,
statewide, by sponsoring organizations and by funding sources. Blacks, the
second most populace racial group in the region, are correspond1ng]y the N
s seconnd most client racial group served except in (1) New Mexico, (2)

Private, profit making sponsored PEPs and'(3) PEPs supported mostly by

client fees. In each of these categories, Mexican Americans are the second

most served client group. In all other instances, Mexican Americans rank

as the third most frequently served racial group. These findings tend to
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support population trends found in the region and states‘indié}dua11y.
Mean rankings indicate that more Blacks and Mexican American clients are
served 1n PEPs mostly dependent upon federal ?unds. Mexican Americans are
least served by PEPs dependent mostly on donations whereas PEPs with
funding mostly from client fees serve the least Zgg?er of Black clients.
The results were not 1n§erpreted with respect to c;usality regarding these
findings. In temms of PEP sponsoring organizations, more Blacks were
served by tﬁose associfated with pgp]ic schools with the fewest served by
PEPs associated with private profit groups. Mexican Americans also were
more served by public school PEPs but least served by church/rel igious
group affiliated PEPs. '

0. Clients Served by Income Level

PEPs regiona]iy, by state, by sponsoring organizations and by funding
sources all serve m0re-1ow income level clients than clients in any other
of the four levels. This pattern varies by state, sponsoring’ organization
and funding sources with respect %o the rankings for ofher income levels of
clients served. Lower middle income c]ieats were second ranked for all
states except Oklahoma and Texas. Middle income clients were mpst served
by PEPs in Loufsiana; but generally ranked third in other states. .

According to funding sources, lower middle income clients were the,
second most served group except for those mostly local/community funded
where middle income clients were served most. By sponsoring organizatiens,
mean rankings indicate that three served middle income PEP clients second
most. While the remaining three served lower midd]é PEP clients second
most. It would appear that low income clients receive most of the sewvices

provided by PEPs. While causality was not addressed, the deficit model

issue could be rafsed or at least the question as to whether PEP providers
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percefved that 1ow income clients need more parent education services due
to their SES status. Results do not offer insights to this question as
presented aﬁd the 1ssue 1s somewhat tempered by the overall indication that
a sihnificangﬁnumber of middle income clients are being served by PEPs.

While ng one factor seems clearly attributable to this finding, 1t would

AT
appear that an increase in two parent working families may be an important
consideration. The same may also hold true- for lower-middle income PEP

clients..

E. Family Type Issues PEPs Address

Findings reveal that éhe tOthHree family 1fsues most commonly
addressed by PEPs generally were ranked as follows: (1) "Parents of
preschool-age children; (2) “Parents of school-age children”; and (3) 44.
"Working mothers:‘ Sinc; most parent education effdrts began at the
preschool level, resulis appear to 1n11cate that PEP issues relating to
family types with children of that age are still prevalent. Indications
that parent -education hés Spread‘notic?ably into public schools was shawn
by results which found mﬁ;e PEPs being public schdol associated than any.

. other typé of sponsoring organizations. Further evidence of PEP popul arity
at the public school level was revealed by the fact that 1ssues of schoo]-
age children $ parents were those second most commonly dealt with by PEPs.
Families with working mothers, while tending to be more common among 1ow
income and minority groups, is a type of emerging family structure. From
results, 1t appears Ehat PEPs are addressing the issdzs of this. family type
whose growth 1s ;$1n1y attributable to the increasing number of mothers
returning to the.work force.

touisfana was the only state which ranked “Parents of school-age

children" as being first among issues most PEPs address. Part of the

emphasis on this family type rather than on parents of preschool- age N
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children may be explained by the fact that Louisiana public schools do not
have mandatory kindergarten. Thus, a foous on preschooi education does not
seem apparent., In addition, federal nonies which have been the main source
of most'parent education, such funds support the least number of PEP
activities in Louisiana. This funding source has been the forerunner of
— nost large-scale preschool education efforts. Thus, low federal funding
and non-mandateg preschool education may account for more of a focus on
school-age chi]dren;s parent issues in Louisiana. Further, preschool
education appears to be a more recent phenamenon in the state with parent
education at that l1evel basically supported by state .and 1ocai funds. )
However, the majority of 6&?5 in the state are associated with public

schoo]s.

Private, profit-making PEPs reported that more of their efforts were
directed toward issues of fami]ies with parents having school- age children,
A1l other sponsoring organizations reported dealing with issoes of families
with parents with.presqpooi-age children., This was simiia; to regional and
state resul-ts overall, The findings were not clear as to why issues of
family types that private, profit-making associated PEPs indicated as being
dealt with differed from the.other sponsoring organizations. In tems of
. issues for families who structures are changing, they appear to be low
prionity'based upon mean rankings regionally, by state and by sponsoring

organizationsi

F. PEP Topics Most Focused Upon ,

- Discipline with respect to children of all ages has traditionally been
a concern of parents and school staff, Evidence that discipline is still a
concern was found in results which indicate "Discipline" along with
“Cqmmunication skills" as the highest ranked topics that most PEPs focus

upon. “Behavior management” which 1s discipline related and "Children's
166
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L
self-concept and personality“ .were the next highest ranked topics of PEP

focus. “Communication skills! was the Eighest ranked topic focus in three
of the six sponsoring organizations and three of the six states. It w0u1g ,
appear that there 1% a major concern about parents and children
canmunicatingtmore,effective1y. The findings also may fmply that :
parent-parent and parent-school staff communications are of concern.

Parent-child home. aitivities was the highest rarked topic of focus by
Mississippi PEPs. Results were not clear with respect_io the reasons for
this topic being ranked first. Overall, fami]y planning and_family
advocacy were the topics least focused upon. This varied somewhat by
spdnsoring organizations and by state. Family plannipng which among other
things deals with birth control appears to be mostly unplanned or never ‘
dealt with as a PEP topic. This is a; interesting findings eséecia]]y
since a majority of tHE PEP clients are low income parents. Perhaps it
reflects what may be a growing mood that low income family intervention of
this sort is becoming less desirable. Family advocacy which related to
participation in political. matters~aggsiri-not to be a topic of concern for
PEPs. The focus seems more on strengthening the family as a un1t and less
on members as they move out of the “fami[x circle” as individuals into
society. Perhaps well-trained parents_as advocates are viewed-as a threat
to existing PEP structures. While the results are not eXp1jc1t with / |
respect to these notions, the issues raised are not new.

Results of topics focused upon by PEPs regionally, by state and by
funding organizations do not explicitly indicate an association with

fanilies whose structures are changing. The highest ranked topics could be

the focus of any family type. Thus, topic-wise, PEPs implicitly appear to

be addressing the needs'of families with changing structires.

L]
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G. Characteristics of PEPs

-

1, 0rgan1zqt10nal Stru&ture. Results indicate that regionally, by
states and by sponsoring organizations.a majofity of PEPs operate within
some larger organization. It would appear then that most PEPs are
typically integral to some larger organizational structure and possibly
implies a more comprehensi!g approach,to dealing wjth family matters.
$iightly more than one third of the PEPs are independent programs ‘having
their own staff. This percentage varies s1ightly among states and
sponsoring organizat1dﬁsf/ Findings indicate that to a much lesser degree,
there are PEPs which operate independently in their attempts to serve

parents and fami]ie;. The least type of structure found was that of PEPs

.being grass roots organization with 1ittle bureaucratic structure. It

would appear that while these PEP organizatibnal structures might be least
operative, they may 1naeed sérve the function of reaching parénts and
families which larger organizational PEPs of ¥en overlooi or fail to reach.
Thus, while PEPs within laﬁgqr organizational structures are more'ev1dent
and may be more comprehensive in'nature, those haviqg other organizational

structures appear to be important also dn that they tend to broaden the

£
L

“Fange and number of family structures served.

-

2. Funding Sources. With respect to fundiﬁg, federal monies arethe
major source of support for most PEPs whether regionally, by states or by
sponsoring ergan1zat1ons. This appears to be not uncharacter1st1c of most
PEP fund1ng sources.s1n e the 1m3gtus and growth of parent education on a

large scale basis was initiated at the federal level. Reg1onally, there «

_appeafs to be just as mu h funding support for PEPs from local/community

basad sources as there is from state sources. The results vary somewhat

when examited by states and sponsoring organizations. In two states
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{Louisiana and Ok1ahomal, most PEP funding supp0rt reported1y comes fron

]oca1/canmun1ty based sources whi]e the other four states tend to follow

Sy

"regiona] results. Further, state funds were the second-ranked funding

@

source fpr PEPs 1n Louisiana and Oklahoma. The resultscare not clear as to

why such differences occur. - K ¢ 7
[} %

There gppears to be more of a relation h1p beétween variations found in

Sponsoring orggnizations results. Both church/religioys group and private, ,

. profit-making group PEPs ranked client fees as their major source of funds.

Since neither group usually has ready access to or qualifies for federal
\Tang state funds, ¢ltents fees appears. to be tpe source of funds tné? would
solicit. These PEPs g1so tend to deal with a more select group of parents,
making client fees all the more appropriate as a funding source. PEPS
which are of the non-associated str1ct1y local organizatio’/group, as
wou]d be'gﬁpec;ed receive most of their 'funds from tocal/community based
sources, Resu] s with respect to PEP ‘sources of funds tend to be indica-
tive of the organizationa] str'uature within wl"gh\a{ch txpe of PEPs *
operate. .Donations were repgisap to be the Towest ranked source of funds
for PEPS regiona]]y, by state and by SpOnsoring organfzation. Thus, it
appears ‘tHat while PEP funding generally stans from federal, state and

o

‘Organizations and the pecu]aritfes of astate,

> -
1oca1/cannun1ty based sources, it may vary for certafn types of sponsnrdng

33. Target Group Focus. The extent to whjch_PEP activities are .r .
directed toward specific target groups va}fes according to the resu]ts t
presentéd-in Tables 7, 52-63 Overall, 1t/appears tiat most' PEP efforts
are specific target group directed but notic8able d1fferences oceur, baged

upon mean reSponses percentages, when examining state and spbnsoring

organization results. Oklahoma and Louiggana REPs are Teast directeg‘ .

v,

ltoward specific target group whereas a 1arge madority of Hfssissippi PEPs

“,]_73.. 165 B \1 .
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are for specific target groups {X = 83.3%). Low income participants appéar

-
to be the most mentioned PEP target group. Thus, while the range of groups
; . S
targeted for PEPs varies as does the mean percentage by state and
-
sponsoring organizations, most PEPs are being established to serve some

specific audience of participants. .
)

4, Types of Activities. PEPs were asked to describe the kinds of
activities most frequently condﬁcted. Results clearly show'that, overall,
L. a “Planned series meetings on specific topics" was the most commonly
described” PEP activity based on mean rankings. }he ranking varied somewhat
ozgn results among states and sponsoring organizations were examined. In )
social service agency and non-associated strictly, activities which “Happen
) on a one-to-one basis between parent and staff” were top-ranked. This
?F 'wouid appear to reflect a more client-oriented apporoach to PEP for ‘these
Sponsoring organizatiops. In Mississippi, '&g;uiar-jeetings with changing .
topics” was the most frequent kind of PEP activity reported. Resu]ts do
not indicate what the reasons might be for this difference in rankings. In
genera], it appears as though most PEPs offer activities which are planned
and sequenced according to topics. Further, since‘fHappens on a one-to-one
basis" was the seco%g most frequent]y.rankeo PEP activity, this seems to
indicaﬁg that there is more oi an attempt by PEPs to make their offerings
relevant to the individual needs of clients served. Thus, topic-specific,
planned in a series, and_individualized appear to be the more prominent
K . characterisiics ?oo the kinds of PEP activities offered. “Perjodic meet-
v .ings wifﬁ'changing togics“ (lpwest ranked overa]f) appears to be the typg
of ﬁEP-activity least of fered. Such activities appear to lack-the
_ characteristics of those more frequently reported REP activity offerings.
s 5. Program Courses and Meeings. Most gg?s tend to offer at least

two or three courses at thé same time. Ipis would appear to indicate that

. ' R .
Q .° ’.> . o '1(3() L

.
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PEPs are attenpt1ngwto serve a variety of participant needs. The average
» &+ -

»

number 'of class meetings for courses offered is approximately five to six.
This seems to indicate that maybe PEPs are moving away from “one shot”

efforts and moreso towards efforts of more quality and substance with

respect to courses offered. On the average, it appears that class meetings
last for about two hours:each. This finding varies among individual states

and sponsoring organizations. Among sponsoring organizations, the private,

prof1t-mak1ng¢averege length of class meetings was more the 2 1/2 hours.
By s only Louisiana came close to this average length. The overall

f1ndng;

results from SEDL 5 Ear]y Childhood Program (F1na1 Report 1975 and 1977)
that parents and program staff preferred parent education mqst1ngs wh1ch

range& fran 1 I/tho 2 hours in 1eng;ZVJ .

6. PEP.Staff. A majority of PEP staff persons are charecterized as

being professionally trained persons with graduate degrees. Child develop-
% v

. hent, social work, psychology, etc., appear to be the spec1a11zat;7n areas

of staff persons who for theymost part also hold Master's or doctdrate

degrees. Public school associated PEPs appear to have the largest percent-

age of graduate staff, whereas ctyrch/refigious group PEPs have the least

percent of staff with advanced degrees. fzgﬁrally, there are moré degree
organiZet1on when compared to
I
h/religious group educational

persons 1n public schools as 3 sponsorin

others in the study. Conversely, chy
efforts tend to be less ‘sta with persons\iav1ng advance degrees.. Lay
persons are more 1ikely to be the type of persons who staff<ehurch/-
_,re11g10us 6roup educat1ona1 efforts wh1ch was ‘the finding in this study.
- The secood most indicated type of staff persons found fn church/re11g1ou?

r -
_group PEPs was lay persons (X = 31.7).

Fd
LY
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approximately 2 hours for class meetings) temds to confirm earlier
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Traihed nurses was the Jeast ranked staff characterigtic f%r
regiaaal, sponsoring 0rg§nizations in the states, except Mississippi.
Here, thgre wgre‘signfficantly ﬁbne trained nurses who are part of PEP .
staffs .than trained.lay persoﬁs.

For the region, most PEP staff persons were reported to be full-time

employées. This finding varied somewhat when sponsoring organization

' results were examined. Full-time staff persons were characteristic of
most Public school, Social.service agency dnd Public, nonprofit group
sponsored P§Ps. However, more part-time staff were reported for Church/
religious group, Private, profit-making group and Non-associated, strictly

L]

Tocal ovganization sponsored PEPs. These groups would appear unable tol

bear the more extensive payroll, overhead, and other costs for maintaining

large full-time PEP staff. Thus, as the results indica;e, such PEP

staff are more likely to be part-time. In add1£ion, 1t 15 possible that

mariy’staff 1n these kinds of PEPs might have home, career/voc'atwnal or '_‘

civic#interests to occupy other port1oﬁs of their available time.

7;_ PEP Fees for Courses. When queried about whether clients have ‘

e to pay a fee for taking a parent education course, @ majority of PEPs ' ‘&
indicated that fees were not ché}ged. This finding did not hG‘d true for', _
C?urch/re]ig{ous and Private, profit-making PfPs where a majarity

\ ‘reporte& thdt client fees are charged to take parent education courses.

———

It would appear that without the moTe vared funding base that other
organizational sponsored PEPs seemjto have, client fees represent an
important source of income for Church and Private, for Qrdfit PEPs ..

Q In only one state, Oklahoma, did fiost PEPs report that fees were charged

to clients for taking parent education courses. Results did not i1ndicate .

[

the reasons for this occurrence. Thus, 1t would appear'that both the (
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organizational base and the range of aﬁ?i1a51e funding sources are key
determinants as to whether PEPs charge clients for taking courses.

8. PEP Evalgﬁ?ion. Program evaluation is usually perceived -as an
important aspect of most educational programs. It is a means of info;ming
providers and participants about how effective various activities are in Q
providing knowledge, skills, attitudes, etc. PEPs stand to benefit from \‘\\\
such efforts as would any other type of program. hased upon the results,
1t would apgear that most PEPs reportedly conduct some type of evaluation
activity. A majority of PEPs do an "informal evaluation by gathering
feedback from participants at the end of a course.” This pattern holds
true when examining results from sponsoring organizations with the

exception of Private, profit-making PEPs. qu/fhese PEPs, a "standard

form filled out by all participants after completing a course” was the

highest ranked evaluation activity. Results are not clear with respect
to this exception. Among the state PEPs, results were identical to the
regional findings.

"Follow-up written evaluations conducted several weeks after a
course has ended" was the lowest rankéﬁ form of PEP evaluation utilized.
It would appear that, based upon this finding, PEPs generally do not know
what impact or value .slearnings from a course have for parents once they
return to the parenting situation (usually at home). Lacking such data
appears to leave a \’ﬂd with respect to detern;ming “the ;Jveran effective- .
ness pf PEP activities. This seems to be very 1mp8rtant data that PEPs
need. Conducting PEP evaluation activities overall, appears to be compli-
cated by three factors: (1) no time, (2) no money, and (3) few‘staff

trained in eva]uatfon methods. These are perceived as serious problems

183
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for PEP evaluation efforts in an immediate sense énq, in the Tong term,
as detractors from enhancing their effectiueness.‘ Efforts should be
initiated to correct these apparent weaknesses.

9.  PEP Class Enrollment Reasons. Based upon mean rankings,
“Se]f—desire to be better parents,"” “Minor problems at home," and
"General interest in the topic being covered" were the three top reasons
for PE# clients enrolling in classes. These three topics were very
closely ranked mean percentage-wise (see Table 7, Item 141. It would
appear that parents see a need for improving their parenting skills and
avajl thenseTYgs of the opportunities when offered. Fuwrther, it sesﬁs
as though more parents having minor famly problems at home are reaching
out for help through PEPs. This appears to be a trend away from keeping
family problems within the unit 1tself or Tamiting acknowledgement of them
only to the close networks illes typically use. The next three highest
ranked reasons for enrolling in PEP courses provide useful\:n31ghts
al%o. Parents experiencing major ;roblems at home appear to be turning
to external sources for assistance. Of particular 1nterest 1s the enroll-
ment reason regarding "School-related 1ssues." Part of this is explained
by the fact that a majority of the PEPs are school-based. In addition,
'tﬁ}s findiﬁg appears to refiect the growing 1nterest on the part of

parents in (1) children's school success, and (2) parents participation

in school matters. "Lack-of support from spouse and others" 1s a reason

n ¥

warranting further attentdon( Previously, getting parents to acknowledge
such problems existed was ex;rémel y difficult for PEPs. Although these
reasons are those from the perspective of PEP staff, they appear to
represent indication of issues which needed to be dealt with but heretofore,

were difficult to get out in the open from parents. From these findings,

174
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it seems as though PEPs are becoming moré relevant with respect to impOrtadE
parent concerns that are surfacing. Finally, it would appear that more
parents are turning to PEPs for éctua] assistance rather than as a means

to other services. The low ranking (X = 20.6) of the reason "To recei\g
some othe} servises" appears to be support of this.

10. PEP Course Dropout Reasons. The five top reasons PEPs quicate
for parents dropping courses are somewhat closely ranked (see Table 7,

Ttem 16). “Lack of time" &nd "Competing family obligations” which repre-
sent impingements upon time which may be available for'parents to take

PEP courses are interrelated to a cerfain extent. With the increased
number of mothers refurning to the work force, of other parents working
extra Jobs, of time to maintain the home, and of children’s activities
exter?ai to the home, participation 1n PEP courses by parents is further
complicated. "Work schedule changes’ are usually not controlled by parents,
but .appear to disrupt plans ;o,gnro11 1n PEP courses or complete those

that have been started.

In order to §e1p sustain enrollment 1n PEP courses, participating
parents need support from those close to them. When such support is not
there,,th1s ;ppears to be a contributing factor 1n the decision to drop
a course: Perhaps PEP attention should be directed toward heiping ,the )
non-participating partner or spouse of the enrollee understand the nature
and importance of courses to both parents and the family as a whole.
"Loss of interest,? as a dropdht reason, appears ta have impf1cations for
the relevance and usefulness of PEP course offerings. Although fifth-
highest ranked, this reason for dropping courses tends to get at the main

-t
focus of this study. Relevance of PEP activities would appear to be a
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most important consideration in attracting enrollees for courses and main-
taining their parficipatapn once enrolled. It would appear that PEPs

need to give more attention to increasing the relevance and meaning of ) »
PEP courses as a move toward decreasing enrol]eg dropout. A major prob-
lem of previous PEP coursés involved the'use of materials too simplistic

or complex content-wise and those at a languége level unsuitable for ‘
participants (SEDL ECP Fin;1 Report 1976 and 1977). Mean rankings appear
to indicate that such problems are being reduced and have, thereby, reduced
these as reasons enrollees drop out of courses. PEPs need to continue '
efforts‘which help elimnate dropouts from courses and, 1n turn, enhance ‘
the probabi]i?y qf increasing course completion, ‘ .

11. Other Characteristics. Overwhelmingly, PEPs indicated that

participation of fathers 1n their programs-was important, This has been

a thorny issue for PEPs historically, although efforts have been made to
deal with the issue. Both economc and famly instability see; to be :
emerging as new roadblocks to more father participation, Offering more » %
/ babysitting services which are lacking noticeably 10 most PEPs (see
Table 7, Item 12) may be part of the solution. But resolution of other
-~ , problems wh1ch tend to prevent father participation appear to be out of
the purview of PEPs., With more mothers working, PEP participation could
® be furéher reduced. Weekends do not seem to be appropriate as most PEPs
indicate (see Table 7) and afternoon or evening time, the most popular
now, may be less available in the future. Perhaps a more viable alter-
native lay with the work place. Possibilities could be explored with respect

to exporting PEP to job sites where employers set aside time for workers

¢ to participate, While not enabling both parents to part{c"is.ate sImul=
. ey
/// - tapeous]y in PEP activities, it might allow more tor take part, especially
fathers, than are at preSent. 176 138
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Summar

This discussionwégs attempted to provide further insight, to the
meaning of results from the Survey.' Generai]y, the results indicate that
PEP activities still serve more parents in traditional family structures
but that the issues and conterns of those 1n Changing fam11y structures
appear to be increasingly more a part of such efforts. As the findings
seem to indicate, additional analyses could produce results that further
describe PEP.?ctivit1es 1n the region. Such ana]}ses are not contemplated
as time allows. In Sectich VI which follows, conclusions and recommenda-

tions based upon results and discussion thereof will be~presented. .
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The study surveyed 577 Parent Education Progrgms (PEPs) in a s1x-
state region to determine the extent to which such programs were serving
fami]ie§ whose Structures‘Pre changing. Respénses were received from 279
PEPs and of that total 70 were unusable. This left a total of 209 ques-
tionnaires from which data were extracted, analyzed and reported on 1n the
previous sections.
p Results and discussions thereof attempted to.characterize findings /
which described PEPs from the perspective of the region as a whole, each
state in the region, and sponsoring organ1zai1ons. In addition, results
were d1§tussed regarding demographic variables which described the clients
PEPs serve. Finally, discussion of results describing certain character-
istics of PEPs were presented. Thi1s section will br1ef]y summarize the
T f1nd1ﬁdﬁr.ih%ﬁ‘p}éﬁegi.c6n61651ons an& ;eébmﬁehdat1ons based uan.1;d1- vt
cations from the results.
A majority of the clients served by PEPs 1n the region were parents
Tiving together gnd st111 1n their first marriage. This group was followed
by "Single parents, divorced,” "Teenage parents," and "Parents of thé
hand1capped”. respectively, as the most.cormon family types served by PEPs.

", A majority of the clients PEPs served were of the "Two parent working

K

famlies” employment pattern. Ranked closely behind were clients from

famlies whose employment patterns were described as being "one parent

¥

working and one at home" and "Single parent, working.” The racial group

breaagown of clients served by PEPs tends to follow national and regional __\J//

¥

. trends. Whites were highest.ranked by, PEPs as the -racial grdup that PEPs

serve most often with Blacks ranking second and Mexican Americans third.

» +
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Not surprising was the finding that a majority of PEPs served clients
who were mostly in the'low income group. However, it was interesting
to observe that PEPs tended to serve more ﬁiddle income clients (second- P
ranked) than those in the lower middle income group which was third-
ranked.
The,top-ranked family types whose issues results 1ndicate are more
commonly addressed by most PEPs inc1ud;“?TF§t -- "Parents of preschool-
age children,” second -- "Parents of school-age children," third --
"Hork{ng mothers," and fourth -- "Families with both parents working."
Indications from results reveal that the topics which are the focus of
most PEPs were ranked as follows: (1) Discipline in general and commun-
jcation skills (virtually tied for first); (2) Self-concept and perscna]ity’
e Pf;cpi}dfgn, EB) Behar1or managenen. S’?tfr?tfte? as be1pg relét?d to i&
Item 1): and (4) Parent-child home activities. . ¥
When results regardjng these demographic variables were examined Dy
states and by sponsoring organizatoins, the top ranked findings generally
remyined the same as regional results. However, there were instances
» of noticeable differénces among'the mean rankings of other variables.
Typically, most PEPs can be characterized by the following stategents.
First, the-predominant organizational structure they have can be described

as being part of some larger framework or structure. Second, most

J

= funding for gEPs comes from federal sources with exceptions relating to

the kind of sponsoring orgacization. Third, PEPs targeted more of their
activities toward a specific group with low income participants most

commonly mentioned as that specific target audience. Fourth, the major
type of activity that PEPs conduct can be described as being "P]anned

series of meetings which focus on dpecific topics." The second most
. t , ’
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mentioned PEP activify was the kiﬁd which "Happen on & one-to-one basis
between parents and staff." Fifth, dsually more than one parent education
'course is offered concurrently and has five to six c1$ss meetings that

last on the average of two hours each:

Sixth, most PEP staff are {1) professionals with advanced degrees

in fpecific but .related areas, and (2) work as fy]]-time PEP employees.
Seventh, a majority of PEé§ do not charge clients a fee for taking parent
education courses. Eighth, some form of evaluation is conducted by most
PEPs with "Informal evaluation through gathering feedback from participants
at the end of a cour;e" being the most commonly reported evaluation
activity. Ninth, the reason most participants enroll in PEP classes 1s

a desire on their part to be better parents. "Experiencing minor problems
at hone”:and having a "general interest in the PEP topics being covered"
were tﬁe.néxg éb;t:ne;t1onéd.réaéoﬁs.far.PEP.ch}ge eﬁré]imént Iégig;
the major reason which causes parents to‘ﬂyop out of PEP classes is a

lack of time to continue their participation. In addition, "Competing
famly obligations” and YWork schedule changes" were 1mportant contri-
butors to participant dropout from PEP cnurasa. Finally, father parti- -f >
cipation 1s woefully lacking in PEPs, but overwhelmingly deemed to be

important. While these characteristics more generally describe PEPs based’
upon analyses of results, some variation of descriptions exist when exam-

’ ning the data more closely by state and by sponsoring organizations.

Given this synqpsislaf the survey's results, the following conclu- Vot

-
e,

sions are offered with respect to how PEPs are serving the families whose
structures are changing in the SEDL six-state region. First, the fami]&
\ type that a majority of PEPsin the region serve is more like the

traditional American family (intact and first marriage) ratheé than some,

\
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of the more contemporary types whose numbers are increasing noticeable .
(é.g., remarried, adoptive, single parent, never married, etc.). However,
thgre appears to be some indication that a change is occurring wit; respect
to PEPs serving these types of families, Evidence of this can 6; seen in
the finding that "Single parents, divorced," a growing trend among family
types today, was the type of family second most served by PEPS. This
find4ng generally held true in each state and sponsoring organization.

~§égggg, it is concluded that most PEP clients have employment patterns
which typify those‘often used to describe working famlies. Fami]%es

phenomenon has existed quite ‘

with both parents. working (top-ranked) can be generally described as an
emergent employment pattern although thzi

a while for certain portions of low to miEHTe SES and m;nOrity groups.
A contributing factor to the increase in thns pattern is the economic
;ressure and/or strain which.pract1ca11y alT Americans are feeling
presently. PEP c]iepts from families which have a "Working single parent"
were third most served and appear'51mi1ar in‘descfipt10n to the "Single
ﬁarent, divorced" group, ranked second in terms of family types served.
Thus, additional evidence is Offered ;o’suﬁpOrt the conclusion that
PEPs are beginning to serve families whose structures are changing.

Third, results are very Eonclu;ive that the proportion of racial
groups most PEPs serve tend to belrelated to géneral population trends
in the region. While in certain states and sponsoring Organizations
these trends vary,anic breakdowns of PEP clients served percentage-
wise are yery similar to patterns found in census data for the region. .

.Fourth, PEPs serve clients who are mostly from low-income groups with

middle-income clients, as those second most served.® Results lead to the

“©
2
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conclusion that a combination of factors, thoug?‘not clearly discernable,
are causing PEPs in the region to attract and s;rve more poér q]ients
{Tow jncome) and a noticeable increasing number of middle income clients.
In terms of family type issues PEPs addresg, the fifth conclusion
is tﬁat preschadﬁ-age children's parents are Fhe major focus of PEP
efforts whereas issues of paFents with. school-age children are increas-
ingly being addressed by PEPs that indicate a shift "upward" in terms éf
- Parent education's focus. Sixth, 1t is concluded that discipline problems
are SF]]] of major concern to parents as indicated by it being one of <
the two most frequent topics 1n PEP courses. Further, since communication-
Lski]]s was equal in popularity among PEP topics focused upon, the con-
¢lusion is that p%rﬁaps having parents learn to commun1cate'more and/or
better with their children will héap diminish problems (e.g., discipline)
3n'paﬁénting while enhancing the proce;s. [ . i o
The final conclusion ceners on characteristics of PEPs in the region.
Results and discussion leaq us to conclude that most PEPs are a part of a
larger‘organizationa] structure, receive most of their funds from federal
sources, and aim activities at specific target groups. Further, PEPs
do plan extensively the topics for courses offered bht generally do not
charge for services provided. In addition, PEPs, character1st1cE}1y,
are served by full-time profesgional staff who mostly have graduate
degrees. Clearly, parents enroll in PEP courses to e&hance their ﬁarent-
-, ing knowledge and skills and become better parents. But the uncontrolled
' ‘ féctors of time, family obligations and working schedule changes cau;é
more'parents to drop out of PEP courses than anything else. Evaluation of ¢

efforts is an area of noticeable weakness in PEPs. While informal measures

are common practice, lack of money, time and traired staff prevent more
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useful assessments: It is concluded then that the lack of evaluation in
PEPs may be a contributing factor 1n determining how effective their
efforts are both short term and long range. ,As a result, this might
hamper efforts to maintain PEPs over lbnger periods of time. The problem
of father participation continues to plague PEPs but most deem such ‘parti-
cipation as Being vital to effective parenting.

. It 1s generally concluded then that PEPs, while existing 1n a variety
of forms w1th{n~the region, still serve traditional §11eqte]e but sth‘
soﬁe evidence of a move toward serving families whose structures repre- .
sent changing and emergirg.trends. ;

As ajresult of these cénc]us1ons, the following recommendations are
offered: ‘
i. that PEPs more. systematically 1dentify and offer services for
family structures which vary from tr§?it10na] forms;
2. that PEPs seek a§51stance 1n devising and 1mb1eﬁént1ng,a more,
comprehensive evaluation of their activities;
3. that PEPs develop more viable methods of 6?fefihg services
which are sensitive to reasons which cause clients 56 drop

' »
out of courses and in effect help reduce such reasons;

4. that PEPs build more of their.activities around indications
that pqrenté want to be better p&rents and further rehuce the
deficit approach to parent educat1on.centerea around their neeﬁing
to be better parents; . .
5. that PEPs build more of a funding condtituericy which‘depends
less on feéera] sources for support giygn Fhé increasing 1nsta-

bility at that level when compared to othegs; «.

-~
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6. -that CENTER (SEDL) staff conauctffﬂrther analyses of the survey

[

data to determjne.if there are causal factors con¥r1but1ng to
patterns especially among and between fam11j types, racial groups,

income levels, employment patgerns when ejamined according to

eacq of the sponsoring oréanizations andlstates in the rggion.

Parent education programs hold much p}om1se s a means of provfdrng

assistance to those who are 1nvolved with parenting roles. As such, these
¢

- -

A

programs need to be aware of the complexities of parenting as a process,
the extraneous factors i1mpacting upon the process and, those 1nvolved,
the range of Ppwpgram alternatives and activities which can enhance

the process,” the need to effect1ve1y asse$s what 1s or has occured so )
that programs can 1ncrgasé the1r effectiveness, but esQeC1§11y to the.wajsn
1n which fam1]§ structures are changing which are accompanied by a different
‘set of issues, doncerns, and needs. Theip types of awa;eness aﬁpear to be
generally ‘evident in PEés for this region. However, therg is room for
cunsidérably more awareness and action on the part of Pégg, It 15.felt
thét the f1nd1n§s from this effort will céntribute toward making the R

awareness and action needed more a reality in the activities of PEPs and

thus the families of parents they serve.

