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ASSESSING PARENT EDUCATION PROGRAM
RELEVANCE TO CHANGING FAMILY STRUCTURES

BACKGROUND.

Aroduction,

Are. parent education programs providing services which are releVant

to changes 'occurring in the structure of faMilieii Noticeable inCreaseS

in the diversity of family structures is one of the very pronounced social

changes taking-place in the United'Statestoday... Traditionally-;,the ideal

family has been perceived as an intact, tWo-parent unit with two children,-

one girl and one-boy. Within this structure; the father worked outside the

home while.the Mother.Wbrked.it.home and had major responsibilities for

household andparenting.duties. As a result, most parent education programs

(PEPS). were initial developedto serve this type of family with mothers

being the desired targ-t- audience. Given the rapid emergence of- 'new".

faMily_struCtures, there was a concern. -on the part of this project about

the extent to-which parent education programs are serving-these families.

The fUnttioning of families is inflUence(tby their:physical, social,

and psychological environments

ecological s ting within.which families function. An ecological approach,

tpstudyingli w families operate can provtde.better insights regarding the

complexity of issues, concerns -'and problems that impact upon them. Each

of these environments and its various subcomponents has a different effect

on individual family member behavior as-well -as the unit at. a .whole.

In many cases, the inability to understand and then cope within these

environments so as to positively impact upon:all members tias'led to family

These environments form what .has been the

"OreakdownS." he resulting outcome has caused a splintering of the
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"traditional" family and the growth "of- different family structures-.-

the literature, these structures inclOde tingle-never married, remarried

.single-divorce4 separated,. and -"common law' parent-families to-name ajew.

At the national, state and locaLlevels there is .kwealth..of materials,.

-servides, and.programs being made-available-to parents and thesemho work

with parents. One of the-more Common types of efforts available is parent

education programs. These efforts appear to be based on the premise that

parents-need:i.- more information,. more-awareness, more understanding, more

support; and more skills with respect to rearingtheir children.

Parent education programs (PEPS are complex phenomenons that have

grown significantly in the past fifteen year As a result, they (1) have

a variety of formats, (2). Serve a range of c ants, 3). are effective

in some. forms.than in others, (41 are offered by ca variety Of pr viders,.

and (5) havevariout perribds of duration and levels of intensity. Given

these charatteristics, it haSbeaome difficult to assess the general

effectiveness of PEPS and, more especially, their relevance to parents in

changing family structures.

11-'Clearly, parenting andiorchildrearing today are-different and more

difficulpfocesses'from what they were twenty years ago. further, major

responsibility fOr parenting an no long -be,contidered solely as "moth

work." Not only is cooperationa,n4-Atsistance fr m fathers desired and

needed, but suppOrt from other individuals and agencies-:alSo are considered

imporfaNt to effective parenting and family functioning. Such support is

far more useful if parenting ones can be helped to realize that (1);many

of the things they do are good,.(2)help is available when needed, (3) they

often have to take the initiative in seeking out such assistance, and (4)

2
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thky, 4riderstand how help or support can help build their strengths as parents

-rather than take over or take away from their roles.

Merely -becomiOg and/or being a--Parent does not automatically torifer

upon suchQindiVfdualS'tte-knowledge skills s and-understandingt necessary for
- -.---

.. ..

effectively carrying.a0t chi14-rearing-respansiblitles.- The.A4pid-and

constantly changing nature of- our sptiety-and. the4-istresies resulting there
s---1

.from, maXe the parenting role-bath complex and,difficult: only do these,
1.

create problems for- the'parent as a parent, bUt also for the parent as an

individual and those seeking to, provide .them with services, -.

for many years, it was thought that parents only-needed basic knowledge

about how, to (1)4carefor children!s healthindtritional needs, (2)ensure:-

that they had an apprOPriate, set of.sacial skills, and.(3) establish a ,

fraMework for 'their mOral: and religious-development. 'But' the complexities

and pressures- assaciated-With'growing up today call' for additional. knowl4dge.

and skills which exceed these ubasitsi.' The extent to whiCh parent education.
.

programs are providing different family structures with expanded serviceslos

riot clear.' 'Certainly, PEP i-eTeente, ,to a large, degree-, has to hinge on

.whether services are-made available-to deal with the issues of different

tyPes'af families and, how effectively this is being done.

Typically; PEPS were planned and implemented,to serve the.traditional

family structure ( .e., intact, two:pay.ents .Failure to.includa-broader

services and support to families;With'other strutiureS,might.be.a contrib

uting factor to mhat:is perceived as -the growing irrelevance of PEPS,

Experts and researchers alike including Lillie and:TiTh4nis (19751);Aaronson

(197S); Gordon (1977 ; tai.hegie Council-on Children (1977 'Dahlberg and

Vander. Ven-(1977); Comer (1978)CSteVens--(1978); Safranand. Ledesma (1978
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GilM'arvand4ieers 1979 Fantini and RUSso .1980 Brocher kqrt

(1080); and Fine 11980).:support-the,premOse thatParent_education,prOgramS.- '-

need to be.relevant and responsive to-the needs of parents or families..

This would seem-t0150 especially:true hbteYWith changing structures.-
,

--The.general-consensus among:these experts,:researchers- and practitioners

s that such,effbrts -must rbVild- upottthe-strengthS of parents and fainilles7

rather than using-a deficit 'model -approach --in providing for their needs.--

Even so, it appears that there is a dearth. of information regarding the

!

extent to which PEPs provide offerings that are relevant to changing family

structures.. As a' result, more information was Sought to help determine how

relevant PEPs were regarding thete families. This `study focused upon exam-

ining the:relevance of such programs' as indicatecl$y the parenting .issues
;7

dealt With,: the topic focus ef7parenting activities, their salient charac-

teri$tics and descriptions of the citentsterved.

