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. _be1ng the desired targ

x ASSESSING PARENT EDUCATIDN PRDGRAM

o RELEVANGE 10 CHANGING FAMILY STRUCTURES ) ¢ }
BACKERDUND | h

A. Iﬂérnduc+1an

7 Are parent educat1on pragrams provid1ng serv1ces wh1ch are reTevant
"tQ changes accurring 1n the structure af fam1]1es? Nnt1ceab1e 1ncreases

in the d1ver51ty of family structures 15 ‘one of the wery pronounted soc1a]7
,;hanges taking p]ace in the Un1ted States today Trad1t1ana]1y, the 1dea1
fami]y has been perceived as an 1ntac:§ twa—parent unat w1th two ch11drenﬁ—%“
'Eane glrl and one bny H1th1n this structure, the father warked nutSTde the
home wh11e the mother wbrked at- home and had magcr respﬂns1b111t1es for:

household and pgrent1ng,dut1es‘ As a resu]t, most parent educat1on pragrams

'PEPS) QEFE inifia1 . deve1nped to serve this type of fam11¥ w1th mothers
't audience. Given the rapid emergence DF "new" |
.ffam11y structures there was a gcncern Gn the part of th1s progect about
the extent tc»wh1ch parent educat1@n programs are serv1ng’these fam111es
The funct1on1ng of fam111es 15 1nf1uenced by the1r phys1cai, scc131

and psy:hn]a;1ﬁa1 env1ronmgnt5_ These env1ronments form what has been the -

eca1ogica? se tiﬁé within which fam111es function. An eca1cg1ca1 approach
to Study1ng hdw fam111es operate can pr0v1de better 1ns1ghts regard1ng the
cnmpiex1ty of ﬁssues, ccncernsj and problems thai'1mpact upon thém. Each |
of these environments and its variogs'éubcomponénts has- a different.efféct
on individual fam{Iy member behavior as well as the unit as a whole.

:Iﬁ many cases, the inébiiity fo‘understand and then cope within‘ﬁhese
environments so as to pésitive1y mpact upon - all membersghas‘1ed to family

"breakdowns. " }hé resulting outcome has caused a 5p1interfn9'?fithe



"_“tred1t1one1" tam11y and’ the* grewth of d1fterent family structures n

~ the 11terature, theee struetures 1ne1ude e1ng]e never ﬁgrr1ed, remarried; .

o >:51ngle!d1voheed separated xend:“eemmon 1aw“ perent temi1teehte name:e few’

_ At théfnat1ene1, state end 1eea} 1evele, there is a wea]th of mater1ele, .

k serv1ees, end pregrems be1ng mede eve11ab1e to- perente end those whe work -

',wttgrperents. Dne of the more “common typee of efforts eveilable is perent

. edueation'progremer Theee-efforts appeer.to be-beeed‘on the prem1ee that
- . P _

parents, need‘ ‘more 1ntormat1on more ewereneee, mere understend1hg, more .

suppert and more ek1115 with reepect to reer1ng the1r eh1]dren

B

Perent edueet1en programe (PEPS are cempTex phenomenens that heve

grown 51gn1f1cent1y 1n the past f1fteen year,i As e Eeeu1t they (1) have

i

a ver1ety of formats, (2) serve a range of ¢l ents, (3) ere moc effeet1ve

i

in some torme than in others, 4) are oftered hy a var1ety of pr v1dere,.

-

'and (5) have various perhods of duret1en and levels of 1ntene1ty Given
-'effeet1veness of PEPs and, more eepee1e11y, the1r re]evanee to perente in

chang1ng fam11y etruetures

w- C1ear1y, perent1ng and/or‘child rearing todey are- d1fferent and more
difficult” e;oeeseee from whet they were twenty yeere ago. Further major
reepons1b1]1ty for parent1ng! an no longer be eene1dered su1e1y as "methEr S
work." Not enTy is eeuperet1oﬁ and‘aee1stanee frEh tathere desired and
) needed, but support from other 1nd1v1dua]s end egehe1ee 3150 are eon51dered
' 1mportant to effective perent1ng and family funet1on1ng Such suppert is |
far more useful 1f paﬁent1ng ?nee can be he1ped te ree]1ze that (1) many
of the things they do are good, (E)Ehelp is available when needed, (3) they