LY
L]

z
3
¢
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PARENT INVOLVEMENT TRAINING QUESTTONNAIRE

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS IN THE SAMPLE

BREAKDOWN OF RESPONDENTS' CHARACTERISTICS ’
BY STATE ‘

-

PART I ITEMS LOADING ON 3 PRINCIPAL FACTORS

MEAN RATINGS PER ITEM IN PART I




-t

APPENDICES
FOR

AREA FOCUS ONE

- ‘e




- [ -
a

* APPENDIX A . -

SOUTHWEST PARENT EDUCATION RESOURCE CENTER
SOUTHWEST EDUCATIONAL ,DEVELOPMENT LABORATORY
211 EAST Sé

VENTH STREET T
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78701 ‘ &

- K

Part T

"
VT

iy

The following 1ist contains a series of statements about_ general 1ssues in
‘ education, parent-teacher relations, teacher training programs, and Parent.

Involverént Training.
all activities designed to prepare undergraduate students to work with

Parent Involvement Training (PIT) includes any and

F]

parents in their future roles as teachers. e

Please indicate how much you agree orfdisagree with éLzh of the following

statements by ¢ircling how you feel,
what you think your opinion should be.

10.

We are.trying to get your opinion, "not

e

1 - Y
HOW YOU ACTUALUY FEEL (T
L SAL.. . Strongly Agree
- Agree . »
- D...... Disagree . | J ‘
SD...ue Strongly Disagree . -
a7 . . ~“HOW_YOU ACTUALLY FEEL
Parents are usuallyALOOperative with teachers. SA A D SD
Public school teachers are underpaid. SA A D SD
Parents usually know what is best for their
elementaﬁy school age children. SA A D SD
It is possible to train teachers to manage
the wide variety of student abilities .
present in today's classroom. SA e; D SD
Problems in schools are more the fault of
parents than of teachers. ' SA A Qr’ SD
Most teachers see themselves as professionals. SA A D\ SD
: X )
Parent.participation in all school related
matters should-be increased. . SA A D SD
i ¢

The general public has confidence in our :
schools. ) SA A D SD
Stronger efforts should be,made to incClude f .
parents on curriculum development boards. SA A D SD
Training teachers to work with parents
should not be a priority for undergraduate
training. . SA A D SD

O™

. ..: vy
.
. b i - . NEXT PAGE, PLEASE.
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5 T T« HOW YOU ACTUALLY FEEL '
.11, Having parents help their children with ~ . .
‘homework 1s:a good idea. L : SA A b S0, —
12. If parents want to have more input into \ “
educational policy and planning, they should , N
go to college and get a ?egree 1n education. SA A . 0D S0

13. It is the teacher's responsibility to get b
,parents 1nvolved 1n education. - : SA A 9 S0
14, *Gett1ng low 1ncome families interested 1n .
their schools is an unrealistic goal. SA A D D

15. Parent Involvement Trainyg 1s important T 6
. enough to allocate undergraduate training ¢
time to it. . SA %A

16. Parents are beirng given tod manyrrights over - : -
matters that'are'?he concern of educators. SA A D SO ~ ‘e

17. Parenting and famtly 11fe are private R
matters and not the Wlsiness of teachers.  y SA A D  SD

. ~
3 18. Most teachers feel ‘uncomfortable with parénts. SA A- D SO
i /
19. If more time were availeble, I would advocate
Parent Involvement Training an undergraduate
curriculum SA A 0 SD

RN

" } " 20. Teaching 1s a réspected profession. - . SA A D S

~21.  Teachers should be trained to teach; all
other school problems should be handled .
by other professionals. SA A 0 SD

1 22. Teachers have enough to worry about without - 1
having to work with parénts, \too. . SA A 0 SO

R 23. Most parents are too emotionally involved
with their children to listen objectively !
to feedback from teaihers (especially if
1t 15 negative). SA A D SD
24. Parent Involvement Jrammg is another fad*
in eduycation; it should not be ;uken too
seriously. s SA A 1] S0

25. Parents are unhilling to take time for .
' their children these days. ) . SA A D SD '
1 L3
26. Teachers are having to absorb more and more ] \
of. the responsibilities that parents used to ., ’
- .- assume, SA A . D Rl

195 - : ,
/ : NEXT PAGE, PLEASE.
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A : ‘
. ' . HOW YOU ACTUALLY, FEEL
" 27. HMoré parents would help children at home if
~ _ —-they knew what to do. L SA A D SD -
¥ 28. Teacher’education does not attragt sharp, .
. motivated persons. "SA A D SD
29, It s apprOprIate for %achers to <onfer .
' ¢ with parents about the child's home life. SA A D sD
30. Parent 1nvolvement in education is the .
‘ responsibility of the parent, not of the .
teacher. ) SA A D SD

~

’
31. Teachers and other people in education are
responsible for many ‘of the problems with ' .
youth &nd children. fﬁK

32. When given adequate i1nformation about their ) '
»  children, parents can make rational decisions. SA A D Sb

.33, Teachers need extra training to prepare
them for working with parents of different

cultural and ethmic backgrounds. w " SA A D SO

" 34, Professors 1n Colleges of Educatfga who teach e
undergraduates are not#prepared to conduct a
course on parent involvement. - SA A- D So

35. Presently, there {s a shortage of materals
necessary for developing a course on Parent

Involvement Training. ) SA jA D SD .
] - [
36. The average parent does more harm thage good - .
by helping a child with 'sch0oo1 work: SA A D SD

¥?7. Teacher training should foljow other ﬁrofes-
“$ional programs and become a five-year . ,
\ tqp1ning sequence. . SA A D SD ’

38. Mith few exceptions, parerdts should always
have the final word in educational decisions
affecting their children. ¢ SA A D sD ’ ‘

39. Teachers have little impact on parent behavior. SA A D SD,

40. Wovrking with parents requires specific training. SA A D  SD

41. Lack of interest by'college professors 1s a .
significant barrier $o Parent Involvement .
" Training for undergraduates. SA A D. SD-: ’
42, Education!%s having problems because parepts ) ~
are not doing their job. l a . SA A D SD
PR UU R N

NEXT PAGE, PLEASE.-
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43. Developing a course on Parent Invo)vement ) .
Training would require knowledge not ] ~ ) _‘,______
currently available in most Colleges of { ’
Education. .. . ) SA A D SD
44. Teacher evaluation by parents 1s a' good 1dea.” SA A D S0
45. Parent Involvement .Training shoyld be re- . %
quired for teachers as a continuing education
. course after the first year of teaghing. SA A D )]
* 46.7 Working With parents is a counselor's job., “SA A D 8D
Part 11 ~ -

L4

Assume for a moment that Parent Involvement Training (PIT) has been mandated
for all’undergraduates 1in education. Given this as a requirement, please Y,

respond to the following 1tems, using the definitions from Part I:

¥ . ]
.1

1

HOW YOU ACTUALLY FEEL
Y " ,
1. Incorporating PIT into an existing course )
. would be more than adequate’ / SA A D *SD

2. PIT should be n&sentqﬂ as a core, "theory" .
course. - SA A D SD

3. Student immaturity would prevent a PIT course *

' from being significantTy useful at any point
1n training. : '

4. PIT should be handled by another department. SA A D SD

5. Prov1dihg a communication skills training or

. human relations training would provide all *
N

that would be pertinent for PIT, SA A D SD

L]

6. Systematic inservice on PIT should

be available for professors. SA A D SD
1
'« 7. PIT should be handled by inservice training

for teachers. t ’ SA A D, SD

I'd f N
f:’.‘U :’4‘1
\ {
[ e
‘ L A
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Part 111 . . T

How do you feeil about éach~of—the—fa44ew+ng—ways Parert—Involvement Training _
could be presented in the undergraduate curyviculum? Rate how !mportqnt you

think each item is by circling the appropriate number on the five-point scafe,

The lowest rating is 1 and the highest rating is 5. -
' ' : IMPORTANCE OF METHOD .

L)

-~ L_Oi H'Igh

a. Requiring student involvement im a parent .
orgahization. , ] 2 30 (- 5

b. *Pairing student teachers with parent
volunteers. R T 1 2 3 & 5

¢. Mandatory participation in parent-teacher

conferences. 1 2 3 4 5
d. Mandatory home-visits while student teaching. 1 2 3 4 5,
e. Required involvepent }n a cormunity organi- .

zation where student’ tedching occurs. 1 2 3 4 °
f. Participation 1n role-piays, or other t ] N

* 1aboratory exerc?ses involving teachers

and parents. 1 . 2 3 4 5
g. Having field supervisor observe at least . ;

two parent conferences led by the student. - 1 2 3 4 5
. - {
h. Bringing 1n a public school tedéﬁer as”a .

speaker o parent-teacher relations. 1 2 3 4. 5

. . Kl -

1. Required written family history of a child. i 2 3 4 5
3. Bringing in a parent(s) to class as experts )

in parent-teacher relations. 1 2 3 4 5
k. Interviewing a pérent leader. \ 1 2 3 4 .5
1. Having each student develop a personal

library for and about parents. 1 2 324 5
m. Having students evaluate parenting materials \ —

for content, topic, target grouplfreading . ‘ *

level, etc. . 1 2 3 4 5

. ‘ * ,
, \ - N

Part [V g |

Please review the preceding suggestions for Parent Involvement Training~and
quickly make a single {v) if you have ever included that activity in any of
your college teaching., Please use the left-hand column for this.

\ ( L] 201 . .

L
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Part V

: - 3
Input 1nto the decision-making process can come from several sources. For
schools, theseican include: oentral office staff, state/federal agencies,
principals, students, parents, ‘teachers, etc. Quite'often though, final
authority, for decisions is the responsibility of one group or person. 3o,
participation 1n decision-making can occur at two levels: F’;

¢ 1. providing iﬁgut 6n]y . -

2. having final authorrty (which includes providing ;
1nput? . .

For the purposes of this survey, tARENTS, TEACHERS, and. PRINCIPALS has
been targeted as the major decision-making sources im’16cal schools. With
thi1s 1n mind, who do you think should have the right to (1} provige input
only or (2) have the final authority, regarding the 1ssues listed below.

» ‘ ]
DIRECTIONS: Please underline for input and for final authority.
FOR EXAMPLE: . . . !
\ Parents Teachers Pr1ncipaj
a. Handling individual learning problems. P (:) ' PR
b. Handling individual learning problems. P ) PR
¢. Handling individual .learning problems. P \l @
am , : Y
DECISION-MAKING ISSUES DEGREE OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR DECISION
L4 \
. Parents Teachers Principal *
» [ ] |
/ * 1. Ability grouping for instruction. . P T * PR
2. Homework assignmeﬁts. " P T PR
3. Classroom discipline methods. ' p T PR .
4. Pupil eva]uatiop. . \ P T PR
5. Teaching methods. : P - L PR (
6. Selection of textbooks and other . . ]
+*  learning materials. P T , PR
7. Degreg of emphasis on social skills ‘
vs. cognitive skills. _ P T PR
8. Placement jnto Special Education. P T PR '
» 2")2 - ,
R A NEXT PAGE, PLEASE.




.

-

’

DEGREE OF RESPONSIRILITY FOR DECISION

. ?

ONLY A FEW MORE ITEMS

nts -~ Teachers

- - Pare
Emphasis in arts vs. basic skills, P
Emphasis on science vs. social
studies. , . P,
Hiring/firing school staff. P
Provid1q? career information. P -

-
" Sex role/sex, education instryction. P
. Emphasis on mu]%icu]%una] education. P
Promotion and retention standards of
students. . P
Desegregation/integration plans. “ P
Rotation/assignment of teachers
within building. p _
Fami-ly problems affeéting student ) '
performance. . p
Evaluation of school staff, P
“
LY » .
. -
.//‘-<
U
. F 4
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" Principals

PR
PR
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Please check (v) the appropriate response to the following information.

I. How_many years have you taught at the college level?

less than 1 year .

1-3 years . .

4-6 years

7-9 years

10 or more years . .

1111

2. How many years have you taught in puﬁlic (or private) schools?

!

ess than 1“§éar

S
3

-6 years e
9 years .

0 or more years -

3. Primgry focus of your graduate training experiente: )
Kindergarten/Preschool . .
____ Eleméntary Educat1on ! )
—__ Spectfal Education
~ Curriculum and Instruction 7/
Other, please specify

4. ggrox1ma&e enrol Iment of present institution where you are teaching.

Up to 1,000 1% 001-20,000 ¢
1,000~ 5,000 .~ 20,001-30,000
5,001-10, OOU 30,001-40,000 >
7710,001-15,000 ¢+ 40,001 +
5. How much do you include parent-teacher relations as part of your Eeaching?
None . L
Very little, only 1f it comes up in class d15cu5510ns a
. [ usﬂalldeevote at least one cfass session to this topic 4

I teach a "modulYe" on this topic as part of my course

I teach a course devoteq to this ‘topic .
Other, please specify’
v \ . ,'

ex: Male . Female > -

LI

<
w

7. Which of the following are you: L - - L

American Indian . ‘
Mexican American <1 e
Black

Anglo - -

Asian .

. Other, please specify

-4

AT

- . L] * - /

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR COMPLETING THE: SURVEY.

- « .
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_— APPENDIYX B-1 r K
( -~
CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPOGNDENTS IN THE SAMPLE )
(N = 575} g

Survey Questions S

+ v
o .

1. How many years have you taught at the college level? (N = 567 responses)

W

A 15 less than 1 year . .o A .
' 82 1-3 years . : '
[0/ 4-6 years .
106 7-9 years -

257 10 or more years

ow many years have you taught in public (or private) schools?
N = 565 responses)

10  less ‘than 1 year . - .

3. Primary gﬁcus of y03? graduate training experience: (N = 568 responses)

Kindergarten/Preschool
Elementary ®cation

47
. 729 Special Education ‘ \_ - - .
« 201 Curriculum and InStruction ]
© 00 Other, please specify: (largest single category: Education
k\ e Administration) '
4. Approximate enrollment of present institution where you are teaching:
{N= 566 responses) . ’ . {E\\
62 Up to 1,000 a2’ 15,000-20,000 - -
169 T1,000-5,000 . ) . 24 20,001-30,00 .
148 - 5,001-10,000 ) 21 30,001-46,000 ¢
88 10,001-15,000 ° 1g_ 40,000 +

4

5. How much do you include parept-teather relations as part of your’
teaching? (N = 575 responses) -

19  None '

Very little, only if it comes up in class discussion, .

1 usually devote at least one class session to this topic %
I teach a "module" on this topic'as part of my course

I teach a course devoted to *this topic

Other, please specify: (largest single category: "parent-Teacher"
. ’ : integrated into all courses) °

-

EeRE
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*
6.. Sex: _256 »Male 234 Female (N = 550 responses) -
L ‘ -
10. Which of the following are you:. (N = 56] responses)
f
10 American Indian -
28 Mexican American / ~ .
44 Black-
\ 353 Ang]o ’
2 Asian
9" Ohter, please specify: (1 Cuban, 2 Jews, several facetious
responses) s,
v < z




. APPENDIX B-2
BREAKDQWN OF RESPONDEHTS' CHARACTERISTICS

. BY STATE
o BREAKDOWN OF RESPONDENTS' COLLEGE TEACHING EXPERIENCE .
y BY STATE
b - (= 567) >
Years Teaching College AR. LA MS HM 'OK__ TX _ Total
Less than 1 year 1 5 - 2 1 6 15 o
by T 1-3 years . _ 12 5 10 6 g8 4 82
' i
4-6 years 9 9 12 8 16 59 107
7-9 years g 10 17 6 10 5 106
10+ years 27 37 18 16 29 130 257
' F
. v [l » - - ' *
Totals by State- 57 66 57 38 58 29 567 >
» . . A

BREAKDOWN OF RESPONDENTS' SCHOOL TEACHING EXPERIENCE -

. BY STATE
(N = 565) i )
' Years Teaching School - AR LA 1S NM Oi; TX Total
» Less than 1 year 1 2 -2 2 1 2 " 10
y " 1-3 years 13 9 8 7 12 4 89 ’
4-6 years 10 12 19 8 13 8 150 ;
7-9 years 8 97 8 » 7 9 .54 95
" 10+ years 25 33 20 14 23 106 22T,
Totals by State 9 65 5 .3 58 290 565




* [

. NUMBER"OF RESPONDENTS FROM EACH TRAINING AREA
“BY STATE ;
- N = 568) -

Area of Graduate’ Training Ab - LA TMS MM

Kindergarten: Préschool 8 10 2
Elementary Education . 23 24
special Education 2 4
Curricolum and Inftryction .17 17

(Other) ™ - g 10

Totals by State 58 . 57

. ' » o
_ENROLLMENT SIZE OF RESPONDENTS' COLLEGES OR WNIVERSITIES
; BY STATE .

- (N"=566)

Estimated EnroMment AR LA MS MM 0K TX

Up to 1,000 - 14 7 6 3 3 29

Ay

1,001 - 5,000 ' 15 ,16 17 © 3% 67
. 5,001 ¥ 10,000 " 22 27 3 81

e ]

10,001 - 15,000 3 1 37
15,001 - 20,000 . 3 . 30

20,001 - 3v,000 . ' u

30,001 - 40,000 21

40,001+ 12

Totals by State




s

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS WHO INCLUDE PARENT-TEACHER
RELATIONS IN THEIR TEACHING .

o BY STATE - . .
‘ ‘ (N =576) ,
Amount of Parent- ,
Teacher Included i ~ AR LA MS NM 0K TX Total
None v 1 ‘. 3 2 1 12 19
. _
Very Little M 23 18 9 17 8 160
. ' At Least One class _ 24 22 17 14 20 14 2N
~ A Medule” ‘o 12 12 1 2 12 35 84
A Course 3 2 3 5 8 7 24
(Other) 7 N 7 6 5 42 78
) Totals by State” " ss 70 59 38 59 292 576
» ' *
- -
' |
S ]
. N :
NUMBER OF MALE AND FEMALE RESPONDENTS ‘ g
BY STATE
(N = 550)
Sex of Respondents AR LA MS MM OK X Total
T4 v ’ ]
Male - 20 24 24 18" 27 143 256
Female 36 40 31 17 27 143 - 294
s

Totals by State ‘ 56 64 55 35 54 286 550 '




A% . BREAKDOWN OF ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF RESPONDENTS .

, BY«STATE . .
. = -‘ N ' ’
Ethnic Background AR LA MS NM 0K TX  Total .+ .
Ang1o . 45 56 51 28 50, 238 . 468",
Black 10 8 5 . - 4 17~ 44
) Hispamic ) - - - 6 - 22 28

American Indian 2. - - - 2 - 6 10
Asian : - - - 1 - i 2

Totals by State 57 64 56 37 54 284 552

i
Fl ¥ -
» - = )
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T
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»
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' APPENDIX C-1. N
_ PAﬁT I ITEMS LOADING ON 3 PRINCIPAL FACTORS to.
FAGBOR I /
5. Problems in schools are more the.fault of parents than of teachers.
»
16. Parents are beigg given too many gights over matters that are the
contern of educators. /
. 23. Most parents are too emotionally involved with theiy children to )
listen objectively to feedback from teachérs (especially if it is
negative).
L] ‘5" .
25. Parents are unwilling to take time for their children these days.
Y
+ 42, Education 1s having problems because parents are not doing their job.
o~ FACTOR 11 , -y
" 17. Parenting and fam®ly life are _pT'vate m?fters and not the business
> of teachers. ‘ ¢

' 21., Teachers »should be trained to teach; all other school problems should ,
4( be handled by other professionals. ° #E

. . : '
22. Teachers have enough to worry about without having to work with . )
parents, too. . ‘

30. Parent involvement in education is the respon51b111ty of the parent,
* not-of- the teacher. . .

#

) . - 10, Tra1n1ng teachers to work with parents should not be a
priority for undergraduate training,

’ 13. It is the teacher's responsib111ty to get parents involved
in education.

‘ 14. Getting low income families- 1nterested in their schools is
\ . an unrealistic goal.,

15." Parent Involvement Tra1n1ng is {mportant enough to allocate
undergraduate training time to fit.

- !

3
-




10. .
15,
19.
3.

40.

‘ | FACTOR 111

Training teachers to work with parents should ngt be & priority for
undergraduate traiging.

Parent Invb]vement Training is important enough to allocate under-
graduate training time to it.
4 .

If more time were dvai]ab]é, 1 would advocate Parent Involvement
Training in undergraduate curriculum.

/

Teachers need extra training to prepare them for working w1th
parents of different cultural and ethnic backgrounds. -

Working with parents requires specific training.

24.‘ Parent Involvement Training 1s.another fad in education;
‘it should not be taken too serieysly.

-




APPENDIX C-2

*  MEAN .RATINGS ‘PER ITEM IN PART .I*

Item

Mean Rating

. matters should be increased.

Y

-

Parents are usually cooperative with teachers.
!
Public school teachers are underpaid.

Parents usually know what 1s best for their
elementary school age children.

It is possible to train teachers to manage
the wide variety of student abilities
present in today's classroom.

. “Problems in schools are more the fault of

parents than of teachers.
Most, teachers see themselves as professionals.

Parent participation in all school related

-

The general public has confidence 1n our
schools. '

Stronger efforts should be made to include
parents on curriculum development boards.

Training teachers to work with parents
should not be a priority for undergraduate
training.

. Having parents help their children with

homework ' is a good idea.

If parents want to have™more igput into
educational policy and planning, they should
go to college and get a degree ,in education.

.It is the teacher's responsibility to get

parents igvolved in education.

Getting low income families interested in
their schools is an unrealistic goal.

Parent Involvemept Training is important
enough to allocate undergraduate training
time to it. .

213
*} = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = disagree, 4 = strongly disagree.

»

’

A
1

.93

.904 F i .
.44 Q /
47 '

80" ~

.61
a7

72 -

.34
.34

.18 -




oy Fi ]
. Item 'ﬁean Rating
16. Parents are bei ing g1ven too many rights over . -
. matters\?hat e ‘the concern of educators. ¢.91
17. Parenting and famly life are private
matters and not the business of teachers. .93
18. Most teachers feel uncomfortable with parents. 2,440

19. If more time were a¥§;]ab]e, I would aqvccate
Parent Involvement ining in undergraduate

_curriculum. 1.84
20. Teaching is a respected ﬁf;;e:sionu . . "_— 2.23

21. "Teachers shoudld be trained to teach; ali
other school problems shou]d be hand]ed

by other professionals. ¢ 3.06
22. Teachers have enough to worry about without -0
having to work with parents, too. ‘ 3.22

23. Most parents are too emotionally involved
with their children to listen objectively ~——
to“feedback from feachers (especially 1f
it is negative). , ¢.74

24. Parent Involvement Training 1s another fad
~ 1n education; it should not be taken too
serioysTy. i 3.15

25. Parents are unwilling to take time for .
their children these days. 2.717

26. Teachers are hév1ng to absorb more and more
of the responsibilities that parents used to
assume. . 1.97

27. More parents would help children at home if
they knew what to do. . 1.89

28. Teacher education’ does not attract sharp,
motivated persons. . 2.85
29. It is appropriate for teachers to confer
with parents about the child's home ]1fe 1.87

30. Parent involvement in education is the
responsibility of the parent, not of the

teacher. e ¢.85
31. Tealhers and other people in education are

responsible for many of the problems with .

youth and children. 2.43

S . 214




Jtem

(34

Mean Ratxng

3.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.
40.

41.\\

43.

Whén given adequate information about their
children, parents can make rational decisions.

Teachers nded extra training to prepare them
for working with parents of different
cultural and ethnic backgrounds.

Professors ,in Colieges of Education uho'teach
undergraduates are not prepared to conduct a
course on parent involvement,

N A
Presently, there is a shortage of materials
necessary for developing a course on Parent

Involvement Training. .\“\\

The average parent does more harm than good
by helping a child with school work.

Teacher training should follow other profes-
s1ogal programs and become a five-year «
training seguence.

With few exceptlons]-parénts should always

have the final word in” educational decisions
affecting their childpen. \

Teachers have 1ittle {mpact on parent behavior.
Working with parents requiresspecific training.
Lack of interest by college professors is a
significant barrier to Parent Imolvement
Training for undergraduates.

Education is-having problems because parents
are not do;ng their job.

Developing a course on Parent Involvement

' Trajning would require knowledge not

44.
45.

currently available in most Colleges of
Education: '

Teacher evaluation by parents.is a good idea.

Parent Involvement Trdining should be required
for teachers as a continuing education course

. after the-first year of teaching.

46.

Working with parents is counselor's job.

-~
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APPENDIX C-3

* ' T+

.- Differences in the Ratings* of Part | ' '
Items 1-46 Related to the Amount of Parent-Teacher Relations Taught

! )

(p < .05)
1tem # Mean  None  Little Class  Module Course  Other
‘ -5 ) 2.61 2.58 " 2.51 é§54' 2.76 2.95 2.72
) 2,01 216 211  2.08, 177 . 1.9 1.87
‘ 10 3.11-  2.63 2.86 © 3,15 3.35 3.50 3.24
) “13 2.34 2.63 Z2.54 . 2,30 2.30 2.05 2.06
i 15 '1.93 2.37 2.12 1.91 1.67 1.55 1.86
N 16 2.91 2.63 2.84 2.86 2.96 3.14 ‘ 3.09
17 2.92 2.53 282 2.92 3.05 3.08 3.05
19 1.84 2.11 ~ 1.97 1.79 1.67 1.59 1.87
22 3.22 2.95 3.10 3.20 3.39 3.32 3.35
23 o 2.7% 2.74. 2.62 2.72 2.83 2.86 2.94
24 3.15 - 2,83 3.03 3.15 3.27 / 3.45 3.29
25 2.77 2.63 " 2.67° 2.74 2.90 - 3.05 2.83
.2 1.89 “2.00 1.97 1.91 1.80 1.95 1.76
28 2.84 2.68 2.72 2.83 3.08 '3.09 2.82
29 1.86 2.05 1.95 1.81 1.75 1.77 1.92
30 2.84 2.58 2.71 2.83 2.99 3.14 3.95 -
|34 2.58 1.95 2.37 v g.65 2.82 o 2.59 2.71
35 2.45 2.16 2.27 , 2.42 2.69 2.59 2.68
: 39 2.77 2.21 2.64 2.75 3.06 2.82 2.92
j‘4'2 2.51 2.58 d 2.40 2.43 \2.76 2.32 2.68
43 2.65  2.47  2.55 2.6l 2.80 3.00 2.76
45 2.24 2.47 2.32 2.14 2.23 1:91 Z2.41

46 2.87 2.74 2.73 . 2.96 2.88 3.00 2.92

*1 = strongly agree;, 2 = agree; 3 = disagree; 4 = strongly disagree

()
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. BERSONAL CONSTRUCT THEORY
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Personal Construct Theory .

LJ

Cognitive structural variables will be presented as an }mpOrtant
consideration in studxjng’uman behavior. Theory suggests that a person's
entdhnters with the world about him are mediated by the operation of
cognitive structures, which are referred to as personal constructs by
George Kelly {(Kelly, 1963; Bannister and Mair, 1968). Personal constructs,
according.to Ke]iy, ar; peréoﬁa] inventions which reflect an individual's
uniéue represé;tatibn of the world, a world he has created. They structure
an individual's soc1%1 world by process{ng'1nfonnat1on about specific
social $timuli and then lead the individual towards particular social or

v clinical judgmengs regarding that stimuli. Simply put, cognitive ¥

structures guide.individuals in theory unique interpretation of actual

events. Intuitively, 1t appears that a study of human behavior could be

framed_as a study of individual cognitive gfructures.
Much of the theoretical framework pertinent to this study is derived

from the work of George Ke]]y;s theory of persomal constructs. Related

A theOret1£a1 positions include 0. J. Harvq"s {1966) work on belief systems,
Allport's {1937) ideas about individual trait systems, and Murray's (1938)
need system. ”.These theoretists all perée1ve man féﬂge an active organism
that approaches his environment with unique perceptual filters which 1eaﬁ
him towards certain responses and away from others. Perceptual filters are
controlled by an 1nd1v1d:21's cognitive structures and the 0rgan1zatT6n of
those structures. Hheth%p/the cognitive structures are cg]]ed beljef

-

systems, trait systems, or a need system, 2ll are hypothesizitd to mediate

betweén man and his enviroment.




Personal constructs flhction as the lenses throughv;hich individuals
experience the world, biasing our perception of reality. Figd?ative]y
speaking, one can be near-sighted or far-sighted dqpﬁpding upon the ,
. "efaboration and complexity of the personal constructé wiih which one views

the world. The structures as well as their organization, are important

points of consideration., Personal constructs are hiergrchica] in nature,

some are large, superordinate structures where others are small,
subordinate components of others. Any single constructs is.1ikely to be
shared with other adjacent or related constructsy constructs which are .
superor&inate in one instance may be concomitantly subordiante to a
different set of constructs. Large, juperordihate é;nstructs provide Sn ’ “
important foundation for small constructs, making them more'integra1 and
therefore, more stable than the latter, ‘Consequently, superordinate
,; constructs are eémeshed in the psycho]ogy of an individual; they are the
background against which other constructs are created and behaviors
developed to "test" them. | ! ‘
Personal cosntructs are internalized notions about reality where
e behaviors are external manifestatlons of internal conditions. Behaviors
contribute to the process of construction by testing-out personal
constructs. As such;.:very behavior is a mini-experiment in the
re]iabi]iiy and validity of internal constructs. As behaviors test the
constructs, individuals have an opportunfiy té confimm, expand or reject
their personal inventions about the world. Behaviors have no meaning.
without the constructs from which they originated. Consequently, under-
standing human behavior in its tota1;ty requires the identificationpf
peﬁﬁona] constructs as well as behaviors, Additionally, designing

'1nterventions for change in individual behavior would be significantly

2]
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~ manifestation of them.

Pe;sona1 constructs come in many sizes and shapes,‘cover{ng many
topics og.varying ge;:ees of personal 1m50rtance. For the purposes of this
research, all the myxjor premises of personal constructs are being applied
to what will be called a comp1ex‘construct of child rearing. Complex
constructs are an application of the persona1.construct paradigm where the
beliefs, values, atiitudgs and behaviors of an individual, regarding a
particular topic, are theorized to be hierarchical in nature, mutually
supportive and 1nt?rna11y consistent enough to produce a model
repr;sentaiive of that construct. For example, the beliefs, values and
attitudes of parents relevant to child rearing should produce a model of
parent-child soc1a1iza§10n that is enacted by parent behaviors. Be]iefék
values and attitudes ar; different types and levels of influences affecting

.parenting behavior. An important concern of this study is to isolate these
differept influences, measure their interrelationships, and\ begin to
develop folk models (complex constructs) of parent-child socialization.

Personal Constructs: Assumptions and Examples

The following is a 1ist of basic assumptions drawn from the work of
Ggprge Kelly (see Bannis}er and Mair, 1968) which are pertinent to the
theo%eticaﬁ premises of the stu&y on influences on child rearing, Area
Focus Two. Each premise will be fo11§;éd by a single explanatory note
describing its relevancy for this study.

As;gmptidh 1: That man is an active participant in his enviromment.

Explanatory Note: Parents do not passively accept the

£ "father" role or the "mother" role. Instead they actively
create their unique version of what their individual parent

.roles should be.

222
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Assumption 2: Ininidua]s make unique interpretations of actual events.
These 1nterpre§3tions have an inner reality that can become
integral to the individual over time.

Explanatory Note: As individuals interpret their environ-

ment they develop beliefs, values and attitudes that carry
;ignificant influence in future interpretations of events.