8. Pur ose

''The problem this study 'examinedHwas the releyancy of.actiVities of ered

by.parent-education programs-ip a six-state region (Arkansas, Louisiana.

_
Mississippi, New Mexico,Oklahoma, and Texas) to family especially

A

those which differed frcim the narmal'or-traditional setting. Ava,guide for

theresearch, five batic questions were posed:

1. What are the family type, employment pattern, radial group
ev

and income level characteristics ofparticipants servel.,by

parent education programs ih'the region? in each state?

by types of sponsoring organizations?

-2. To what extent a planned parent education program activities

related to various types of famines in the region? in each
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state? by typetOf spOnsoriing organizations?

what - extent are Olanned-Par'ent education activities

aatessing specific parent education topics in the region?

in each state? by types of:siontorin9 drpnization*?

`What are the characteristics of parent education programs in

the region? in each state? by types of sponsoringnOrgani-

Zations?

To what f extent are the activities and characteri stics, of

parent educativ programs relevant to' families mith different

structures in the region? in each state?... by types Of.

-sponsoring organizations?

7\.
A sur s'conducted to gather infotmatiorfrom parent education

-programs in a.sixstate'regton. Respondents. generally'` were programOireCtors

and/or the persoAetignated tee fill out this questionnaire.- -Participants

were deptifie'd froth several, sources including: (1). a list of previously

`identified PEPt during the project's material development, research, and

-technical assistanc activities (2) a 1978 directory of PEPS published by

the inVI U. S. Office of Education (Dallas); (3) a list of Parent

Effectivenest Training programs in the region, and (4) listings of PEPS in

e agency directories. Although programs were not randomly selected, an

tempt-Was made to ensure that those telected.werejnClusive of.private,

rch, school, coninunity, city county, state and federal programs. The

asic criterion used to select the participating programs was that they-

ffered.parent edUcation activities.

A quettionnairewas developed, pretete

5

revise and then mailed
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547. parent education programs who met basic criterion. Mail and tele7

phone follow-ups were-conducted. Responses were received from 279 or 43.1%

of the-programs-. Upor% a preliminary examination of the riturned-..Instruments,

seventy (70)'wereblank or Markedureturrito sender" Thus, f the 577.

programs located, 209 or 36-.3% of thw,returnedquestiohnaires were usable.,

and provided the data base for this report.

Four major sections characterized the-questionnaire; Part I, Family_

Structure asked respondents-to use -a-five-pOint scale and dittribe,the

extent -to which their planned proiram.activities dealt.with issues- related-

to the various family types listed. Part. II, Topics in Parent Education,

-requested respondents, to use the same scale and destribe the extent to. which

their planned program activities dealt'wittra range of-listed topics. Part

I, Program Descrtption, asked respondents to describe aspects. of their

programs using seventeen (IT) items. Part IV, Participant Description,.'
1

req sted -that respondents provide demographic information about the clients

`the= serve using four main variables:- (1)- family type, (2) employment

pattern, (3)ratial.group, and (4) income level.

The sc9leS for responses were similar forParts- I and: I

part, resbondentswereasked to indicate their answer by choosing one of
fi

the possibilities on a five-point. scale. The scale's range included:

low) 0 = not a planned program activity; never dealt with

1 = unplanned activity; dealt with informally if it
'comes up

2 = unplanned, ongoing self-help groups

planned activity for one.time.only

gh). 4 = planned,series of activities
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Pa- responie-choides were Yes For Part

respondents -chaiifrOme-scare( 100 96,80, 70, 60,- 50, 40 "3O,

1) to estimate the, percent of client .,-served in each demographi_da_

FINDINGS

A Summary of the opestiOnhaire data anajysi: result

Paets. Within the 6f results for each-Part lthaPpresentation

will focus-upon findings from the-regionas'a whole. Where s

sponsoring organization findings differ. noticeably, a brief as

such differendes also is included.

A. Part I =- FamilyFamily Structure Issues

The ten top.rranked family types whose issues are most do

by PEPS in,_ 0 region is Shown-in Table 1 Of these,"Parents

age children" x . 2.97), "Parents of school-age children" (x

or

101 of

1y

schaLln:1-

,"Working mbthers". (x 2.301 were the family types with the highest mean

scores. More of the PEPS planned long range activities foe AssueS-of thes

families than any other family types.. The least amount:of:PEP activities

-(not shown in-Table '1) were planned for -issts dealing with "SiOle father,

with custody" CZ = 1.18); "Surrogate parent" .(7:= 1..04) and "Single -father,

without custody" 1.00) families.

As- Table,1 further indicates, the ranking patterns Of milYtype. W-110e

issues are moSt'cOmmonly addressed by parent edudation Programs withiveach

state and by sponsoring organizations, vary somewhat from the reglona4

rankings., Only thi:rinkingsof -Texas and public.sdhoOl sponsored Oaren

eduCationprogramsrere closest in order to the region's rankings- Since

most parent education efforts began at the preschool levelresulti,appear

to indidate that issues relating to family types with children f- that age
.

7
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TABLE 1.4 COMPARISON OF 'TOP TEN RANKED* FAMILY TYPES WHO ISSUES ARE

MOST COMMONLY ADDRESSED :BY PARENT EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Family Types

Region

Parents of preschol=age children

Parents of school-age children

Working mothers

Families with both patents working.

First4ime parents:

Single mothers

Parents of adolescbnts.

Divorced parents

Separated parenp

Ieenage parents ,,

Extended faMilies

grandmother),

Foster parents

Stepparents

live-in

*Rank ordered by mean response scores.