* often have to_take'the initietive in seeking out such assistance, and (4)

- ,
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j= iheyﬁaﬁdefstEnJ how he1p or suppart can he]p bu11d the1r stréngths as parents
rather than take over or take away from their roies ; *'ZE ' A

Mere1g becam1ng and/or b51ng a- parent does not autemat1ca11y ;onfer

upan such‘1nd1v1dua1s the know1edge, k111s and understand1ngs necessary for f
effect1ve1y Earrying aut ch11d rear1ng respans1b]1t1es The ﬂap1d and { ,

B Fram make the parent1ng ra]e bath iamp1ex and d1ff1cuTt Not on1y dQ theseﬁ

L4

créate prab]ems far the parent as a parent but a1so fer the parent as an-

=

1nd1v1dua1 and thase seek1ng to. prov1de them w1th services.

For many ygars, it was thaught that parents on1y needed bas1t know1edge

' -
¢

L aBout how to (1)_gare far ch11dren 's hea1th/nutr1t1ana1 needs, (2) ensure .
- that they had an appropr1ata set of sac1a1 sk111s, and. (3) estab11sh a “
framewark for thETF mgra1 and re11g1cus deve]opment Buﬁ the camp]ex1ties .
and pressures assac1ated wﬁth grQW1ng up tcday cail for add1t1ana1 knawiedge
) and sk111s which exceed these “bas1cs The extent to wh1cﬁ papent educat1an o
pragﬁams are prav1d1ng dlfferent fam11y structures w1th expanded servlces was
,not c1ear Certa1n1y, PEP re1evance,\tﬁ a Targe degree bas to h1nge on |
tyﬁés of fam111es and how efféctively th15 is béTﬂg dane i f @
. Typ1ca11y, PEPs were p1anned and 1mplemented to serve the trad1t1ana]
Fém11y structure (i.e., ﬁntact twn parents) Fa11ure to 1nclude broader
services and support: to Fam111es w1th Dther structures m1ght be a contr1b=
ut1ng Factar to what'is perce1ved as the: graw1ng 1rre]evancé of PEPSf
Experts and researchers ai1ke including L1111e and Trahan1s 197% Aaraﬁsanl

n1975); Gordon (19771 Carneg1e Council-on Ch11dren (1977) Eahibérg and
Vander Ven-(1977); Comer (1978) Steégﬁs (1978); Safﬁan aqdiLedesma (1978);




G11man and ‘Meers (1979) Fant?ii aﬁdfﬁﬁésa (IQSDSe-BFééHé%f(iggé)E Ne{keft;_
1980), ahd F1ne (1980) suppart ‘the prem1se that parent educat1on pngFams c

‘ need tﬂ be re]evant and resPDﬂS1ve to the needs Qf parents or fam1lles

S S -

This wau]d seem ta be espec1a11y true fﬂj_thBSe w1th chang1ng Structurés

i :Q,»i N The generaT cansensus amcng these experts, resear:hers and pract1t1oners

is that such effnrts must:E:H1d upan the strengths of parents and fam111es*

rather than using a def1c1t modei appraach in prcv1d1ng for their needs

EVEh SD, 1t appears that there is ‘a dearth. of 1nfarmat10n regard1ng the h ;'

L1

o extent to thEh PEPs prov1deraffer1ngs that are re]evant tn ehang1ng Fam11y -\

structuresx: As a resu]t, mafe 1nfDrmat1an was saught to. he]p determ1ne how |

re]evant PEPS were #égard1ng these Fam111es Th15 study Facused upon exam-

1n1ng the. reTevance of such pragrams as 1nd1c§ted by the parenting . 1ssues ,ifﬂécis-

dea]t w1th the topic focus of_parentTng act1v1t1es, the1r salient charac-

ter1st1c5 and déscr1pt1ons of the clients Served

:Egt Purgose

v The problem th1s study examlned was the re?evancy of act1v1t1es offered
by . parent‘éﬁucat1on programs‘1p a s1x-staté reg1on (Arkansas, Lau1s1ana,