Over time these beljefs and values will become core to an ,

[
-

fndiv;gial's psyche. It is hypothesized that beliefs and -
values relevant to child rearing will have significant
N influences on parents and parent behavior as revealed
through self-report measures of parent behavior,
Assumption 3: Any single event is subject to as many interpretations as
.4/' there are witnesses. h]though in&ividua] experiences of a
§Ué> sisble event will never be exactly the same, they mey be

* .

simjlar. .
I ]

Explanatory Note;. Individual parents will react differently
Y to individual chi]d{Q\Efgggiof. Behavior one parent will

label obnoxious, another might label creative. Ig terms of

this research, what influences these parents to view the
same behavior so differently? To what extent .cam—one prle- P
dict parent differences based on descriptions of cognitive’
structures? «
Assumption 4: Personal constructs.are.the accumulated interpretations of

i events, which tend to become more or less integrated over
time: These personal constructs act as a set of goggles

through which individuals "see" their world. As individuals

make new interpretations they may adjust their lenses to




“{.
} ‘ & 2 .
provide a better approximation to their most current view s

of reality.
Explanatory Note: First time parents may have many inter-

4
P _ pretatidns of their environment that lead them to anticipate

J and enact their parent role in a particular manner. Actual
experience as pdrents may lead to new interpretations of the
specific event called parenting fofcing them to view that
reality differently. As they have a second'ph11d, t;eir
experiences wi%h the first child are 1ikely to have changed

their view of reality in some ways, leading them to behave
differently as parents with a newborn.

Assumption 5: Constructs are cﬁhracteristica]iy hierarchical wiéh some
constructs being more important than others. There can be
single const;:;ts or clusters of interrelated constructs.

" An organized cluster of constructs is more stable {resistant
to change) than single constituent constructs. ang]e -
constructs are too "weak" to make a noticeable differeneé ia

a person's attempts to anticipate future events.

Explanatory Note: Parents have many beliefs and values,

T> some of which are more important than others. The most
‘ important values shou{d have the strongest influence on -
pareniing behavior. CIJ;ters of beliefs, valtues and
attitudes support one another 1ncrea51ng their personal,
internal validity. *As these interrelated con;tructs beca?e
' further qntrenched in an individual's personal make-up,
numerous ;eality testings {behavioral testings) are required :

to invalidate them. Individual behaviors would be examples

-
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Assumption 6.

Assumpt‘lbn 7:

of single constructs that have little meaning by them-
selves. .

A person's constructs, or his representation of the world,»
tmpose certgin 1imits on how new experiences will pe
approached, although growth and change can occur if an

individual chooses to define or extend a persona construct

system. Interpretations which define constructs simply
provide clearer sight of what was already known, where
extending a cogftruct challenges one to create unexplored

.

possibilities.

. ! '
Explanatory Note* Parent education is one avenue through
. ~ )

which parents can define and extend their perséna]
constructs regarding child rearing. A parent may be using
parenting techniques without knowing why or whetﬁér all of
their behaviors were mutually compatible or resourqefu].
Through parent education new information about the under-

lying pfeniseg of djfferent parenting techniques may provoke

them to try a di fferent approach (eiieqd their construct) or

use a technique more consistently (define their construct).
As persons define and extend thefr constrqction,'their total
arranjement of constructs will change to accommodate ‘tha new
information. An individual's amount of experience is equiv~
alent to the number of revised constructions rather than the
actual number of gxperienced events. Again, importance is

placed on the interpretations of events, not the events
. ~ .

themselves. &

’ >
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" Explanatory Note: Acca?d1ng to this aﬂ&g:pt1on, a mother of

‘ seven children could have less informatioh and understanding
about child development, parenting, individual differences,
etc. than a mother of only one child, if the. former used the .~
same set of cong;ructéhto interpret the behaviors of all .

seven children. The mother of one may have revised and

extended her set-of constructs miny times, making her the/_,/’,/\

RN

-

more “experienced" mother. '

Assumpt}on 8. 'Persons use a variety of personal constructs, some of which
may be inferentially incompatible with one another; not
every construct will logically imply the other. Certain
incompatibilities may be more apparent than real and in
other instances people may not be aware of blind spots a;d .
contradictions within their own set of constructions.

Explanatory Note: Parent superordinate constructions may

be love and training which could-#nclude subsystems of A

. hugging, kissing, spanking, or ignoring. These aﬁi
differences that are more apparent than real. An example
of "blind spots” T1gh; be a paredt who va1ues’pbed1encei
and respect from his children and uses corporal punishment
to instill these values in his children. By identifying
the_values and d{scussing different parent techniques,

a parent may obs;rve 2 ;ontrad1ct1on or conflict in the
values and the techniques he/she used to accomplish them.’

This observed contradiction could motivate the person to

,// change his/her behavior. Connecting with the superordinate -

construct (values) should provide a meaningful base from




Assumption 9.

Assumption 10.

Vd '
which parents can understand their behavior and make .

o

/fhoices about 1t.

One individual may impose a construction of experience .
similar to that imposed by another. To the extent this is
true, the two individuals have similar psyého]obica] pr;—
cesses. It is not important that they have experienced
the same events, rather that they have made similar

conclusions regarding similar events.

Efplanatory Note: It is probable that parents can be
clustfred together according to their personal constructs
regarding parenting. Similar parents can be said to have
similar models of parent-child ébcia]i;ation. Identifying
the cluster of constructs relevant to ch11d'rear1ng shoufd
lead ta identification of parent-child socialization models.
To the extent that a person anticipates (invents) the inter-
nal construction processes of another, he may play a role in
a social process involving another. Persons réépond to one
another in a manner consistent with their personal construc-
tions of one another.

Explanatory Hote: , Adults with children enact their parent

roles according to their personal construct(s) of a child.
Parental expectations of their children will originate in
their construct of “child" which, in this study, is hypothe-
sized to originate in.their beliefs about the nature of the

child. A parent who believes the nature of the child is

-

“wild and untamed” is 1ikely to interpret a child's behavior

differently than a parent who believes the nature of the

child is "1ove and innocence,, s

.

.
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Assumption 11: A person can be understood to the extent that his system of
constructs for ordering and anticipating evens {is under-
P
stood. !

Explanatory Note: For the purposes of this study, 1t is

suggested that a parent's model for parent-child socializa-
tion can be best undérstood in terms of those constructs '
pertinent to that model. In this study, parent systems of
constructs for ordering and anticipating future events have
been identified és the interrelationship of specific
beliefs, values, and attitudes relevant”to their role as
parents. Thes? eonstructs should lead to the description ™
of folk models of parent-child socialization, complex
. constructs through which parenting béhaviors are perceived,
£ interpreted and tested out.
¢ Assumption 12: Defined fn the above manner, personal constructs are not
qualifying, “optional” infomation to supplement our appre-
ciation of obse;vab1e behavior. Behavior, then, is testing-
out of personal constructs, and therefore understood only
n the perspective of its context of constructiéns.

s Explanatory Note: Studies limited to observing parent

behavior may lack a necessary context for interpreting ‘»’
those hehav1ors.' Ip terms of parent education} inter-
ventions designed to focus only on behaviors may not be as
effective as interventions which identify the personal con-
structs being tested by the behaviors. Interventions

focused on the complete gestalt of constructs and behaviors
should be more effective because of the enhanced méan1ng of

the intervention to the individual.
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APPENDIX B

~ Profile of a Person

Beliefs

- =

Attitudes
/f -.\

/ \
Behaviors
/
\ /
~ rd

. - /

This drawing is a simple representation of the hypothetical components
of an indvidual's personal make-up. It suggests that an individual con-
sists of bé]iefs, values, at;itudes and behaviors. Beliefs and values are
high order inferences about the world; they are superordinate constructs
which provide the necessary support for all other subconstructs. The
dotted lines'separating them 1nd1éate the intimate relationship between
values and beliefs and thg integral role they play in an indvidual's

per§3ﬁgl make-up. In this sense they are structural components, suggesting’

they are a part of the very fiber of an individual. This characteristic of

. 20
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be11e§s and values makes them less vulnerable to influence from outside
sources. As in the drawing, beliefs and values are 11§Sra11y inside the
person, well insulated by external 1ﬂputs.

If beliefs and values are structural (integral to an indivdiual's
1nternal orggﬁqghtion), attitudes and bghaviors are functional. They are
important to the internal organization, but not as substantively as the
formé}. Attitudes and behaviors functionally support beliefs and values,
so although they are peripheral to the individual system as a whole, they
are important subcomponents of beliefs and values. Attitudes and behaviors
are a visible translation oﬁ\afliefs and values. There are many more

attitudes and behaviors than there are beliefs and values.

Complex Constructs ’

Beliefs ----Complex Construct;
----- Ch11d Rearing .
Values

Single constructs can exist within levels (e.g., a values construct, a
belief construct, etc.) or in combination with other constructs across
levels. -Total cross ;ections of beliefs, values, attitudes and behaviors
would represent a complex construct; an}individua]'s psyche has-manf\

complex constructs. The camplex construct which is the focus of this study

is child re’aring. ’. 230 . e




AREA{ FOCUS TWO
~ APPENDIX C

The following is a series of individual profiles
of respondents' factor scores on (1) Beliefs about
the Nature of People, (2) Beliefs about the N?ture
of Children, (3) #alues Parents Have for ThemsSelves,
.and (4) Values Parents Have for Their Children.
Profiles are provided for each of the subjects °
interviewed; profiles are superimposed on the profile
of the group mean for visual comparisons. Four of
the profiles are accompanied by small case studies

of the interviewed parents. These case studies

are provided as a descriptive narrative of a-partic-¥
ular model as those respondents appeared to be the ¥
best examples of some particular parent model.
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Model 1: f@thoritarian Parent (CU)
¢
Cameron's interview was the most difficult 1nterv;3h to make sense
of. She was not as relaxed as other parents, although she tried to appear
relaxed. Her house and yard were very neat; her house was extremely tidy .
and "perfect" iooking, although the furnishings and neighborhood were-
midgdle income. She had several characteristics that made heristand out
when compared with the other parents interviéwed. She was considerably
more dramatic in her re;pOnses, using more affect and intonation. Her
first response‘to many of the vignettes was an exclamatory, "Oh my good-
ness, well dear me, what would I do in that situation..." She was also
the only parent to make any patronizing remarks about children stating
that "she just didn't know what to do with then (children) ;f that age"
or referring to some child behavior with, "that's so typical, you know."
She was also one of the few parents toltalk "baby talk" with her children
in front of the interviewer. Cameron's children are twins and three years
old. ~
Cameron's resp?nse to the six year old daughter not ﬁhnting her parents
to leave for theqvening is the most abrupt response of any of the parents.
She would "go right on out the door, and otherwise do nothing, fxcept
mention that [ was sorry she was so upset." Where other<;;\gnts expressed
oncer; about reassuring the child, Cameron seemed more concerned about
g the child “mapipulate" he}. In her slightly dramatic tone she
sta Ehat the child wasnprobably jealous o% the parent's time together

M .and the thoughts and feelings of the parents during the brief encounter

were that, "Daddy 1s frustrated with the whole situationegnd the mother
i)
“
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is EPping, trying to smooth everything over for, everyone." —
There were twq vignettes in which Cameron expressed strong anger
and resentment at the child for having but her in a situation she
apparently disliked. The responses to, these two vignettes demonstrate
one of the ways in which parents take the child's behaviors personally,
or become so immersed in.thémse1ves they don't attend to what's happening
with the child. Her response to the second'grader who wasn't bringing
home®the notes from the teacher (Story 7) was the first example of this.;
She said she would get her to communicate and "try to make her see how ”
her actions affected othérs, 1like her mother, ahd made her parents 100k
bad." She said’ haﬁ§gg outsiders involved in fami1y problems is one of
the “worst" !F1ngs tnathOuld happen to her. She reiterated how angry '
she\w0u1d be and said she would probably tell her dayghter, she was (
"ﬁ% upset that I)EOuldn't talk to you now. Go to your room and we can '
both be thinking ﬁ:out"fs, but I just.can't talk to you now." She then
made the aside that "the silent treatment is so good." Her response to
the six year old daughter who had been in a fight at school was equad ly
extlamatory: "If you want to get in fights yith people, just don't get
me invol;ed and handle it yourself. qu't rely on me to pull you oh M
‘ She reasoned- that the child needed to learn to suffer the consequences of
his/her own actions. She said'she would feel "ext}eme embarrassment” in ~
a situation like this. ~
Camersn was also the only paregt to bring up the issue of trust .

bg}ween parent and child directly. £2Lresponding to the vignette about
. N
the children being under the bedclothes without clothes on (Story 4), ~

féﬁoeight year 0lds, $he .said, "Get ‘your clothes on! If I can't trust




you to play alone you can't do it." She said all of this and then
+

expressed how important it was not to scare,the children. The trust
. - .

issue was threatened again in Story 1 where the three year old was

coloring on the walls. She had two reasons for her response to the story;
(1)‘the importance of the child being-responsib1e for his/her'actions,
and (2) the peed to communicate that she could not trust him with crayons.
" None of the otbigj%arents interviewed ever’brought up the issue of trust
with their child or the children in the vignettes.

In spite of the-many examples of the seemingly "terse" or abrupt
side to Cameron, other responses seem very contradicting. The iﬁterviewer
was most struck by some Pf the responses on the sentence completion and

the profile of factoﬁ:scores. On the sentence completion task Came;on

emphasized what a "fun" parent she was, that the most important thing to

1

her and her chi]dg%n is having "fun," and that she and her children_always *
have "fun." Although this is an obvious interpretation by the interviewer,
her responses appear to b; an effort to convince herself and others of
somathing that may not be the case.. In the interview she did not project
the kipd of relaxed, fun parent who said that when she spanks her <hildren

r

she uses a wooden spoon,’ Other ‘parents were 1ikely to feel guilt or "hurt”

when they spanked their children. L - A
Cameroh's tndividual profile of factor scores is another seeming

coﬁtradiction in the data. Her profile suggests very strong positive

beliefs as well as high sets of values in the social-emotional domains.

rHer responses to the vigneties do not consistently support what is suggested

by the profile. The interviewer felt Cameron was more controlled than

other parents interviewed, more affected, and more inclined to éive "patent”

answers. 3N
W) -
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Although the profile of individual factors suggest a kind of exuberance
similar to the profile of the Model 5, romantic parent, Cameron's responses

on the surveys of beliefs and values may be more of an overreaction and

an attempt to project an image which seems more viable than the one which

is actually true for her.
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Model 4: The Confused Parent (JW)
7

-

-

The only male interviewed happened to be thé parent most like a Mpdel 4,
or confused parent. J1m is in h1s mid-thirties and the sole owner of two
related companies. , He and the’1nterv1ewer were good fr1ends 8o éstab11sh-
1ng rapport was not an 1ssue. The interview occurred 1n his office after
Thanksgiving, Jim had rearranged his busipess schedule and his personal
schedule to be available for the interview. His office was extE;me1y com- .
fortable with natural wildlife pictures, antiques, and warm earth tones. His
desk was free of papers, his whole presence suggested neatness. and efficiency.

Jim was alternately concerned about a child's "self-image" and the v
supporting need for "parental love, support, 9nd caring,” and his children
being instilled with the "work ethic" and the “long term ramifications of
understanding the 1mport;;ce of doing quality work.” Jim adm{ited that one

of his problems was his high expectations for peop1e--a]wayﬁ wanting them

to perform at "100%" of their potential. Because he pushes himself to his
max1nuq?potent1a1, he has difficulty understanding others. who may not, or at
least may not from his perspective. Through his own admission Jim may fave °
unrealistic expectations for his children, while at the sa@e time he {s very
' concerned’about their self-image and the negative effects of his criticism of
them when they fail to meet the expectations.

Jim also appears to be confused about how much'and what kind of deci-
s1on-mak1ng responsibilityeto give his children. He was w1]11ng‘to let his
teri year old daughter (Story 2) decide whether or not to go to school and
take a math test: addressing the need for individual respons1bt11ty at that

age, but he was not willing to let his 12 year old son (Story 5) choose not

-2y




to play 1n a championship fog;pa]i game. He also had a_ very difficult time
deciding how much freedom and control he would give his 15 year old daughter
(Story 9) who wanted to go walk around at the Jlocal mall, a kind of local
h?ng-0ut. He expfessed strong concCern about not feeling comfortable with

“Np——

that situation and wanting to protect his daughter from getting into.a
difficult situation. He was concerned about there being too many OEEE;;k or
d1fficylt choices that she @ight have to make. S$So, aith0ugh Hndiv1dua1
responsibility 1s 1mportant to this parent, there does 3pt appear to be a
consistent pattern 1n which the child can assume that responsibility

Jim seems more concerned about controlling his emotional reactivéness
than any other parent interviewed. His first response o Story 6 was "fPrce
calm to prevaii.“ In Story 7 he }erbally reminded himself of the i1mportance
of 5e1ng “real calm and supportive" and the imfOrtance of giving a Iot'qf
support to a_second grader: Iﬁ th1s same line, Jim was more likely to seel
a problem in a vignette as “serious” and consider the need for professional
consultation, 1.e., parent-child counseling. He was particularly reactive
to the two vignettes an sex-related i$sues between/paren;'and chi1ld. He had
considerable difficulty responding to these situations, stating thdt he had
a "real problem” with that kind of "stuff" and that he had.not come to grips
with how he would handle that as a father. The information Suggests again
that the chi1ld may gé.;;;é?%enc1ng a'confus{ng communication, from a parent
who is struggling to control their emotions and appear calm while it is
aéparent they are, in factE feeling very emq;;ona]. o

One of the ways in which Jim appears to deal with his highly emotional

reactiveness is by relying on a lot of structure and organization aroupd the

house. He explained discipline in terms 6f rules and consequences. He

,‘ \_—’ 3 2;1
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tended to respond to the vignettes 1 terms of referring back to implementing .
pre-established consequences for certain behaviars ;nd reminders about house
ruies, but.whenlhe was confused or uncomfortable he would fall back on a
parental response of "counseling with the ch11d," "cBbg;e]ing with the
mother," or "getting Counseling from a professional.” So, even in hié style
of discipline, there appears to be confusion 1n methods_moi1ng from a com-
pletely personal styie of 1nterven$10n‘(conmuﬁ1cat1on) to a very {mpersonal
style (house rules).

’Finaily, J1ﬁ's profile of factor scores on beliefs and values is
interesting to consider. He 15 the only parent to consistently rate instru-
mental-related values higher than social-emotional related values. His own
score on instrumental values was considerably greater than any other parent's
score who was in?erv1ewed. This suggests the kind of confusion Jim appears
tq be experiencing. From all of #he 1nformatipn available about Jim, he seem;
strong]y‘1nvested n a th1ona}-ob3ective world-view,‘bu; parts of tﬁe inter-
view also reflected a strong investment in more affective-personal concerns
regarding the parent-child relationship and the child's self-concept. Re
doesn't seem*to have reconciled the differences in these two sides of himself.

Again, he seems like a rec}cled Model 1, authoritative parent, attempting to

incorporate a more contemporary, child-centered perspective.
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Mode] 5: - The Romantic Parent (BM) . "

-

X <

'~’l? Barbara i5 the parent who most fits a Model 5} romantic parent. .
Barbara seemed comfortable with being interviewed from the moment the
interviewer arrived. She was pleasant and very interested jn’partici-
pating in the study; un]ike‘other parents, she was not cautious or even
a ittle suspicious about the puggpse of the Study. \The\ﬂhome was com-
fortable, ti}ere was a slight sense of c]ﬁtter: and the/ furnishings were

l‘:f ’ all old and somewhat worn. There were children's things and adults'
things throughout the liviﬁg area, there were many plants, two cats and
a dog, and an aquarium. The house looked and felt very “lived in." Barbara

explained early in the interview that she and her husband had always lived

.« >
2

with barely-enough money to pay the bills and have some little bit of out- -

s1de entertainment. Although she has a Master's degree, she and her
.husband :;el like money is not important in putting quality into their lives,
and_she has chosen to stay ;t home to take care of the children rather than
work, This lack of Emphasis placed on money may be reflected }n the very
low factor Scores on 1nst§pmenta1 values,.as shown in her prqf1{e. Ra;hara
had a greater di*fgrence between factor scores on personal development and
instrumental values than any other subJect,interv1ewed. Her husband is a
social service pro»{ider working for the Staté, w@oa single income places N
- the.fam1fg 1ncome;just above the poverty level, according to Barbafa. The?r
tight budget required them to use only one heater in the house. It was

’ . . -
necessary for the interviewer to wear her coat for the entire interview. .

Barbara reported strong beliefs. about the goodness, of children in

the interview. She described some of the differences between chitdren and




— R . - o .
. ‘ * . L ) ‘én
i people in terms of children's perceptions, saying, "They are.more able to,
. /- - -
. . mix the pnesen§, past, and future in fantasy. They also have no concept of
“time and they are imminently human and humane. Child;en ouldn't willfully {
cause pain to_another unless they themselves are maltreated." " .
LI She sald that ch11dren are born with natural compass1on and friendliness,
v that thé des1re to hurt is not in ch11dren She descr1bed personality as

gthe “tune of our soul," that it is present before birth as demonstrated by
a ~

her daughter, Monica, who literally “"danced through the pregnanty." Sg%
feels that parents can have a “severe negative impact" on a child'$ personality,

that they can be '"stifling, restritting, and shrjiweling" to the child. She
. . ]
¥ feels the most positive thing a parent can do 1s to let the child "be" and to

’ 4
simply provide a qurturing environment 1n which the children can grow. She

stated that "75%" of tﬁeJchild's~persona1ity is present at birth with the
rest shaped by parents and'fhe environment. These proportions changed when
. discussing a child in the ng1gﬁborhooﬁ who has a tot of problems. In this
. case, she felt 1ike "50%" hadybeen caused by the.parents. There is an implicit .
double standard which suégests that children who are good are born that way

.and children who are not are raised that way. She caught herself in the con-

S

-3 tradiction, but could not resolve it. This apparently strong set of bel1e£§
.~ 1s suggested by her profile of factor scores on beliefs about the nature of

children. Her scores on Factors 1, 2, and 4 are noticeably higher than

a »

thejr mean. Barbara's scores on Factors 1-2 are the highest of any subject
intefvilbied.”

L ] .

¥ - Barbara defines discipline as providing structure for the purpose of

helping a child grow up to be amoral and happy person. She tries to avoid

pumtive forms of discipline by structuring the home and family life around




the chﬂdren, i.e.mshe has made the house as "chﬂd proof" as possible to
avo1d having to tell the ch1ldren not to touch someth1ng She also uses

d¥Straction a lot, d1scusses consequences of certain actions with the chil-
dren and when possible lets them feel the natural consequences. She also -

talks to her husband abdut different ways to discipline and stated that "there

15 always a second chance if you do 1t wrong." On the other side of discipline, - -

-
Barbara rarely uses "rewards" as a form of positive d1scipline, feeling they

are a kind of bribe.

Barbara's reSpon;es to the vignettes represented her parenting style as
very warm, open tn the chi1d's feelings. There was a sense of acceptance of
the ch11d, but not an indulgence. For example, on Story 2 Barbara's response
to the 10 year old not wantihg tn go to school because of a math test, em-
phasized the need to comfort the child and acknowledge the upset over the test,
but ended with the reelity of her\hav1ng to go to school and just do the best
she could. Barbene aiso stressed the 1mportance of touching the child 1in
some way, to have physical contact when talk1ng to her. She felt she needed
to provide the closeness and the security of love and acceptance to the child,
while also helping the ch1]d to learn that “you can 't avoid things.™ This v
kind of warmth and support for the child was also suggested by Barbara s
respbnse to her 15 year o]d‘;eughter wanting to go the the mall (Story 9).

QShe streesed the importance of being very oﬁen with her daughter about her
‘fears as a parent and her inability to keep her daughter out of trouble, and
the fact that she must trust that her daugnter will make her own decisions
that will keep her out of trouble.

Severa] of the vignettes also demonstrate how Barbara responds to situ-

ations in wh1ch her values might be challenged Although there is a cléar

) -
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direction and commitment to a course of action, that :;rmth and attention to

the ch1ld still comes through. For example, although she was clear about

making her twelve year old son go the the championship football game he was

wanting to back out of (gtory 5), she first talked to him about his responsi-

bility to the teah and how his feelings about the coach were 1nterferring with
"mh‘,/’/h1s responsibility to his friends. She also talked about ways in which he

could acknowledge his feelings to his coach. After all of this discussion, she

st111 made him go to the game. This same kind of gentle jirmness was prevalent

in her r;sponse to the 10 year old son taking money from her wallet (Story 13).

She sai1d she would grab hold of him and move him with the money sti1ll 1n his

hand so he could see that he had been caught. Then she would have a discussion

to find out what was i1mportant enough to take money rather than telling her

and asking her. She then ta{ked about the possible need to renegotiate his

allowance and hms being required to submt a case for it. In describing her -

reasoning behind her response she said, "You can't let a child steal, but

there may be something embarrassing that he needed money‘for or maybe he Jjust

wasn't getting enough money in his allowance. I{fea]]y don't think a child

has evil intentions." .

Finally, Barbara's response to the group of 3 year olds under the bed
covers with their clothes off was particularly indicative of her warmth and
tenderness for children. She said she would first try qy{ to giggle and
then say, "Yah all have been having a good time and now it is time to get
your clothes back on and have some cheese and crackers.” Then she would help

them gst their clothes on, tickling and giggling with them as she.did so.

Unlike most other parents, she felt no need_to "talk" with the children about

this. -
15
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Model 7: Authoritative Parent (SW)

“
s

! v
Sonora was the parent most like a Modé]l 5, er-authoritative parent.

“Sonora lived in a v;ry nice home in a part of town populated with
successful, professional people: There was a large backyard with two
dogs; the hpuse was comfortable and appeared to be "lived in" with
Halloween decorations hanging in the windows\pf the 1iving room. Sonora
‘was older than the other parenfs interviewed; she was polite but not
stiff, with a relaxed sense of humor. She was thoughtful in her responses
to the vignettes and ¢ommunicated well. .She has four Qﬁinren ranging_

in ;;es from 13 to 4 1/2. The youngest child is an adopted son and has
been more difficult to raise.

Sonora's responses to the vignettes ﬁyggest that she is supportive

of her children, but does not express it in the nurturant style of the
Model 5 parent. Sonora had several direct responses to a couple of the
vignettes. Her response to the seventeen year old quitting school was

a simple "No." She added that they would talk about the present versus
'the future, but reiterated her position in saying, "The kids already know
they must completé”school if they 1ive in this house." Her response to
the 12 year old son not wanting to play in the championship game (Story 5)
was eqyal]y direct, "He|must go to the game." Her reasoning was that when
you give your word you assume responsibility for it--completely. She
"upderstood” tﬁé anger of the son, but would insist on his playing, she

said she would be proud if her son confronted the coach about his anger.

She was the only parent to directly address any punitiée measure for the

child caught taking the money (Story 13). She would have the child do a
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particular chore to "pay chk" the amount he tried to take. Similarly,
she was the only parent comfortable with having the three year old coloring
on khe wall (Story 1) clean the mess up by himself. At the same time she
was appreciative of the lack of intention on the part of the three year

old, stating, "...at three they're just into their senses and don't

really know what they are doing when they are coloring on the wall, they're&
just excited to see the colors..."”

Although some of the above respbnses appear abrupt, there was 5
recurrent undertone of concern about the child's feelings (though not to
the degree of Model 5 and Model 6). For rxample, Sonora's response to the
six year old upset about her parents leaving for the night (Story 12) was
to "put my arms around her and hug and kiss hér and tell her where we are
going and what we are.doing and when we'll be back.” She felt it qu\
important not to let the child "use their tools to manipulate,” but also
understood the child's need for atfention. In response to the fou; year ) v
old frustrated with a puzzle she (Story 3) would take the pieces up and put
them away and tell her son, "You're in no mood for this." She would then
try to steer him.into something else. She also expressed'concern over
finding out if the khi]d was not feeling well, or angry at something 9159‘
She felt 1t would be important to.see if the child wanted to talk about
something. She expressed concern for the child's feelings égain in her
résponse to the ;écond grader who has been keeping notes from the teacher.
She expressed that the child must be very upset and afraid if she has gone

to such 1éhgths to keep things from her parents. She felt it was important

to keép an open mind about the situation rather than assuming the teacher

was right and the child was wrong.




P
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[t may be interesting to note that all but one of Sonora's factor '

scores is below the mean. In this sense Her scores seem "depresded.”
There is a similar indication in some of the responses to the sentence
completion. She said that the best thing about growing up was "gettin;
there" ggding that she had had a difficult childhood. Hef\higgest problems
she sometimes has as a pgrent is "putting up with disrespect in their
(children's) friends" and that kids today are "'me)ﬂafiented and don't

géem to have respect for anything or a;ybody." She mentione§ the one

thing that gets in her way as a parent ig the "change in values and social
mores." She also feels that most of the parents in her conqmnity are "too
busy to take time }or their &ids" and that the biggest problem her family
faces today‘is‘”from 0u§side pressure," She reported that her experience

as a parent had been worse than or more difficult than she had expected

due to her adopted son, but rated her overall experience as a parent as
clearly positive. She was generally satisfied with herself and her husband
as parents ang rated them very high on communication with one another,

In general this parent seemed to have clear and Fhoughtfu] answers to
the vignet:;s. There was confidence in her responses)and strong support
for the childrén, but one that appears to be less intimate or personal
than the kind of support another parent may give. She was not emotionally
reactive to any of the vignettes, and in fact, described herself as someone
who "doesn‘t sweat the small stuff.: She does seem to be more controlled
than other parents interviewed, and her profile of individual factor scores
and responses to the sentence completion suggest a kiéd of "disappointment”

or "discouragement." In the comments at the end of the survey she "found

that as [ get older some of the childhood values [ discarded are becoming




.
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, important to me again as™1 see ‘the need in my children for the old-

- fashioned security and limits -as opposed to freedom too soon.” K ~
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APPENDIX D

PARENTS AND CHILDREN TOGETHER
w

INSTRUCTIONS :

The following stories describe some d;fferent situations that could
come up between parents and-chi1dren. Please pretend you are the parent
of the child presented in each story. Some of the children in the stories
will be older or younger than your own children. P1g§se go ahead and
pretend that you are the parent of that chi11d. After listening to the
story, tell me exactly what you would say and do. There is no right or

wrong answer, so please don't be concerned with that. Just tell me what

you would really say or do in each situation.




DRAFT

Story 1 .

Chuck, your three year old son, has been very quiet. You just found him
coloring on the walls.

a., You would:

b. Reasoning behind response:

c. What would your response be if this were your daughter?

' d. What would your response be if Chuck were:

5 years old

9 years old —

e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this.story?
Chuck

‘Parent

Comments




Story 2

Your ten year old daughter has been studying for a math test she is dreading.
The morning of the test you notice her stalling around, about to be late for
school. When you remind her to hurry up and go to school, she says she is
sick.

a. You would:

b. Reasoning behind response:

¢. HWhat would your response be if this were your son?

t

A /
d. What would your rséﬁﬁﬁ?g—be if your daughter were:
15 years o0ld ‘

e. What are the thougbts and feelings of the people in thi's story?

Daughter
pParent '
‘A——\y
\-.
Comments: -




Story 3

Your four year old son, Will1e, has been working on a puzzle. Even though
the puzzle is not too hard for him, he is starting to get angry with it.
He just threw a puzzle piece on the floor and shouted at y0u saying, "This
puzzle is stupid and so are you."

a. You would:

b. Reasoning behind response:

¢. What would your response be if this were your daughter?

d. What would your response be if your son were: ) .

9 years old '

16 years old

e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this story?
Willie

L 1

Parent

Comments: s

[ AN}

\/d .




Story 4

You have beén working hard all day and feeling tired. You finally sit
down and begin to relax. You have started reading the newspaper or
watching TV when your 9 year old yells for you to come and look at some-
thing he did dn his room.

a. You would:

. b. Reasoning behind response:

-

c. What would your response be if this were your daughter?

f . »
d. What would your response be if ygﬁFjéon were:

3 years ¢ld

16 years old '

*

e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this story?

Son

Parent " ) ) ~. )

Comments: ™
-




Stony 5 ' .
Your twelve year old son i;\3n~t’€?:; football team. He had an argument

with the coach at the last practice and now he doesn't want to play in the
champiopship game this afternoon.

a. You would:

b. Reasoning behind response:

¢. What would your response be if this were your daughter?

d. What would your response be if your son were:

8 years old

17 years old - ~ 5 ) L

e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this story?

Sen

w

Parent

Comments:




Story 6

Your four year old daughter, Stephanie, has a young boy and girl from the
neighborhood come and visit. They have been playing in her room for the .
last hour or so. They have started giggling so loudly you are getting
annoyed. When you open the bedraom door, you find all three of them under
the bed covers with their clothes off. .

a. You would:

b. Reasoning behind response:

-

c. What would your response be if this were your son?

d. What would your response be if your daughter were:

8 years oid

12 years o0ld.

;’\

e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this story? |~ :

!
Stephanie :
- .
Parent
Comments-
271
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Story 7 : v o ’ .