2

9

10

By tates By S onsor n

A LA

1

2

4

5

10

7

9

6

2

5

6

4

9

3

7

IS

j

5

2

6

4

10

9

7

NM OK TX

1 1 1

2 2 2

5

9

4

7

6

7

4

a

2

9

10

10

10.

5

6

4

7

9

10

Pub.

1

10

oc. S

4

10

Churc

1

4

.10

Or# nations

Pvt. P=N[136, N-P

2

9

10

1

4

10

NA-toc.

1

4

9

7

10

5 onsorin- Or anizations Ke- Pub 7 Pubic 5chool SysteM; Soc. 5. Social `Service Agency., -Church Church or

Other Rifigious Organ zat on; Pvt. P-K- PriNate, Profit-Making: Group., Pub. N-R - Public, Non-Profit Group; NA-Loc;

No Association,:. Strictly Local Organization.
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are still prevalent in programs.

The presence of parent'education in public schools _ shown by

results which found that issues of school -age children's families were.
.

.

second ranked among those commonly dealt with by PEPS. Families with

working MOthers, which often have assumed'to be,more-common among certain

income and minority groups, is an emerging type of family 'structure. From

the results, it appears:that PEPs are planning activities for this family

type whose growth mainly stems from an incrqas'ng number of mothers needing

and/or desiring to return to the work force.

Examination of the results concerning types families,whose issues

are most commonly addressed by PEPs in the region, appears tar indicate ththat

most are.not providing activities relevant to changing faMily structures.

Neither single. parent (especially fathers), divorced parent, separaed

parent, foster parent, step-parent, nor adoptive parent families are among'

the highest ranked types for which PEPs mortPoften plan activities. In

addition, these family types appear,to be low priority, based upon the

rankings for most PEPs in each state and within the various types of

sponsoring organizations.

B Part II - Topic_Focus

As a second measure of PEP relevance to changing family striktures,

data results were analyzed to determine what topics most PEP activities

focused upon. Findings shown in Table 2 indicate the ten top-ranked topics

of focus for PEP activiti-es in the region, each state and each type of

sponsoring organization. "Discipline in general" (x 3 3.286) and "Com-

munication skills" (i = 3.285) were the topic focus of most PEP activities.

These were followed closely by "Self-concept and personality of children"
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TABLE 2. COMPARISON OF TEN TOP-RANKED* TOPICS WHIM ARE THE FOCUS

or MOST PA ENT EDUCATION PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

TOPICS

Region jy States

AR LA S NM OK TX

Discipline in general 3 2 3 3 2

Communication skills 2 1. 2 1 3

.elf-concept and personality of children, 2 4 6 2 1
4,

Behavior managment 4 4 4 5

Pare6tIchild home !activitfes 4 3 1 5 4 5

Intellectual development 6 9 8 6

Peer influence On children 7 5

Sibling (children in family) rivalry 10 6 6 6 10

Nutrition and foods 9' 6 8 10 8

Routine health care 10 9 7 9

Wife/husband con cts' 10 B 9

Children's ldar ing disabilities

Sexual ,role identification

Home management 10 10

2

4

10

B

5 Soc. S

onsorin Or anizations

Church Pvt;141 Pu N-P ft -Loc.

3 2 1 3

1

3 4

4 5

7 7

9

1 4

10

10 8 5

6

8

9

.10

10

6

8

9

10

*Rank ordered by mean response scores.

S onsoring Or anizations Key: Pub. S. - Public School System; Soc. S. - Social Service Agency; Church - Church or

er e g ous Irgan zation; Pvt. P-M - Private, Profit-Making Group; Pub. N-P - Public, Non-Pr-Ott Group; NA-Loc. -

No Association, Strictly Local Organization.
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.19) and "Behavior management" j= 3.18). The three topics least

focused upOn were "Family plahning" . 1 1),- "Family advocacy" 1.28)

and "Bilingual education" = .80).

Trlditionally, discipline has been-of co -ern to parents and school

Staff. Evidence that discipline is still a concern can be seen in the

resulti. "Communication skills" was the highest ranked topic focus in

three of the six sponsoring organizations and three of the six states. This

appear's to(indicate a concern about more effective parent, child, paren
=.

'par 'ent, and parent-program or school staff communications.

"Parent-child home activities" was the highest ranked topic of focus by

Mississippi EPs. Results were not clear as to why the topic ranked so

high in this stale "Family planning" and "Family advocacy" were least

focuse&upon't-- Cs. This varied somewhat by sponsoring organizations and

by state. "Family planning," which among other- thingsdeals with birth

control, is mostly unplanned or never dealt with as a topic. This is an

interesting finding, especially since a majority of the PEP clients are low

income parents. Perhaps it reflects what'may be a growing trend toward this

being' a less desirable intervention strategy for low incdme families.

"Family advocacy," which is. often related to participation in political

matters, does not appear to,be a topic Of PEP focus. There seems to be more

focus on strengthening the family as a unit and less on members individuall

as they mOve out of the "family circle" and into society. In addition,

perhaps well-trained parent advocates may be viewed as a "threat" ro ex
, .

PEPsi thus, are not found to be topics of focus in their activities. While

the results are unclear in this study concerning these matters, the issues

are not new.

11
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The rankings of topics focused upon by PEPs regionally, by state and

by_ funding organizations vary noticeably and do not indicate the extent to

which they are relevant to families whose structures are-changing. The

highest ranked topics could relate to any family type. Thus topic-wise,

PEPs appear to be addressing the needs of all familiA, but not specifically

those with changing structures.

C. Part PEP Characteristics

Data were collected regarding 17 different PEP characteristics. Table

3 presents a ranking of compared eta results for the region as a whole, by

state, and by type of sponsoring organization. For characteristids, a yes-

no response format was used. Response percntages were calculated for these

data. Mean scores were calculated for results in characteOstics.

