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Parent Education and Public Policy: A Conference Repo.gt
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Ron Haskins
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L3
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The purpose of this report is to sumhkarize the conference on "Parent N

-

Education and Public Policy” which was’ held at the Quail Roost Conference .

Center near Durham, NOrth Carolina in March, 1980. This report is ﬁvided -

~

[

iX

intogﬁ(sections. l) background of the conference 2) conference

proceedings; 3) policy recom&endations from: ¢onference work groups 4) themes

emerging from the conference, 5) outline of a book that will result from the /\t\

conference; ‘and 6) reflections on pl,anning and conducting-conferences

addressed to issues of public policy.

. . .= .
Background of- the Conference s R
*
The~last decade has seen a ¥rowing interest in parent educetion R

>

programs. - Two widely cited publications can be mentioned to indicate the

type, of sch\lar“ng that has contributed to this interest, !

The first, a“revieg of preschoal programs -by Urie Bronfenbrenner (1975),

A\

3

was (and still is) one of the most thorough examinationd of preschool inter-’

iY

vention programs with low-income families and children. Careful comparison;

of programs that inv‘olved parents ‘in the curriculum with programs that
»
delivered their curriculum without involving parents led Bronfenbrenner to-
~/ e » ’
“the conclusion that the former.produced effects that were more,substantfal.
* T N S

and enduring than the latter. Phis conclus-ion‘, ’t:rrote Bronfenbrenner, impli\jd

. . - e s
the need for a "major reorientation in the deésign of .intervention programs
“ . - .

- N * v L4 ‘ L d
ahd 1in the training of personnel to work _in this area” (1975, p. 597M). ,

Although Bronfenbrenner s vision was focused onm a humber of sweeping changes,
L 4

am/of{g these was an emphasis on using the child's par‘ents “as the px;,imary . K

. . co . .
) ' i N .,
. - ’ - &
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agents of socialization™ (p. 5985. In shogt; Bronfenbrenner's judgment-was

Ct "‘ ~ ‘ i .
that intervention programs for\children from low-income families should
v ' -

relinquish their focus on children in centeé;based programs, and set their

>

sightg on working directly with parents. /‘\\ ' .

-

" At the otfer extreme; Ste@eg Schlossman, in anvapticle in the Teachers

‘ .

L

™~

Collegé Record (1978) that eaused substantial controveny, argued that parent

! “ .
- education was being used by "academics and child development 'experts' in .
» - . -
Washington™ to shift- the responsibility for the fgilure of intervention

programs from program designers and administrators to parents. As %ﬁhlossman

subtly stated the case:
How well or poorly mothers stimulate their children*s minds daily

at home becomes the key variable in explaining the children's
later B“CEEfS or failure in school and work. Parent education

programs thereby shift the burden of accountability for failure
N - o L3
from the govermment-sponsored professional educator to the poverty
)

panent. In William Ryan 8 terms, they sharply increase the
likelihood of "blaming the victim in ratiovalizing the inability
of . federal programs to equalize educational opportunity. (p. 790)

The reviews by Bronfenbrenner and Schlossman are but two of the better
4
~
and more controversial pieces in a literature that has b;n growing rapidly

"in recent years. Underlying this 11teranure are a number of forces that,

taken together, have contributed to the widespread interest in parent

[y

education. Of these, perhaps four are of special note: -

. ¢
1. Many educators, parents, and popular writers belleve that the

.

¥
preschool years are critical to subsequent development; i.e., that

. (
AN
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/’

missed\opportunities for development because of inalequate

gstimulation during these years can never be recovered;
14 "" .

2., Particularly after‘the‘Wesringhone evaluation of Head Start

A\

¢ *

-(Cicirelli, 1969)--in which 1% was concluded that intellectual gains
: &

prodyced by Head Start parficipation faded rabidly after encry into

-

‘ the public school—-many educators and academicians reasoned that the
1uf1uqnce of- families was pervasive., What could be expected from
. center-based intervention, this reasoning‘went, when .children
spend far more time fn tne véry enviromment, i.e., their home, ;hich

seems to ,be the .source of their pfohlem in the first - p‘ce"' il

&% 3. Abelief has developed among advocates of parent programs that ///

adequately designed‘intervencion pnograms can sign icantly chaLge
SR -

the atttcudes, values, and child re%r;ng practices)of parents;

4, Since geliefs gronnded in pnilosoph;cal assumptions often carry as
nucp welight as data; parent education seemed important because
panents have bcth a righr and a responsibility.to participate in

their chlld's deﬁelopment.( Thus, data on .effects of parent programs
" . . . s .
are in some sense orthogonal Ec the view that parent programs are a

right. S : o

For these and other reasons, then, parent'education has come to enjoy
widespread pobulafiny amon! educators_and'refcrmers. The long-term implica-
. . Y
tions of this emphésis on .parent education deserve careful and dispassionate

examinatfon. Are'exclusively center—based programs to be discredited?.
\ .
' Should- federally—sponsored 1ntervention programs insist on parent particha—

1

. trcn? 1f so, what specific form should this -parent participation assume?