Your daughter's second grade teacher just called you and asked you why you

have refused to conference with her. You have no idea what she is talking

about. Apparently, your daughter has been in trouble at school and has not .
given you any of the notes the teacher sent home with her. As you hang up

the phone, your daughter walks into the room. .

a. You would:

L ~
4 v [
b. - Reasoning behind response: .
13 _-\ . L]
= - / -t
c. What would your response be if this were your son? - :
!
N

d. What would your response be if your daughter were:

12 years-old

¢
16 years old ‘ . . -
- ™,
e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this story? >
Daughter : L .
[}
N - )
Parent Y
v * ‘ ,
Comments:
: 272
& J- haat \
-~ . . . f
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Story 8 .

You made an agreement with your ten year old son to do & particular
- household.job for extra money. This is the ficst time you have worked
» ‘out a money reward for his doing any extra chores. When you inspect his
work you find that he has not done a good job, yet he still expects to

get paid.- G
a. You would: _.~ . : K ¢
" - \
- AN
-b. Reasoning behind response: R
N &

i

\ -

_ ¢. What would your response, be if this were your de)ghter? P

A "

. o 7
d. What would your response be ifﬂyour son were: . ‘ .

C > S —
15 years old N ﬁ'

b years otd

e. HWhat are the thougﬁts and feelings of the people,in this story?

-

-

Son

-

e

Parent

\1r—

"

Comments:

*




Story 9

Your fifteen year old daughter, Michele, wahts to go to the mall and “hang
out." You know that is whereé a lot of kids go on thé weekends. Recently,
there has been increasing trouble there, and you know some of the kids go
there td drink, smoke pot in the parking lot, and generally look for trauble.®
At the same time, you know that there are also some good kids who go to the
mall and meet friends, too. )

’ v

a. You would: ‘

b. Reasoning behind reSponse:-
<

c. What would your response be if this were your son?

]
- 3
d. Hhat}dould your response be if your daughter were:
13 years old *
17 years oid -
¢

e. Wha#are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this story?

Michele .

Parent,

Comments: 2%




Story 10 X »

*

The school principal has just called you at work. Your six year old son,
Ronnie, has been in a fight at school. He has a black eye and a cut lip;
so does the other student. Ronnie says the other boy started it by calling
him a “punk." ' .

d.

C.

d.

16 years old

* What are the thouahts and feefings of the people in this story?

r

You would:

<

s

Ra&gfping behind response; .
» * J

-

-~

What would your response be if this were your son? %

. - -
. ¥
What would your response be if your son were:

12 years old *

Ronnie \ /é' -
7 -

Parent

Comments:

L




|

\

Story 11 R -
Your 17 year old son has been working part time at the supermarket 1n - -

your neighborhood. He is a cashier and makes a good hourly wage and could *°
have employee benefits if he joined the union. The manager of the store

has offered your son a job at a good salary, but he would have to work

full time. Your son wants to quit school and take the job.

a. You would: , '

L

b. Reasoning behind response:

¢. What would your response be if this were your daughter?
i

d. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this story?

v Son l)
& .
Parent 4
e ) ‘ -

Comments:, ) ' \-

. . I v
A
L 3 2 ¢ \J‘ ]




( Story 12 T

w

You and your husband (wi1fe) are going®out for the evening. #&s you say
goodbye to your six year old daughter, Karen, she begins_to cry very hard,
crying for you not to go. She doesn't seem to be sick and the baby51tter

" has stayed with hgy/befOre without any problems. '

A}

a. You would:

<
b. Reasoning behind response:
C. What would your response be if this were your son?
f 4 .
d. What would your response be if your daughter were:
3 years old
10 years old
e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this story?
Karen - -
3
’ Parent - .
A
Comments: .
> €




Story 13

. ,
You just walked into the bedroom and saw your teh year qld son taking money
from your wallet without permission. VYou 'have Just caught him in the act of
taking your money. .

2. You would:

b. Reasoning behind response:

¢. What would your response be if this were your daughter? — -

i . + w l

d. What would your response be if your son were:
5 years old OQ\\\/ii)

/

a

16 years old

b}

- e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this story?

.Son

[

Parent

Comments:

ey




Story 14 ' ’

It is late and you are getting ready to go to bed. You are straightening
up the house a little and going to drop some school books off in your 16
year old son's bedroom. As you dépen the door, you find him awake and
masterbating. He mmediately stops and pretends 1ike he is asleep.

a. You would: !

b. Reasoning behind response:

§ ¢. What would your response be if this were your daughter?

// :

4

d. What would your response be if your som were: , ‘

3 }ears old 4

1

12 years old

e. What are the thoughts and feelings of the people in this story?

Son

Parent

Comments: .
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. The Parent ﬁsychoiogist‘ ' ’\\

) DRAFT
<
\ Child Development
Q
1. At what age does an iafant become a child? »

a. At what age does a child become a young person? C

b, A young adult?

2. What is éhe difference between an infant and a child?

3. What do we mean when we say, "Oh, she's just going through a stage.w

(3

—— - —— = - - —_ - [

a. Do you believe there are "stages?"

b. Examplies of stages

! c. How does a parent deal with a "stage?”

4. At what age do you think kids really know what is going on? In other
words, at what age do children have motivations for what they do? When
do they really know what they are doing?

5. Are children just little beop1e or are they completely different?

¢ >




. -

Personality
1. What is persona](iy?

B a. Can personality change?
}

b. When does a child's personality take shape?

(2]

Whaty impact can parents have on a child's personality?
a , ' :

»

d. Is personality something we are born with or something that is
_Shaped hy our experiences?

%

. Are parents responsible for the personalities of th#§r children?

o~

(4]

\ p

Moral Development

1. What is your definition of a moral person?

a. What 15 the parents' role in the moral development of their children?

v

b. When should parents being teaching their children morals?

e

c. How should parénts'teach morals? 2

r
-

S IeR ]
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-

d. Are children born with natural morals or do all morals have to be

taught?
! .
Discipline
1. What is discipline?
Ve
~ . (
a. What is the purpose of discipline? ‘
b. What types of discipline do you use?
c. How do you decide when to use a particular type of discipline?
v d. How do you and your spouse share the discipline role, or do you
share it? What arrangement do you and your spouse have regarding
the discipline of your child and how did you come to that arrange-
ment? '
. . - — K‘
e. Some parents use rewards as a form of positive discipline. What is
¢ your definition of a reward and do you use rewards in your house?* 5

» 1

(*Make sure to get information on the types of rewards used and
their rationale behind using or not using rewards.)

. ‘ Y 235523 B
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General Questions: Fanilxn%ife

1. Name some parents' rights

a. Which of these do you take in your home?

2. Name some children's rights (in your home)

3. Do you have any house rules? If so, what are they?

a. How do the house rules get established?

b. Do the members of your house follow the house rules?

4. Do you have any family traditions or ritua]s?/’lf s0, what are they?

, :

5. Should parents treat all of their children the same? Tell me why you
think parents should or should not treat all of their children the same.




Mt

6. Which would be easier to raise, a boy or a girl? ';rlhy?

7. Some people believe children are just born a certain way and there is
little a parent can do to change that. Other people believe parents
have more to do with children's behavior than genetics or what children
were born with. I am going to read a 1ist of characteristics and I

‘would 1ike for you to tell me if you think children acquire them through
their parents or they are born with them.

>—
___ laziness ____ cheating
—— rebelliousness ___ spoildness/brattiness
____ self-control ____ moody )
____individual responsibility ____interest in school
____nambition ; ____interest in sports
_____respect for others . _;__ intelligence

' ____sharing with others | &

—

A




Parent Sentence Completion

DRAFT

Next, I will be asking you to complete some sentences. [ witl read the first

[ half of a sentence and ask you to complete it with the first thing that comes
to mind. Just say the first thing that comes to mind that is the truth.for
you. There is no right or wrong answer, so don't worry about that.

1. The best thing about me as a parent is ’

2. When my children are'grown, I want them to look back and say

3. The best way to help a child learn is

4. ! am the kind of parent who

5. I want to make sure my children never have to

6. A good way to discipline a child is .
N

7. Hhen I get ahgry with my children

N
8. Some of the things I want my children to learn from my culture is |
s
9, A problem I sometimes have as a parent is
10. When I spank my children
11. When one of my children has a problem -

' 12. The most impor;agy job of a parent is

13. Kids today

14. The thing that gets in my way most as I relate to my child is

15. A parent has a rigﬁt to

e W




16:
17.
18.
19.

20.

21,

When my children do not 1ike what I do

Most of the parents in this community

P

One person who™has had a lot of influence on me as a parent is

!
7

[ hope my children

If [ could give my chrldren anything in the world, I would give,

The biggest problem my family faces today is
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K INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR PARENTS |
Name :- o o Mother ___ Father ___
Number of Children: 1. _ ' Sex ____ Age "
2. Sex ___+ Age _:_
3 L ) o Sex ___ Age ____
‘ . ’ 4. Sex __ Age ____
Years of Marriagé . Religion '
tlﬁcome Level ‘ _ Contact with Gr;ndparent§ ’ _ :
Contact Qith Siblings ‘ ‘ X

»

. x 7
Education: PII.D. L MA___ cCollege High School __ 9876543 _

L}

Occupation: Mother ' Father

The following questions address a variety of issues dealing Wwith your relation-
ship to your children, your spouse, and yourself. They will be very global
_questions covering broad topics. Simply answer them the best you can. ' Your
_answers will be completely confidential. Remember, there is'no right or wrong
answer to any of these questipns: - -

»
1. Has your experience as a parent been:

___ Better than or easier than you expected ‘
____Close to what you expected B
S Close enough to what yoUexpected
_-__Worse than or more difficult than(.wha‘t you %xpected
2. Your experience as a parent could be described best 3s:
____Fantastic! Great! . . y oo
___ Very good; c.lear-ly positive
R
A Spmev;hat disappointing
. Very disappointing

’ ' - 2

o °
~I




v >
3, How much of the time are you satisfied wifﬁ{yourself as a parent? Using

a scale from+ to 10, where 1 is low and 10 is high, rate.your satisfac-
tion with yourself as a parent. ; ) '

~

———

17 Not at all satisfied - -
2: Satisfied only once in awhile
3: Satisfied very little of the fime
4: Satisfied just spme ‘of the time : -
. B: Satidfied enough of the time - - Ratingr _-. / .
?: Satis a Tot of the time -
8
9
10

* Satisfied the majority of the time .- .
Satisfied most of the.time
Satistied almost all of the time ' \
Always .satisfied ' A .
. o
4. Using the same scale of satisfaction from 1 ta 10, rate how miuch of the
time you' are satisfied with your husband (wife) as a parent.

Not at.all satisfied

Satisfied only once in awhile

Satisfiell very little of the time

Satisfied just some of the time /.
Satisfied enough of the time Rating:
Satisfied a lot of the time T .
Satisfied the majority of the time

Satisfied most of the time

Satisfied almost all of the time

i Always satisfied

®
—r
WO~ WN —

5. Agaxin using the same scale of satisfaction, tell me hoW?iuch of the time

. you are satisfied with how you and your spouse Communicate. For instance,
do you feel 1ike you and your spouse rally talk to each other about your
feelings and the things that bother one another? When you talk-to each .
other, do you really listen to each other? So, in terms of péally talking
and listening to one another, tell me how much of the timg~you are
satisfiéd with your communication with your spouse. ‘

Not at all satisfied
Satisfied only once in awhile
Satisfied very little of the time \
Satisfied just some of the time . .

. Satisfied enough of the time Rating: )
Satisfied a lot of the time
Satisfied the majority of the time
Satisfied most of the time .
atisfied almost all of the time .
Satisfied all of the'time -

1]
—
WD —

. ” -




. - , - * v

. b
6, Now, think of your total relationship with your spouse--everything. you
< . like -and don't like about it. Using the same scale of satisfaction,
-» B how much of the time are you satisfied with your relationship with your
: . . SPOUSE? . o ‘ ‘

. Not at all satisfied : /

. Satisfied only once in aWhile . -~ -

Satisfied very little of the time ’

Satisfied enough of the time
Satisfied enough of the time Rating: :
Satisfied a lot of the time.
Satisfied the majority of the time
Satisfted most of the time
Satisfied almost all of the time
Satisfied all of the time

-

OOWOOSIU W) —

[3

—r

o

7. Looking back.on your own childhood, tell me how happy 1t was. U3e a
scale from 1 to 10, with 1 being not at all happy and 10 being completely
happy. . . .

Not at all happy-

Hardly happy at all

A little happy .

Sort of happy . ‘ "

Pretty happy ~ . . Rating:(f

.
v

Quite happy

; Mostly happy ‘
: Almost completely happy
: Completely happy

O W~

{1
8. Many parents have a child or more than one child that might be called
: » udifficult.” - What makes a child "difficult?”. .
¢ — N ,
I requires a lot of attention whines or cries a lot

____very demand.ing - too active
Q s stubborn ___disclimsy |- - .
' _ is mad most of the time *___ tries to gét their own way a 1ot
____ has hurt féelings a lot _____ig lazy, uninte;ested in anything
_____ unhealthy; sickly ____real smart; real intelligent
' ____ is mean to others ____ too independent/wants %o be gn thei)
'L.;____ slow learner . nooggelings for others; unlo;iﬁa

nat nice loéking ¢
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8., Do you have a difficult child? Yes , .o MNo ' (

How has raising a Mdifficult” child affected your experience as a parent?

-’

. - SN
- - By

/\ ” bl
i -
~
-

[ = L

. Pl . 1 r
9, Some parents have a child(ren) who is never a problem. What makes a
¢hild a "no problem! child? . »

1. s - . -
____cooperative child ' ___'\always happy ) :
__loving chitd  * " nice looking
_____smart child ‘ ’ ____good at anything they. t::y
_____easy going child [ ____helps amu;]d the ‘house"
____ keeps self busy . responsible for own things
___ hardly ever cries b 1eav.es parents alone
. hea_]thy; never sick ©____ tatks easily with adults or agemat

10. Db you have'a "no problem” child? Yes ___ Mo ’ ,

If so, how has raising a "no problem" child affegted you7->

L - S . . |
L L , N\
\
11. Who do you go to for advice about parentjpg? : N (
_; books ____medical doctor ' h
. ( _____ Church - L ___p.sychologist E '
’ . friends ’ ' ____ member of immediate family
____ school ¢ - ___actual class in parenting ‘

!)~ .
2\11}

7 »
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= ATTACHMENT A : , ‘
— . - .PARENT EDUCATION PROGRAM SURVEY g .

[§
‘o

CPART I. FAMILY STRUCTURES .-~ . {.‘“.T
Using the following key, please identify to what extent your program actiuvities,
- in the past twelve months, addveso=d l3sues related to various family types.
Circle the mimber (0-4) that best describes this. ] .

MY . . .
0 = not a plarmed program activity; never dealt with
. 1 = ynplanmed activity; dealt with informally if it comes up
-y 2 =, unplamned, ongoing self-help growps
3 = plamed Y%etivity “or one time only

-

‘ . 4 = plarmed, gertes &F activities .
FAMILY TYPES - PLANNED PROGRAM ACTIVITY
.a.' Stepparents \ ’ ' tow O 1 ’ 2 ‘ 3 . 4 High .
b. Single fathers, ;nth custody 0 1 2 3 4 J
N c. 'Singlre fathers, withoﬁgz cus‘{ody . 0 1 2 o3 4 -
d. Singlemothers / ' 001 2 3 4
e.‘ Separated parents 0 1 2 3 4 '
s -+ f. Divorced parl'ents 0 1 2 3 &
g. Extendéd families (e.q., gra'ndmothe;' 1iving . Ty ’
. with'family) ’ 0 1 ’2 3 - 4
. h. Working mothers ) _ 0 1 ' 2 3 4
" {. Families.with both parents working o1 2 3 4
j. Patents who adopt . . ’ ¢ 1 2 3 4
' k. Fostér papents v o 1 2 3 4
. 1. kT;eenage parents . ) '0 1 2 3 4
m. Parents of adolescents 0 1 "2 3 4
. .First—time parents o 1 2 3 &
0. Parents:?:'f school-age children « 0 1 2 3 4
p. Parents of 'preschool-age children "0 12 3 4 .
.q, Surrogate p?rent-fa‘mﬂies 0 ( 1 2 3. 4

-

* * ] 29‘_1




PART II. TOPICS IN PARENT EOUCATION

. Uszng the same key, please identify to whad extent gour program autzuztzes )
. \\ addressed. the follawing list of topies in pﬁ?ent educatzbn

b

f - —————

not a plannedjgrogram activity; never dealt pwith

L g : unplanned activity; dealt with informally tf it comes up -
' ! 2 = unplanned, ongoing self-help groups
' 8 = planned activity for one time only
4 = planned, series of activitieg .. .
) TOPICS IN PARENT EDUCATION EEAN“ED PROGRAM ACTJVITY’
" a. Family p]_ahmné (e.g., birth control) Low 0« 1 2 3 4 Migh
b. Home management | ‘ 0 1 2 3 6
c. C?rrmum'cation skills L0081 2 3 4!
* 47 Discipline in general o 1 2 3 4 -
e. Behavior management 0 1 2 3 4
f. .Inte]iectua] déeve]opment | 0 1 2 3 :1 ‘
g. Bilingual education o o 1 2 3 Ty
. h. Self-concept and pers..onality of children ‘ o 1 2 3 4
i. MWife/husband conflicts o 1 2 3 4
j. Peer influence on children 0 1 ' 2 3 4
k. Sexual rdle identification S~ o 1 2 -3 4
' 1. Sex educati'y{ o 1 2.3 4 °
. / m. Parent-child home activitifes . 0 1 2 3 4
. n. Effects of te]evis:'gn on children . 0 1 2 3 4
0. Routine health care . 0 1 2 3 4
p. Nutrition and foods oo 2 3 a4
. q. Children's learning disabilities o 1 2 3 4
r.. Parenting of handicapped children N o 1 2.-3 4
s. Family advocacy (active participation 1n‘ )
po]itn?a] tters concerning the family)) 0 1 2 3 4
¢ . t. Hyperattive chi]dren 0' 1 2 ‘3\ 4
' u. ,Sibling ¢children:in family) rivalry 0 1 2 3 4
> ;. R05 -
o ) . . ( . . . ‘
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PART 111... PROGRAM DESCRIPTION . ,

-

1. Iihe'qz;'ganiaationa'l gpructure of your prégrén'is best deberibed as:
(eirele yes or no) ' ‘ . .

a, an indepe’ndentr progr:am with a"paid-director . -

' and ‘clericdl person . N Yes ©  No’
. ' * ‘J . . ’
+ b. a program operating within a larger organi- \
, » zation (i.e., a hospital, community mental . ,
* . - health service, Red Cross, etc.) ' ¢ Yes No

€ c. an informai“gathering of concerned individuals; *
a “grass roots" organization with little | . -
bureaucratic structurg . Yes No

2. Funding for your pz-ogr&n 18 bes§ described as:

(circlé yes or no) P ad
a. Mo'stly Federal ' "_ ‘ L Yes No
' b. tocal, community-based o, RACE N(; ‘
c. State ' , ' Yes No
g d. Highly débendenﬁ upon donations . . Yes. No
e. Based primarily on tlient fees \ Yes | No
. ’ .f.' Other Ep]e‘ase specify). ' ) .
3. Often parent education prqgramg are associated with a larger organization.
p ’. g:digjzte if your program is assoctated fﬁith the following: (circle yes
a. Public s\chooal system . . ‘Yes', No .
-b. Social service agency s ' Yes ' No .
) c. Chuich or other religious organization , Yes * No
N _d. Private, profi’t-making group, i.es; PET ¥ Yes No
! e. Public, nom-profit group, 1.e., Red Cross Yes No .
£. No association, .strict.]y ’local' organization ‘ Yes ., No
. g. Other (please spec'ify) - - - ’

‘-, X . o - P
\ 4. Ar® your program efforts directed towards a epecific target group of elients,
r *like low inedme families, a minority growp, single pgrents, ete.? .

" Yes No -

e ——p—

. If yes, which target group? .

§ 3
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| ‘ B . S . ‘
. U . . Fy P
/ . , TN S
o 5. |Your program activities can be described best as: (yes or no)
, » . v -
- d.~ planned series of é]ass meetings covering .
. specific topics A . Yes No
e . . 7 - -’ S
-~ br—requtarly-scheduled-meetings with changing - " N
. topics ) . Yes No . .
\ " . c. periodic (4-6 times per year) méet‘ings with ‘
. changing topiés . . ) Yes No
| d.. occurring om a one-to-gQne basis between parents
1 * and staff - N Yes No k
| A} - * . v e
v . 6. fNote the following terms and their definitions: a pareht education progran
R may include courses.covering gpecific bopies.s Each course consisis of
L . class meetings, Using the prepeding definitions, please answer the next
i . thrée questions accordingly..
a. In your parent education program, how many courses are offered
at oncg:
A Ly - 3 ‘\ K .’T
1 7 .3 4 5 6, 7 8 9
. b, HWithin yaur program, what is the average number of c1ass'meEt1ngs )
wya . - for the cgurses offered: s
‘j\' - L Y - . .
X R 2 3 ¢ 5 . 6 7 8 9 :
—~— i M i
c. How long does the average class meeting last? ~>
R (e.g, 1 hour, 30 minutes,” etc.)
7. The imWWrs@mup leaders on youd* parent edueation program staff can
be described best as: (cirele yes or no) ] -
| ’ '
i a. Most of the teaching staff are trained lay ‘H , ‘
| persons . “ ’ Yes - RNo°
| b. Most of the staff are persbns with a Master's . T
| . Pegree o 2" Ph.D. g . Yes No
‘¢. Most of the staff.is part-time Yes- ° No v
d. Most of the §¢a1‘:f is full-time - Yes .No
| ' -
| .o e. Most'of the staff‘are professionals in child »
| "‘ ’ development, social work, psychology, edu-" C
| _agation, ete, © . Yes No
' _f. Most of thé staff are trained nurses 4 Yes No
‘ 8. Do clients pay a fee to take a parent édycation course? -
! Yes ‘No

*

If so, would you ‘min&_telling u‘s the dBUdt of the fee?

I !
B L3 * ~ ] ¢

S S | . . :




> - . . b
. .What are the goals of your program. Please take a fev minutes and write
them down! for us. Use the back page of the survey, if necessary. If yod
already have thie information in a brochure or pamphlet, just attach it to
thie form. Thank you. .

2

i .

The following items dexl with evaluation activities in your program.
Please respond by circling yes ap no. K

a. OQur staff i} po} trained in evaluation methods Yes No
‘b. We do not have the time for program evaluation Yes - Na
‘) . - 1y
c. We do‘not have the money for’evaluation / Yes No .
d. We do an ;ﬁforma] evaluation by gathering ;o .
verbal feddback~from participants at the
end of a course - 7 .« Yes No}
e. We have a standard fsrm that all participaﬁts N
£i11 out after compieting-a course . Yes No =
[ = L]
. . <
f. Evaluation is at the discretion ofgghe T e .
instructors - ‘ Yes No
d. MWe dora written follow-up evaluation, usually ~
) sévera1\weeks after a course has ended Yes No
h. Our funding requires some kind of evaluation Yes No

1

When are your courses offered? (Pledase check all those that.apply.) -,
14 - o
Mornings -Afternoons A Evenings Week-&nds

Arve babysitting services available to parents while they attend class
meetings? ,

v EN
Yes - No

————— ————— -

L




-

Approximately how many cliente are served in a year?

a. Approximate percent of clients not completing a course? -

Clients may have different reqsons for enroliling in a parent education
courgse. What are the reasons your clients enroll in your parent edu-
cation program? (We would appreciate y best guess, knowing that it
te hard to get this kigd of information. Please circle yes or no.)

a. Experi%ncing minpr Prob]eMs‘dt home . o Yes C L No
" b.. Major crisfs at home = - . . " T Yes " No

¢. Self-conscious decision to be-better Earents Yes Nq//

d. General interest in the topic being covered ( Yes ﬁé

e. .Lack of primary support systems or other
networks - igs No

f. Schoo]l?e};ted issues | . Yes | No

g. Client participation required to reééive . .
sggg)other service . . Yes No”

h, Other (pEEase spec1?§)

Do you have any other observations or comments about the clients you serve
_and thetir motivation f‘f‘participatépg?




- " -

- .’ ' ' . X .
<é“\ . .
" \ Y .
. 16. How often do clignts drop out 8f a course for the following reasons: .
:,i“ ) e . _ Often  Sbmetimes Rarely  Never
TR ' '
. a. Lack of time ‘ 0 s '. K N
: b. Change in work schedules ,/ 0 S "R N
A , .
c. Child care problems . 0 S R -
o . d. Lose interest 0 S, R N
e. Lack of support from other :
« partner, spouse, etc. <0 5 R N
. / v/
f. Get all their "answers® in the .
,  first few sessiofs and don't .
fieed to come anymore . 0 0 \‘ S R N
g. Competing family gbligations .0 S R N
h. Achiévement of goals : 0 . S R N
i. Shyness--discomfort of being -
» in a strange situation 0 S R a N
j. Materials too sophisticated -
for client _level 0 S R N
k. HateriaTs,ndtosophisticated ” .
enough for client level 0 S "R N e
1Fr 1. ﬁateria]s ngd . ianﬁuage of ‘ .
s S .the clientg¥s ey ' 0 . S R N°

. S iei
. - m: Other (please” specify)
I's R *
17. Do you think father participa#ion ig important?

3

Yes No

*» mtr—
» ®

4 ¥ . . .
. What ideas and suggegtions do you have for increasing the participation of
fathers in parent”education?

= 1




-~

*

PART IV. PARTICIPANT OESCRIPTION

-

1. About how many of your parent education participants fall into each of
the follonnng categories? C(Circle the number that comes closegt to the
percentage of your elients represented by the Zwted growp. This wil

help us in our attempt to describe the current "consumers” (users) of :
pavent education prograns. wouid appreczate your best estimate.

FAMILY TYPES‘;V/ s _PERCENT OF PARTICIPANTS SERVED
a. Single parents, divorced 100.90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1

b. Single parents never married 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1
¢.” Intact parents, first marriage 100 9 8 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1

d. Stepparents .JOO 90 80 70 &0 S0 40 30 20 10 1
" o parents of handicapped 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1
f. Foster parents 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1
g.'Adopt'Ive,parents , 100 90 80 70 60 40 30 20 10 1
h. Teenage.parents . 100°90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1
i. Other * 100 90°80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1

2. What are the employment patterns ;f your program participants?

EMPLOYMENT PATTERNS PERCENT OF fARTICIPANTS SERVED .
a. Two parents working . 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1
b. . One parent working, one

parent at home 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1 .
c. §1ng]e parent woriihg 100 90 80 70° 60 50 40 30 20 10 1
d. Single parent, not wofking 100 90 80 79 60 50 40 30 20 10 1
e. Neither parent working 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1
f. One parent with two jobs 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1

3. Does your program routinely collect information on:

Family types Yes No

Employment patterns - Yes No

i —
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v ' . .
4. About how.many of tke\participan%s in your program are of the following:
racial groups? Circ@ the percentage that is the elosest. '

« '+ RACIAL GROUPS S JPERCENT OF PARTICIPANTS SERVED
a. American Indian’  fod 90 80 70 60 S0 40 30 20 10 1
"b. Asian o 100 90 g0_70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1 °
T c. Black - - 100- 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 0}
d. Mexican American 100 90 80 70 60 .50 40 30 20 10 1
ce. whike . .- 100 90 8 70 60 50740 %0 20 10 1
: - . .

f. Other (please.specify)} ’ .
' v

. ' 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1
. L . ' -
~ 5. About what pereeht of your program participants fall into each of the -
following income groupe? . ,
: ‘ o ’
o, INCOME LEVELS" PERCENT OF PARTICIPANTS SERVED
a. Upper O . ‘ : .
(340,000 or more & year) 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1°
b. | Upper Mtddle . ' \ B
(530,009-39,Q00) ) 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 (1
“c. “Biddle T A |
($20,000-29,000) ) 100790 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1
Fa

»>a ‘
d.. Lower Mid’t[le'*(ﬁ

($10,000-19,00 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1

e, Low .

(Less than $10,000) 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1
6. Please use the remaining space (and the ‘reverse side if desiredigle make any
- cbaervations,. suggestion® or thoughts about pgrent education or suryey .
¢ &
( ¢ -
‘v . It A
- | . »
, M . . ! ‘ »

7. Would you like to have information regarding survey -results?

*
L)

Yes No

302
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. : . KTTACHMENT B o '
T PARENT EDUCATION PROGRAM SURVEY '
+ ® 5] Hritten-in Responses for Other Sources of "Funding ' .
" Ttem 2f on Questionnaire )
_i6252 1. Shool District funds T~
i6342 2. [Instructdrs subsidize cosfg of belonging to .instructor
association

1'1665é 3. Tuition for class .
17042 - 3.  Title %X. Also through social services as group therapy
06731 5. University
06131 6. 75/24 match Title XX
06331 7.” Missipn-donations, ‘
06631 8. 75% Title XX, 26% donor oy N )
07441 . 9. Some dgnﬁb%ons‘hnd fees S

‘ 12261 10. County, United Way L

- 12861 11: Special Education teacher donated time X
13561 12. Contractual B N ’
; 13661 7 13. DHR anq<3?ivate donations
i3861°  14. Within school program-budget balanced school . .
',/ 14661 15. 20% non-Federal matchiﬁg share

14861 16. Grants from private foundations -
15261 7. None ) \ ,
-15361 + 18. State and Federal e . ¢

.15661 19. A regular part of our. program ' | 1
15761  20. Funding decreases drastically in September
15961 21. H;ve fuﬁd-raising ac;ivities. *
17952 22. Churgg supported
20852 23. Contract : ' -




Item 2f {Continued) . Lo~
. -~ .
' ‘Code * , , . Comment . ~
21162 24.. School funding‘
g 02811 25. Just a pilot effort
03421 26. Contracts with organizat1ons rece1v1ng federal or state/
local grants
04321 27. United Nay {$3,000 per year) and grants andvdonations
04421  28. PTA sponsored ' N
\ 19012 29. Specific program fees
20332 30. Tuition for PET ‘
12461 31. State and local funding
00711 32. 20% local match
-( - 00911 33., Title XX USDA reimbursement -
' 01011 34. Combination of a,_and'e
01111 35. Title XX - training S - '
01511  .36. Volunteer ~ <N
~ L0161 37. Dues $5 annually \ , “Jugb
.12361 38. County, state and Federally funded
" 08751  39.. Based partially on fees -
08651 40. Federal 70%; State 30%; Local 5%
. 08881 4]. Chyrch Sponsored' ‘
* " 08951 42, _Private school - St. Gregory's College’ .
09051 43. Have been uSed as consultant to public schools - Parent
. . Ef fectiveness Trainﬁng federally funded
69251 44. Two state grants .
‘. 09351 45, 'Fees'occasioﬁaHly charged
0?351 . 46. Head Start 3:}1 ‘
09851 47. A1l of the above
' 48. Student fees

1066)




item 2f (Continued) v 7

Code

)

11161

11861
12061

/‘s

« &
e*/_‘
, . Comment
49. C%ty funds: State fundéf Federal funds
50. Some private and foundation money
51. Catholic Charities Diocq,as of Corpus Christi
i %
b
"\ 1
\\
Ay
\
! "
S N L 4
* $
~._ .-
</ -

-~
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| ATTACHMENT C
PARENT EDUCATION PROGRAM SURVEY
48 Written-in Responses for Association with "Other" ‘Larger Orgénizgpwon
Ttem 3g on Questionnairé ‘§} i
s
Code o : ‘ -Comment '
17042 1. YMCA, Head Start ,
05731 - 2, University ° | ' -~ N
05931 3. Classes in Health Center and Hospitals .
-
07241 4. New Mexjco State University s ,
f6384] 5. State Home Economics Department
13561 6. Mental Health|Services .
M L) V\ - LY
13661 7. Systematic Training Effective Parent ' ”
¥ 14361. 8. “Private, non-profit agency ‘
14561 9. #H/MR - County Ext. Department .
14661  10. Dallas County Community Action, Inc.  «
¢ LY
\ 14761 11. Region XVI Education Service Center Basic Educatiomal
: Skills Project
14861 12. Funded by Texas Department of Community Af#ﬁirs .
-~ . v . ’f“% -
14961 13. Regiona] Education Service Center ~ *
15261.: 14, None . =« ‘ g . ,
L 4
15961 15. Private school - non-profit
‘ rl
- 17252 16. PfOgrams given also through a preschool I own and direct,
qﬁﬁq@ ) - * which is many times free and open,to public
» - ; k
‘:ﬁ 20561 - 17.° Private nonprofit C.
y 20922 18. Catho]fc\§cho?]~system\ r]
8, . 0gn 19.¢ I use STEP kit (Systematic Training for Effective Parenting)

at Community Education - night'classes for adults sponsored
by public schools - and I a¥so free-lance
”’

-

- 02211 20. Cooperative Extension

\
2311 21. Private nonprofit ann .