1. In terms of organizational structure, .Table 3, Item 1 indicates

that regionwide, 129 (61.7%) of the 209 PFPs were found to be associated

with some larger organization. cAlmost one-third, 60 (28.7 %), were inde-

pendent of any organization while the fewest PEPs, 32.(15.3 %), were reported

as being within grass roots organizations with little bureau tft structure.

These patterns-remain virtually constant when examined by state and by type

of sponsoring organization. Slight variation can he seen in PEPs which are

Jp_ivate, profit-making group associated or non -associated, strictly local

organi tion-programs.

In that most PEPs are associated With somehlarger organizational struc-

ture, it would appear that they may be part of a comprehensive approach to

providing family service. Though findings are not explicitly clear

regarding this, it is apparent that the program organizational levers at

. which PEPs are found seem --to be expanding. Such expansion could mean that
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TABLE 3. COMPARDON Of PARENT rporloh PORKIER]

CNARACTER1STICS

I. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

Prograe within e larger organization

, Independent prOgraw

Grass roots orgoolfatI00

FUNDING

Mostly federal

Local commolty-based

State

Other

Mostly dependent *oh/client fees

Mostly dependent 400 deflations

PROGUI ACTIVITIES

Planned meetings on specific topics

One-to-One between parents and staff

Regular meetings with changing topics

. Periodic meetings with changing topics

4. STAFF TRAITS

Most are professional's in child developeenti

social work, psychology, education etc.

, Most have Nester's or Ph.D. tiegree$

. Most are trained lay persons

Most are trained nurses

Most are full-time

. Most ire part-time

5. EVALUATION DESCRIPTION

. Informal, et end of course

, Standard form it end of course

Required by Funding agency

At discretion ofinstructor

. Untrained staff

No irney for evaluation

, No time for evaluation

Follow up several weeks after course ends

6. AEMN5 FOR PARENT ENROLL 1HIT

.
Self=desire to be better parent

Minor problems at how

General interest In course topic

Major hoes! crisis

School-related issues

Lack of support from others

To receive some other service

. Other

7. REASONS FOR PARINI MOW

Lack of the

C:mpeting family obligations

Lock of support from partner or spouse

schedule changes

. tost of Interest ,

. Child care problems

Shyness. especially in strange situation

Ojevealent of goals

Medals too sophisticated for clients

,
all answers In first few sessions and need

no more

.
Materhals not sophisticated enough

uaterials not in language of ollentS

'Rank order of response

e on 8 t e 1 nsginf I .anitay,ons

HA Lac,,,
: . um ' t ' ' .0, N:P

I 1 I I I I I 1 I 1 I 3

i 2 i i 1

3 3 3 2 3 2

I
I A I 1 I 1 1 d 5 1 A 3

2 I 3 4 1 3 F 4 2 2

2 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 3 3 i 4

3 6 6 6 6 3 6 4 4 4 2 4 I

4 4 3 5 2 5 __4 5 5 I I 5 5

5 5 5 4 6 6 5 6 6 S 6 6 6

I i I 3 1 1 I 1 2 I i 1 2

2 ' 2 2 2 3 1 2 2 I 2 2 2 1 .

3 3 3 1 2 ) ) 3 3 3 3 3 3

4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

1 I I 2 I i I 1 1
I 1

2 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2, 2

3 4 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3

4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 I 2 2 I 1

2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 2

q

I I 1 1 I 1 1 I I 2 I 1

3 3 I I 4 4

3 2 3 4 4 4 3 2 4 4

4 4 5 2 3 2 4 4 2 2 3 2 3

5 5 4 7 6 6 5 5 6 5 4 6 1

6 6 6 6 5 5 6 1 5 4 4 5 5

7 7 8 8 7 1 7 13 1 6 5 6 6

8 1 1 5 5 8 4 6 8 6 6 1 0`41,

I 1 1 1 2 2 1 i 2 2 2 3

2 I 2 3 3 I 2 I I 1 I 2

3 2 2 4 1 2 2 2 3 3 4 I 2

4 6 _ 3 4 4 4 3 3 6 4

5 4 5 2 5 4 3 3 6
6

6 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 4 4

1 5 6 7 6 5 6 ) 1 6 7 0 6

0 5 7 9 1 5 1 6 a 1 0 1

1 2 1 1 2 2 I
1 2 1

2 1 2 4 1 2 2 I 3 2 2 1

3 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 3

4 5 3 2 5 3 .5 6 4 4

5 3 5 3 4 4 3 5 1 4 5 5

6 8 6 4 7 6 7 6 8 8 6 B 6

7 6 6 6 6 7 6 1 1 6 R

8 1 1 5 9 a 6 8 7 6 8 1 1

10 6 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 10 9

10 10 9 7 8 10 10 10 10 11 11 9

11 11 11 ti 11 11 12 11 12 10 * 10 12 12

12 12 17 g 10 12 11 12 Ii 12 62 .11 10
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a wider range of families might be receiving parenting services thus

increasing the potential for more relevance to those whose structures

are changing.

2.- Funding sources. Mostly federal funds was the top-ranked source

f support for PEPs as reported by 86 (41.1%),of the 209 respondentt. The

second ranked sources of support for PEPs in the region as a whole were

local, community -based and state funds, each based on indications from 66

or (31.6% of the respondents. Somewhat lower ranked were client fees

(21.4 %, n = 444) and donations (12.4% n = 26) as sources that PEPs depend

upon for funds. These patterns tend to vary when examining the by state

rankings in Table 3, Item 2. Variation is even more. noticeable in the

types of sponsoring organization rankings. Reasons for these ranking

differences appear`to be obvious concerning church-sponsored and private

profit-making PEPS who reported depending mostly on client fees for funding.