.
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To answer these and similar questions dbout parent education, a group of

academicians and educators at the University of North)Carolina——all with
. ; / .
“extensive backgrounds in various aspects of parent educatiom--proposed to

A

spoﬁsor a conference of leading scholars and prattitioners of parent
-
education, preschool intervention, and social policy decision making. The N .

N . .
National Institute of Education provided-&heNegggsEZEy funding, and the

conference was conducted in March of 1980. )
¥ . <
Of the scholars asked to participate in the con(erence, more than 90%

‘accepted. All conference particlpants were sent an explanation of the -

-

/ ‘ .
purpose of the conference (see below), a list of participants, and a list of

policy questions that would be addressed during the conference (see Appendix

] LN !

2, L.
A). Of those who agreed to attend the conference, only one person
L Y .

subsequently withdfew (éee Appendix A for a_ list of conference participants).

This rather *high level of pérticipation and effort may be taken as evidence

- that interest .n parent education as an area of research and potential policy

.

initiatives is quite high indeed.,

Conference Proceedings
- E )

]

Overvieé of Conference Organization
' M)

. The general plan of the conference was to con?};cq with a number of .

. ’ - . .
participants to prepare background papers, and tbgﬁ to use these papers as an

organizational framework for the conference proceedings. The format of the

.

first part of the conference, then, included brief summaries’ of thenbapers by

a

each author, followed by-about 15 minutes of discussion. .

-

In the ‘second part of the conferen?e, participants were asgigned to one
5 ! P c

< 3 ,

of four discussion groups. Leaders for each group were contacted by'ghpne

. / . » ! ‘ .
and by letter before the cd%ference and advised of the primary q“33t1°Qi that
) ’ -, “ : ,

their group should addreds. . . '
. Py ) ~ o

.
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.The conference concluded with a large~group meeting in which each group
a .
. summarized its discussions and concludions. Following these summaries,

3

¢ : . ~
ggnference pa}xicipants attempted to identify any major pblicy initiatiyes

4 . , ;
that ‘might be appropriate. (Appendix A contains a topy of the conference

’
program.)

~, Paper Presentations and Summaries .

P

' .
A major objective of the conference was to summarize knowledge in each
of various areas that comprise parent educangn. These topics were selected
/\3
by the UNC planning group after lengshy disuussions with. authorities in the

S

academic comgnnity and with officials at NIE (primarily Oliver Moles, Cynthia

A Wall?t, and Lois—ellin Datta). The topic areas selected, the titles of
~ o R hd
specific papers under each topic area, and the authors of each paper are
” ' . .
' sumparized in Appendix A. - ¢

RS
v

. ‘of 18 people contacted by phone and asked)to write papers, all 18,

-

accepted, and 16 of these in fact produced written papers. After the authors
had agreed togprepare a background paper for the cog;fience, they were sent a
'follow-up letter that explained the assigned topics in greater'detail,
provided a set of guidelines for preparing'the papers, and asked to send
their papers to Chapel Htil one.month before the conferenéa (see Appendix B
for a sample letter and guidelines for preparing the papers): After the
! papers had been received, authors were‘ZEnt another letter with instructions
Z/// for preparing and delivering their paper summaries during t:;/#onference.
» . of the'18 authors who ' ed to prepare background papeYs, l4 chpleted
their papers at least one month before .the conference and sent the first

v

draft to Chapel H11l. These were then printed in multiple copies; assembled
. , . ’ 3

’

»
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. -

into booklets, and sent to all conferente participants 3 weeks before the

] conference begad. . -

Y
-

During the conference, each author was given 10 minutes to summarize s

their main 3ine of reasoning, and time wankeet in a rather strict fashion.

Following each paper presentation, about 10-15 minutes were taked for

9 L d

discussion. < e .

‘ased on the questions and comments made durgﬁg the conference, it was

apparent that many participants had read the papers and that they were able

’

<

to ask specific questions or make well-thought-out comments on the various ' '
v

1ssues raised in the papers. In short, the papers seemed to serve egactly

X . . z
7 the function for which they were intended; i.e., to provide common backgrouﬁg:

material and raise specific 1ssues for discussion.

Small Group Meetings . ' . ‘

» . .
Members of the Chapel Hill planning group talked with a number of
authorities on parent education 4nd publicipolicy--both in the academ{F

/ﬁcommunity and in thg federal govermment—--in order to identify the most

important policy issues concerning parent education. After discussion with \f
~ - I'i ’
these authorittes, and even more elaborate discussions among members of the

\

L

planning group,/né/éettfed on the four work-group tpgics described below.

Professional and institutional roles and responsibilities. The .
. . ¢

important issue here is what roles various institutions and professions

should play in .promoting pareq} edhcétion. In particular, what 1is the role

of teachers, social workers, psychglogists, and doctors or nurses 1n’1n;;1v—

ing parents in the services.delivered to children by the institutions repre-
’ rd

sented by these professionals (i.e., schqols, soclal services departments,

. _ .
mental health and similar programg, and hogpieals or pediatric clinics)?