. »

I1tem 3g (Continued) \ “

-
A

Code . Comments (
“ 2
02811 22. University . .
R )
03221 . 23. ‘Private, nonprofit ) a

03721  24./ Urban League
04421 .  25. 'PTA
0452! 26 Children'; Hospital
o goosz' 27. Oklahoma Association of Youth Services Y .

-

20242 28. PET was taught assoc1ated with & behavioral health agency
at no profit in facilities donated by a church

~13161 29. EducatiOn Service Center ‘ -
12461 30. Autonomous social service agency created to provide educational
’ and clinical services to parents - f
00311 _ 31. Head Start - Home Start Training Center { _
00411  32. We work with AB | N
00711 3. CAA . !
00911  34. Community Counseling Center |
. «onft 35 university : S
o Q . € o~ |
01611 37. We have done things in school and with the March of Dimes -
. . ' no formal association . y
"20421 38. At local health-units in each par1sh of the state e .
7 13061 ‘ 39. Three nonpublic schools’ X
12361 40. Texas Agricultural Exten$ion Service ]
07341 41. PTanned ParenthoodFederation of America ’
. ~:08141 42. Nonprofit communi;y presc;ools ) .
09651.‘ 43. Tribal - \ S
09851  44. State Department of Humag Services v
| {

07 ;0O
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Item3g (Continued)k - . _

AN -, , i o
Code . Comment '
»
09951 45. U. S. Amy )
. 10661 46. College course o : b
{ , ’ )
11661 47. Referrals, etc., come from other agencies, hospitals, schoolg, etc.
*
11961 . 48, Head Start Program and Title XX Day Care
~/
3
/
! -]

L] ) ‘ - .

t
@ +

) r
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ATTACHMENT D' ~
PARENT .EDUCATION PRUGRAM SURVEY

120 Written-in Responses for "Hhich Target Group" ' S
ltem 4 on Qggstionnajre . .
. ) i . ’ h 4
16532 1. Low income - '.
17042 2. gead §tar§e Fostér Parents, Abusive Parents, Parents of .
- uvenile 11nquents

05531 3. Mostly low 1ncome.families
05631 4. Low income and working mothers -
05731 5. Student parents (university)

,05931 - 6. Low income, minority, teenagers ‘
06131 7. Minority, weifare eligible young mothers’

06231 8. Teenagers ‘
06331 9, Low-income, Black .
064%1 *10. College students/faculty parents P
06631 11. Low income, minority groups
06731 12. Single parents
6931~ 13. H.S. teachers for MS youth
07041 14. Low income, Spanish-speaking
071‘41 15. Low income
07641 16. Families with problems of CA/N . y

" s
07741 17. Abusive parengs

07841 18. Altho one group for's1ngle moms
07941 19. Low income families (parents of Title I children)

-

08041 20. Low income

12261 21. Women and children from families w1th a history of domestic
violence

12561 22. Al of the above (East Austin)

309
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J " vItem 4 (Continued): B . \‘
. ” , ‘ '
12861 23. gpecia] Education hanq{capped children's parents
‘12961 .24. Families wiéﬁ handicapped children ’ 1
f3361 25. ‘Abusive and neglectful parents _
. 13461 26. Parents of abused and/or neglected children.
+ 13561 ‘ é?. Low income, child Ebuse/neglect clients, parents having past
. of_psychiatric.care ‘
13761  28. Low income :
13961/ 29. Minority C
14061 30. Teen mothers from all categories i
14261  31. Youth 6-17 years of age and their families
14361 32. Low income fahi]i;s of Hispanic. background who have children
under 3 years of age ) .
14461 33. Low inéoqg-minority
. 14561  34. Low income families . '
¢ 14661  35. Low-imcome families |
14761 36. Low income
, *14861 37. Low income families
15061  38. Low income families ' . .

L

_ o+ 1516) © 39."%Low income famﬂies -
’ _ 15261 40. Parents nf migranf and Title I e]igib]e students -
15361 41. Parents of handicapped children,
15461 42. tow income fam%]ies
T15761  43. Both low and-middle income

) ' 159 . 44. Preschool parents )
¢ 16161 45. Parents of children with developmental delay

17532 46, Low income families

4

17622 4 Parents of ch%]dren 1iving in the home

. - ~

N e

: Q , i 310




Itgﬁ'4 (Continued) ' x)
' ' - SN

Code T, “ ‘Conment

18222 48. Parents of adolescents
20561 49, Low and moderate income [ 4
20922  50. Families in a church parish : A

| 21661 51. Handicapped, high rik, pregnant teenagers, parents of
children who are identified as having suffered neglect,

” or abuse -
L} 2 - [{(- e . .‘ -
. 02011 52. Adolescent pregnancies ‘

021 " 83, Prematurg infants and parents :and caregivers .

02311 - 54, Handicabped/deve]opmental1} disabled children ages 0-6 years .

3

: ;02611 55, Minority
02511 - 56. Parepts of children enrollﬁd—&n public schools
02611 5§7. Minority group ’ ’

- ’

02911 58, Pregnant teens and pre-parenthood emphasis in school K-12

03011 59. Adolescent pregnapcies ‘
z r
031 60. One program of two foster parents

03421 61. Cover many diverse groupd including low income

~03521 62. Title XX eligibles, elderjy, day care, chiTd abuse/neglect,
' handicapped, foster care, adopt;on \

03721 _ 63. ify income/minority
04021 64, Low income families

» ’

04121 - 65. Parents of preschool handicapped

- \J v
- 04221 . 66. Migrant .
- 04421 - 67. A1l parents
04521  68. Mid-income, normal families _—

04721 69. Parents with kids in school
04921 70. We have had all the above and middle class and wealthy families
05121 71. Low income (Follow Through)

~
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Code

*

05231

05331 .

05431

18712
18812
18932

19242

19332
19432
/
20052
16442
001N
00211
00311
00?11
00711
00811

00911 °

011
01211
013N
01511
01611
20421

13061

72.
73.

L]

74.

75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.

‘gﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁeblo Indians

83.
8.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
9.

91.

‘92.

93.
9.
95.

96.

Minority groups/low income families

“Item 4 (Continued) .\ujr ) | L
Y v .

hd ¢

Comment

Low income families .

Parents of children of preschools, including @ variety of
clients \ o

ﬁR-DD ,

Mentally rétarded/deve]Opmenta]]y disab]ed~
Preschool for DD and young’adult trainable MR
Parents of Title I children

Low income families ' D

Low income |

Youth and their families

Teens

Foster aprents, abusive parents, teenage parents A
Low income - .

Low income families and migranp fgnﬁ]ies

Low income families’

Low income, teenage parents

University of Arkansas student families

Foster pérent, day care staff and social service case workers
Low inébme families, follow up of Head Start‘cﬁildren ’
Low income. !

Children grades 1-6 ) C

If anything, parents of young children

A1l of the above . L
J1p

Low income families

-

.
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. Code -7 e ﬁ‘ Comment

12361 97. We offef’educat1ona1 programs to people of all ages regardless
s . of race, color,'sex, religion, socio-economic status or
' L To,. na@iona] origin . -
08351 98. Citizens of OK - rural and urban, all ages, most are rural
over 50

06531 99, We offer approx1mate1y 100 different courses in three ten-
* week sesséons each year. Certain programs are targeted
toward certain groups, but anyone can attend

L

-

0181 100. Primary age children

< . 01N 101. Again, our varied instructors adapt our material into a w1de
variety of areas

bt

08141, 102, Parents of handicapped childrén ‘

r

08651 103. Families with chifﬂren under 18 and specializing in adolescents

09451 104. Low income | |
’ 09551  105. P¥Mgnts that have children in that school
‘e 096§1  106. Low income American Indians

10051 107. Handicapped children (severe)

-

.. 10151 108. Low income and handicapped b
- 30251 109. Low jncome - but actually reach middle class
7 04510 110 Rbusive or potentially abusive parents
. 10761 lli. Expectant‘parenys and parents of preschooiwchildren
. 10961 . i12. Middle class - healthy family .

B 11061 113, Low income families
11163 114, Low incope familf®s

11361 115. Low income m1noi;ty groups
115&1 116. Low income and minority groups

- 11661 117. Low income minority families. The majority of our parents are
single women and many teenaged women

11861  118." Low income families

»*

™

313




: . , — . )
‘ Item [(?ontinued) o ) .

-
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5 Code . u Comment
I 11961 119 Low income families, mostly single parents (fe?rla1es), mostly
' minorities, many young mothers who are single

12061 120. Parents in poor rural areas with children under 5
.t o »y
LA
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.‘ , - ‘ ATTACHMENT £ )
PARENT EDUCATION PROGRAM SU$VEY
176 Written-in Responses .
Itan' 9 1 » ;
\ ;
Code _ . Comment

N .

16252 1. PET curriculum goals

16652 2. To give parents a third alternative besihes authorative or

‘ permissive discipline. To have open communications: active
listening and the ability to confront without using roadblocks.
To teach problem solying and to deal with value conflicts.
Learning who has the probjem.

16762 3. Parent Effectiveness Training teaches parents specific skills .
to resolve power conflicts so that neither parent or child -
wins at the other's expense.

16852 4. You are familiar with PET I'm sure. i

05531 5. The main gba] of our program is to provide a good place for
parents to keep their children while working. We strive to
meet the physical, emotional and intellectual Tizeds of the
child. ) -

' €

05631 6. The goals of our program are to strengthen family life and
help family members make progress toward optimal physical,
intellectual, social and emotional development in order to
achieve or mainta¥h economic self-support. .

05731 7. Our goal centers on faciﬁitating parental confidence, com-
petence & ingependence through exposure to child development,
communication, marriage skills, etc.

05831 8. To improve living skills and consumer skills of students

. enrolled. . .
05931 9. 1. Improve Family Relations 2. Encourage Better Parents

3. Better - Parent-Child Relationships 4. The Importance
of Family Planning . ~

06131 10. (from description) (1) To promote optimal development of the
child by educating parents to the principles and practices of
. effective stimulatfon. (2) To promote positive behaviorin
. children by teaching parents effective behavior management .
. techniques. (3) To assist in making the home a safer place’
v for children to grow up by educating the parents in safety
. practices. {4) To promote good physical development of the
child by educafing parents as to the importance of good

[

e 1 315

[




S

Item 9, Continued. ‘ ' ™

Code

. ]

s‘
s ‘oszg;//’/)}1.

L

06431  12.
/",‘ ®
06631  13.
06731  14.
, 06831 . 15.
. 4
4
07041  16.
* 7

»

o
07141 }7\
0724] 18.

L]

<

- 4

Comment

LI )
L

nutrition, rest and exercise, and the avoidance of excessive
television. (5), To promote positive parenting experience by
gncouraging early and extended contact for mothers and infants
during the immediate post-natal period and anticipatory and
on-going support at home.

Preparation for parenthood - to see parenthood realistically

(from 2 brochures) 1. Objective: Provide opportunity,
stimulation, and encouragement for the maximum growth and
developments of each child mentally, physically, socially and
emotionally. 2. Course Information: The curriculum is
designed to prepare graduates for positions in the supervision
and care of young children in the home and community situations.

(Brochure attached - no identifiable goal)

"...Inter..org. of single parentszzswho come together for
mutual help so that our single parent homes can better provide
a happy family-environment in which to bring up our children..."

1. Care and supervision of neglected and abused children
2. Prevention and intervention in areas involving delinquent
behavior in minors .

N
(from attachment) 1. To develop a positive self-concept in the
child. 2. To develop communication skills in the child. 3. To
develop large muscle coordination in the child. 4. To develop

. small muscle coordfnation in the child. 5. To develop eye-hand

coordination in the child. 6. To teach the child how to share

and %ake turns. 7. To teach the child how to take care of
equipment and property. 8. To teach the child how to 1ine up,
whisper and walk inside the building. 9. To teach the child

how to listen. 10. To teach the child thoughtful and courteous
behavior. 11. To teach the child self-control, self-direction

and self-reliance. 12.°To teach the child ideas of numbers, .
letters; size, shapes, relations and classifications. 13. To |,
encourage creativity in tk& children. 14. To encourage

“readiness skills in-the children.

(attachrient)...to help children from primarily low-income families
overcome cultural and economic disadvantages and gain the
experiences to enable them to deal successfully with the challenges
of the world in chich they 1ive. It takes into consideration the
social, intellectual, physical and emotional development of the
(children. ) .

Informal education for adults - Family education is a small part
of our total program offered.
‘ .
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Item 9, Continued. ‘

07641 19. To mprove parenting skills. To improve knowlefige of child
development. To improve communication skills. |To improve/and
give alternatives for discipline. :

07741 20. MWe sue the "Systematic Training for Effective Parenting" program.
- Brochurg attached. °

07841 21. Parentcraft provides information and support for first time
parents. Using the peer self-help approach, experienced parents
lead groups of 7-15 couples. Parent group leaders receive
special training and have access to the Parentcraft curriculum

developed by Minn. Early Learning Design.

% .

07941 22. To help parent better understand his children, improve communica-
tion with their children, enhance the self-image of, his children,
to discipline in such a way as to develop respect & responsibility,
to aid a parent to help his child in school.

08041 23. Basic skill development 1n reading & math with supportive services
in social work and guidance and counseling for children and
parents. '

. \
12261 24. {Brochure attached - no identifiable goa])l -

12561 25. Our program deals mainly with.,an at risk population’in East
Austin. Our goal is to offer alternatives to what may have
previously been ineffective parenting skills. Learning to .

copeé with everyday cri§is in.what are basically poverty con-
didions is primary in many individuals lives. Parenting skills
is an area that may not be considered:important, the way we
understand 4t to be. Our approach is to be as non threatening

. as possible and be as supportive as possible. It should*be noted
that brinding parents together for training sessions is not always
successful.

A

12661  26. To assist parents to help their children who are having troubles
) in school. ° . .

12861 27. My goal is to assist the parents of my handicapped students in
their knowledge and acceptance of their children. ’

12961 28. To increase public awareness of programs and services available
tp impaired infants and their families by: - disseminating litera-
ture to the general public - coﬁ:ﬁﬁting health and medical
professions - advising and coor8inhating with public agencies.
To improve the level of functioning of visually impaired and deaf/
blind children by: - identifying and assessing the needs of each
child - developing an individual prégram for each cHild based on
identified needs - introducing new.methods of learning from his/

" her environment r
To assist parents and families to develop skills and attitudes
that will enable them to become effective‘parents by: - providing

- * 317
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tem 9, Continued.

N I |

Code © ~ Comment
direct in-the-home instruction.by a certified educator - utilizing
resources available through Region One 1ncluding parent droups and

Jfamily services as needed - providing direct and consultative ‘
N assistance in the areas of occupational therapy, orientation and
mobility training, as well,as family consultation, as needed

- To,gerve as a liaison between the home, school, and community
agengies by: -~ aiding jn the child's transition from home to
school - providing services for children not served by an existing
program - sharing information, participating in ARD Committees,
and recommendihg appropriate instructional arrangements.
(from pamphlet) g

. ' 13261 29. (from the brochure)...to provide early, voluntary help to children

like these who seem headed for deeper, more serious trouble--the
kind of trouble that gould eventually cause them to be labeled
delinquent by the court.

13361. 30. To make the parent aware of good nutrition habits; alternate
. discipline plans; hygiene; etc. )

13461 31. Prevent child abuse &/or neglect. Provide alternate role model
. for parent -

13561 32. The Pre-Therapeutic Nursery goal is to promote stable home con-
ditions/develop children's skills, reinforce culture, heritage
' and langugge. Inclusive of strengthening parenting skills
developmenNfor parents. v

1366ﬁ 33. Improve communication skills and introduce natural and logical
consequences as a method of discipline. To help parents under-
T stand the goals of misbehavior.
13761 34. (Brochure attached--no- stated goal)

13861 35. 1. .To help‘parenté understand ways of communicating with their

\,, child and 2. Help parents let child be more responsible 3. Change
‘ takes place in parent as well 'as child for positive home situation.
Proved!! .

13961)  36. Program of child development

14161 37. As a public social service agency we must rely heavily on participa-
n tion by people to serve as fobter parents. Financial reimbursement

is minimal and we feel somewhat limited in what we can demand of

. our participants. Therefore, educational programs offered in a

. more formalized group setting are being offered usually at the

request of the foster parent. Educational efforts are aimed at
improving parenting skills and giving the foster parent insight
into the child‘s behavior while equipping them with additional
alternatives to hand]ikg problems. Evaluations are done at the
end of such a session and foster parents are continually asked
what problems need to be discussed, what are“problem areas, eto,

[y
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- L
”,,//’ A lot of individualized training is also conducted in one-to-one
. contact between parents and workers. Individual probs. are v

identified and time is spent working on those problems. If
enough people idenfify a common area of concern, a formal.training
. session may be planned to address that issue.

14261 38. (1) Public educatipn {raising community awareness of local
juvenile problems and solutions; assisting juvenjles in assessing
needs and determining solutions; disseminating info. to community
on current issues and family problem areas) (2) prevention of
juvenile delinquency (3) alternatives to incarceration (4) counseling
. rehabilitation of status offenders (5) family therapy
14361 39. To enhance the parents’' awareness, knowledge and skill in the area
of child growth and development (birth through 5) so that they can
] optimize their young childreo's learning and development at home
and community. To enhance the parents' self-esteem and sense of
identity as persons and as parents.
14461 403f~;3 actively communicate with each and every parent in the program
- to act as a liaison between school and parent - to train parents
. on how best to help their children become better students

14561 41. (from attachment) Home-Based Program Objectives. To involve
parents directly in educational development of their own children.
To help strengthen in parents their capacity for facilitating the
general development of their own children. To demonstrate methods
= of delivering comprehensive Head Start type services to children
and parents ?or substitute parents) for whom center-based program
is not feasible. . .
| 14661.  42. 1. Children will be exposed to a stimulating efvironment that will
enhance their social, emotional, intellectual and physical growth
. and development in the Center and home environment. 2. Parents
\V will participate in Child Growth and Development to receive benefits
of effecting parenting skills. 3. To provide a preventive Health
and Nutritional service program. .

. 14761 43.-Jo.get to know yourself better. To'get to know your child better.
— To use this knowledge in making decisions about how to raise your
child. -

14861 44, To change children's behavior by changinébﬁérent behavior,

15061 45. The overall goal is to bring about a greater degree of social
competence in children of low income fami¥ies. By social com-
petence is meant the child's every day e€fectiveness in dealing
with both present edvironment and later responsibilities in school
and 1ife. Social competence takes into account cognitive and

- i@teTlectual development, physical and mental health, nutritjonal

needs, and other factors that enable a developmental approach to

helping children. '
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(g 15161 46.

15261 47.
15361 48.
7 15461 49.
15661 50.

NG

*15761  SI.
15961  52.
16161  53.
17152 54,

J 11252 8B,

v -

Comment

(from attachment) General Objectives: To develop definite plans
for getting parents involved in total plans and planning for

their children. To develop a dynamic, cooperative partnership
with the home and school in the education of each chbild. South
Plains Parent -Involvement Plan is designed to meet the performance
standards, as well as, our local goals and objectives for Head
Start families and\their children,

31% of Title | amd Migrant parents in Title I and Migrant-funded
instructional components, will, on the alerage, participate

in one or more hours of school sponsored activities as documented
by records. » .

To help’ parents reach a better undei?iaﬂding of themselves and
their handicapped child. ¥

Educate the parent so that he in turn will get 1nvolved in his

* child's education. 1‘

As day care providers our goal 1s to help parents to know how to
help. their children grow properly both physically and emotionally.
To help the child develop to his full potential is our main goal
and we seek to help parents understand their role in their child's
development.

To provide prevential mental health through communtty educational
programs.

St. George's Episcopal School Parent 0r§;h1zation - 15 a fund
raising, sgcial, and educational oriented group. Qur main
purpose is to support the school and each other.

(from attachment) Objective of Program.” The Infant-Parent Program
serves children with developmental delay, age birth through three
years, agL their families. The long range mission o# the program
is to aid each child, with his family's help, to reach his full
potential. Further, the program is aimed at keeping all handi-
capped children in their family setting in the community.

To develop_better communication and understanding between parent
and child.” For the pareht to be able to recognize a potential
problem about to arise with his child and’ if a problem does arise
then to be able to handle it through open communication resulting
in satisfactory problem solving with both parent and child. Also
one of the most important aspects of PET is to have the child
identify his own problem and be able to deal with it and solve it
in his own way. '

Some of our goals - To expose family members to better communica-

tion skills. To all ow a leader directed group to interact and

discuss new ways to see themselves and the child. Broaden their

skills that meet practical daily life. Positive self image growth.
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Looking at options. Better time maﬁagement. How we fit in social
structure and explore areas of improvement w/peers, leaders or
management. "

Teach parents skills of assiglance to help others and confronta;
tion skills to help self. Oevelop a win/win attitude in haman
relationshig§,and give people a handle on skills to make win/win
work.

To.tréin parents and to have them realize that they are their
child's teacher too--

. Teach effective communication skills. . Empathy training.

. Giving training in interpersonal skill development part. bet.
parents and children.

PET Philosophy ‘
(Brochure attached - no stated goal)

Goals are'those of ﬁarent Effectiveness Training and Couple
Communication _ '

The training of parents in very specific skills.

To develop specific skills believed nelpfhl in maintaining and
enhancing the parent-child relationship. To increase awareness
of the,child as an individual - personally and developmentally.

#-". \
Teach effective comminication skills betwéen and amond adolescents
and their families to reduce problem areas and facilitate family
growth. *

Achieve or maintain economic self-support to prevent, reduce or
eliminate dependence; achieve or maintain self-sufficiency to
reduce or prevent dependency; preventing or remedying abuse,

___neglect or exploitation of children and adults unable to protect

17422 S6.
17532 5.
17622 58.
17762 59.
17822 60.
17952 61.
18062 - 62.
18162 63.
18222 64,
20561  65.
20852  66.
20724-. 67.
A

20922  68.

. 21062 69,
—

themselves, Or preserving, rehabilitating or umiting families.
See attachment. (Nothing attached)

To foster good mental- health of local community residents through
studies of potential prbblqm areas in parenting.
A

-

2l .
Better comunication betwegqéparent and child.
&

.(Brochure attached - no staged goal)
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. Code

+ 21162

21324
21324

21542
0191
02011

0211

FJ

02211

023

02511
02611

\ »

70.

n.
72.
73.
74.

75.

76.

78.

79.
80.

_ career domain efforts of the total guidance program.

Comment
The main goals of the program are (1) to improve communication
between the school and the parent, (2) to encourage more
involvement by the parent, (3) to encourage parents to set up parent
teacher conferences at regular intervals, and (4) to enable
opportunities for feedback between the school counselor and parents
relative to the school's activities in the educational, social, and

-+

(Brochure attached - no stated goal} .

To train currently employed social workers of the Division of Family
Services in.skills and techmques of working with neglected dependent,
and abused children, their families and their foster families.

See attached brochure. (Nothing attached)
PR
(Brochure - no stated goal)

deach parenting skills. 'deduce adolescent pregnancies. Allow for
responsible decision making.

Improved parent-premature infant interactionshort-term, with
trained lay-home visitors and.focused medical vistts.

(See enclosed page) Objectives. To help individuals and fami]ie&j

- Develop essential skills for guiding the social, mental, emotional
and physical growth of children. - Know effective ways of strengthenir
relationships in families. - Establish and maintain positive self-’
concepts. - Develop ski}is for making personal adjustments for moving
through the stages of life. '

(From attached page) Through the Infant Stimulation, Early Inter-
vention and Parent Training services North Hills tries to: Assist
parents/care givers in increasing their understanding of their
developmentally delayed or handicapped child; Promote and
facilitate positive and meamngful relationships ‘afong the parents,
the handicapped child, and other. family members, Help parents/care e
givers improve and increase their ski11s in general child rearing
and child management, Provide individual on-going assessments and
programs to stimulate the child's development in all areas - gross-
fine motor, seif-help, cognitive, social, and speech/language;
Demonstrate techniques of developmental and therapeutic stimula-
tion and help parents/care givers gain skill in the techniques.

See attached. (Nothing attached.)

To work with any group (administrators, teachers, support
personnel or parents) who impacts on students, especially
minority students, to reduce overall disciplinary sanctions
and to reduce the disproporticality of minority disciplinary
sanctions in the public schools.
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Code ° Comment

/glfr 02711 - 81. See Attached. (From attachment) Session 1. Self Esteem for Parent
. * and Child. Goals: " To provide self esteem buiiding climate and
. experiences for participants. To help participants be aware that
. self esteem is the key to a happy, pfoductive life for their chil-
a dren. To help participants be aware that they will need to work
on their own self esteem if they are to be able to help children
* with theirs. )
Session II. Promoting Esteem 1n Self and Others. Goals: To see
that critical words and actions promote low self esteem., To see
that nurturing words and actions promote high esteem in self and
“others. -
Session III. All Feelings are OK. Goals: To begin to recognize
and share feelings. To be aware that all feelings are OK. To be
aware of constructive ways of handling feelings. To be aware of
how we try to pe feelings.
Session IV. ShWing Acceptance of Feelings in Self and Others by
Listening Goals: To experience the value of and gain skills in
listening for feelings in self. To experience the value of and
gain skills in listening for feelings in others. v
. Session V. Destructive Sehavior Needs to be Prevented or Stopped.
I Goals: To learn how to prevent umwelcome behavior in self and
others. To learn how to stop unwelcome behavior in self and
others. ’
Session YI. Dealing with Behavior and Other Problems. Goals:
To learn to state and follow through a plan of action if un-
welcome behavior continues. To consider natural and logical con-
sequences rather than punishment. To experience,democratic
problem solvirg methods.
Session YIJ. Nurturing Parent Helps Clarify Values. Goals: To
understand Nurturing Parent and Critical Parent approaches t0
values. To understand and experience vajues clarification methods.
Session VIII. Sexuality and Intimacy. Goals: To help partici-
pants deal with their own sexuality. To enable participants to
help children feel comfortable with their sexuality. To introduce
valuable sources of materials for sex education of children, youth
* and adults.

02811  82. (1) To teach communication skills to parents. (2) To encourage
parents to have weekly family meetings with théir children.
(3) To give parents information on social and moral reasoning
in children. '
02911 83. To reduce adolescent pregnancy and increase positive parenting
through education (Parentify Ed. in public schools K-12) and
. direct intervention education and services for pregnant adolesceats.

03011 84. The prevention of adolescent pregnancies and thereby decreasing the
incidence of developmental disabilities to infants born of these
pregnancies.
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Code | ; Conment

03111 85. Teach the importance of high self esteem for both parents and
children. More effective ways of communicating with children
- - and discipline to enhance self esteem.

03221 86. The goal of The Family Tree is to provide a positive and
. informed approach to parenting, offering ideas, techniqués,

and infaormation to area parents and others responsible for
chndfﬂ. .

03321 87. Understanding child development. Guidance-behavior management,
03421 88. Human Relations Courses: Prévention - Education
Psychotherapy/Counseling: Evatuation/Crisis Intervention/Remedial

03521 89. Please refer to question #4. (#4) Title XX eligibles, elderly,
. day care, c¢hild abuse/neglect, handicapped, foster care,
-adoption. ‘ ' .

03621  90. (From "Community Services Courses” pamphlet) The goals of the
American Reéd Cross Community Services Courses are to promote
individual well-being, to save human lives, and to prevent or
reduce human suffering....

03721 91. The Parent Child Development Center Project has the primary goal

1 of providing a variety of supportive systems, for families with
very young children. .

S

03921 92. See enclosure. (No stated goals in enc]osurg)

4

04021 . 93. Health education and nutritional counseling

04121 94. (From brochure) Objective: . Th&\Model Preschool Program for a
home approach to early childhood education is an innovative
program established to study the effects of parent, chfild, home
and trainer interaction in the development of the exceptional
child. . The intended performance objectives are to demonstrate

. the organization, development and implementation of an early
\ education program within the home that enables children who have
: developmental deficits to function successfully in.school programs.

04221 ~ 95. Provides supplementary services to be coordinated with founda-
tion programs’ for children of migrant workers. An emphasis is
placed on training PAC personnel.

04321 96. Promoted primary prevention in the area of family - provide
places for parents to get help in the community and educate the
community to the fact that every parent sometimes need help and
parental functioning can be enhanced. g
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Item 9,. Continued.

Code

04421

04521

04721
04821

04921
05021
05121
05231
05331

05431

18342

97,

98.

99,

199.

101.
102.
103.
164,
105.

106.

107.

108.

.

. ) Comment

Parenting in geneéa] - nutrition, drug and substance abuse - public
education, problems and solutions - teenage pregnancy.

Help parents develop competence and.confidence in their roles;
Reduce potential for neglect/abuse; Provide support and relieve

_sense of isolation in new parents.

This is one program under a total state program.

(1) Drug information for parents. (2) Communication skills for
parents - pre teen-teen in area of substance or chemical aware-
ness and use.

- To communicate better thru learning comm. skills
- To appreciate themselves more, as persons
- Tb/deve]op a practical, Christian spirituality

See enclosures (Nothifig enclosed)

1. To help parents learn to help themselves. 2. To educate s
parents to help teach their children at home.

1) Adequate dental and medical services for the children in the
remainder of their infant and pre-school years. 2) Systematic
Cognitive Stimulations for pre-schoolers. 3) Exposure to social

learning situations through Social Action Activities.

Our day care program is not primarily a parent education program,
however we do provide parent education on a regular basis. The
goal is to prepare parents to assist in the learning processes _
of their own children.

Classes will be offered in "Coping with Kids." - Through parent
€etings parents will be more aware of childs developmental age
and the program planned for him/her. Parent meetings will
include discipline, dev. etc. Parents will volunteer in center.

Current brochures are at the printers, copies available on request
in Fall '80. Basic goals are to increase awareness of family
relationships and strengthen comunication within the family. He
intent to develop a discussion base among family members so that
problem solving can be accomplished within the family unit.
Effectiveness courses {Parent, Youth ET Women, Teacher) are
primarily skill base oriented around communication skills. Other »
programs goals are designed to meet the existing need ie - increase
information on sexuality or Ghild development; develop ability to
reduce stress etc! . "

Develop health relationships thrOuthiﬁjective communications.

+
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18562 109. 1) To teach communication skills to parents. 2) To establish
good relationships:between parents and children. 3} To gevelop
a positive self image in children. 4) To enable individual to
get their needs met

¢ ;. e

48662 110. To train parents in communication skills.. Course includes
Active Listening; composing and sending "I" messages (stating
clearly one's concerns and feelings about problems affecting

. him); and methods of conflict resolution,

, 18712 111. Teaching parents of MR-DD children to control and teach their
children at home. )

18812 112. To increase communication skills.and improve behaviors of ’
clients. The major goal is to generalize communication skills ‘
from the classroom to the home environment,
19012 113. I work with a YMCA program - all our programs deal with strengthening
- the values of participants. We also have programs to strengthen
family ties - we have ng formal Parent Training classes as such.
A1l programs work toward YMCA goals--

19152 114. PET focuses on communication skills, problem-solving methods,
*goal setting

19242 115. 1. To develop better communication skills. 2. To develop better
ways of managing children's behavior. 3. To develop better
relationships between parent and child.

19432 116. To improve relationships be tween parent and school and parent and
child. To encourage home learning.

19522 117. Parent ediiCation - indjvidual counseling - family-marital
counseling - group counseling primarily adolescents. Crisis help.
GED.alternative school

19612 118. Harmonious parent/child relationships.
iR / .
[ 19722 119. To help provide parents and children with the necessary sktlls
whereby more intimate relationships can be fostered providing for
the greatest possible growth to all involved. ~

19922  120. Proyiding parents with alternatives té punishment and with
information on child development and communication skills.
[
20052 121, 1. Improve communication skills., 2, Offer alternative skills.
‘ 3. Provide a "sharing" atmosphere to enhance participants experience.
. 4. Educate participants to all of our agencies programs.

*
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. Item 9, Continued. ' b
- ] ' » .
' Code . . Comment
- v 20142 122, Awareness of whatwﬂtgre—doing and how to reinforce or remove
’ some of our actions '« Active Listening - "I" messages and s

value collisions.