However, in the case where Louisiana and Oklahoma PEPs ranked local com-

munity-based funds as the source for most of their funds, the reasons were

not as apparent.

Overall, donations were reported too be the lowest ranked source of

funds for PEPs regionally, by state and by sponsoring organization. Resu

concerning sources of funds for PEPs tend to be indicative of the organi-

zational structure within which each PEP is located. Thus, it appears that

while most PEP funding generally stems from federal, state and local/com-

munity based sources, this may vary according to the type of sponsoring

organization and/or the pecularities of a state. These findings offered

no particular insight to the,relevance of PEPs to changing family structures.

14
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3. Program Activities. Results (See Table Item indicate that

unarmed series of class meetings covering specific topics" was top - ranked
..4

as being. most descriptive of activities in 126 (60.3%) of the 209 PEPs in

the region, Activities which "Occur on a one-to-one'basis" reported by

100 (47.8% and those described as "Regularly scheduled meetings with

changing topics" reported by 88 (42.1%) PEPs 'were ranked second,and third,
..

respectively. The_type of activity least descriptive of those offered was

"Periodic (4-06 times per year) Meetings with changing topics "" as reported

by 50 (23.9%) PEPs. The total percentages and'numberof respondents do

not equal 100% and 209, respectively, for these results because more than
0

one item was checked in many cases.

When examining ults by.state and type of spbnsoring organizations,

the regional patterns tend to vary slightly. A total of 44 (62.9%) of the

socl service agency PEPs and-17 (63.0%) of the non-associated strictly

local PEPs reported that "Occurs on a one-to'-one basis between parent and

staff" was top-ranked as being most descriptive of.their activities. This

appears to reflect a more individualized client approach for PEPs in these'

organiiations. In MiSsissippi, "Regular meetings- with changing

was reported by 15 (62.5%) PEPs as the top-ranked program activity. Results

do not indicate what the reasons might be for these variations,

In general, it appears that most PEPs offer activities whidhre

planned and sequenced according to topics. Further since "Happens on a

one-to-one basis", was the second ranked PEP activity, this seems indicate

that there is more of an attempt by PEPs to make their offerings relevant

to the individual needs of c ents served. Top - specific, planned in

a series, and individualization appear to be the more prominent charac-,'

15
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teristics for the kinds of PEP activities offered. Activities of this kind

would appar to be relevant to families whose structures have changed and

those which are more traditional. The extent to which these characteristics_

make PEPs more relevant to the families whose structures are changing

not clea'r from the data.

4J Staffing Traits. Results in Table 3, Item 4 show that 141 (67.5%)

of the 209 respondents in the region described most of their PEP instructors

or group leaders as " "Professionals in child development, social work,

,psychology, education, etc." The second ranked descriptor of most PEP

staff was those having "Masters or Ph.D. Degrees" as indicated by 97 (46.1%)

of respondents in the region._ The lowest ranked descriptor of PEP staff

was "Trained nurses" which described the majority of staff in only 10 (4.8%)

of the 209 programs.

Exceptions to these general patterns were found in Mississippi; where

"Having Masters or Ph.D. Degrees" was reported as most descriptive of PEP

staff by 16 (66.7%) of the 24-respondents. Church sponsored PEPS varied

slightly from regional findings in that their second best descriptor -of

most staff was "Trained laypersons" as reported by 15 (41.7%) of the 36 who

responded.

When qu- ied as to whether most staff were part-time or full-time, 95

(45.9%) of the 209 PEPs region-wide indicated that they were full-time.

Only 52 (24.9%) stated that most staff were part-time. The pattern of

most staff being full-time in the program was generally true in each state

and type of sponsoring organization. Exceptions were Louisiana, where 12

(38.7%) of the 31 PEPs reported most of their staff were part-time with

only 7 (22.6%) indicating most were full-time. In addition, 19 (52.8%) of

16
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36 church PEPs had mostly part -time staff as did 16 (39.5%) of 43

private, profit-making PEPs. For non-associated, strictly local PEPs,

10 (37%) of the 27 were staffed with mostly full-time persons while 10

(37%) others had mostly part-time staff.

Overall, most PEP staff appear to be well-quajified in areas that

activities are offered and, generally, are mostly employed on a full-time

basis. These findings do not appear to have any discernable bearing 0 the

relevance of PEPs to different kinds of famday structures.

5. Evaluation. Findings in Table 3, Item 5 show that 152 (72.7%) of

the 209 PEPs region -wi indicated "Informal evaluation at the end of a

course" was the most Common form of assessment utilized. This pattern held

true in each state and in most of the sponsoring orgolgations. The lone

exception was private profit-makikg sponsored PEPs w

respondents indicating that "Filling out a standard form a

72.1%) of 43

the end of a

course" best described the most common type of assessment. The rankings

of other kinds of PEP evaluatft activities varied somewhat by state and

by sponsoring organization.

Lowest ranked among the types of PEP evaluation region-wide was

"Written follow-up evaluation usually several weeks after a course ends"

as indicated by only 34 (16.3%) of the 209 respondents. This low ranking

held true in all states except Mississippi and all sponsoring organizations.

It would appear that PEPs, generally, do not know what impact course' ex-

periences have upon parents once they complete program courses or activities.

The lack of such data seems to leave a void with respect to determining

how effective and relevant PEPs are actually.

Results indicate that 107 (51.2 %) of the 209 PEPs region-wide

17



www.manaraa.com

reported their staffs as not being trained in evaluation methods, 118

(56.5%)\reported.that they do not have time for program evaluation, and

104 (49.8%) indicated that there is no money for evaluation. However, 90

(43.1%) of the\PEPs in the region indicate that their funding source

requires some form of evaluation. Overall, it, appears that conducting

PEP evaluation actiOties is complicated by three factors:, (1) no time,
.