'o ’ "" (

’ h ' 9 ' .

\
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! Does each of these professions have an obligation to involve parents in thelr

~

service.delivery, and if so, what specifiq activities should parents be-.

exposed to and what' responsibilities should professionals encourage_parents
- - Y .

to assume? ‘ h {‘ . N

Priorities amongfparent programs. The question of priorities among

t ~ R .

&y
types of parent programs reduces to at least three more specific questions.

First, what type of parents and children should be the primary targets’of
. : ’ c 4

) parent prograns——low-income parents, ninority parents; parents of handicapped
children? “Second, shouid programs focus on parents of preschool children,
’ | schoéxiage &hildren, or ooth?‘/Tnird what are‘the‘specific sypes of program
activities that shoﬁld receive priority? 1In particular, shouldfprograns
attempt toé provide parents with information about child development teach

desirable child rearing techniques, help parents 1earn how to conduct
l ‘ '
particular curriculum activities with their children, or provide~counse1 and
- - ’ [N T “ ° i

support to parents addressed to their own problems--such as emp ent, -

; finances, Jnd mental health.

a
o

. Integration of parent programs with other social programs. The federal -

gouernment, and to a lesser degree’state governments, now support a broad ’ »
range of human service programs—-welfare, education, child care, food _
supplements, job training,'and so forth. To what extent are parent education

y s apd parent participation a part of, these programs? Can these and gimilar

/ ’
\) - progrims integrate parent education and parent participation?

Federal, state, and local reepon;ibilities for® parent programs. Theg

P f

t

primary question posed here is: What,is-the appropriate division of
responsibility and funding amorg federal, state, and local goyernmehts in

.8upport of parent programs?. More specifically, is it possible to identify
‘> ..

- v . .
P ‘ *
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] - - .
. ‘functions that are best performed by particular levels of government; e.g., ,
™~ .

the federal goverhment establishing general goals, funding research, and

) * Be - /./
distributing resources; state governments designing, implementing, and

. <
.

evaluating parentnprograms; and local govermments ﬁaintaining operational

control of programs.
L o \

. / . .
In order to effectively pursue these topics, the Chapel Hill planning

*

. A

group decided to select discussion group leaders.who pere familiar with the'
‘ $e N -
"fopic and who were forceful enough to keep a discussion group on task while

.
~

promoting at ledst moderate consensue in answering the questions posed by
- ’

each topic. After discussion, we selected Ellen Hoffman of the thldren's

'\: ~

. befense Fund, David Weikart of High/Scope Educational Research Foundation,

’ Edith’Grotherg of the Administration fOf-Children, Youth, and Families,;and
. ’ /

John Niblock of the North éérolina Governor's Advocacy Council on Children

and Youth to serve as the te;pective leaders of the four .groups de§cribed

above. - ’ . oy . ‘ )
. . . a - "i’
We then contacted these potential group leaders by phone, explained why
!
they had been selected, reviewed what their responsibilities #ould -be, and

- discussed the perticular questions with which their group\would® be asked to

deal. 'All four accepted and subsequently served. as group leaders. Each

., at

leader was sent a detailed letter reviewing what we wanted and outlining in
o more'detail the particular topic their group was to discuss.

1 Policy Recommendatione from Conference Work Groups

. ’ Each work group met for approximately 3 hours to discuss their topic and
to reach specific answers to thp questions posed for their group. The group
discussions were recorded on audio tape, and each grolp leader.was asked to

A

submit a written report Within oné¢ month following tpe conference. The work-

I3

- - /c

11 -
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group summaries presente&ubefow’are bﬁsed on theyrecorded discussioans and the

.
1
. N

» ,individual reports. .
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Priorities Among Parent Programs!' “ . : -t

4 »

Because priérities.épong\parent programs pust gg‘based éq such a diverse

.

- get of considerations such as age of children, health status of children,‘

. a

financial condition 'of the family, and type of setting in which.the program
. . ! R4

i j

is offered, the Priorities work group elected to identify the major.goals of
- . ] A t

all parent programs and then to specify the programs' elements that are

essential, desirable, and optimal. . » . , ’
The- groop identified three general goals of all parent prograﬁs:

1. to optimizk the development of parenting skills;

-

'Y

2. to optimize adul¥ development as parents;

3. to strengthen families in ways that promote achieving the first two

‘. + ¢

goals. . e ' /7

- To achiéve these goals,:the Priorities work group agreed that the
¢ * ' i '
following eight program elements were essential, desirable, or optional:

h il
~

Essential program elements ) , ’ P

+

1. Child developient inf&fﬁag&bn. TlHere wad no i1llusion among group

.

members that providing 1nform£tioﬁ alters parent behavior or atti-

tudes, but information 1stessen£1a1‘as a precursor to attitude

change. Ns a result of research and experience, professionalé have

.moved away frégathe old aséﬁmptigﬁ that if one just glves parents
.3 . - ) .
Anformation, their behavior will change. Nonetheless, child -
LN ’ .

-
.