20242 123. Improve family relations, communication. Decrease behaviors
that lead to alcohol andigrug abuse, child abuse,rdivorce and
- juvenile delinquency. .
13161 lg.j‘ifo provide awareness abdyt services and diagnostic assistance
, . in particular problems. ‘ e
. > . ) .
. = 12461 . 125. 1. To provide opportunities for Tarrant County residents to
- acquire the attitudes, knowledge3, and skills necessary to per-
. %~  form the role and functions of parents. II. To provide re-
“~_ : socializationexperiences fpr~abusive and neglectful parents.
II1. To prevent child abufe through education and reeducation
of parents. IV. To provide opportunities for co]laboraiion of
professional and volunteer workers in preventing chﬁld abuse,

14
. 00211 126. Increase the number of homes equipped with the skills and
knowledge to deal effectively with the many needs of foster
children. Increase the number of agency staff that are
, : equipped with the knowledge and skills essential in assisting
.foster parents, foster children and biological parents. Develop.
. ) a variety of substitute care placements equipped to deal with the
. : - special, specific nedds of particular children, and assure
¢ . appropriate placements. Reduce the number of disrupted placements
due to foster parents inability to deal effectively with the
problems and behaviors of foster children. Give foster parents
some basic information about foster care including agencCy
. policies, roles and responsibilities of both foster parents.and
— . workers. Sensitdze foster parents togsthe kinds of situations,
- . feelings, and reactions that are apt to occur with foster children
. . and their own families. Establish a "team approach” between
service specialists and foster parents, resulting in increased
: . empathy, communication and a more efficient working relationship.
Establish a more effective home study process. Develop greater
self awareness on the part of the foster parents: awareness of
their own strengths, limifations, emotions, and personality
' - characteristics. Affect, behavior so that foster parents will
better fulfill the function of their role and will feel com- ¢
forntable in that role.  Establish group identification with W
other .foster parents who can be supportive and understanding
. .+and cap work together to improve substitute care. Stimulate the
desire.for fyrther learning in both foster parents and agency -~
« personnél. Train foster parents td participate in case planning,
aiding Permanency Planning and moving children out of foster care .
more effictently. Develop opportunities to update foster parents
- on the changing nature of foster care. Give foster parents
opportunities to learn .about thé specific needs of children in their
home. Give foster parents continued reinforcement for previous

L
[ ]
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&tem 9, Continued,

)

Code

00411

00711
00811

00911

01011
o
013N
01411

20421

13061

&236]
1767
10861

127.

128.
129.

130.

131.
132.

133.

138,

135. .

136.

137.

138.
139.

140,

. life style and achievement. e

Comment

education. Develop a system for rewarding those foster parents who
go the extra mile by fostering children with specific needs, who
require more skills and training than the average child.

The overall goal of Headstart is to bring about a greater degree
social competence in disadvantaged children. Headstart is a
comprehensive child development progranm.

Attacq;ent. .(Nothing attached)

Self-sufficiency for pa}ents/adequate physical and emotions] |
environment for child.

To help 1st time student fam111es better cope with the new
situatiops that arise with a child. To offer visual and.
verbal knowledge of the many ways parents may deal with
family-child related problems and enrichment.

He use STEP Program. .

The parent meetings of our program are developed around the
needs and interests of parents as well as to increase their
work skills.and communication skills. This improvement in
the parent's life {s seen as a way to improve the-student's

(1) To enable parents to become better educated so they help

. themselves  and their,children better. (2) To bring about better
ointerpersonal relationships. -

We do "one-time" parenting presentations for high school students, '
P.T.A., in-service for teachers, etc. in connection with the /
parenting series "Footsteps” wh1ch our station airs. I also do
workshops for jr. high on self-concept and values,. .
At each healtlf unit located in each parish of the state we hold ™ °
child health clinics, maternity’ clinics, family planning clinics
and etc. At all we give as much education in reference to-that .
particular clinic setting as possible. .

. T provide parents with the tra1n1ng and 1nformat1on needed to
wor Ih™conjunction gith the school's Title I reading program.
. To provide parents with physical support\

E:i attachment. (No stated goal) .
Brochu&e attached. (No stated goal)

1) Increase parents knowledge of child deve]opment 2) Improve
erents and clrildrens ability to communicate

See attached pages~{No stated goal)

L
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Item 9, Continued. -

Code

08751 141.
08351 142.
07341 148,
06531 144,
04621 145.

01811 146

SOI71 147.
00611  148.
08651 149
08851  150.
09051 151.
0 2,
09251. “~753.
09351 154.

Comment , ©
(#rom attachment) The business of the Skillsfor Living program
is: To provide informational programs and learning opportunities
in a group setting to strengthen individuals and families so that

they may deal more effectively with individual, family and social
change.

To reach busy young families with a meaningful state-wide thrust'

.project - The family and TV. Increase awareness of coop

extension service.

1. To provide family planning services to all interested persons.
2. To promote‘fmmily planrding in community.

Goals for each class are determined by the professional person
teaclring the class.

1. To provide parenting skills to parents to better assist the
child in total development. 2. To improve the*e¥erall educa-
tion program by assisting parents, teachers and counselors in
providing the best developmental atmosphere for children.

Consult, coordinate, and counsel with primary age students, school
staff, and parents to promote the healthy social, emotional, and
educational adjustment to school. .

See attached brochures. Goals of Program: To strengthen families.
To prevent crisis. To promote healthy relationships.

Adolescent sexuality - communications between adolescents and
parents - pressures, anatomy an hysiology-~ availability of
B/C. .

1 e

-

Attached {No stated goal)
Y
Skill training, support

Interpersonal Relationship Skills incCrease. Time,martagement skills
increase. Problem Identification and solving techniques to increase
understanding, acceptance, and tolerance within individuals or
groups. Listening skills to increase understanding:

To provide+P.E.T. for our Extended Family foster parents.

I instruct parent how to use educational toys. 1 teach parents

how to teach their children.. I show them the value of play as a
learning experience.

To proyide educational, informational, discus#fon format designed

to inckease awareness of current problems. To encourage the thought
that 1ibraries can provide a multi diverse role beyond books.

-t h
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Item 9, Céntjnuea.

Code .
09551  155.
" oves1. 1se.
09851 157.
’ 09951 158,
10051 159.

10151 160.
10251 161.
10351 162
1048} 163
/7
- "‘
10551 164.

« '

L1

L

Comment ’ -
h need for parent volunteers in'teaching.f Teachers and parents
working together with the child.

To help families and children adjust to society.. Through center
based programs and parent training.

Our center evaluates children with multi handicaps, school
problems, behavior problems, emotional problems. Treatment
is usually reférred out when local resources are available.
We do a limited amount of tfpatmeﬁt, usually short-term.

1. To educate parents in parenting skills, 2, Behavior change
techniques, 3. Esteem-Building and peer pressure dynamics.

In addition, to the pamphlet, parent groups are held on a
regular basis in the form of support droups and educational
groups, teaching behavior management techniques and social®
skills, regarding severely handicapped children. (From the
pamphlet)36.E.P.'s purpose is... 1. To find and identify infants
and yound*€hildren with conditions which might affect their school
performances 2, To screen, assess, and provide needed services
to infants, preschool children, and children cho are unable to
attend the public schools. 3. To compile and discuss informa-
tion with parents to provide the best program for each individual
child. 4. To maintain developmental data to help 1n appropriate
placemeh® upop, entering school. 5. To provide parents with lists
of community resources. -
Pamphlet enclosed. (From pamphlet)...to strengthen the ability
‘of a disadvantaged child to cope with school and the child's
total envirnoment.... .
"
To help parents increase knowledge and skills irf parenting.
To help parents build positive self-esteem in their children.
To be a resourge for‘parents, to support them in the difficult
job of effective child rearing.

AN

) Avert family breakdown; 2) sensitize parents to need for
acquiring skills; 3) provide peer support; 4) suggest and teach
new coping skills - enlarge choices; 5) help all family members

get needs met. ' )

L 3 ’ \
The prevention of child abuse, Objectives include: to improve
self esteem, communication skills, to gain a feeling of belonging -
stop isolation patterns, to gain Q;renting skills, knowledge of
problem $olving, and to provide an atmosphere where new knowledge
and skills can be tried and rehearsed. , We offer Parent Anonymou
self-help grpups and classes in parenting educ.

See attached copy. {From copy) Major goals include fostering
positive parent-child relationshtps, enriching the environment
and increasing the quality of life for children.

330 .
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Item 9, Continued.

Code

10661

]

10761

10961

11061

1161

1n261

11361

11561
11661

- 11861

165,

166.

167.

168.
169.

170.
171.
172,

173.
174,

»

+ : ) . Comment
(Seg attached) (From attachment) "Genmeral Course Objectives:

1. Student will be able to define the term behavior and the term
misbehavior. 2. Student will learn how the child's .family in-
fluences behavior. 3. Student will learn how emotions can effect

the behavior of children both positively and negatively.

4. Student will learn about the fallacy of the "good parent”

and other mistaken concepts. 5. Student will acquire at least

three effective communication techniques. 6. Student will learn

the copggpt of problem ownership. 7. Student will learn the four
basiCaéﬁils of children's misbehavior. 8. Student will obtain

the basic ingredients for buildimg positive relationships. 9. Student
will learn the techniques to use for becoming a responsible parent.
10. Student will obtain skills for conducting a family meeting.

11. Student will learn the "games children play" and how to deal .
with them effectively. 12. Student will obtain the skills for
implementing natural and logical consequences.

Support for the family. Education for parents, for birth, for
parenthood. .
Refer to attached information. (From attachment) Goal: To
promote healthy family development by providing parents with the
knowledge, skill and attitude necessary to Yecognize, maintain

and improve their children's environment in order to optimally .
fulfill their physiological and psychological needs. )

See tpformation booklet. (Nothing attaqhed) /

1.) To familiarize the parent with the basic social, emotional,
and cognitive needs of young children as well as practical ways
in which these needs can be met through the family. - 2.) To
provide assistance, informatidn, and support to parents -for the
putpose of alleviating problems and obstacles that may impede
improvement of effective parenting skills. The parent's ten-
sfon producing problems must be relieved to promote effective

parenting and prevent child abuse and neglect.

Texas families acquire information about and develop skills in
parenting and child development.

To provide clients with, information in order that they can make
informed decisions about their own and their children’s health
behaviors. y .

Attached (No stated goal) .

See attached brochure {No stated goal)

1. Provide maximum early childhood and family development program
for 172 children and their families. Some children gre enrolled
in child development center and some are enrolled in a home based
education setting. .
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Ttem 9ﬁ\fgntinued.

"' Code " Comment ]

11961 175, See pamphlet (Nothing attached)

12061 176. To give parents in rural areas a better understanding of the
’ needs and ways to achieve better child development.
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TABLE 8 -

' | Profile of PEPs in Arkansas: .
‘ Description of Participants
. . / o (n’35) :' . .
1. By Family.iypes 7 Hean Percentage

' - ¢. Intact parents, 1st marriage 48,44

h. Teenage parents . 31,80

a. Single parents, divorced 30.08

b. . Single parents, never married 24.13

\ e. Parents of handicappdd e 23.11

.. d. Stepparefits T, 22,33

> f, "Foster parents , ¢ - ' ) . . 18,27

g g." Adoptive parents . 6.81

1. Other . 1.14
2. By Employment Patterns ) - '

a. Two parents working : 39.68
b. One parent working, one at home 38.41. l
c. Single parent, working 27.25
d. Single parent, not working 22.48
e. MNeither parent workfing 11.52
f. One parent with two jobs 3,90

3. By Racial Groups -
e. HWhite . 65,00

c. Black R 34.66

d. Mexican American . 7.165

d. Asian . 1,60
. a. American Indian ' 1.00

f. Other . .94
4, By Income Levels '

. . e. Low ($10,000 or Yess) ' ' 50.56

d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000) S / 29,05

ct Middle ($20,000 - $29,000) - 27.65

b. Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000) . 14,56

a. Upper (over $40,000) 6.36
334 ,




-/ .= .. TABLEY

Profile of PEPs in Louisiana:
Description of Participants

, {n = 31) L -
1. By Family Types " « Mean Percentage
Ce Int;ct parents, lst'marl‘;‘iage %111 -
he Teenage parents i 26,62
a. Single parents, divorced 22.46
f. Foster parepts 17,77
- d. Stepparents - . 15,39
b. Single parents, never married 11.87
: e. Parents of handicapped . 11.46 o
. g. Adoptive parents 10,00
. i. Other .32
2. By Employment Patterns . '
a, Two parents working ‘ 43.96 S
b. One ?arent working, one at hpme 43.57
¢c. Single parent, working . 24,29
f. One garent with two jobs 15.28
d. Single parent, not working 12.40
a. Neither parent gp?king - 4,06
. 3. By Racial Groups
e. White . ' §7.78
c. Black - 27. 22
d. “Mexican American 12,73
a. / Mmerican Indian ’ * 1.90
b. Asfan 1.75
f. Other ~ Y T
4. By Income Levels .
c. Riddle ($20,000 - $29,000) 41.41
d. Llower middle ($10,000 - $19,000) "29.69
e. Low ($10,000 or less) - . 28.44
b. Upper middle {$30,000 - $39,000) 17.18
a. Upper {over $40,000) . 9,13
. 4
N &
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TABLE 10 4
o0 . ™ Profile of PEPs fn Hisstssippi: "
Description of Participants -
. ' (n = 24)
1. . By Family Types . Mean Percentage
, + Intact parents, 1st mam"‘iaée . 37.55
b.- Single parents, never married ‘ 33.20
a. - Single parents, divorced ~ , 29.75
h. Teenage parents . : 28.68
f. ‘Foster parents - 22,00
- . ‘ .do steﬂparents . - 20.94
g. Adoptive parents . f 15.77
. e. Parents of handicapped 15.57 - . .
. T 1! other . 5.00
2. 'By Employment Patterns °
c. Single parent, working | ' . 41,94
a. Two parent, working , 41.22
* b. One parent working, one at home 36.00
d. Single parent, not working - / 29,00
f. One parent with two jobs ’ 22.75
e. Heither parent warking - ) 20,25
3. By Racial Groups
¢. Black . 59,57
e, White . . i 43.12
. d. Mexican American - 13.70
a. gmerican Indfar y 12.00
b. Asfan . 1.00
f. Other 04
4, By Income Levels )
"e. Low ($10,000 or less) ’ , 70.00
d. Lower mfddle ($10,000 - $19,000) 29.41
¢, Middle ($20,000 - $29,000)  28.10
b. Upper niddle ($30,000 - $39,000) 7.60
a. Upper (over $40, 000) - 2.50
' - . . .
335
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TABLE 11 : .

. : Profile of PEPs “in New Mexico:
- Description of Participants .

" 4 . {n = 20) .
s o

1. By Family Types Mean Percentage

¢. Intact pdfents, 1st marFiage o ‘ 45.94 .
a. Single parents, divorced ‘ . 25.47
. h. Teenage parents - ‘ ] 20.50 . P
d. Stepparents . . 15.53
, f. Foster parents 12.33
e. Parents of handicapp t . 11.25
\ R b. Single parents, nevér married : . 9.87
% 8.75
20 =
~n_“__q,,ffé’”’§://+wo.parents working ’ 43.13
* b. One ?arent working, one at home 38.75
v ¢. Single parent, working . : 30.12
vd. Single parent; not working 10.54
f. One parent with two Jobs 6.69
e. HNeither parent working . 5.67
3. " By Racial Groups | e -
i _e. White " 57.56
d. 2::1can Amezican 41.32 ‘
a. rican Indian 14.4
c. Black ‘ : ~—— "5.70
b. Asfan s 1.00
f. Other . o : / .00
4. - By Income Levels ‘
e. Low ($10,000 or less) ‘ 55,39 \
- d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000) 38.00
¢. Middle {($20,000 - $29,000) 34.33
* b. (Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000) 13.67
. a. Upper (over $40,000) 3,25




TABLE 12

Profile of :PEPs in Ok]ahoma:
Description of Participants

’ (n = 33) *
{ T .
1. B8y Family Types . - Mean Percentage
¢. Intact parents, 1st marriage . ] ( ' 55.21 °
a., -Single parents, divorced L : 27.89
e. Parents df handicapped . ' - 26,18
d. Stepparents ya . ’ 22.56
‘ f. Foster parents . 11.77
h. Teen:’;' parents ' 11.32
/ .. 1.~ Othe ~— 10.70
g. Adoptive parents . _ 9.90
* 2. By Employment Patterns
a.” Two parents working - : L8333,
b. One parert working, one at home - 40,71
c. Single parent, working ) . 22.08
e. Neither parent working 8.88
d. Single parent, not working - 7.26
f. One parent with two jobs . 5.61
B 3. By Racial Groups’ P
‘e, White _ . 7464
d. Mexjcan American 15.26
¢. Black . 13.31,
a. American.Indian . ~ 12.46 .
. b. Asian . 5.63
- f. Other . 91 7
+ 4, By Income Levels
" d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000) | 38.90
e. Low ($10,000 or less) . 35.10
¢, Middle ($20,000 - $29,000) . 18.54
b. Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000) . 19.16
a. Upper (over $40,000) . 9.19
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TABLE, 13,

.profile of PEPs in Texas:
Description of-Participants

(n=.66)

"

By Family Types

C.
a.

. &

d.
b.
h.
g.
f.
i.

- Intact parents, 1st marriage

Single parents, divorced
parents of handicapped
Stepparents )
Single parents, never married
Teenage parents

_Adoptive parents

Foster parents
Other

By Empl oymeﬁt patterns

" Two parents working

One parent working, one at home ¥
Single parent, working :
Single parent, not working

Neither parent.working

One parent with two jobs

By Racial Groups

-3
d.
Ce
b.
a.
f.

Khite

Mexican America
Biack '
Asian

American Indian~
Other

By Income Levels

Low ($10,000 or less)

Middie.($20,000 »~-$29,000}

Lower middle {$10,000 - $19,000)
_ Upper middle (330,000 ~ $39,000)
Upper (over $40,000)

.

Mean Percentage

48.75
29,19
721,46
18,80
17.66
14.91
7.32

6.98

2.80

38.14
34,52
26,84
19.85
11,11

8.97

51.25
30.50
28.47
1.41
1.00
.38

52,33
32,32
28.53
12.46

9,62




* TABLE 14

Rank Order of Family T}pes Hriose Issues are Most Commonly Addressed
*  in ‘Arkansas PEPs ‘ ’

¥ ’ o -
f o ’ {n = 35) '
Family Types ‘ ‘ , ._l-_lga_n* '
' p. _ Parents of preschool-age children - 22,57
0. Parents of school-age children . 2.48
. h.. Working moth'e:rs - 2.33
| te Famﬂ‘ies with both parents working ‘ ’ 2.13
n. First-time parents 2.03
- 1. Teenage' parents ° ' . 2.03
f. Divorced parents 2.00
d. Single mothers ) . 1,93
e. Separated parents ’ ) ) 1.87
m. Parents of adolescents o 1.84
k.' Foster parents ’ \ 1.7i
' *g. Extended families (e.g., grandmather 1iving with family) 1.66 .
q. S;trrogate parent families : o " 1,48
J. . Parents dopt ' . /1.30
- - b. Single fathers;\_wi th c:st.:ody 1.16
a. Stepparents ‘ ) . 1.00 © -

¢c. Single fathers, without custody ) - 1.00

*Scale: Low. 0 1 2 3 4\I-th; 0 = not 2 planned activity, never
dealt with; 1 = unplanned activity, dealt with informally if it cames up;
2 = unplanned, ongoing self-help groups; ; = plapned act1v1'9r_for one time ./
only; 4 = planned series of activities. ’

-
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) Lo TABLE 15 .
b} ﬂ : ) )
w Rank Order of Famﬂy Types Whose Issues are Most Commonly Addressed
r in Louisiana PEPs ° . ,
L ‘ n = 31) : ,
L Famﬂy Tmes . ’ ‘ Mean*
° L]
L " e Pare’nts of school-age chﬂdren ) 2.97
@. Parents of preschool-age children " ‘2.86 -
. ) &
m.~ Parents of adolescents ‘ /’ T 2.38
n. = First-time parents ‘ 2.29
h. Morking mothers. i rooo 2.04
' ¥ 4. Fanilies with both parents, work1ng 1.62
.. f. “Divorced parents - C 1,57
Y * : - ¢ . -
e. Separated parents . ~ 1.57
,d. Single mothers ° o 1.55 .
] k. Foster parents . . _ i 1.55
o ¢ ,-1. Teenage parents ) 1.48
§. Parents who adopt * g "1.36
a. Stepparents . 1.21 ’
m < X
g. Extended families ’ .12
q. Surrogate parent families 1,04
b. Single fathers, wi th custody A . 1.00 °

© Co T Single fathers, without custody .83
a ‘ o . .
* #Scale: v 0 1 2 3 4 ‘Wgho




" Rank Order of Family Typ

.

TABLE 16
) »

. ‘ in Mississippi PEPs:

4 {n = 24)
Family Types‘ -7

p. - Parents bf preschool-age ch\ndren
h. = Working mothers =
f. Families with both parents working o
d. Single mothers
0. Parents of school-age children
n. Fir;'.t-time parents
1.” ~Jeenage parents .
g- Ren‘ded fantlies (e.g., grandmother living with family)
e. Separated pargnts
f. Divorced parents
k. Foster parents i ’
m. Parents of adoiescents
J. Parents who adopt. ; .
b. Single fathers, with custody _
a. Stepparents
cﬁ" Single fathers, without custody ¥
q. Surrogate parent families

*Scale: tow 0 1 2 3 4 High

s 340

és Whose Issues are Most Commonty Addressed

Mean*
3.00
2.63
2.52
2.20
2.17
2.13
1.96
1.96
1.83
1.80
1.50
1.29

1.26

1.17
¥
1,09
1.04




i ) . TABLE 17 A

Rank Order of Family Types Whose Issues are Most Commonly Addressed
fn New Mexico PEPs

. (n = 20)
Family Types - T Mean* ‘
p. Parents of preschool-age children 2.75
0. Parents of school-age children 2.65
h. Working mothers - . 2.58
m. Parents of adolescents ) 2,58
if. Families with both parents working 2.47
d. Single mothers 2,35
f. Divorced parents 2.11
e. Separated parents , 2,00
n. First-time parents : ' 1.90'
a. Stepparents 1.84
g. Extended families (e.q., graﬁdmother 1iving with fanily) 1.53
j» Parents who adopt | 1.47
1. Teenage parents 1.47
k. Foster parents . ‘ ) 1:26
b, Single fathers, with custody .16
) ¢. Single fathers, without custody 1.00
q. Surrogat; parent families ‘ .95
\ .
g *Sca]s: tow O 1 2 3 4 High




-

~ TABLE 18 '

Rark Order of Family Types Whose Issuef are Most Commonly Addressed
ﬁi‘i in Oklahoma PEPs

-~  n= 13) '

® Famity Types : B Mean*
p. Parefits of preschool-age children ) N 3.31

. 0.  Parents of school-age children 3.00

m, | Parents of adolescents | ) 2,65

T n, First-time parents ‘ ) 2.19
i -f. Divorced parents 2,17
i.  Working mothers * . 2,10

J., Families w}th both parents working ) 2.10

d. Single mothers R 1,97

e, Separated parents s 1.87

g. Extended families ' 1.70

. Parents who adopt ‘ . 1.68

e.'. Teenage parents 1.67
b. Single fathers with custody 1.58 .

a, Stepparents . 1.57

“ k. Foster parents" ’ _ .57

G.  Single fathers, without custody ' 1,33

" q. Surroga_te parent families ’ . 1.00

*Scales Low O 1 2 3 4 High-
314 :
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TABLE 19

Rank Order of Family Types Whose Issues are Most Commanly Addressed
in Texas PEPs

(N = 66)
v Family Types. Mean*
p. Parents of preschool-age children 3.09
o. Parents of school-age children 2.70 v
he Working mothers . 2.30 -
d. Single mothers ‘ . 2.19
L Families with-both parents working “ 2.13 |
n. First-time parents “ 1.96
e . Divorced Pyggmys 1.80
) m. Parents of adolescents 1.80
e, Separated parents 1.64
1. Teenage parents 1.59
m. Extended /(\-auﬂ fes 1.38
. j. Parents who adopt 1.17
| k. Foster parents 1.17
' a. Stepparents . e " 1.13
b. Single fathers, with custody 1.08
q. Surrogate parent families ' .92
c. Single fathers, without custody .91

Scale: Low O 1 2 3 4 High




, o, TABLEZ0 ‘
. Rank Order of fopics Most Focused Upon
by Arkansas PEP Activities
- ' (n = 35)
- Topies » Mean*
Communtcation skills : S 3.38°
* Sel ?-concept and personality of children . - 3.21
| D'lgci;')‘l\ine in general 3.12
’ Parent-child home dctivities  ° 3.03
. Behavitor-ganagment ) ) . 2.97
Nutritio(n”and fo;:ds o T . C ‘ | 259 ~ . ’
Intellectual development . ~ 2.55
Peer influence on children ’ ’ 2,50
* Sexual role identification 2.46
Sibling rivalry . : 2.38
Routine health care 2.36
parenting of handicapped children ' 1.94
Children's ‘leal:ning disabilities | 1,84
Wife/husband confl 1éts 1.81
Sex education 1.70
Family advocacy " 1,55
_Family planning - - 1.55
Effects of television on children ‘ 1.45
Home ‘management. . 1. 43
- Hyperactive children _‘ 1.42
' B111ingual education . .42
*Seale: Low O 1 2 3 4 High; 0 = not a planned program

activity, never dealt with; 1 = unplanned activity, dealt with informally
{f 1t comes up; 2 = unplanned, ongoing self-help groups; 3 = planned
activity for one time only; 4 = p1anned3§ct:1es of activities.

Q -




 TABLE 21 .
. " Rank Order of Topics Most Focused Upon . '
by Louisfana PEP Activities
) . - {n = 31)
Caqlu%%cf?on skills | _ : %.3;"31'*

. Discipline in géneral , 3.00
éehavior management . 2,97
Selfsconcept and personality of children | 2,87
Intell:gctual development ) 2,17 ‘

~  peer influence on children . . o
Parent-child home activities 2.10l
Sibling rivalry , : 1.90
Nutrftion and foods 1.67 »
Routine health care 1.65
| Parenting of handicapped children ° 159
Effects of television on children ' i.ss
Wife/husband conflicts 1.48
Children's learning disabilities 1.43 )
Sexual role fdentification 1.26

. Home management . 1,24
Hyperactive children . 1.24
Sex education 1.14

. Family planning (e.g., birth control) .76
Family advocacy (active participation in potitical
matters concerning the family) e : .70
B'l'linguaq education .32
*Sciale: low 0 1 2 3 4 Hfgh
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- . TABLE 22 ' .

’
. . Rank Order <;f Topics Most Focused Upon
- by Mississippi PEP Activities N
- ' {n = 23} a
. : Topics . Mean*
' Parent-child home activities\n ' 3.42
Communication skills . ) 3.29
Dis\;ipline in general h ‘ . 3.29
Behavior management - 3.29
s - - 7 Intellectual development : 3.26
) - Self-concept and personality. of children 3.04 )
Routine health care ¢ - 2.63
Nutrition and fopds . 2.63
) Chil gfen's learning disabilities : 2.38
) l!me‘:nagement 2.26
| Peer {nfluence on chi'lﬁdren ‘ 2,25 7
{- Family planning ‘ 2.21
S’exua'l role identification . 2.21
Sibling rivalry ) 2.18 .
Sex educatfon | 2.13
‘ Wife/husband conflicts 2,04
L Effects of television on children - ’ 1,96
Family. advocacy ©1.83
Hyperacti-;'e children . 1.75
Parenting of handicapped children 1.67
Bi1ingual education © .92
*Scale: Low O 1 2 3,4 (High 343




o coen ., TABLE 23
'# Rank Order of %Opics‘Host Focused Upon
, . by ng Mexico PEP Activities
L y '
" Communication skils o ' 3.10
. - Self-concept and personality of children 3.10
e Discipiine 1n general A _ 3.05
qehavior management ‘ “ 3.05
Parent-child home activities , i 2.84 -
$bling rivalry’ ' 2.55
2 - .Peer 1nfluence on children . 2,42
_Hifelhusband conflicts 2,16
Intellectual development ' 1.90
Home management ' ' ’ . 1,79
 § Sex education 1,68
Routine health care 1,68
. Parenting of handicapped child(gn . 1.68
' Nutrition and foods 1.53
J Hyperactive children ) 1,53
Sexual role {identification . 1.4}
- Children's learning disabilities » R )
) Family advocacy 1,16
Fanily planning ' ' 1,11
B111ngual education g 1.00

Effects of television on children . 1.00

xScale: Low 0 1 2 3 4 High
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|
TABLE 24

Rank Order of Topics Most Focused Upon
. « By Ok'lahoma PEP Activities

{n=33)
Toptes .
Sel f:-conf:ept and personal ity of “ehildren
Discipline 1n general a -
Communication skills L ‘
Parent-child home activities . ) J

Behavior manageme:]t

'sibling rivalry -
Peer influence on children

InteHectuai develcpment _ ‘
Hife/husband conﬂicts

Nutrition and foods

Sexual role identification

P.arenting of handicapped chdldren
Children's learning disabilities
Hyperactive children

Routine health care

Home management

Sex education

Family advocacy

Effects of television on children

Fam{ly planning

Bi11ngual education

Jot?

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3 4 High

Mean*

3.50
3.29
3.21
3.10
3.09
2.70
2.57
2.33
2.33
2.16
2.07
2.03
2.00
1.90
1.87
1.81
1.70
1,52
1.33
1.10

.47




TABLE 25

‘Rank Order of-«MifYcs Most Focused Upon
- ) by Texas PEP Activities /

(n f 66) T

Discipline in general ) ‘ 3.57
Behavior management . ‘ 3.45

/ Communfcation skills i 3.35
Self-concept and’ personality of children . 3.27 )
Parent-child home activities 3.15
Intellectual development 2.71
Peer influence on children 2.37

T —— ,
Nutrition and foods . ' 2.33
Routine health care S 2.28
Sibling rivalry 2.13
Children's 'learr;ing _di sabilities : 2.00
Home management 1.90
Parenting of handicapped children 1.89 ‘
Hyperactive children . . ) 1.86
Sexual role identification ‘ 1.79
.Hi fe/husband conflicts - - ?ﬁ 1.64 \
Effects of television on children . . \\} 1.63
Sex education \ 1.52

’ Bifinguﬂ education . 1.27 ’

Family planning ‘ 1.27
Family advocacy . - 1.12

#Scale: Low 0 [ 2 3 4 |High
¢ 351




I : TABLE 26

Profile of Indeﬁeﬁdent PEPs in the Region:
Description of Participants

]

: e - . {n = 60)
1. .By Family Types o : Mean Percentage*
c. Intact parents, 1st marriage ' 50,02
~h. Teenage parents ° o . 24.96
a. Single parents, divorced %4.02
o b. Single parents, never married 21.07
) d. Stepparents - 18,22
e.. Parents of handicapped 15.40
f. Foster parents .o 14,88
-~ g.. Adoptive parents 7.54
1. Other ' . 4,87
' 2. By Employment Patterns
a. Two parents working 40,94
b. One parent working, one at home 37.30
: ¢c. Single parent working 29.53
1 d. Single parent, not working 19.14
' e. Neither parent working \ 10.00
i f. One parent with two job \ 6.61 .
} 3. By Racial Groups '
| e. MWhite - T 61.23
¢. Black 31.33
d. Mexjican American 22,26
2. American Indian . 4,59
b. Asian , 1.68
4., By Income Levels
’ e. Low (510,000 or less) ‘ ~ 48.80
d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000) 34,33
c. Middie ($20,P00-- $29,000) 33.85
v b. Upper niddle ($30,000.- $39,000) . 15.29
a. Upper.(over $40,000) 27

*paprcent Scale: 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 .30 20 10 1




. TABLE 27 .
Profile of PEPs in the Region who are Part of a Larger Organization:
Description of Participants - .
(n = 129)
1. By Family Types +  Mean Percentage*
c. Intact parents, 1st maririage ’ - 46,78
a. Single parents, divorced 28.99
i e. Parents of handicapped . 21.87
= d. Stepparents . ) 19.77
h/ "Teenage parents : : 19.38
b.” Single parents, never married 19,13
. f. Foster parents - . 14.00
: g. Adoptive parents y * 9,33
i. Other , 2.84
2. By Employment Patterns
b. One parent working, one at home . 38.99
, a. Two parents workin? . 37.75
c. Single parent working 26.41
d. Single parent, not working 19.94
f. One parent with two jobs . ’ . .o 11,17 P
e. Neither parent working 10,30
3. By Racial Groups
e. White | 56.74
¢. Black : 32.01
d. Mexican American 23,37
a. American Indian . 8.85
b. Asian 2.78
f. Other .29
"4, By Income Levels
e. Low ($10,000 or less) ’ 50,00
c. Middie ($20,000 - $29,000) . 32.59
d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000) 29.95
b. Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000) 14.00
a. . Upper (over $40,000) 9,59
*percent Scale: 100 90 80 70 60 ‘50 40 30 20 10 1 ,
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, 7
. R TABLE 28
Profile of PEPs 1n the Region which are Part of an Informal 0rgan1zat1onf
_ Description of Participants
' (n = 32) -
- " :
1., - By Family lypes Mean Percgg§gge*
c. Intact parents, lst marriage 63.70 f
a. Single parents, divorced 25.74
h. Teenage parents . 19.68
d. Stepparents 18,75
f. Foster parents : 12.00
¢ g. Adoptive parents 11.43
b. Single parents, never married 11.13
| . e. Parents of handicapped 11,11
i. Other ’ 1.28
| 2. By Employment Patterns .
b. One parent working, one at home ‘ ) 44,27 °
a. Two parents working 43.89 /
c. Single parent working _ T 26.42 ~
d. Single parent, not working ) 13.79
f. One parent with two jobs ’ 11.00
e. Neither parent working ] 6.08
3. By Racial Groups . LT
e. White 73.93
c. Black . 20,32
d. Mexican American . -~ + 19,50
a. American Indian - L 1.64
b. Asian . 1.00-
f. Other ) .06
4, By Income Leveis N
e. Low ($10,000 or less) 42.15
d. Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000) 42,15 '
c. Middle (520,000 - $29,000) . 34.67
b, Upper middle ($3®000 - $39,000) ¢ 18.56
a. Upper (over $40,000) 5.23
3 ‘ . ‘
] 1 {
]
*Percent Scale: 100 90 8 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1
331




R =" - TABLE 29

] Profile of PEPs in the Region Having Mostly Federal Funding: )
-~ . Description of Participants,
‘ {n = 86)
1. By Family Types - ) i " Mean Percentage*
c. :Int;ct parents, l1st marriage . 41.73
a. Single parents, divored : Sr 28.94
e. Parents of handicapped -t 24.?6
b. Single parents, never married . . » 22,11 7
h. Teenage parents . Tk 21.77
d. Stepparents . . 18.11
f. Foster parents ) A 14,97
. g. Adoptive parents * 8.26
- i. Other ’ . y 4.93
2.: By Emp]oymeﬁt Patterns : : %, .
a. Two parents working . : 37.19
b. One parent working, one at home . 37.17
c. Single parent working ‘ ~ 31.54
& d. Single parent, not working 19.71
e. Neither parent working 13.32
~ . f. One parent with two jobs 8.85 >
3. By Racial Groups
) e, Hh‘te ’ 44'79
“ c. Black 38.16 ,
d. Mexican American , 31.71 .
a. American Indian 10.21
’ b. Asian © 2,48
- fu Other 052
4. By Income Levels
- e, Low ($10,000 or less) " 62.87 .
d. Lower middle (510,000 - $19,000) 30.39
o . . c. Middle {520,000 - $29,000) 19.78
- b. Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000) 7.97
a. Upper {over $40,000) . 4.17

(?' ~percent Scale: ~100 9 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1




’ TABLE 30.