M1ss1ss1pp1, New Mex1ca, Ok1ahoma, éﬂd Texas) to fam11y structures, espec1a11y

=
] =

those which d1ffered from the nGrma1 or: trad1t1ona1 sett1ng As a- guide for

-

thé&research five basic quest1ons were posed

= o
@

1. what are the fam1]y type, .employment pattern, raé1a1 graup

e ~ and income 1eve1 charatter1st1cs of’ part1c1pants served by
parent education pﬁogram§ i the reg1an? 'in each state? =

by types of spbnsaring»Qrganizaiibns?=

2. To what extent aréip]anned‘paren; education pr@graﬁ{actjvitiES
re1atedita various types of Fami]jgs in the region? in eath-

7
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. f;%* k
A‘ lj': steie? by types ef speneer1ﬂg ergen1zet1one?
: - "3e',Te what extent are planned parent edueet1on eet1v1t1ee ,
j- '}} o ; addressing spee1f1e perent educet1en tepﬁee in the reg1en?'
n; T . in eech stete? by types ef Spenser1ng ergen1zat1ene?
» . =§__i_ | 4; %what are the ehereeter1st1es .of perent educat1on programs 1n

‘*?fthe:reg1en?, 1n_eeeh stete? e¥_typee of speneqr1ng_e¥gan1e
;*zetien55 fn‘: o T | 3 ‘
’Ei To what extent are the activities end theraeternst1ee of
. perent educat?Qn pregrame re]event to families with d1fferent i

;,strueturee 1n the region? 1n eech state?.. by types ef

1

,'.fepeneer1ng ergen1;at1ens?

A .
S . * : =y
-, . S /

Metheds

P

as eendueted to gether 1nformet1gp'frem perent edueet1en

pregrame 1n 3. six- etate reg1on Reependents generei1y were program direeters

2

,; and/or the persan£€e51gnated te F111 out this quest1enne1re Pert1egpente
-;yere 1dent1f1ea Frem eevere1 eources 1nc]ud1ng (1) a 1ist of pTEV1DuS1y
1dent1f1ed PEPS dur1ng the preject 5 mater1a1 deve1epment research, end
te:hn1ee1 ass1etanee]aet1v1t1es, (2) a 1978 directory of PEFS pub1ished by

the Re§1on VI U. S. Off1ce of Edueet1en (De11es), (3) a list of Parent
Effeet1veneee Tre1n1ng pregrems in the region, end (4)’1istinge of PEPs in

stete agency d1reetor1ee A1theugh programs were. not rendem1y se]eeted en

’y. agtempt was mede to ensure that these selected were 1ne]us1ve of pr1vete,
eg;rch, sehoe1, conmun1ty, e1ty, county, state and Federe] programs. Thel
; asic cr1ter1on used te eeieet the pertie1pat1ng pregreme was that they’
',ffered penent educet1en aet1v1t1es | ‘

A queet1onne1re was deve1eped preteeted rev1eei§ and then me11ed

=

.M

P
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'i'te 647 parent educat1en pregrams whe met bae1c er1ter1en. Meif and tele- :

phene fe]]ew-upe were: conducted Respeneee were reeeived from 279 or 43 1%

of the pregreme. Upen a pre11m1nery exem1nat1en eF the returned 1nstruments,|

i seventy (70) were blank or marked “return to eender " Thus, BF the 577

' pregrame ]eeeted, 209 or 36 3% ef the returned queet1enna1ree were ueeble

and prev1ded the deta baee Fer th1s report. _ |
* Four major eeet1ene ehareeter1eed the queet1enﬁe1re Part I, -Egﬂilil

Strueturei esked respendents te use a- f1ve-pdint scale and deeer1be the

extent te wh1eh their p1enned pregrem aet1v1t1ee dealt w1th issues related

to the various fem1]y types 11sted Part II, eeiee in Parent- Educet1en,

requested respendents to use the same scale and descr1be the extent te which ::