- ' . ) ‘5‘

. ~ - . -
IThis section is based on a writtem report of this group's discussion
. - ]

y

prepared by Hazel leler.

.“
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.. development information is-a necessary ingredient. of parent

programs. . . ' e )

. . W _ C . Y/ (
2. Skill development. This program element consists of helping parents
L .

develop the skills ‘they need to deal with their children.'fIhese\ ‘

! skills include stimulation of infants and children, uge of appro-

! priate behavior control methods, and techniques of’ parti?ipating in
A

-, and influencing community groups and’agencies.

3. Program activities. Necessary activities of,quality pdrent programs

include holding parent meetings, observing children, con ucting

home visits, volunteering in classrpoms, working in paid ‘or paid

A paraprofessionalgroles, and conducting family werkshops.

4o Governance. Parents benefit most from programs when they are

involved in program operatibns and control. The deficit view that

parents need aducatioo to reduce their shortcomings has been widely
p 4 ’
supplanted by the view that parent involvement shou}d be avpartner—

ship in’which”parents benefit from exercising their rights and maxi—

* .mizing control over their lives. Further, their involvement serves

P

"as 8 form of quality control of the pmogram itself.

N o
1. Group support. Parents and program workers can come together to

‘help'each other achieve common goals and to share ideas. Supporf

. groups are highl\“‘iluable because they reduce the parents’ isola-

/
.tion and help them form a commnity devoted to achieving common

goals. ! . ’ .

-

2. Advocatz. 'Programs can help parents develop advocacy skills to -

-

secure their rights.

[

~ v . ' i
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, Lt y &
Y &h&




P) ’ T © - e ‘
[ . ) - - 3 B ‘\J
, . 3 y B

. L4
B P w ’
Parent Education <

- - 1’

. . . J::. o .
NS .2 - 3. _Program evaluation. Parents can become systematically and -

. - oo 7 v R . 2
Y rigorouslz(nvoived in evaluating progrfags and )nonitoring their
. j .
s

- ‘ \8_effect1ve s. Researchers have found that parints cun, through 4

» '. trqlning, become valfjr}p paraprofe‘flonals skillful *in seciring -

ugeful data. * - i

Optional program element. Finally; the pork group identified ome,
I : 0 '

optional progréﬁ element; namely, coéunseling. Counseling may be valuable in
1 o
helping parents solve their own problems, but research has naot demonstrated

W its vafue in changing behpvior‘and attitudes as much as more structured
educat#onal programs. |
The eight program elémeﬁts listed above-wégg formulated by the
Priorities work érdup tg/provihg a basié frameyérk for‘&esigning or improt¢ing
‘parent education programs. If profeséionals goﬁtinue to carefully evaluate
existing programs such as Explgring Early Childhood, Head Starf, Home Start,.

, . b
’ " Pollow Through, and Parent-Child Centers, it will be ,possible to determine &

whether these elements exist in ongoing programs and the extent to which they =

-

are effective in influencing parental behavior. Informdtion of this type

)
; will, in the long run, help professionals determine which of these eight
" .

Tef .
: "elements should receive the highest priorities. °
Iﬁtegration of Parent Programs with Other Social Programéz
. Many'current programs at the federal level support, involwve, &r educate
parents, Examples of)programs in each category include Ald to Families with
- 2Thig section is based og,& written report of this group's discussion-
il - - ' —~
prepared by Edith Grotberg. * ﬁ;) .
. . 2 ' .
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De pendent ghildren,(AFDC), iiqle I'oﬁ\the Elegentary and Secogaary Education

.Act, and Home Start requctiveiy. Thus, there is.a broad range df- programs

~

*e
- .
, ! L .

general, three types‘of'parent participation 1n 'social programs might be

1)
-

recognized: ) ' . %)‘

’

’ . Nt oL ) ‘
l. Parent involvement. As defined by this grdup, p?rent involvementt«

o -

L

.
-

refers to programs in which parents help make program decisions and set
?

policy. Parents are not the object of training; rather, they-participate

" on an equal basis with professionals in making decisions.

Ed

. r
2. Parent education. Parent education programs are those that attempt

to give parents know}edge or skills that relate to their functioqv§?>parents.

®The intent ®f these programs is to have parents develop skills so they can

.

use Iinformation and servicés‘iffectively without the need for institutional
I'd .

~

support, Above all, the aim of parent education 1is to make parents

<
.

. Independent.

3. Parent support. Parent support involves neither participation in

program decisions nor the provision of yhformation or skills; rather, parent

support '1s any service, resource, oxr organization that provides financial,
[} . »

service, or psychological 'assistance to parents iﬂ‘fulfilling their child

‘ rearing functlon: By this definition, AFDC i; a fin;ncial support program;
Title XX day careAan¢ the day care tax credit are service support prégrams;
gnd Parents Anonymoés is ) psychological support progfam. lﬂ\\\~

. The work group Fgreed éhat all huqanhgervice programé should consider
all three types of’p;rent participation. Furtﬁer, an important element, of

coordination between parent programs ris to make all three types of participa-
. N

’

. ) .
tion\avaiiggle to parents who need 1it. |
Ve C h '
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In order,to achieve this coordination between programs in which parents
V) . ' ‘ (
participate, the gréup identified three guidelines that should shape federal

4

-

policy:

1. All prog?%hs that affect Gzzints\should empower them to participate
N(h - P : .
in th:mjés;eion making. process for déiEToping and carrying out the

— t .

progr .