Profile of PEPs in the Reg?on with Mostly Local/Community Funding:
Description of Participants )

4

° {n = 66)
1. By Fami1z__ypes Mean Percentage*
c. Intact parents, ist marriage .« 50.79
a. Single parents, divorced 29.57
s g d. Stepparents * 22.10
h. Teenage parents 21.52
b. Single parents, never married 21.07 &
e. Parents of handicapped 14,33
f. Foster parents . - 12.76
g. Adoptive parents 9.12
i. Other : A _2.15

2. By Employment Patterns

b. One parent working, one at home . 34,62
a. Two parents working 27.04
c. Single parent working 27.04
d. Single parent, not working 20.59
+ @, Neither parent working 11.67
f.. One parent with two jobs . 10.48

3, By Raci3l Groups

e. White 60.90

: c. Black, 28.73
: d. Mexican American ) ’ ; 15.33
a. Amerfcan Indian f 7.58
b. Asian . ) 1.82
f. Other ' .16
v 4, By Income Levels
“e, Low ($10,000 or less) . ] 39.94
c. Middle ($20,000 - $29,000) 32.57
d. Lower middle {($10,000 - $19,000) . 31.75,
R b. Upper middle ($30,000 - §39,000)" 14,94
.. . a. Upper (over $40,000) =, _ 6.57
- * .~ "‘ ,

“  wpercent Scale: 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1

”
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o TABLE 31

Profile of PEPs in the Region Mostly State Funded:
Description of Participants

! -

(n = 66)
™ ,
1. By Family Types 4 Mean Percentage*
¢. .Intact parents, lst marriage 44,57
e. Parents of handicapped 25.58
a. Single parents, divorced 24.60
b. Single parents never married 24.10°
h. Teenage parents 22.21
d. Stepparents 19.89
f. Foster parents 19.14
g. Adoptive parent 9,23
i, Other . ' 4,12
2. By Employment Patéerns
b. One parent working, one at home 39.15
a. Two parents working 36.72
T ¢. Single parent, working = 24.69
d. Single ‘parent, not working 20,31
e. Neither parent working , 10,08
f. One parent with two jobs ) 8.38
3. By Racial Groups .
. e. White 56,13
' ¢. Black 33.12
d. Mexican American \ 19.81
a. American Indian 2.72
b. Asian 1.50
f‘ Other ¢ . -05 .
" 4, By Income Levels
e, Low ($10,000 or 1ess) 45.37
d. Lower middie ($10,000 - $19,000) 32.64
¢. Middie ($20,000 - $29,000) 31.48
b. Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000) 11,77
a. Upper (over $40,000) 6.00

*Percent Scale: 100. 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 2 10 1




v
TABLE 32
’ Profile of PEPs 1n the Region Mostly Dependent Upon Donations:
Description of Participants
.{n= Zé)
1. By Family Types Mean Percentage*‘
c, Intact parents first marriage 58.57
a. Single parents, divorced 30.17
, d. Stepparents 22.13
e. Parents of handicapped 18.77
oA h. Teenage parents 14,15
g. Adoptive parents ’ 11.27
f. Foster parents 10.00
b. Single parents, never married 6.60
1. Other 3.92
2. By Emplojment Patterns
a. Two parents working 45.76
b. One parent working, one at’ home 36.55
c. Single parent working - 29.70
d. Single parent not working . 13.56
s f. One parent with two jobs 11.65
e. Neither parent working 6.08
k3
3. By Racial Groups
e. MWhite - 63.33"
c. Black : 17.88
d. Mexican American 15.18
a. American Indfan ! 7.47
b. Asian 3.64
f. Other .54
. Y4
4, By Income Levels g,;//-dr
e. Low (less than $10,000) . 35.25
d. Lower middle ($10, 000 - $19,000) . 31.00 ¢
c. Middle ($20,000 - $29,000) 26.33
b. Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000) . 12,50 -
R -a. Upper (over $40, 000} 9,25
*percent Scale: 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1 .




. f"l\ | he TABLE 33

Prof{le of PEPs 1n the Region with Funding Mostly from Client Fees:
Description of Participants

y .
1. . By Family Types Mean Percentage*
e c. Intact parents, 1st marriage 61.80
) : . Single parents, divorced 27.68
h. Teenage parents : 19,93
d. Stepparents ‘ 19.82
g. Adoptive parents ’ ‘10,70
. f. Foster parents . 9.68
e. Parents of handicapped 9,23
i. Other 7.11
b. Single parents, never married 4.29
2. By Employment Patterns
a. Two parents working 46.83
b. One parent working, one at home 3 40.03
c. Single parent, working 22.87
f. One parent with two jobs 7.22
b : d. Single parent, not working ¥ 4.71
e. Neither parent working 3.71
3. By Racfal Groups
e. Nhite . 80.26
d. Mexican American 19.03
c. Black = - 13.63
a. American Indian 5.42
b. Asian 1.64
. f. Other ' 1.00
4, " By Income Levels
c. Middie ($20,000 - $29,000) ’ 42.97
- d. - Lower middle ($10,000 - $19,000) 33.72
e. Low (less than $10,000) 23.71
b. Upper middle {$30,000 - $39,000) 21.13
a. Upper (over $40,000) 13.14

*percent Scale: 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1




h ]
- TABLE 34
Profile of PEPs in the Region Associated with Public Schools:
. Description of Participants
(n = 80)
1. By Family Types Mean Percentage*
c. Intact parents, lst marriage 48,78
e. Parents of handicapped 25.81
a. Single parents, divorced 25.49
~ b. Sihgle parents, never married 19.61
h. Téenage parents 18,17 -
d. Stepparents 18.72
f. :gstel; parents 8.61
S, optive parents 7.4
1. Other e 3,29
»
2. By Employment Patterns 5
a. Two parents working 44,22
b. One parent working, one at home 35.55
c.. Single parent working 25.45
d. Single parent not working ) 17.56
e. MNefther parent working 12,2}
f. One parent with two jobs 8.42
3. By Racial Gréups
4
el White 49.15
¢ Black ‘ 36.25
. Mexican American 27.34
* a. American Indian 2.63
b. Asfan > ‘ 1.56.
4, By Income Leyels ’
e. Low~(less than $10,000) 54.84
c. Middle (520,000 to $29,000) 31.93 ~_
d. Lower middTe ($10,000 to $19,000) 25.86
b. Upper middle ($30,000 to $39,000) 14.68
a. Upper (over $40,000) ' 5.36
£
¢ . L &

*Percent Scale: 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1
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. TABLE 35

Profile of PEPs fn the Region Associated with Social Service Agencies:
Description of Participants

H

(n= 70) *
1. By Family Types . Mean Percentage*
¢. Intact parents, 1st marriage 41.69
a. Single parents, divorced 32.36
h. Teenage parents 25.00
b. Single parents, never married 24.06
d. Stepparents 21.26
e. Parents of handicapped 21.23
f., Foster parents 19.40
g. Adoptive parents 9.40
i. Other 4,14
2. By Employment Patterns -
a. Two parents working 35.47
c. Single parent, working 33.94
b. One parent working, one at home 32.61
d. Single parent, not working ’ . 24.21
e, MNefther parent working ~ 13.55
f. One parent with two jobs - 6.89
3, By Racial Groups- /O
e. White 53.05
¢, Black . 33.10
'd, Mexfcan American 25.11
a, MAmerican Indian 14,57
b. Asfan 8 2.61
f. Other .60
4, By Income Levels .
e. Low ($10,000 or less) * 54,55
d. Llower middle ($10,000 - $19,000) 31.96
¢. Middle (820,000 - $29,000) 29.15
b. Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000) 10.87
. a. Upper (over $40,000) - _ 7.10

*percent Scale: 100 90 8 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 I

.
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- .* TABLE 36

Profile of PEPs §n the Redion by Church/Religious Organization Affiliated:
Description of Participants

1. By Family Types Mean Percentage®
c. Intact parents, lst marriage 59.42
a. Single parents, divorced 24,36
h. Teenage parents 23.11
b. Sfngle parents, never married 20,11
d. Stepparents . 15.96
e. Parents of handicapped 13.50
f. * Foster parents 9,17
g. Adoptive parents 6.35
i. Other 1.41

2. By Employment Patterns

b. One parent working, one parent at hgme 40,94
a. Two parents working 39.07
¢. Single parent working 29.45
d. Single parent, not working 11.00 -
’ e. Nefther parent working - ‘ 9,05
f. One parent with two jobs : 7.05
3. By Racial Groups
. /,
e, ¥White ?.81
¢. Black 2.85
d. Mexican American 16.67
a4f dmerican Indian N 11.94
b. Asfan 3.47.
f. Other .08
4, By Income Levels
e. Low {$10,000 or less) , ‘ 46.50
c. Middle {$20,000 - $29,000) 40.88 ¢
d. Llower middle ($10,000 - $19,000) . 24.59
b, Upper middle ($30,000 - $39,000) , 20.10
- a. Upper {over $40,000} 7.20

*Percent Scale: 100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1




TABLE 37

Profile of PEPs in the Region Associated with Private,
Profi t-Making Groups: Description of Participants

1. By Family Types Mean Percentage™

¢. Intact parents, first marriage 57.30 .
N a. Single parents, divorced 27.47
h. Teenage parents 19.94
d. Stepparents 19.94
f. Foster parents 14.07
g. Adoptive parents 11.94
‘b,  Single parents, never married 10.97
e. Parents of handicapped . 9.55

§f. Other 6.33
2. By Employment Patterns

- a. Two parents working 46.80
b. One parent working, one at home 37.68
c. Single parent working 27.08
d. Single parent not working 9.64
f. One parent with two jobs . 7.04
e. Neitﬂa(\parent working 6.85

3. By Racial Groups
e. White 78.78
d. Mexican American 17.42
c. Black 17.10
a. American Indian . 4.20
b. Asian .o 1.64

4., By Income Levels

c. Middle {$20,000 to $29,000) 43.47

d. Lower Middle ($10,000 to $19,000) 33.68

e. Low (less than $10,000) 32.60 & o
b. Upper Middle ($30,000 to $39,000) 24.12 :
a. Upper (over $40,000) i 12.85

*Percent Scale: 100 90 8 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1
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TABLE 38

Profile of PEPs in the Region Associated with Public
Non-Profit Groups: Description of Participants

1. By Family Types | Mean Percentage*
4 *
¢. Intact parents, first marriage 51.17
a. Single parents, divorced 25.11
b. §1ngle parents, never married 53.00
h. eenage parents 2.07
f. Foster parents T ) 18,27
e. Parents of handicapped 17.44
d. Stepparents % 17.31
g. Adoptive parents 9.85
{.” Other ) 3.91
2. By Employment Patterns
a. Two parents working 39,78
b. One parent working, one at home . 33.00 -
¢. Single parent not working 30.49
d. Single parent not working - 25.19
f. One parent with two Jjobs 11.79
e. Neither parent working 9.76

3. By Racial Groups

e. White : 53.55

¢. Black 8 i 32,23
d. Mexican American . 21,03
a. American Indian 6.95

b. Asian 1.90

4, By Income Levels

e. Low (less than $10,000) - 53.94
d. Lower Middle ($10,000 to $19,000) 30.89
¢. Middle ($20,000 to $29,000) 25.62
b, Upper Middle ($30,000 to $39,000) 11.96

a. Upper (over $40,000) 7.37

*percent Scale: 100 90 8 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1




TABLE 39

Profile of PEPs in the Region not Associated with Larger Organization
But Strictly Local Organization: Description of Participants

1. By Family Types Mean Percentage*

c.. Intact parents, first marriage 53.20

a. Single parents, divorced 30.48

h. Teenage parents 20,00

b, Single parents, never married 19.55

e. Parents of handicapped * 17,67

. d. Stepparents 16.96
f. 'Foster parents 12.21

\\\g. Adoptive parents : 7.42

if. Other _ f 3.37

2. By Employment Patterns

b. One parent working, one at home - 40.48
a. Two parents working 37,67
. c.- Single parent working 28.48 <
d. Single parent not working T ' 17.40
e. MNeither parent working 11,27
f.  One parent with two jobs 5.50

f
3. By Racial Groups
e. White ' : 61.44

¢, Black ' . 28.86 °
d. Mexican American’ . 27.68
a. American Indian 3.15
b.  Asfan . 1.00
"3 4, By Income Levels
e. Low (less than $10,000) © 63,91
¢, Middle (520,000 to $29,000) 31.89
d. Lower Middle ($10,000 to $19,000) 29.59
b. Upper Middle ($30,000 to $39,000) 19.27
a. Upper (over $40,000) -t 9.14
- »

p— -

*percent Scale: 100 9 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 1
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TABLE 40

Rank Order of Family Types Whose Issues are Most Commonly Addressed
in Public School Associated PEPs

\ (n = 80)
Family Types Mean*
— p. Parents of preschool-age children 2.82
0. Parents of school-age children " 2.80
h. Working mothers ) 2.31
" . i. Fanﬂieg with both parents'working’ - 2.27
_ n. First-time pa;'ents . y ©2.01.

m. Parents of adolescents _ ’ . 1.99
+f. Divogced parents . ) . 1,75
. e. -Separated parents ] o ~ 1.66
R d. Single mothers . - 1.66

1. Teenage parents ) . " 1,66 .

g " Extended families ' . 9 - 1.57 -
k. Foster parents = L s - * 1.33
3. 'Parénts»whdo.,adopt - ] ~ 1.31
q. Surrogate parent families 1.25
.} a. S_tepparg_nts 1.09
b. . Singl.e fathers, with custody 1.09
c. Single Pathers, without custody .95
’ xScale: Low O 1 2 3 4 High; 0 = not a planned program

. activity, never dealt with; 1 = unplanned activity, dealt wi th informally
if it comes up; 2 = unplanned, ongoing self-help groups; 3 = planned
activity for one time only; 4 = planned, series of activities

« [ANSY
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TABLE 41 .

Rank Order of Family Types. Whose IssLes are Most Commonly Addressed
in Social Serving Agency Associated with PEPs

‘ {n = 70).
. . ) .

Family Types - ) ) Mean*
p. Parents of preschool-age children 3.06

h, Working mothers : ) - y 2,83 -
- - 0. Parents of school-age children . \\ 2.68

if. Families with both parents working éf???‘L

\\\> d. Single mothers 2,47 -
- f. ~ Divorced parents ) . 2.19
1. Teenage parents ! ’ .14
n. First-time ﬁarenyf 2.02
e. Separated parents*. ‘F' . 2.02
g. Exteﬁded families 2.00

b m. Parents of adolescents ) - ’ 2.00 ‘

k. Foster parents . . 1.85
J. ?arents who adopt ‘ 1.65
a. Stepparents | - 1.52
q. Surrogate parents N 71,28

b. Single fathers, with custody ° 1.24 .
¢. Single fathers, without custody .99

*Scale: Ltow 0 1 2 3 4 ' High

-
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TABLE 42

Rank Order of Family Types Whose Issues are Most Commonly Addressed

fn Church/Religious Group Affiliated PEPs
. '(n = 36)

-

Family Types

Parents of preschool-age ehi1dren
Parents of schooi-age children
_Parents of adolescents

Working mothers

.Families with both parents working
First-time parents o

-
Teenage parents

Divorced parents i -

Single mothers ,
Extended famil{es €

Separated parents *

Parents who adopt ‘ o \ > '

Foster parents

Single fathers with custody
Stepparen,ts

Single fathers wit!\out cus tody

Surr;oéate parent families

.
» b

*Scale: Low O 1 2 .3 4 (High

Mean*
.3.24
3.03
2.50
2.
2,27
2.18
2.03
2,03
2.03
1,88
1.86
1.61
1,46
1.39
1,27
1.18
1,06



v , & .
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& L © raeLE 43 ‘
" ® ., " Rank 0rder of Family Types Whose Issues are-Most Commonw Addressed -
v in Private Profit-Making Associated PEPs
S "y {n = 43) G 5
- . . "4 s -
) _‘ Family .Types . . . Mean*
. 0. Parents of school-age chitdren =~ \_ 3.17 .
’ Pe Parents of‘preschoo'l-age children ) 3.07 ‘
m. Parents of adolescents 3.02
+ W Fi rst-\tzime pare‘njs 23l
- \h." Working mothers R x ‘2.22
R f. . Divorced parents ~ 2.21
., ‘ 1. Families with both parents working 2,10 .
- i d. Sing'lg,mot,pers 2.07 ,
P . e. Separated ﬁarents - \ 2,00 '
1. Teer-lage {pirents o v, \_ 1.85 |
1 k.. Foster parents ' , 1,71 *
j» Parents who adopt w , 1.68 ‘
- 9. Extenided famildes TN 1.63
a.  Stepparents P | 1.62
b. Single fathers with.custody ' T 1.41
- c. - Single fathers without custody 1.27 -
) q. éu'rroﬁai:e parent families’ oo 1.13 \r

*Scale: Low O 1 2 3 4 High'
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TABLE 44

fank Order of Family Types Whose Issues are Most Cqnmonly Addressed
in Public, Non-Profit Group Associated PEPs

-

{n =-44)
Family Types ] Ty ' Mean*
Parents of preschool-age children - 1.85
Horiing mothers 2.66
Famil{es with both parents working , ' 2.37
-Parents of school-age children : ' 2.20
g?ng1e mothers . 2.00
‘Teenage parents ! 1.83
parents of adolescents ' 1.78
Extended families 1.75 .
First-time parents' J X 1.74‘.'. )
Div#rced parents ' . . 1.71
Separated parents 1.71 )
Foster parents ’ ) 1.56
Parents who adopt i ~ 1,55 '
Surrogate patenf fanilies - . 1.28
S!gpparents nY ' ‘ ‘ .97
Single fathers with custody. . . . .93
Single fathers.witholt custody _ .93

-

4 - ~
e

#Scales. Low 0 1 2 3 4 High
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‘/ ' .
. > TABLE 45
Rank Order of Féhﬂy Types Wiose Issues are Most Commonly Addressed
in }_lon-Associated/Stricﬂy tocal Organization PEPs .
. ) ‘(n = 27)
L
. 4 ' Family Types Mean*
p. Parents of preschool-age children 3.56
0. Parents of school-age children 2.86
“d.  Single mothers o 2.29
h. (ﬁiing mothers o 2.25
f.. Divorced parents .27
-7 i. Famil{os with both parents working- - - - - - — -~ --—2Z13 -
e, Separated parents = 2.08
n. First-time parents'. \ \/-/ B 2.08
_ m. Parents of adolescents . ’ 1.92
1. Teenage parents s 1.84
'g.‘ Extended families . . 1.48 -
a. Stepparents g ' 1.46
k. Foster pargnts . 1.38
j»  Parents who adopt { ‘ 1,25
: q. Surrogate parent families e | 1.00
b. Single fathers with custody ~ .9
. - ¢, Single fathers withput cus . . 87"
. A, . -
' K . ' b .
s " Q

C#Scale: Ldw 0 1 2 3 4 High
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T - | TABLE 46
.  Rank Order of Topics Most Focused Upon By . ;
’ Public School Associated PEPs '
¥'s (n = 80) :
Topics ' Mean*
c. Communication skills : 3.36
.d. Discipline in general : ' 3.28
m. Parent-child home activities . 3.26
-@., Behavior management . 3.18
h. Se'lt-:concept and personality of children - 3,01
f. In%ellectual development 2.74 .
j. Peer influence on children 2.34 .
- p. Nutrition and foods - : 2.28
o. Routine healthcare | . R 3
v Q. . Children's learning disabilities /J 2.18
i u. gib'ling rivalry - 2.13 -
r. Parenting of handicapped children 2.12 ,
-~ k. Sex role identification ) 1.87
n. Effects of television on children . ) 1.77
) " ) Hyperaf‘tivg children - C 1.64
’ 1. Sex edycation " 1.58
b. Home management A 1.55
{. Wife/husband conflicts . 1.48
a. Family planning 1.22
@ s. Family .advocacy ) . ¢ 1,12
Bilingual education ) .97

q. .
*Scales Low O 1 2 3 4 High; 0 = not a planned program
activity, never dealt with; 1 = unplanned activity, dealt with informally &

' if it comes up;.2 * upplanned, ongoing self-help groups; 3 = planned
~ . activity for one time only; 4 = planned, series of activities.
. - L) J
. . » \
o .\ .. 1‘, SRR fo— . . 372 o I /J . .
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( - TABLE 47 | ‘

Rank order of Topics fost Focused Upon By
Social Service Agency Associated PEPs

s / {n = 70)
-~ \
Topics Hean*
¢. Behayior managemént -~ 3.31
h. Self-concept and personality of children ' 3.28
d. Discipline in general . ] 3.26
c. Commun“ica.tion skills 3.24
- m. Parent-child home activities 2,97
f. Intellectual development - ' 2.68
! . U Sibling riva'lrg ' 2.53
p., HNygtrition an:d foods o 2.39
. . 0« Rhine health care 2.43
, §. Peer influence on children w» ' 2.40
q. Children's learning disabilities 2.34
N k. Sexual role identification A ' 2.24
r. Parenting of handicapped children 2.22
t. Hyperactive children ‘ 2.09
. 1. Husband/wife conficts 0 2.03
b. Home management ® . ‘ 2.03
» 1. Sex education o . 1.85 ‘
S. Fam;w advocacy \ . 1.82
a. Family planning | ' 1.63
n.  Effects of television on children . " 1.50 :
. g. Bilingual education o Lo
sscale: Low 0 1 2 3- 4 High , » o0

. : * - 373




TABLE 48
]

Rank Order of Topics Most Focused Ypon By
Church/Religfous Group Associated PEPs

(n = 36)
c. 'Caulu;\fcation skills 3.64
- h. Self-concept and personality of children 3.54
'd.  Discipline in general ‘ 3.29
e. Behavior management 3.11
n Parent}ch.ﬂd home activities . 2.89
f. Intelleg:iuﬂ development 2.60
u: Sibling rivalry . 2.55
j. Peer 1nfl uenc.e on children 2.36 ‘
” i, Wife/husband conﬂiM . 2.29
¢’ sexual role identification/ . 22
p. Mutrition and foods . 2.12
0. Roytine health care 2.09
. 1. -Sex education 2.03 &
q. Children's learning disabilities 1.91
r., Paredting of handicapped children 1.61
n. Effects of television on children . 3 1.61
‘ b. Home management . ‘ 1.59
t. Hyperactive czhﬂdren | e 1.50
a. Fafly planning ‘ 1.44
s. Family advocacy ' ] 1.32
g. Bilingual education .75
*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3 4 High




o ’
" TABLE 49 o ,
Rank Order of Topics Most Focused Upon By
Private, Profit-Making Organization Associated PEPs
'(n = 43)
. <
Toples Mean*
c. Communication skills ‘ 3.1 *
d. Discipline 1n general s 3.56
e, Behavior management . ) 3.48
v h, Self-concept and_persona'lity of children 3.48
J. Peer influence on children \ 2.76
o = - - Ue.. Sibling rivalry . B} o 2.73
§ m. Parent-child home activities 2.64
1. Wife/husband conflicts 2.36
"1.  Home management . e 1.88
f. :Inte'l'lectua'l deve'lopment‘ ! 1.83
k. Sexual role identification T 1.83
r. Parenting of handicapped children 1.57
t. Hyperactive children 1.37
1.  Sex education . 1.37
q. Children's learning disabilities - 1.29 7
n. Effects of television on children i \ i.29
0. Routine health care 1.10
‘s, Family advocacy . ) 1.10 )
Pe Hutrition and- foods ' | 1.00 -
2, Family planning ' .13 '
. g 8111ngual education -t - .44

- %Scale: Low O 1 2 3 4 H}ﬁ




’ TABLE 50

Rank Order of Topics Most Focused Upon 8y
Public,“Non-Profit Group Associated PEPs

{n = 44)

-

Topics .
) - d. Discipline 1n general
h. Self-concept and personality of children
e. Behavior management
B. Parent-child home activities
c. 7Cm‘mn1cation skills
P Nutrition and ‘foods
1;. Irﬁ;ll-ect:ual *ﬁev;'l_t;;:ment
0. Routine health care
j. = Peer influence on children
u. Sibling rivalry
_r. Parenting of handicapped children -
;s q. Children's learning disabilities
t. Hyperactive children
-~ k. Sexual role identification
b. Home management'
¢ n, Ef;‘ects of television on children

1. Sex education

a. Family plaming

i. Wife/husband conflicts
‘ 5. Family advocacy ° /
¢ g. B11ingual education’

LY

#Scale; Low 0 1 2 3 4 High
376 -

Mean* -

3.00
3.00
2.86
2.83
2.77
2.70
2.54
2.51
2.29
2.22
2.11  »
2.10
2.00
1.86
1.69
1.68
1.63
1.58.
1.43
1.24
1.20




. TABLE 51 : -
L _ Rank Qrder of Topics Most Focused Upon By
’“Hon-Assogi'ated. Strictly Local Organizatfon PEPs
(n = 27) e

Topics { . Mean*
c. Communicatfon skilis ’ 3.52

h.” Self-concept and personality of children : 342 u
d. Discipiine in general ) 3.42‘
e, Behavior’manageaent a ' 3.3}

m. Parent-child home activities 3.27
_ §. Peer influence an children ' 2.92
f. Intellectual development 2.76
u. Sibling rivalry 2.64
e v v+ 3., Hife/husbang gopflicts . 2,60
o k. Sexual role fdentification 2,48
0. Routine hea‘lt..h éare . 2,39
. p. Nutrition and foogs : 2,39
1. Sex education - 1,96
q.  Children's learning disabiiities 1.96
r. Parenting of handicapped children 1.88 >
b. Ho;le management 1.81
t. Hyperactive children - 1.72
/ s. Family advocacy ) ’ 1.68
‘ n. Effects of television on children 1.64

) "2, Famfly planning 1.23
g, B1'Hngualv1 education : T RN T

[

*Scale: Low 0 1 2 3377H19h




, TABLE 52 °
DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS FOR ARKANSAS PEPs (N=35)

Response Percentage

Characteristics ;
Yes No
1. Program Organizational Structure
_~" b.. Program operating within larget
organization 62.9(22) 20.0(7)
a. Independent program with own staff 37.1(13) ~ 37.1(13)
" ¢. Grass roots organization with little {
bureaucratic structure 17.1(6) 51.4(18)
2. Program funding *
a. Mostly federal 54.3(19) 20.0(7)
- c. State 1.302)  25.7(9)
} © b, Local, community-based . 28.6(10)  25.7(9)
e.” Based primarily on client fees " 14.3(5) 40.0(14)
d. Highly dependent upon donations 8.6(3) 40.0(14)
" 4. Directed Toward Specific Target Group 68.6(24) ,  28.6(10)
5. Program Activities
a. Planned class meetings on specific ‘
“Toptes. « 57.1(20)  22.9(8)
d. Happens on one-to-cne basis between ~
i parents and staff 45.7(16) 22.9(8)
' b. Regular meetings with changing topics 42.9(15) 34.3(12)
¢. Periodic meetings with changing topics 25.7(9) 40.0(14)
o~ 6. Courses Offered ' \

a. Number of courses offered at once: (X = 3.000)
. b. Average number of é1ass meetings for courses offered: (X = 5.652)

¢. Length of average class meeting: (X = 108,000)

» ¢ ey

- S )




- . ¢
4
7. Staff Instruct;rs[ﬁrqyp Leaders *
N e. Most are professionals in child develop-
ment, social work, psychology, etc. 65.7(23) ~ 17.1(6)
b. Most have Master's or Ph.D. degrees 40.6(14) 31.4(11)
¥ a. Most are trained lay persons ~31.4(M1) 51.4(18)
£7 Most are trained nurses 2.9(1) 57.1(20)
d. _Most are full-time 48.6(17)  22.9(8)
c: Most are part-time ~20.0(7) 45.7(16)
8. Payment.of Feesxfor Courses 17.1(6) 77.1(27)' |

10. Program Evaluation

d. Informal evaluation at end of course 68.6(24) 17.1(6)

_ e. Standard evaluation form at end of éourse 45.7(16) 28.6(10)‘
| f. Evaluation at instructor discretion 37.1(13) 31.4(%%2 .
g. Follow-up written evaluation several ' $
weeks after course is over L 14.3(5) ° 48.6(17)
h. Funding requires some form of evaluation © 51.4(18) 25.7(9)
a. Staff not trained in evaluation 34,3(12) 34.3(12)
b. No time for program evaluation 14.3(5) 48.6(17)

¢. No money for evaluation 22.9(8) 40.0(14)




. TABLE 53 '
DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS FOR LOUISIAHA PEPs (N=31) -

Response Percentage

Characteristics ‘ * Yes No

L]

1. Program Organizational Structure

h. Program oferating within larger

organization . 64.5(20) 25.8(8)
- 2. Independent program with own staff 25.8(8) 51.6(16)
c. Grass roots orgéa}zation with 1{ittle -
- Pureaucratic structure 22.6(7) 48.4(15)
2. Program Funding ’
b. tLocal, community-based 45.2(14) 19.4(6)
c. Sgate ' 41.9(13) 32.3(10)
e. Based primarily on client fees . 22.6(7) - 41.9(13)
‘ a. Mostly federal 19.4(6) 45.2(14)
d. Highly dependent upon donations 19.4(6) 38.7(12)
4. Directed Toward Specific Target Group 32.3(10) 67.7(21)
i 5. Program Activities
B a. Planned class meetings on specific -
topics ., .- 67.7(21) 19.4(6)
d. Happens on one~to-one basis between
. parents- and staff 41.9(13) 41.9(13)
» b. Regular meetings with changing topics 29.0(9) 48.4(15)
W ¢ erfodic metings with changing topics 29.0(9) 45.2(14)
6. Courses Offered - 1?

a‘ Number of courses offered at once: (x = 2.154)

5.679)

b. Average number of class meetings for courses offered: (X

L. c. Length of average class meeting: (x = 143.333)




y 7. Staff Instructors/Group teaders !
. e, Most are professionals in child develop-
. ment, social work, psychology, ﬁ;c. ) 71.0(22) 19.4(6)
b, Most have Master's or Ph.D. degrees 48.4(15) 38.7(12)
s ‘9. Most are trained lay persons 25.8(8) 48.4(15)~

(f. Most are traineé nurses 9.7(3) 58.1(18)
c. Most are part-time . 38.7(12) 29.0(9)
d. Most are full-tine 2.6(7)  38.7(12)

8, Payment of Feeﬁ for Courses 38.7(12) 58.1(18)

10, “Program Evaluation

d. Informal evaluation at end of ®ourse 71.0(22) 16.1(5)

e, Standard evaluaf%on form at end of course 6f.3(19) 19.4(6)
f. Evaluation at instructor discretion 25.8(8) 48.4(15) L°
g. Follow-up written evaluation several - \\;S N
weeks after course is over 1@.1(5) 8.1(18)
h. Funding requires some form of evaluation 38.5(11)  41.9(13)
a. Staff not trained in evaluation | 29.0(9) 41.9(13) !
b. to time for program evaluation (/’,/ 12.9(4) 58.1(18)
c. No momdy for evaluation 19.4(6) # 48.4(}5),
. !
. & i , o
4
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TABLE 54
- QESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS FOR MISSISSIPPI PEPs (N=24)

Response Percentage

Characteristics

Yes No

Program Organizational Structure B -
b. Program operating within larger '

organization . 75.0(18) 16.7(4)
a. Independent program with own staff 25.0(6) 41.7(10)
c. Grass roots organization with 1ittle’ ' !