(2)no money, and (3) lack of enough trained staff. For there to be clearer

evidenbe of PEP relevance o families whose structures are changing, more

evaluation\of their outcomes nd impact is needed. These findings appear

to indicate 'that PEPs are not nducting the kinds of assessment, activities

which could better determine how levant they are to chainging family.struc-

tures.
\

6. Reasons for\Class Enrollment. Respondents were asked to indicate

the reasons why clients\eneolled in paren education courses. The reason

ranked highest region-wide by 144 (68.9%) the 209 PEPS was "Self-conscious

decision to be=better,parenes." 'Closely ranke as second-by 141 (67.5%) PEPS

was "Experiencing minor problems at hnme." Thirs highest ranked by 138

(66%)--of the PEPs was "General interest in topi being covered." Also

ranked high as enrollment reasons by more than one-ha 'f the PEPs region-wide

were "Major crisis at home" (52.6%,,n = 110) and "Schoo related issues"

(50.7%, n = 106).

From these results, it appears ehat'more parents want

in their roles and will avail themselves of\such,,opportunitie in PEPs.

This seems to be a move away from the trend of parents keeping their child

rearing problems within the family unit itself,or only revealing hem to a

few close associates. Instead, it would appear\that parents a aching

become better

18
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be "tabo°-out for assistance in areas they heretofore considered to
"

, parents are enrolling in courses according to the number Of reasons indi-

cated, perhaps PEPs are providing relevant opportunities for parents whose

structures are changing.

7. Reasons for Course Dro---Out. Results show that egion.7wid "Lack

of time" (i = 2.79, n . 161) and "Competing family obligations" (x 2.75,

n = 163) ranked first and second, respectively, as the reasons parents most

often drop out o.?-1 P courses. Three other reasons for P arent drop out,

which tended to clustdr as. a group, were ,PLack,of support from other'

partner" (i 2.57, n 158), "Changes in work schedule"

and "Loss of interest" (7 2.55, n = 160). Lowest ranked

2.55, h 161),

as reasons for

parents' dropping out of courses were "Materials not being sophistio4ted

enough for participants" (i . 1.72, n = 156) and "Materials not being in

the language of participants' . 1.68, n a 158). Rankings by state and

sponsoring organization vary somewhat from regional results. 'NO cle4r

reasons for this emerged from the findings. Five important reasons for

parents dropping out of PEP courses are apparent from the findings. These

reasons appear to be indicative of increased demands upon Parents' time by

their jobs as well as their families. In terms of when courses are offered,

these seem to be important factors for PEPs to consider. Perhaps courses

offered at more flexible times and more convenient-locations may he reduce

-

course drop-outshese, of cours

for PEPs-.

have staff time-and bPdget imPlications

Lack of'sppuse or partner support and participant 1os of interest are

drop out reasons which appear to have implications for the content 0:f PEP

courses. Helping participants to deal with spouse dr partner ndn-

19
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for reducing drop-outs. In addition, closing what appears

_etween,that being offered and participant interests could help

the Pholdingullower of PEP courses... These would seem to be two

mportant considerations regarding. PEP rel vance , Attracting ehrolleesj--

ei urses and maintaining their partic4ation'once enrolled are critical

aspect for helping to ensure PEP succes-s. They are explicit measures upon

why the relevance of PEPs can be assessed.'

.

'Other Characteristics. Mo n one-half of the region's PEPs

(51;20, 107) reported that their act vities are directed tot'qard.a

specific target group. Major target Tr° categories included:, (a)-low

income, (b) minorities, (c) abusive parents, and (d) parents of handicapped.

This finding varied noticeably by state.and by type of sponsoring organi-
.

zation. These findingS were not clear regarding)PEP relevance to families

'whose structures are changing in that such families could be part of any of

the major target grou Most REPs 130 (62.2%) of 209 in'the region d-o'not

charge parent fees for taking courses. 'Findings for PEPS in each state
p

were similar except f r Oklahoma, where a majority of PEPs indicated clients

have to pay fees for-c urses.. With respect to types of PEP sponsoring

organizations, only find -gs for the private, profit-making group differed

from regional results. A aJoritY of PEPs in this type of organization do

charge course fees.

PEP courses in the region overall are offered during the evening

(75.6 %, n 158). Morning (53.6%, n 112) and afternoon (48.3%, n . 110)

Offerings were the second and third most popular times. Least popular was

PEP courses offered on the weekends (18.7 %, n ..39). Regarding father

participation in PEPS, 190 (90.9%) of the 209 respondents region-wide

20
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indicated that such participation was important. Response patterns by

state and sponsoring organizations concerning the importance of father

participation waS"nearly the same as the region's. It would appear that

PEP providers could enhance their program relevance through more. vigorous

efforts to involve fathers.

PAP in the region can be further. characterized as (a) offering about

two courses simultaneously, (b) holding approximately five class meetingt

per course, and (c) conduCting classes which last fcir''atiClOt one hour and

,eighteen Minutes.' 'A total of 176 (84.2%) PEPS reported that they had

specific goals. Babysitting services are generally not available for

parents attending PEP courses as indicated by 102 (48.8%) of the 209

respondents. Further, almost one-fifth (i = 18.99) of the participants

enrOilig in .PEP courses regionally do not complete them.

Results show that PEPs in the region i\erve anywhere from to 5,500

participants during a year. On the average, evidence reveals th t PEPs

regionally serve more than three hundred fifty (>7 = 352.04) ciients

yearly. The characteristics briefly described in this section differed

somewhat by state and by type of sponsoring organization. .Those'diffei.ences

are not presented for discussion in this report.