» .'ﬁ‘ v . - ’ \
_All Progra;;!{hat affect children must have a parent educatio;/”///
he

component sb that parents might develop the skills and acquird t
information that will enable them t%rbe better parentgp
Every prdgrag intend to serve families must demonstrate the ways

[
program activities Qill support the entire family, preserve the

family's(intégrity, ind respect its uniqueness. Programs

> emphasf{zing the prevention of family dissolution must clarify those

iﬁv program elements that are directed toward this end.

“e

Professional and Institutional Rolés and Reéponsibilities3

This work group was charged with the task of considering the roles of

_ the yarious professianals and_instifudions that are ‘or should be involved in

-

paEgdf edq;?tion:“ The group made n major recommeﬁdgtions: "
1. All human service professionals--as well as professionals (such as’

the:poiiéé) who have contact with families on a regular basi3--

W ‘ )
shou1d~ﬁe§trained in working with parents. More specifically, they
should have training in human growth and development and in

underétanding the responsibilities of professionals to prbmote

v v

’ . . .
family development gnd iﬂiﬁfrity. In addition, professionals should

3This secfibnyis based -¢on a written repdrt of this group’s discusslon
N L ' . ' _
prepared by Ellen Hoffman. N

k4
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. [ '
be trained.to understand’ and accept their responsibility to help

’

parents deal with the institutions that ihfluence child and family
developmen;. “

<

o

2. ~Professionals should be responsive and sensitive--but not

4.

’aggressive--about of fering their advice and informafion to parents.
v

In order~to accomplish this goal, professionals should receive both

preservice and inservice, training which includes the following

-

. . i .
elements: . -

1 ' v .
-a. how to avoid cultural bias; ~-4 .

.b. bow to increase their sensitivity to the needs of parents and
B  their children——including the special ‘-needs of nontraditional
family types such as single—parent families;

c. how to enhance parents‘ understanding of the operation of
-/ .
institutions and how to improve the relationship between .

institutigns, profdssionals, and parents.

In addition t$ enhancing the roles of professignals in parent

-

educatiop, policy should encourage development of communit;:suppoit

systems. Researchers should tf& tq become "family advocates* by
-

identifying actyal needs of parents anﬂ/:ommunities and by trying to
r.,

identify and dalineate what support systems are already available.
¥The media should be ‘used as a vehicle for providing information on
subjects of concernéto pafents; e.g., health, nutrition, education,
and so on. Dev(elop[nentm‘and 'hiqtribution of public service annonnce-

ments and-exploration of the potential of cable television should be

undertaken.
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‘ .

5. The role of schools in providing parent education should be

¢

. . ) \ :
lexpanded. Such education should include:

‘a. 1nﬁ6rmation about child and famil{fgzz;aopmént in the elementary

R \ ‘

. ’,
school; .

£ LN

" b. technical information about family.life and the yalues under—

S |
) . lying family responsibility at the junior gnd senior high u '
i ) levels. N . - (
1( ' j6l Evaluat lon-and repor:::é réqpifeaents sﬁould'be built into all
programs providing for parent education so that the strengths and
B -weaknesses of vgriéus models are consciously addreséed‘and - -
A ‘/dbcumented. ) | .

7. The development of new roles and jobs for professionals_working with

families, as well as the creatiomyof new models of parent

.

- involvement in pubr,g’ and private programs, should be undertaken. g
Such new roles might include, for example, a “garent resource

coordiqgtor” in th? public schools to assure that parents have

access to information they require. )
’

4

Federal, State, ah& Local, Responsibilities for Parent Programs

The task ‘addressed .by this work group wés to examine the appropriate

division of regponsibility and funding for parent progrj96/3mong federal,
.state, and local governmenté. The group made the following recommendations:.
1. There should be a federal mandate for parent education and parent

partfcipgt}on in all federal legislation and programs dealing with
Jamilies. This mandate shou’d apply to at least the following

13 4 ‘

-

QIhiq section is based on a written report of this érouﬁ's discussion
* , ’\
~prepargd'by John Niblock.

ﬁ\\\ ———
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programs: Social Security Act Titles I"A IV-B, V - X, Xléf and XX;

Elementary andksecondary Education Act Titles I, III and.VII; P.L.