H'g the1r planned program activities dealt w1th a range of 11sted tep1es Part

”IIIf Pregrem Description, asked respondents to describe aspects of their

3

pregrams ue1ng eeventeen (1?) 1tem5. Part IV, Pertieipent Dééeriﬁtien;!*’

reqt eted that Pespendente prev1de demegreph1e 1nfermat1en ebeut the e11ente

“they serve using feur me1n variables: (1) fem11y type, (2) emp1eyment
pettern, (3) racial group, and. (4) ineome level.

| | The SC§JESaf5? reepeneeS'were eimiier for Parts I and. II. In;eeehﬁ;
part, reependents.here‘eeked to indicate their answer by choaging one of

&

the pess1b111t1ee on a F1ve—pe1nt see1e._ The see1e'e range included:

(Tow) 0 = not a planned program aet1v1ty, never dealt with
-1 = unplanned activity; dealt w1th 1nFerma11y if 1t -
* comes up ,
*2 = unplanned, engeing'eelfaheTp groups
3 = planned eetivitytfeeiene time only
4 = p]enned,aeeriee of eetivitiee

6. 9
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 In-Paft III“*fﬁe'ha?n Feépaﬂée chaices WEFE ?es or No: Fgr Part‘Iv, o

fh‘FINDINes

| A. Part ] - Fami1y Structure Issues

v =0

l = ‘ . - - . - ; L. x\

A sunmary of the quest1onna1re data ana1y515 resu1ts 15 presented by
T

-Parts w1th1n the pré%entatian &f results for Each Paft the diseussiﬁﬂ
V:w111 ‘focus upon findings from the region‘as‘a whaTe. Where st%ﬁe or-

spanscr1ng argan1zat1an find:ngs d1fFer nat1ceab1y, a brTef discU4sgion Qf

such d1fferences also is intIuded o ‘%

The ten tapnranked family types whose jssues are most canmﬂ“ly addfésaed

by PEPs in. the region is shawn in Table 1. of these, Earents of preschool.

age ch11dren“ (x =2 97),V“Parent§;af scthI—aQE ch11dFEﬂ“ (X = 2-58). a"d

;f"wark1ng mathers" (x a 2 .30) were the Famiiy types W1th the h1ghe%t mean - -

scores. More of the FEPs p1anned 1Qng range act1V1t1e5 Far 155UE$ of theses

families than any other Fami]y types The least amount Of PEP aﬂtivities

(not sﬁd;n in Tab]e 1) were p1anned far issu déa]ing wWith "31n§1e father

iwlth custﬂdy" (x = 1. 18),’"5urragatg parent" (x 1;04)_and “s1ngie father,

w1thaut custody" (x 1.00) fami]ies

" As Table 1 further indicates, the ranking patterns of family: types whufé

-issues: are mast gbmmcn1y addrESSEd by parent educat1gn prggrams WTth1n each ,

state and by spansgr1ng urgan1zat1ans, vary samewhat from the regioﬂa1

‘Arankings ‘ OnTy the rank1ngs of Texas and pubTiE schga1 Sponsored parentj

education programs QEr‘e cinsest in order to the region 'S r‘ankmgs- Since
most ﬁarent educat1on efforts began at the preschool 18VE] Fesu?tgéappear
to 1nd1cate,th;t issqgs_re]ating ta family types with Ehi]drep of that age

- = .8 [T * R
N 5 auf -
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TABLE 1 COMPARISUN OF 00 TEN RANKED* FAMILY TYPES NHDSE ISSUES ME .
H)ST COMmNLY ADDRESSED BY FARENT EDUCAFIDM PRDGRAMS o

e

\~.‘ 511

o R : o . . # . L
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. .“_‘_‘_é;(:,¥ . Yoo o X . )
E L N . , B i s -

L T L A A L Y
Region [ By States . *[ . By Sponsoring Organizations.
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e ) : ' g - I " Ty
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are st111 preVaient in programs.

= resu1ts wh1ch fgund that issues QF school-age ch11dren s families were,
‘segand ranked amnng those’ cammﬂnly dea]t with by PEPs. Families w1th
wark1ng mbthers whach often have assumed to be more. ccmman among certain
: income and m1nor1ty groups, 15 an emerg1ng tgpe of fam11y structure. Fram :
the resu]ts, it appears -that- PEPs are p1ann1ng act1v1t1es for thzs family .