D. Demographic Characteristics

1. Clients Served by Family Types. A major purpose of, t e'sUrvey

was to determine to what extent PEPs were serving parents with_changing

family structures (e.g., single parent, divorced, remarried, foster,

adoptive, etc.). Intact parent, first marriage families tend to dominate

family types in this region (CENTER InterimReport, February 1980) and
4

appear to be the major family type nation-wide. Results- in Table 4 show

.21
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thattteltop-ranked family type. of clients served by PEPs in the region was

"Intact parents,. first marriage" 14).- Evidence'shOwm,further that-

-alientS from "Single Parents,Aivorcee- families were the second-ranked

type. most comMonl§ served-4y PEPs regionally (71. The

.type of clients. least served 4y-PEPswas "Adoptive parents" ca =-20..79).

The findings varied somewhat when-eaMined by state and,by:sponsoring

'organization. Overall, it appears- that PEPs are serving clients-from:the.

more traditional family type intact, firSt married. HoWever, PEPS

seem to- be increasing-their relevance to families with changing structures

as evidenced.4y "Single parents, divorced" being ranked as thes6cOnd

highest family typeof the clients they serve.

2. Clients Served b Employment Patterns. Results see Table 4)

indicate that the top-ranked employment pattern of most clients served by

PEPs was "Two parents working" (x% = 40.97). Ranked second was the employ-

ment pattern "One parent marking, one at home" (x% = B.16). The` former

finding appears to support the growing trend of more mothers returning to

the work force while the latter is more typical of traditional family

-employment patterns in the nation;- Of more,interest are the third and-

fourth ranked family patterns regionally which:vary slight when examined

by state, sponsoring organizations -and- funding sources. Both "Single paren

wo % 27'.74and-PSipgie parent not working "" (7(%-= 17.59), as

emmloyment patterns of clientt.terved- by PEPs, are indicatiVe-of changing

family st Uttures. Although. families with theSe kinds of employment patterns

apOn-entlY areserved'in lesserjiumbers by PEPs when compared to -the top

ran it would appear that PEPS are increasingly or_viding

services to lents in -families whose structures are thangip This seems
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to reflect a growing relevance of PEPS to these kinds of families.

3. Clients Served b' Racial_ Groups. Census data {CENTER ,Interim

Report, February 1980) indicate that Whites represent the largest percentage

of the region's population. Results (see Table 4) indicate that Whites are

the top-ranked racial client group served by PEPs regionally (x% m .59.5 1/,

bfstate,:by sponSorirA.organiZations. Blacks were second ranked % = 29.91)

as-the racial group most served by PEPs-in the region. Mexican Americans

are the third ranked racial client group served by most PEPs in the region.

These patterns vary somewhat by state and by sponsoring organization. The
4

variations tend to be indicative of population patterns found in the region

and states individually. Mean rankings indicate that more Blacks and Mexican

American. clients Areserved by PEPs mostly dependent upon'federal funds--

Mexican Americans are least served by PEPS dependent mostly on donations

Whereas PEPs. with funding mostly from client fees serve the least number

of-Blacks. In terms Of PEP sponiorigg brganizations, more Blacks were

served .by those assOciated.with pubiic,schools with the fewest served by

PEPs associated with private profit groups,- Mekican Americans' also were'

:more served-by public School PEPS but least served by churchireli.gious

group affiliated PEPs.

4. -Clients Served byincome Level. PEPS, regionally serve. more low

inCOMe-I4Vel-Clientt--49,08) than anyOf the other income leiqlt

(see Table 4). This pattern varies by state and by sponsbring organization.

Middle income clientt were the-second. ranked CR% -'--32.?4 client group that-

most PEPS serve. However, third but closely:ranked, was the lower middle

income client group, .Somd variatio6,16 these' patterns can be seen i n state

and sponsoring or4anization,rankings (Table 4).
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Results indicate overall hat low income clients areserVed most by

PEPs. While the data do not provide reason or cause for this, thedeficit-
\ ,4*

modeljssueor question could be raised.with respect teChethee.PEP providers

perdeiVe.that law income clients arein need of more parent,eddcation.

services solely becaute of their SES situs. Na insights to this qUettiOn

are-evident in- the findings presented a:4-a resPonti,Might b affected

somewhat by the overall indication that an lnpriating,Oumber. of idclle

income clients are being served by PEPS. Based dpon the client income

-
level'findings,--it.Would'appearthat.na'conclusiVe -evidence is'provlded,

,

with respect to the relevance of PEPS farfaMilies with-changfng.rstructure

SUMMARY

Findings were presented and discussed which attempted .toshoW how

relevant PEPs were to-changing family structures Relevancy was examined-

from 'the-serspective of-four variables:- (1)-the types .of-families whose

itsues are addressed,.(2) the major topics of program activities, (3) key

characteristics of programs, and (4) selecteddemographic variables. Based

upon the results of the-study, seven conclusions with respect to PAP

relevance for families with chiOging structures.araroffered. These con-

clusions are. drawn and presented etsentially with respect to. the region as

a whole-, The reason for -his is that state and sponsoring organization1!

ftnding5 :overall were, similarto. .regjonal_ results,..., In. caset where there

were notiCeable'differences -the. data .didHnot clearly .indicate why they

existed.

First,-the family type served by most REPs.was best described as

"Intact-parents,- first marriage." Thisis the dominant family.typein

-American society:today (Pitkin and Masnick, 1900), Thut, PEPs still.'

4
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provide most sirvices fqr the dorhinant family 'type. However,.there is

evidence of movement toward serving emerging family types as seen in the:

ridfrigthat ''.11$ingle Parents divorced" was .ranked.sedd d as thetyple -of
.

family PEfamily These findingt were generally the s mejTstate:and-

by,sponSoAng-Organization. froth the standpoint of typ f families

served, it would appear that PEPs generally are becompg relevant to

families with changing structurei.