‘94-142; Emergency School Assiétance Act; Head Start; Home Start;

Follow Through; Runanay Yonth Act; Foster Care; Supplemental
Security Income; Speeial Supplemental Food for Women,kinfants, and'
Children (WIC);;Ag;iculturalrE;tension Program; Juvenile Justice and
Delinqnency Preventign Ac“~:::alachian Regional Commission day care

and infaht mortality programs,,ComprehensiGe Employment and Training

Act; ang/Job Corps. This mandate should include the stipulatdon

that a certain perantage of elach program's‘gudget should be set

aside for parent education.
A}

Federal, state, and lo¢al programs should all attempt to empower

parents by %nppprting mediating structures such as.neighborﬁood

~
-

organizations, churches, and voluntary.agencles. Whenever possible;,
programs should aM ow such mediating structures, rather than local,

state, or federal government aggncies, to administer and run °

- programs that affect parents or children. Govermment oversight

*

’)’ .
should be permittedf/g&t the actual conduct of programs should be

the responsibility of these mediating structures.

State governments should take the injtiative in passing 1egislation

A}

and appropriating funds to suppezt parent education through.the -

public schools. These programs would include training of students
a <

as kgture parents and courses for parents and interested citizens in -

local communities. Such state legislation should leave ample room

for local education authorities to adapt their programs to local

.
-

-

’
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needs #dd‘to have control of the programs within broad guidelines

: {
established by state, legislation. »

>

&
. ' General Conferéhce Themes
\

- Generalizing acrosssthe wgfk-group reports just sunmarized, as well as (/

‘gﬁe—various group discussions during the conference, four themes appeared to

h 1

receive more or less general supporf. I emphasize the term "more or less"—-
P . .
not all conference participants.would agree w;;&rall of these themes.

A
1. There seemed nedrly unanimous agféemént that th7 current political
/

A

and economic situation does not lend Ytself tq.major new initiatives

-

in éarent education, - '

L

2, Given this political and economic cliﬁate (which has intensified

since.the confergnce; i.e., since March of 1980), it is necessary -
for advocates of parent programs to do two things? a) perfect the

programé that are currently funded in order to establish a solid
>

base of xesearch support for effective parent programs that can be

expanded when more money is available; and b) eﬁ:phasize' the rc;le‘ of .

the private sector in-.-funding research and service programs of

¢

parent education. ¢ <

3. An important initiative in parent education thqf does not require
L %

. R . .
large sums of money &s to amend current federal and state

.

"legislation for all programs affecting children and families in such

a way that parents ‘Wsuld be authorized to have the maximum feasible

 participation-in program decision making and program &elivéry. At

° ~

minimum, all human service programs should have parents in positions

4 -

of power onutheir advisory boards. , . ¢
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4, A;though many conference participants felt there were adequate data
' woTT
to support the claim that parent programs are effective, nearly all

¢ . .
participants believed that parent ihvolvement in programs that

¢ "

affect families is a right and does pot require research support.

The basic justification for this position is that in a democracy,

.

citizens have a right to play a direct dnd influential role in any

iustilution that affects their lives. " -

Publication of Conference Papers

~

A major shortcoming of conferences intended to address policy issues is

that they usually can do no more than make recommendations. This, of course,

The i

2

is not a.very effective approach to influencing policy decisions.

- .

. chances of a. conference having any impact on policy—-even in the long ryn--is

~

. £ .
reduced to almost nothing if conference proceedings and conclusions are not

published in as.conspicuous a manner as possible. Thus, the Chapel Hill

planning group has made arrangements for the background papers and som:\e\
. 4 N

the group recommendations to be published by a cdénmercial publisher. Members:
\

.of the pyanning group do not labor under the assumption that a publication

will necessarily inflyence policy, but it will at least increase the possi-

r

bility that conference proceedings will help shape the view of professionals,

service practitioners, and policymakers and will be available to groups or -
i{ndividuals who subsequently take up the banner of affecting public policy"
on behalf of parent education. . '

-

This volume 1s currently beyng repared for publication as part of an
7 -

- b

ysid. Published by the Ablex Publishing

Company of Norwood, New Jersey, the series is being organized by James :

Gallagher and Ron Haskihs of the Bush Institute for Child and Family Policy
’

I
[4 . s
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a:\éhg University of North Carolina. Two volumes in thelgeyies (one on
models for social policy analysis .and one on maternal and child health

¢ . . .
policy) are now in press; the Parent Education and Public Policy-volume will

be the third volume in the series., The book 1s being edited by Ron Haskins,
and current plans are that the final papers will be submitted ;6‘Ab}ex on
October 1,‘1981. Thus, the volume woulé be available for purcha ] Py
April, 1982. 7, : ¢ '

This series of books is currently being advertised in professional
journals and newsletters as well as by direct mail brochures to approximately

L]

10,000 professionals, human service prkviders, and policymakers. About four
L3

months before publicatio:;z&othe“Parent Education and Public Policy volume, '
an advertising campaign will be mounted to publicize this particular.volume

in the series. ' : . —

RefxgctiéﬁgJon Planning and Conducting Conferences on Public Policy

Both 1éypersons a?i/ptofessionals have an 1ﬁterest in ways thht'puilic

policies can be improved to achieve the purposes for which they were Do~ .

designed. Ameriéan govermments at the federal, state, ané.lbcal levels have

tended to appropr}ate funds for gocfai programs based primarily on needs of
_potential partici?;;ts'a‘d the political strength of sueh participants énd

Eh;se who advocate in their behalf. In éimes of heightened sscial'conscience
‘;nd affluence, such a; thé mid-1960§; neeé and advocacy led to more or less
uncontrolled expansion of Ehese progf;ms.