-

type whcse growth ma1n1y stems Fram an 1nc;gas1ng number of mnthers needTng
5 ¥

and/or desiring to return to the work forcge. o
Examination of the results concerning types of Fam111es whgse issues
-are most cam@n’ly addressed by PEPs in the region, appears to 1nd1cate ‘that

=

mast are.not prnviding activities relevant ta changing family stru;turés}
Neither 51ng]e parent (especially fathers), d1vorced parent, separa{ed

parent, foster parent, step-parent, nor adaptive(parentfﬁam111es are- among' '2%5;;
the h1ghest ranked types for which PEPs more~often plan activities. In o
addition, these family types appearvta be low priority, based upan the

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

sponsoring organizations.

B. Part Il - Topic Focus

As a second m;aSure of PEP relevance té changing %z;ily.stﬁﬁttures,
data results were analyzed to determine what tapi:s.mcst PEF activities
Fééused upon. Findingé'shawn in Table 2 indicaée the ten top-ranked topics
of Fac;s for PEP activi%iés in the regﬁbni each state and each type of
sponsoring organization. “Dis&ip]inééin general” (x = 3.286) and "Com-
munication skills" (x = 3i2é5)xwere the topic focus of most PEP.activities.

These were followed closely by "Self-concept and personality of children"

¥
L

F"“"




TABLE 2 COMPARISON OF TFN TDP RANKED* T0PICS NHICH ARE THE FOCUS

[

S S Region| By States | By;;pansuring Organizations
oy MRS [ RAHSNORTIR b S5 . [Church[ot. AP, LG
o Sl V . o 1 , . ) , . l
~ Discipling in generdl | dT g 2 3 N 3

. | VA |
Communication skills - ’ RN ER / [ 5 l

§e1f concept and personality of children | 3 | 2{W 6f2)1{4 | 5/| 2 2|t ) |1

Behaviﬂrnﬁnagement O I T Y] 2 O O T Y B A 3|
.Parerft—chﬂdhomeactyi.bi‘es o I T 20 O T Y A B O B

- Intellectual development ~ 6| 7(7/5(9(8/6| 6 | 6 | 60 f 7 | T°

—d

® peer influence on children 1|85 !J77fv7 0 | 8 5] 9] 6
§ibling (children in family) rivalry 8§ |06 |66 iD | 17 | b 0 8
Nutrition and foods |9 | 6[8/8] [oj8| 8 [ 8 6|

;'Rnutine hea]thcare R 0 91 7 9.0 91 9 8
Wife/husband co?p*cts* o }{ 10| {89 9 | 8 9
Children's Waniing disabilities h o e -l )
Sexual role identification o 90 | |10 10
Home managenent - 10{10}. .'. 9 |

_ . ' - |

*hank ordered by mean response scores, 9

"~ Sponsoring Organizations Key: Pub. S. - Public School System; Soc. s, - Sﬁgéa] Service Agency; Church Church gr J_u
Other Reltgious Organization; Pvt. P-N - Private, Profit-Making Group; Pub. N- P Pub]1c Non-Profit Group; NA- oc, -
h[:lz\y(:1atlan Strlctly Local Organization, |

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC



“,

(X = 3.19) and “Behavior management” (X = 3.18). The three topics least

1.28)

) " focused upon were "Fahiiy%pléhning“ (x = 1.31), "Famiiy advocacy" (?ﬂ

e @

and "Bilingual education" (X = .80).