_ bureaucratic structure 8.3(2) 50.0(12) -
Program Funding
a. Mostly federal ] 45.8(11) 25.0(6)
c. State 37.5(9) 37.5(9)
b. Local, community-baseéd ' 33.3(8') 25.0(6)
,d- H.'ig.h'ly dependent upon .dona-ti?ns. 16.7(4.); . ,37.;5(9)
e. Rased primarily on c116n§ fees. t ~ 1é.5(3) ) 45:8(11)
Oirected Toward Specific Target Group . 83.3(20) 16.7(4)
Program Activities ) ) '
. b, Regular meetings with changing topics 62.5(15) 16.7(4)

d. Happens on one-to-one basis between |

parenits and staff : 50.0(12) 20.8(5)
a. Planned class meetings gn specific’ ’ « '

topics ) 37.5(9). 33.3(8)
¢. Periodic meetings with changing topics 25.0(6) 41.7(10)

Courses Offered o’

a. Number of courses offered at once: (X = 2.682)

b, Average number of class meetings for courses offered: (x = 5.333)
4

c.' .Le‘ngth of average class meeting: ° (x = 90.000)




7. Staff Instructors/Group Leaders

T b. Most have Master’s or Ph.D. degrees 66.7(16) 16.7(4)
- e. Most are professionais in child develop- ’ r
" ment, social work, psychology, etc. 62.5(15) 16.7(4)
f. Most are trained nurses ‘ 62.5(15) . 37.5(9)
. a. Most.are trained lay persons P 25.0(6) 41.?(10)
d. Most are\}ull—time‘ _ . 58.3(14) * 12.5(3)
.. Most';re part-time ) “ 12.5(3) 45.8(11)
8., Payment of 'Fees for Courses . " 25.0(6) Pd.8(17)
10. * Program Evaluation ~ )
‘ 5}' Informal eva]uat{on,at end of course i 79.2(19) 8.3(2).
f. Eba]uatibn a% instructor.discretion 62.5(15) . 20.8(5)
e, Sthndard evaluation form at end of cdurse 54.2(15) 37.5(9)
g. . Follow-up written evaluation seve;al ) h )
weeks after course is over 25.0{6) 58.3(14)
h. Funding requiréshsome form of evaluat%bn . 54.2(13) 29.2(#)
a. Staff not traineé in eva]uaéiqn : ' 16:7(4) . 62:5(15)
b.” No time for program evaluation R ﬂ2:5(3) 66.7(16)
‘c. NO money fo; evaluation . . 26.8(5) 62.5(15) )
R . . ) :
- . .
] N . f
L .
~
» N - -
} N . /
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>, _ " TABLE 55 il con o
. DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISI FOR NEW MEXICO ¥
Co. ,PEPs (n=20) .
i Re'Spor;se Per"centage
Charactarist'ics e ' S Yes N_‘o_ S
1. P;Ogram &qanizationai Structure . / . |
b. Program operating within larger
organization + 55.0(11) +  30.0(6)
a. In;iependent program with own staff' ‘ " 35.0(7) ) 50.0(10)
c. Grass roots organization with 1{ttle i
_ bureaucratic ‘structure : 10.0(2) . 60.0(12)"
) 2. Proqra;n Funding
a. Mostly Federal - ‘ 65.9(13) 15.0(3)
« e. Based primagily on client fees ~ 140.0(8) | \25;0(5) ]
E c. State .. 35.0(7) . 35.0(7)
. b. I:oca:I, communi ty-based v ' 15.0(8) 40.0(8)
— ,df- Highly &ependent upan donatiors ‘ 5.0(1) 45.0(9)
4. Directéd Toward Specific Target Group ‘ 56.0(10} ' 50.0(10)
5. Program Activities - ' Lo
‘a. Planned class meetings on specific *
topics Ly ' 75.0(15) 10.9(2)
- b. Regular meetinds with changing topics 40.0(8) 40.0(8)
d. Happens on one-to-one basis' between ’
parents-and staff \ v. 20.0(4) 65.0{13)
'y ¢. Periodic meetings with changing topics zo.o(h) © 65.0(13)
6. Courses Offered ‘ 1 :
a. Number of courses offered at oncé: (':Z;-' 2.063)
b. Average numper 913 class meetings for }:ourses offered: (X = 6.563)
c./‘!.ength of average class meeting'-: ' (X = 130.588)
. ) . , - . 981 h

»
. P .
- , “
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A tex provided by mc . *




7. Staff Instructors/Group Leadersxj

-

e. Most are professionals in child develop- A

.. '=~ apent, social work, psychology, etc. © 60.0(12) 15:0(3)
b. Most‘have Master's or Ph.D. degrees " ‘ _5?.0(11) ~‘30.0(6)
a. Most a;e g}ained.1ay persons’ ) . 30.3(6) T ) 40.0(8)
s . f. Mo§£ are grained'nurseS'r . .5.0(1) 60.0(12)
| d. Most are ?u]T—time : . ‘ 50.0(]0) 30.0(s6)
! c. Most Q;e part-time - ‘ v 30,0(6)- ‘ ;0.0(8) ..
8, Payment of Fees for Courses - N 30.0(6) 55.6(11) J
.10. Program’Evaluation ‘ o
fo. "Informal evaluation at end of course 85.0017) 15.0(3)
e, Standard eva]u;tfon form at end of clurse 60.0(12) 25.0(5)
| f, Evaluation at‘instructor discretion 50.0(10) 35.0(7)
g. Follow-up written evaluation several - d
ﬁeeks after course is over ) . 10.0(2) # 65.0(13)
h. Funding requires some form of eva1qatibn J 50.0(10) 35.0(7) .
¢ a. Staff not trained in evaluation i 25.0(5) . 60.0(12)
: c. MNo money for evaluation * . 45,0(9) 40.90(8)
, ¢ b.\\No time for‘p%ogram evaluation  * R 25.0(5j 60.0(12) )
. 3 - _ e '
. ) )
[ 4 - 1
- ' . ' ‘




" . DESCRIPTION oF CHARI«%'B}ERISTICS FOR OKLAHOMA , '
s _ PEPs (n=33) . s
" Va ’ Response ?ircentm
Characteristics . . ¢ Yes "o HNo.
. 1. Program 0rgamzat10na1 Structune - : g . ‘ t _
b. Program operating within lAge;» . ) , '
organi‘zation . ' 57.6('19) }8.2(6) -
a. Independent program with own staff 27.3(9) 51.5(17)
c. Grass roots organization with little o T
. bureaucratic structure 9.11(3) 5&3.5(18)
2. Program Funding '
b. Local, community-based 30.300)  30.3(10)
c. State 27.3(9)  33.3(11)
e. Based primarily on client fees £ 27.3(9) 30.3{10)
a. Mostly Federal ‘ , 24.2(8) 33.3(11)
Tod Hi‘ghly dqpendent upo;n ‘donations 18.2(6')‘ ' 39.4(13)°
Ditected Toward Sp:acific: Target Group 24.2(8) 75.8(25)
Program.Act%vities ’ .
a. Planned class meetings on specific
topics 63.6(21) 18.2(%)
d. * Happens on one-to-one basis between . *
. parents and staff - 45.5(15) 27.3(9) .
b. Regular meetings with cﬁanging topics 39.4(13) 36.4(12) .
¢.  Perfodic meetings with ch;nging topres 2.12(7), 39.4(13) \
6. Courses.Offered . ... ' >
a. Number of courses offeréd at once: (x = 2.115) , . -

b. Average number of class meetings for gourses offered: (x = 6.107)

c. ~Leugth of average cl;ss meeting‘f (x = 124.828) " >




7. Staff Instructors/GrOup Lea@ers

. e. Most are prafessionals in child develop-
. - ¥ . ment,-social work, psyclology, etc. =~ — 69.7(23) 9.1(3)

51.5(17) . 21.2(7)

’

b. Mest have Master’s or Bh.D..degrees

4 a, Most are trained lay persons ’ . 21.2(7) 42.4(14)
f.f’Most argﬁtg;ined nurses’ . - 5.1(2) 54:§P18)
] d: Most are full-time 45.5(15)  18.2(6)
c. Most are part-time . 2a.2(8)  36.4(12) ‘
8. Payment of Fees for Courses ’ 54.5(18) '42.3(14)
10. Program Evaluation : SR, 4 ‘ A .
_d. Informal evaluation at end of coubse 66.7(22)  18.2(6)
. f. Eva1uatf0n.at instructor q{scretion" 51.5(17) 33.3(1) -
_e. Standard ‘evaluation form at end of course 42.4(14) -39.4(13)
S lg. ‘Follow-up written evaluation several T o ' '
‘weeks aft®r course s over \ 2.1(3) 72.7(24)
h. anding requires some form of evaluation 50.3(10) ' 51,5(17)
) a. Staff not trained in evaluation 2 21.2¢7), '57.6(19)
;T No aoney for evaluation . ] 24.2(8) 54.5(18)‘
b. No time for program evaluation .18.2(6) 60.6(20)

i L . \




o TABLE 57
. . * DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS FOR TEXAS —-
. - N PEPs (n=66)"
— et — -J_ N R : ’ ' - -
"1 . ) T fF I - \ Response ﬁhrcenﬁgge
Characteri;tjcs ‘ o T T Yes | No
3 .1. Pregram Organizationa] Structure
' b. Erogram operat1ng within larger *
.organijzation : ' 59.1(39) 28.8(19)
' . a. rndependent program with own staff 25.8(17) * 54.5(36)
¥ ¢." Grass roots organizatdion with little " .
bureaucratic structurq) t . 18.?(12)' 56.1(37)
2. Program Funding _ . } '
a. Mostly Federal. L -~ 43.9(29) n.8(21)
b.'Loca*l, communi tykbased . < ‘31.8(21) 39.4(26)
i c. State . . 24.2(16).< 43.9(29)
/ ) e. Based primarily on client fees . 18.2(12) 51.5(34)
d. Highly depende;t upon donations 9.1(6) 51.5(34)
4.+ Diretted Toward Specific.Target'éroup ' . 53.0(35) ' 42.4(28)
. -~ 5, Program Acfivit;es "
a.- Planned class meetings on specific . ’
topics 60.6{40) 22.7(15)
‘ d. Happens -on one-to-pne basis between ‘ -
\- parents and staff . ‘ 56.1(37) 25.8(17)-
-5‘ : 'b. Regular meetings with chﬁnging.topizs ‘ a2.4(28) » 30.3(2b)
é. Periodic,meetiégs with changing topics 22.7(15) 43.9(29)'
6. Courses Offered ' R 4 L

.a.” Number of courses offered ¥t once: (x = 2.392)

-

b. Ave?age humber of‘E]ass meetings for courses offered: (X

4, 035)

5.204)

C.- Length of average class megting v (X

= 11
; . ‘ . - 33 g

L TR ! ) W ’




7. Staff Instructors/Group Leaders

" e. ‘Most are professionals in child develop-

A ———ment——soe?a%mrk»—psychﬂogy, etc. ’ 69.7(46) 15.2.(10)._ - —
4  b. Host have Master' s or Ph.D. degrees . . 3642 40.9(27)
a. Most are trained lay persons ‘ 21.2(151)' 57.6(38)
: o f. Most are trair]ed nurses ) ‘ ¢ 4.5(3) . ‘68.2(45)
~d. Most are ful)-tine ‘ _ | 48.5(32) 57.3(13) |
¢. Most are part-time o ) 24.2(16) 50.0(33)
] . 8. pPayment of Fees for Courses - 28.8(19) 65.2(43)
, 10. Program Evaluation ‘ | ) .
. d. Informal eva'luatmn at end of course " 72.7(48) 10.6(7) ' '
S%v o e. Standard evaluation form at end of course 50.6'(33) - 36.4(24)
' f. Evaluation at instructor discretion C33(z2) . 45.5(30)

-

g. Foi'low-up written eva'luation‘,/several
weeks after course is over 19(7(13) 5:1.5(36)

Bad ’

h. Funding requires some form of evaluation- 42.4{28) 40:9(27)
a. Staff not trained in evaluation 22.7(15). 54.5(36) v
. . .
c. No money for evaluation : 22.7(15) 5P.5(34) |
. e : .
b. No time for program evaluation 4 . . » 21.2(14)  53.0(35)
¥ ) g
1
AN
1 ) A '




' . TABLE 58 - _.
- DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS FOR PUBLIC K )
s SCHOOL ASSOCIATED PEPs (N=80)

-

S - .
= " Responsg Percentage |
~ Characteristics J : Yes No
1. Program Organizational ‘Structure ’ . ‘.
. b. Program operati Jwithin larger ' | )
4 K Organ‘ifeation . . 70.0(56) ° 22.5(18)
_a. Independent program with own staff . 21.2(17) 60.0{48)
c. Grass roots organization with 1ittle '
bureaucratic structure 16.2413) 56.3645) *
| 2. 'Pr'bgram Funding ‘ ' J
. | a. Mostly federal ' , ' . 55,0(44) ~  23.8(19)
_ State ) 35.0(28) . ‘3é.7(§1)'
. b. Local, corrmuni'ty—based' ' 26.2(21) 35.0(25)
e. Based primrily on client fees ' 15.0012)  51.3(41)
' d. Highly dependent upon donations = 8.8(7)" 51.3(41)
"4, Directed Toward Specif‘ie Target Group ' 62.5(50) -  37.5(30)
5. Program Activities '
-J -a. Planned class meetings on specific
_ topics 1 o 57.5(46) 27.5(22)
d. Happens on one-to-one basis between )
. parents and staff ' 52.5(42) 28.8(23)
. b. Regu]ar‘_meet-ings with changing topics‘ 46.2(37) 30.0(24)
\ ¢” Periodic meetings with changing topics ‘ '26.2(21) 43.8(32’3)
6.’ Courses Offered .
:*e. Number of courses offered at once: (X = 2.525) ‘
h b. Average number of class meetings for courses offered: (x = 5.100).
) K c. Length of average class meeting: (X = 103.939)
g { S 3 o
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. 7. Staff Instructors/Group Leaders — ° | ¢
» . . ; * ’
" e. -Most are professionals in child ¢ .
- , - —— —"—development, Soctat-works—psychotogy — ! -—
. ~etc. . N . 63.8(51) 17.5(14)
! ) . . -
b. Most have Master‘s or Ph.D. degrees 57.5(46) 27.5(22)
a. HMost-are trained 1a& persons . 26.2(2 ) 53.7(43)
. £, Most are trained nurses . " 8.8(7) 62.5(50)
/!
d: Most are full-time ‘ 51.3(41) 21.2(17)
+ ¢. Most are part-time \ 20.0(16) <48.7-(39) '
,'8. Payment of Fees for Courses . . 18.8(15) 78.7(63) .
10. Program Evaluation '
. Informal evaluation at end of coursé 75.0(60) - 15.0(12)
‘ '
e. Standard evaluation form at end of course 57.5(46) 27.5(22)
f. .Evaluation at instructor discretion )  42,5(34) 37.5(30)
A
f. Follow-up written evaluation several o .
weeks after course is over 27.5(22) 48.7(39)
) h. Funding requires some form of evaluation 58.7(47) 23.8(19)
. , .
a- Staff not trained in eva]ua;ion 28.8(23) 46.2(37)
/ s . ‘\- (
b. 'No,time for program eva]uat%on 22.5(18) 51.3(41)
c. .Né/money for evaluation | 26.2(21) 47.5(38)
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v TABLE 59
' = . - DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS FOR SOCIAL
. B SERVICE AGENCY ASSOCIATED PEPs (n=70)
T N - T — B - * h —‘—-\
. - : - _ : Résponse Percentage
 Characteristics’ “ o Yes No

#

. 1. Program Organizational Structure

!

( b, Program operating within larger .
organization 3 72.9(51) 17.1(12)
a. Independent program with own staff ' 27.1019) 50.0(36)
¢. Grass i"oots'or'ganization with little . -~ -

— . bureaucratic structure . 5.7(4) 62.9(44)

2, Program Funding

L)

a. Mostly Fe¥eral ‘ .+ 50.0(35) 25.7(18)
c. State ' 40.0(28) 32.9(23)
b. toéa], community-based . 34H3(24) 28.6(20)
) e. Based primarily on client fees 7.1(12) . 45.7(32)
- " d. Highly dependent upon donations 13.4(8) T 42.9(30)
4. Directed Toward Specific Target Group 57.71(40) 40.0(28)
5, Program Activities " AN ’
‘d, Happens on one-to-one basis between T,
i parents and staff ' 62.9(44) 2T.4(15)
a. Planned class meetings on specific C
topics | ' ~ 58.6(41) 22.9(16)
b. Regu;ar meetings with chéng{né topics 37.1(33) 27.1(19{
. €, Peribdic meétiné% with chaning topi;s : 21.4(15) 4L.3(29).
6. Courses Offered ' : ,
) _a. Number of courses offered ;t once: (X * 2.473) . 1 .
\ 5

~
X =

b. _Avérage number of c¢lass meetings'for courses offered: ( 5.246)

c. + Length of average class meetinghghfi = 115.000)
’ ) o




N NG
Staff Instructors/Group Leaders =
e. Most are pr'-ofessionah in child develop-
- ment;suctat-work, psycholody, etc. ~ 78.6(55)"
b. Most have Master's or Ph.D. degrees 51.4(36)
a. Most are. trained lay persbns ) .22.9(16)
d. Most are full-time ‘ . 54.3(38)
} ~ = < L.
f. Most are trained nurses 7.1(5) |
c® Mot are:part-t'ime . . 24.3(17)
Payment of Fees for Cour'ses 31.4(22)
Program Evaluation ' *
s -’ "y
d. #Informal .evaluation at end of course 68.6(48)
3 4
f. Eyaluation at_instructor disc;xﬁ%\ 54.3(38)
e. St.a’ndard evaluation form at end of course -51.4(J6)
g. Follow-up written evaluation several )
/ weeks after course is over 11.4(8)
h. Funding requires Some form of evaluation 45.7(32)
a. - Staff not trained in evaluation ' 25.7(18)
b. No timb.for program evaluation 24.3(17)
¢. No money for evaluation . 31.4(22)
L Y » ]
e
\ s " )
. - . ’
( LY
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- 28.6(20) -

50.0(35)
22.9(16)
£0.0(42)
42.9(30)
61.4(43)

18.6(13)
30.0(21) y
35.7(25)

67.1(47)
37.1(26)
57.1(40) y
55.7(39) ‘
18.6(34)

b L]
.
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TABLE 60

L

DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS- FOR CHURCH OR RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATION

-

1.

LAY
¥

6.

4

’ASSOEIATED PEPs (n=36)

e e e ————— . —

Response Percentage

Characteristics .. 4 - Yes

k4 -
Program Organizational Structure

1

periodic meetings with changing topics 30.

Courses Offered

a-

" b.

Cy

Number:of. courses offered at, once: (X = 2:267)

Length of average class meeting: (X = 135.455)

- B 3(1‘_{

N

-

_Average number of class meetings for courses offered:

b.- Program operatmg vnthm larger )
organization, . 61.1(22)
a. Indeperdent progiam with own sta.ff 33.3(12)
c. Grass roots ;*ganization with '11'tt1e ] y
_ bureaucratit¢ structure 30.6€11) .
Program -Funding © g
2. Based pr1mar11y on chent fees y —24.4(16)J
b. loca], comnumty -based ' o l 30.6(’”)
a. Most y‘Fecsl-eralw . 25.0(9) '
c. State . / ) ‘ 25.0(9)
-d. .HighLy dependent t;pon donations . 13.9(5)
‘4, Directed: Toward Sp/ecifié Target OMoup © 361003
Lrogram Act'ivities ' .
_a. Planned class meetmgs on spec1f1c : )
topics . 80.6(29)
d. Happens: on one-to-one hasis between ‘ .
~parents and staff " . 50.0(18)
b. ”Regu]ar meetipgs with changing topics © 0 33.3(012)
e ' 6(11)

(x

~

ey

H

No

27.8(10)
50.0(18)

44.4(16)

27.8(10)
33.3(12)
0.7(15)
38.9(14)
47.2417)
200,
63.9(23)

8.3(3)

30'.6(]1‘)
41.7(85) »
44.,4(16)
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N . ) . '
-, ¢ g ,

( 7Staff Instructors/Group Leaders _
Y. wio .
g . e. Most are professfona]s in child deve10p- -
. ment, social work, psychology, etc. . 55.6(20) . 25.0(9) _
. . .a. Most are trained lay persons 41.7(15) 36.1(13)
N ] . . , . -t
b. 'Host have Master's or Ph.D. 'd?irees 38.9(14) 41.7(15)
P - c. Most; are part-time} . o -‘--52.8(1.5_)) ,25'0(9) .
A " f, Most are trained nurses ° . ) 5.6(2) / 66.7(24"
d. Most are full-time ) 30.6(11) [ 44.4(16)
8. Payment of Fees for Courses . 47.2(17) 47.2{(17)
10. Program Evaluation .
d. Informal evaluation at end of course 66.7(28) 16.7(6) -
’ /5 Standard evaluation form at end of course ' 66.7(24} = 16.7(6)

Evaluation ahinst'ructor discretion 44.4(16) 36.1 (15)

g. Fo¥low-up written evaluation severa1 ..
*  weeks after course is over . 16.7(6)  g58.3(21)
N h. Funding rqures-some form of evaluation " 36.1(13) 44.4(16)
= % . a. Staff not trained in evaluation . 22.2(8) -50.0(18)
b. No'time for program evaluation ' ‘ 16,7(6) 52.8(19)
c. No money for evaluation : o 36.1(13) 44.4(16)

- - | ’ -
* ’ ’ . t
9 ' o

- Ly
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TABLE 61 . .
. » DESCRIPTION“OF CHARACTERISTICS FOR PEPs
- * ASSOCIATED WITH PRIVATE, PROFIT-MAKI‘NG GROUPS (n=43)
‘Res-pons’e Percentage .

R ) . . r
) Characteristics » . /‘ L Yes No

N 4
1. “Program Organizational Structure

a. _Independent program with own staff‘ s 37.2(16) 44.2(19) .
) b. ‘Program operating wit'h'in larger - ’ a
< organization 37.2(16) 37.2(16)
¢. Grass roots organization with 1ét1e -7 )
_ pureadcratic s:tructure . 23.3(10) 48.8(21)
2. Program Furding - . N\ B
., Based prinarily on client fees 62.8(27)  25.6(11)
c. State - T se(1) 34.9(15)
- b. Local, community-based - 23.3(10) 3 39.5(17)
a. Mostly federa] ; . 16:.3(7) . 46.5(2‘0) »
d. ,H'i_ghlx dependent upon donations ‘ 4.7(2) 55.8(24)
4, Directe&,_‘i‘m{ard Specific Target Group 23.3(16) 76;7(33) .
T ; .
LT topdes . 9.7(39)  4.7(2)
~ ‘ d. Happens on one-tzo-oﬁe basis between
‘ parents and staff 34.915)  41.9(18)
) <: b. Regular r@stings with‘g.hang:ing topics 23.3(10) 46.5(20)
: ~c.. Periodft meetings with Chang'il:lg topics 16.3(7) \*\55.8(24)

‘ 6. - Courses Offered
a. Number of courses offered at once: (X = 2.026)
b. Average number of class meetings for courses offered: . (X = 7.268)

c. Length of a;lerage class meeting: (X = 156.585)

.

-




- .
" - i
75~ Staff Inétructors/ﬁroup Leaders oo T, '
‘ e. Most are brofessiona]s in.chi1d develop-
ment, social work, psychology, etc. ) 67.4(29) 14.0(6)
. ) " b, Most,hay;'ﬂd%ter' r‘Ph.D. degrees o 41.?(18) 2%.9(12)
) A a. Most of tra#ﬁ;;i;:;opersons » 30.2(1§) 37.2(16)
‘ f. Most are trained nuéses : 4.7(2) 55.8(24)
c. Most are part-time - > 39,5(17) 20.9(9) !
. d. Most are full-time 20.9(9) ‘ 37,2(16)
' 8. Payment of Fhes for Courses O .8(32)  20.9(9)

10. Program Evaluation.

- @, Standard evaluation form at end of course 72.1(31) 11.6(5)}
d. Informa]_eva1uétion at end of course 69.8(30) 9.3()
f., Evaluation at instructor discretion 39.5(17) 39.5(1})
é. Follow-up written evaluation several ’ ‘.
weeks after course is over 9.3(4) 62.8(27) -~
h. Funding requires'SOQe form of evaluation 25.6(1) 51.2(22) ’
a. Staff éot trained in evaluation ’ 25.6(11) 46.5(20) -
b. No time for program evaluation 18.6(8) 53.5(23)

* * ¢. No money for evaluation ) 25.6(11) 46.5(20)

Aty




. . TABLE 62
. DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS FOR PEPs
ASSORLATED WITH PUBLIC, NONPROFIT GROUPS (n=43)

\ s

¥ r < il
.

e T . Response Percentage .
Cha[gt':tbristi‘cs . Yes “ Mo .
1% Program Ofganizafiqna1 Struc%ure . '
b. Rrogram operating wit.hin larger t. 4
organizatjon . . et 79.5(35) 6.8(3) .
_é.‘;lndepgndent program Wiﬁf own staff ‘2f.3(12) .56.8(25) '
c. Grass roots organization with little
, bureaucratic structure . 13.6(6) 59.1(26)
' 2. ﬁ%ogram Eupdinér ‘ g
a. Mostly Federal . . 47.7(21) 29.5(13)
b. Local, comunity-based . 45.5(20) 29.5(13)
c. State . ' 20.9(18) _ 36.4(16) °
d: Highly dependent upon donations, ) 20.5(9) 40.9(18)
. e. Bg;ed primarily on client fees . 15.9(7) 54.5(24) ‘
* 4. Directed Toward SﬁEb{fic Targetlgroup 51:5(24) 43.2(19)
5. Progragt’Actjvities
a.  Planned class meetings on specific .
topics ) 59.1(26) 29.5(13)
. ~ d. Happens on one-to-one‘basis between | .
parents and staff . 52.3(23) . 31.8(14)
b. Regular méetings with changing topics 40.9(18) 40.9(18)
‘ c. Periodic meetings wiéh changing topics 38.6(37) 36.4(16)

6. Courses Offered
- - L]
a. Number of courses offered at’ once: (X = 2.194)
" b. Average number of class meetings for courses offered: (X = 4.895)

‘ ©. Length of average cTass meeting: (X = 117.763) ' ,

v | 393




, /
7..°Staff Instructbrs/Group Leaders
& e. Most are professionals 1h child .develop- * .
ment, social work, psychology, etc. 68.2(30) 18.2(8)
, b. Most have Master's or Ph.D. deérees 40.9(18) 47.7(21)
. T a.. Most are trained lay 6ersons : 31.8(14) '47.7(21)
d.* Most are full-time a Csa5(26)  29.5(13)
. , f.z Most are trained nurses " ' . 15.9(7) 61.4(27)
' ¢. Most are part-time . 27.3(12) | 54.5(24)
8. Pa;mept of Fees for Courses 22.7(10) 72.7(32)
10. Program Evaluation . - .
N " d. Informal evaluation at end of course ' 75.0(33) 15.9(?)
/ f.. Evaluation at instructor discretion 56.8(25) 34.1(15) .
e. Standarqjsya]uation form at end of course . 40.9(18) 50;5(22)
.. h. Funding requires some form of evaluation  50.0(22) 40.9(18)
a: Staf;ihot tréihed in evaluation 27.3(12) 54?5(24)
b. No tjme for progrih eca1uation . 27.3(12) - 56.8(25)
] c.' No money Tor evaluation ' 31.8(14) 50.0(22) ‘
. , AN : : ‘ CL
. , . . ‘ ,‘
. ’ “




L . . TABLE 63
. DESCRIPTION OF CHARACTERISTICS FOR PEPs
ASSOCIATED, WITH NO ASSOCIATION, STRICTLY LOCAL ORGANIZATION (p= 27)
’ ¢ (

Response Percentage .

* Characteristics - . Yes No

e

" L

1. Program Organizational Structure

a. Independent program within larger

organization 4 66.7(18) 25.9(7)
o c. Grass roots organization with little J
" bureaucratic structure 37.0(10) 44.4(12)
' b. Program Operating within larger
organization . 29.6(8) 51.9(14)
2. Program Funding .
;b. Local, community-based 48.1(13) 25.9(7)
a. ‘Mostly Federal " 44.4(12) 37.0(10)
c. State i N ©33.3(9) 33.3(9)
e. Based Qrimari]y on cl'ient fees 29.6(8) - 37.0(10)
d.” Highly dependent upon donations 22.2(6) 40.7(11)
4. Directed Toward Specific \I'arget Group 66.7(18)  33.3(9)
5. Program Actwities ~ . . ~,
f/j d. Happens on one- ;gbne basis between
parents and staff 63.0(17) . 18.5(5)
a. Planned class meeti gs on, specific i
topics ) fr 48.1(13) 25.9(7) «
| b. l'iegular meting%a/;'ith changing topics , 37.0010) _  33.3(9)
<0 +c. Periodic meetings with changing topics 22.2(6) 40.7(11)

<

6. Céurses Offered - *

N ‘ a. Numbar' of courses offered at once: (X = 2.889)

b. _Average number of class meetings for%es offered: (X = 5.167)

c. Lengtt; of average class meeting: (X = 124.500)
. 400




' -
» \
. , '
\ ) ‘ -
7. Staff Instructors/Group Leaders
- f
e. Most are professionals 16 child develop- .
ment, social work,.psychology, etc. 51.9(14) 22.2(6) -
b. Most have Master's or Ph.D. degrees 48.1(13) * 33.3(9)
: a. Most are trained lay perssns . .25.9(7) (5].'9(14)
+f. Most are trained nurses " 11.8(7) -+ 85.6{15)
2 .
c. Most are part-time ‘ 37.0(10) )29.6(8)
d. Most are full-time T 37.0000) . 40.7(11)
8. Payment of Fees for Courses '22.2(6) - 55.6(15)
. 10. Prog;am Evaluation
d. Informal evaluation at end of course . 77.8(21) 11.1(3)
® > f. Evaluation at Jnstructor discretion £ \ 37.0(10) 44.4(12)
' e. Standard eva]&atjorufom at end of course 29.)6(8)\ 51".9(1&)@:E
g. Follow-up written evaiua;ion several . ,
weeks, aftgr course is over 3.7(1) 81.5(22)
‘ . s t . v
. h.  Funding requires some form of evaluation s 40.7(11) 48.1(13)
. a. Staff not trained 1r; evaluation ; , ’ 14.8(4) 63,0(17)
‘ b, No time for program evaluation - 18.5(5) *  59.3(16)
¢. No mdney for evaluation 25.9(7) 51.9(14)
AR :
4 - {
. ’ ]

.
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