In many caseg, then, social programs in this country have been enacted

with little akten;ion to dispassionate an;lyéis of what the programs could
\gdtually accomplish and at what cost. Thus, there is now a need to analyze

¢

existing and proposed programs to determine what they have achieved or what

£ N /

+
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. ’ -
they could achieve and how best to organize and implement such programs to

, achieve tﬁeir ends.

' There are, of course, many ways that such program4§;;;ysis is.being
AN . d -
carried out. These methods include governmenﬂfl commissions, analyses by

exechive and legislative agengles such as the various planning and

-

. ’ i . .
evaluation branches of the executive departments and the gongressiznal Budget

s
Office, work by legislative committee staffs, and various conferentes
sponsored by federal agem‘.ies. \

The conference descri d in this report haé been one such effort. Need-
less to say, no éingle‘ac {vity of this type can bé expected to provide N
definitive answers to policy questions such as the role of par;nt programs in
1mp;ov1ng the quality of 1ife for American families. Nonetheless, confer-
ences can b;bvide reasoned argumén;s, based on judgment, data, and expert
.. opinien, £hat can play at least soﬁe role in subsequent pélicy débqtes.

In ordér to play even this limited role, however, a number of step$ must **
be taken to insure that conferences address the policy issues they were
designe& to conslider, and produce specific recommendations that are
consistent with expert opinion and social science data. Six of these steps

‘ seem especlally pertinent, ‘and éefvg as a basis for ?{anning by subsequent
groaps planning conferences to” address policy issues. First, 1t 1s‘necessary
to provide participants with a common basis for dicu;ssion. This can be done

: in- any of several ways; e.g., by having one ﬁerson pfepare a single overview
y paper, by supplying a bibliography or copigs of\extaﬁt written materials, or

.—‘/ *=py preparing several background papers that cover selected aspects of the

. problem under consideration. In most cases, a moderate amount of background

V4

material 19\E6‘be prefé&réd, and participants should have the material well

(at least one month) in advance of the conference. _ <

, 23 . o
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Second, in additiom to background material, the s??cific policy , '

A

e

question% to be considered should be selected before the confereunce, and

participants should be informed about the questions. If possible, at least
vy . -
somg partfcipa&ts should play, a\kqle in selecting questions,'and the - -
. ° .
b round mat?{;:1 supplied to all participants should be ﬁértinent to the

-

policy questions. At minimum, key conference participants should have an- °

-

. opportunity to review the policy questions and propgffzggﬂ topics or‘minor .

chahges in the topics selected by the conference ‘staff.

0y

Third, theﬂbackground material should be briefly and succinctly

summarized during the conference.itself. People who summarize the material
v had

should assume thét participants dhave read the material, and should fhefefore

cover only the major points and do little more than suggest the arguments and

~—

//r

\ .o -
. data that support major points. In order to-.fulfill this requirement, it
!
will usually be necessary to exert some control’Qver the summary Kﬁ
presentatiqns.‘ This can be accomplished by having)conference staff make the

¥ gummary presentations, or if,she presentations are

be made by invited
speakers, being certain they understand that only a fummary is ﬁecegsaEy,
that only a specific amount of time--say 10 or 15 minutes—--will be devoted to
each presentation, and by having someqne call time and stop the ‘speakers 1f
0necessary. In any case, the rule of thumb should be that no more th;;#about
1/3 of conference time be devoted to presentations, thereby leaving 2/3 of
the large-group meeting time”for discussions. ‘
Four;hflunleas the conference is very small or there are only one or two
policy questions to be discussed, 1? is usually a good idea to break the

- . ’
conference into smaller groups of 10 ,to 12 people to discuss each issue

\
gseparately. Since the primary business of the conference is to- prepare
. )

o o | 24 ' \




L Y

AN
v

. ' ~ Parent Education

22
F
, . . i ¢ .
specific policy recommendations on each of the preselected 1ssues, at least
half of the conference shoul® be devoted to small-group ﬁeetings.
. N .
Fifth: the conference staff should Garefully select a discussion leader

and a reporter for each group. Discussion group leaders must be thoroughl'
familiar with the topfc at hand, and must also be well briefed on_bgrh the

» 3 L]
specific question to be addressed by their group.and the ground rules by

v r
- i -

which discussion éhbuld'proceed toward consensus. Of greatesi importance,
the leader should underétand, and should jinform members of . the digcussion
groub at the beginning, that the outcome of their meeting is to be a set of

specific polic} recommendations. O

Regarding the recorder, it {s p;g$ab1y best for ﬁembérs of the

\ ’
conference staff to fill this role. Although in some cases it may prove

desirable to tape record the small-group discussions for subsequent use, it *

s/ e
is nonethelegs necessary to have one person responsible for writing down the

~

group recommendations and for insuring that group members agree with the

wording of each recommendation. Under some circumstances, it may also be
desirafle to have the recorder prepare a written overview of the group (
discuggion.that }ncludes the specific policy recommendations. If this is

ddge, the report should be sent to gelected members of the groyp for comment

' .

and suggestions.