"Two parents working" was top - ranked percentage-wise as-the

-employm n attern- If clients served by regional PEPs This fami'ly,type.

is gr w ng i F numbert.and shall 'reach.propprtions b11,1990-to have a
,

signi cant ffect -on consumption,: time use and mobility patterns (Ma hick

and Bane, 1980).',Sincethe emergence of-this family type of employment
c. .

pattern is increasing-,:PEPs are having to:provide'tervicessllghtly

different from those usually offered. Such factori as best available

time for course's, content and format of courses, aliddirecting activities

.toward both-parents ,insteadofuone would seem to be important colsiderattons...

.Further evidence,of servicitto familieS with changing structure can be 'seen.,

with the finding-that "Single parent, working" mes- the third ranked employr

mentpattern of clients- served by PEPs. Examination of.state and sponswing

organization findings revealed very similarpatterns generally, Thus, PEPs

-aPpear to be relevant to clients. with changing family structures based upon.

reports of employment patterns for-those being. served..

Third, it would appear that the racial breakdown bfclients served by

PEPs is consistent with regional census data compiled-earlier by the project

(CENTER Interim Report to NIE, .February:1960) The top-ranked racial groups

served by lPEPS overall. in the-region are Anglos Blacks,and MeXbican
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cans respectively. Thege,Patterns vary by state where there are mo

ncentrations of certain group Mexican Americans and Native

ericans in New Mexico; Mexicqn' Americans in TeXas). Results of racial

roups served by PEPs do not offer any concluSive evidence with respect

to relevance for families whose structures-are changing.

FOurth PEPs overall serve most ow income clients. However, there
i;

hoticeable ranking differencse n- Louisiana. 0 lahoma, and private

p 0 it- making PEPs. Generally, lower middle and mi dle income clients are

ed second-most by PERs. Thus, it appears that PEPs,while directing

most their efforts toward low income clients, are beginning te'serve

an increasing number of middle income clients. The latter seems to be a

,

',noticeable departure from the tar group focus of PEPS during the,1960s

and etrly.1970s. FindingA however, have no direct bearing upon PEP

_relevance to familiei with changing structure,_

Fifth, PEPs can.be generally characterized as (1) being par o. some
, iI. 1

larger organizational structure, 2) funded mostly with federal. monies,
,

and-'(3)41rect their activities toward specific target groups. Further,

PEPs,- plan '-their: tivities'on a long-range basis and do not

charge their clients foes for courses. PEP staff ,usually-work,full-time

and have. professional staff. with train*ng, in relateOpecial:ization-(e.g.,

--child development, etc.). There are-clearly'defined reasons which 'motivate

parentS io enroll in PEP courses and sp- fid 'reasons rhy they drop out-of

courses. In both, cases,At appears that how "PEPs attempt to develop ac-

tivities which take into account these reasons will be etsential in

determining their relevance to parents, especially those with changing.

family. structures. However, not clear from the findings how relevant

27
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PEPS are to 'families with changing structures.
1,

Although most PEPs indicate that informatevaluatIons are conducted

at the end of_tourses,---thi$:appears-tehe insUfficientin.providingAheM
j

with true assesMents-onigiatt, effecttveness,-ihdfor-reteliance. tatOng
c=7

more,rigorous lands'ef-asSessments may:-.be a contributing factor to the dearth

ofinformationAleceS:sartlorldetermihingt.PER_relevance.

Thus-, 'whileit-1s concluded that .results seem:to-indicate that PEPS

are showing signs of betoming relevant to failitsWhese structures are

changing; it appears overall'that most PEP attivtties are still being,

_

provided-fq-utradlticinal" familite. Inthat-sense, PEPs 'art not

relevant to familtes with changing family structures based upon reports

of fathily'issues--addressed, "its of program- activities,-dOscriptions of

program characteristics and-descriptiOns of participants served.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Parent education programs hold-much ,promise as a means of providing

assistance to those who-ark involved with parenting roles. As such,

PEPs- must be aware of the complexities-of Arenting as a process, the

extraneous factors impacting upon the procets.and -those involved, the

range of program alternatives and activities which can enhance the process,

the:need to effectiiely assess what is or has occurred so as to increase

effectiveness,- especially regarding- families whose structures are

changing and haVe to deal with a slightly different,Set of issues, concerns,

and needS.: While some of this awareness appears to be evident in PEPs.for

this region, increased awareness and action is needed since there is a

noticeable growth in the nuMber,of families with struCtures-different

from the traditional family type. It is felt that the findings from this

28
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studyCah contribUte toward making the -awarenes's and action- needed ore:a'

.

reality. with respect to PEPS, and, thus,. the tadilles they:seriie.:7-,,,A a

result, the followingxecommendations are offered.

I. That PEPs snore systematically-identify familiet.with-tirOCtu es,'

which Vary from traditional form, :determine their- needs and,

provide them with relevant services.

2. That PEPS seek to devise and implement a more comprehensive:,

evaluation of the activities provided for clients to enhahce

,program relevance.

That PEPs develop more viable methods of °tiering services-

which are sensitive to reasons which cause clientst° enroll

and/or drop out of courses which in effect should help reduce

irrelevance.

---That-PEPs'-develop more of their-activities around -the-astumptinn--assumption.

1

that parents-Want to-be-better parents and father reduce the

deficit approach which centers-around someone else wanting

them to be better parents.

5. That CENTER (SELL) staff conduct further analyseshf the survey

data to determine if there are causal factors contributing to

patterns especially among and between family types,:racial groups,

income levels, employment patterns when examined according ,to

each of the sponsoring organizations- and states in the region.

29.
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