\8ixth, some type of written record of the conference should be produced.

o’

Although written materials are not necessarily the best format by which to
communicate with policymakers, it seems ;afe to conclude that without some

wrgtfén record, there is little chance that confererice recommendations will

have apy impact on policy, even in the long run. In preparing the written
»

record of the conference, there are at least two audienoces that should be

kept in mind.

25 :

- ®




Il »

Parent Education

‘ - .‘ ‘ . - -~ 23 w‘

- . -

“The first is professionals, who can béwéffectively‘reachqd through

journal publication or a book. Although profeésionals do not often play'a

* ¢

direct ro}e in bolicymawing, it may be possible to'promote“consensus‘on
policy'issugs among pr@fessionals. In the long run, professional consensus

‘ /bn important 1ssues, can have an ‘impact on policy. The second audience is |

_ policymakerst Formal publicaqioqgﬁhd books are ngﬁ the 2ost effective means

»
%

of communicating with this audleiice, though their staff members may expose
themselves to such meggs of communication. Perhaﬁs the most effective way‘éo
comg;nicate with policémakers is by writing personal letters and 1nc1ud1&g
brief overviews of conference recommendations. If the confe;ence ha;
produced specific recqmmendafions that are judged to représent éongensus, and
1f such recommgndatidhs are timely and importart, it may be wbrthwhile to

: - #
present selected policymakers with specific legislative proposals that would

.
-

follow from conference recommendatiogs. —_—

A niote of caution about communicating with policymakers seems in order
. R .

. here. The long-term 1mpéci of professionals on policymakers may be enhanced

1f we are cautious in making policy recommendations. Thup, unless there 1s
widespread agreement among professiohals on research results that support .a
particular ﬁblicy initiative, and unless there-1is substantial reason to

s beiieve that such initiativeg would pfodﬁte the intended results, 1t may be

best to confipe communication to the professional community.

26
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Dr. Urie Bronfenbrenn
Department of Child Dfveldpment
And Family Relatignships JL
College of Home Econ cs . +
G-60 Martha Van Rensselaer
Cornell University
Ithaca, NY 14850

Dear Dr. Bronfenbrenner:

FPirst, as I am sure you know, we are very pleased that you
have agreed to attend tig conference on Parent Education and
Public Policy aMd to prepare a summary paper of the research
reports. In thig/letter, I would like to briefly explain the
nature and t g of this latter task. '

1.

You will recall from our phg;e conversation that the
conference itself will be a rather small, working conference
limited to about 35 participants plus a few observers. The
reseatgh reports (see enclosure) will be prepared and distri-
buted before the conference, and each author will therefore
need only 10 minutes or so to summarize their paper. Each
summary will then be followed by discussion. ,

~

A

» |, After all the resgarch réports have been summarized, you
and Alison Clarke-Stewart will have 15 or 20 minutes to pre-
sent yodur summaries of the research papers. These remarks,
of course, can be prepared befosehand, but I suspect you may
alsofwant to agree or sagree, minimize or emphasize, some
of the points made during the discussions that follow the

various papers.

After.the conference, you may tike 12 to 16 weeks to put N
your summary in written form. Although-'we would like you to
emphasize the papers presented at, the conference, you should
certaidly feel free to include material from other research
reports available in/the literature if that seems appropriate.
The primary objective is to provide a survey of evidence
documentizg the effects of various types of parent programs
on both pérent behavior -and child development or school per-
fo ce. Hopefully, this survey may lead to some statements
about the types of parent programs, or the particular charac-
teristics of warious parent programs, that seem to be especially
capable of producing effects. : :

) The Frank Perter Graham ChiﬁDevc‘lopment Center
Highway 54 Bypass West 071 A, Chapel Hill, N.C 27514 - (919) 966-4121
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~

Finally, both you and Dr. Clarke-Stewatt should feel free
to draw conglusions from your review about the types of programs
that should be supported by federal policy. This particular
task, however, is not a requirement ‘of your review because’ othex?
papers will be specifically addressed to this question. Nonethe-
" less, we would encburage you to draw policy implications if you
feel comfortable doin s0. ’

»

The research papers and the research gummaries will be pre-

- sentéd on Saturday morning and, if necessary, Saturday afternoon.
Thus, if you cannot attend the entire conference, Saturday would
be the most important day for you to attend. You will notice
that the enclosed card lists possible flights for attending

the entire conference and for attending the Saturday session only.
If you will check the flights you prefer and return the card to
me, I will send you the tickets.

I1f you have any questions about your paper or about the
conference, please do not hesitgte to call me. In the meantime,
1 certainly hope your recovery from surgery is progressing
smoothly. :

¢ >

Cordia}ly,

e A

Ron Haskins ’
Conference Organizer .

RH:asp

< Enclosures