Tr%ditiana]]y, discipline has been of cg’lern to parents and school

5taf¥. Evidence that discipline is still a concern can be seen in the
results. "Communication skills" was the highest ranked topic focus in
three of the six sponsoring organizations and‘three of the six étates. This
. appears toginéicagé a Eoncern,abbut more‘effective parent, child, parent- ‘i
%parént, ahd ﬁarentsﬁregram or school st§Ff.communicatians.
7 "Parentachde home activities" was the highest ranked topic of focus by
MississippiléEPsi Rgsdits were not clear as to why the topic ranked so
"high in this étaiegﬁ "Family planning”" and "Family édVQCECy“ wefe least
focused: upon ‘topics. fThﬁs varied somewhat by Spqnsgring organizations and
' by state. "Family Qiénning,“ whiéh among other'tpingsideaT; with birth
E control, is méétiy unplanned or never dealt witp as a %opic. This 1is an
;;7 interesting finding, especially since a majority of the PEP clients are low
income pafigts,@ Perh%gs it ref1ec;s what 'may be a growing trend tcwaﬁﬁithis
. being a ﬁégs desirable inte:xgntion strategy for low income families.
| “Famiiﬁ aévocacyg" whichris;aften related to participation in pp1it%ca]

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

focus on strengthehing the:famiiy as a unit and less on members individuall)

: - o , \ '. Y.
as they méve out of the "family circle" and 1nto society. In addition,

pEFhaps well-trained parent advocates may be v1ewed as a "threat"

£y

PEPs, thus, are not found tD be t0p1cs of focus in the1r actjvities.

the results are unc1ear in th1s study concern1ng these matters, the issues

are not new.




providing faﬁi]y serviées. "Though findings are not explicitly clear

e

The raﬁkings of topics focused upon by PEPs regionally, by state and
- _ ] , . B
by. funding organizations vary noticeably and do not indicate the extent to

whﬁch they are relevant to families whose structures are.changing. The

s ™ ¥

hiéhés? ranked topics could relate to ‘any family type. éThqs tqp%c-wise;
PEPs appear to be addressing the needs of all famﬂié'i:.i but not 5pecificai1y
, . " DR

those with changing structures.

C. Part III - PEP Characteristics

Data were collected regarding 17 different PEP characteristiéé? Table
3 presents a rankiﬁ% of compared Féta results for the region as a Qho1e; by
state, and by type Sf sﬁcnscring organization. For characteristics, a yes-
no response format was used. Response per:gﬁtages weqeﬁ%a1;u1agéd for these

data. Mean scores were calculated for results in characterjistics.

&

1. In terms of organizational strp;ture,é%ab1e 3, Item 1 indicates
thatiyegianawide, 129 (61.7%) of the Ed§~PEP§iwere&%oand to be associated
with some larger organization? <Almost one-third, 60 (28.7%), were inde-
pendent of any organization while' the feweé; PEPs, 524(]5-3%), WEFe,géPOFtéd-
as being within grass roots organizations with little bureaségstfﬂ structure.
Thése patterhS“remain virtuafly constant when examined by state and by type

of sponsoring organization. Slight variation can be seen in PEPs which are | !‘

private, prafitﬁmakiné gkaup associated or ngn-agsociated, strictly local

3 3

organiﬂitionaprogramsg : ¢ ;

In that most PEPs are associated with some.larger orgénizatﬁonai struc-

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

=

regarding this, it is apparent that the program organizational leveTs at %

.which PEPs are found seem. to be expandingi Such expansion could mean that



TABLE 1. ELHPARISDN oF PAHEHT E[ll[.ATlfﬂ PROERAN CHARACTERISTICS®

% -
I Re_giﬂnf ' _E__llt!! T #y Tyn
_ CHARACTERISTICS _ } LIRS, __ﬁ‘ (N[ OF Y0 | Pub, 5. [ Soc,
1. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE |
. Prograa within ¢ larger organization i 11 epagi 1 ] ] | ] |
. Independent progray 2 2|2 2f.2| 2} 2 2 2 2 | i 1
.« Grass roots orgarhlatjon ‘ i £ I 1 N A I O O N 3 H ] 2
2. FINDING . ' . A
. Hostly federal I TRIRIBEEIR ] 1 1 5 I 53
« Local comounity-based z 13 &)1z ] 14 1 1 1 z
. State I IR IRIEIER: 2 1| 3 ) 4
. Other 1 6] 6| 6| 64 3] 6] 4 i |44 Z 4 I
. Mostly dependent upon “cllent fees i A1 3 8 2] 5.4 § 5 ] I 5 5
. Mostly dependent upon donatlans 5 5| 5] 4] & 6| § 6= § 5 b & 6
3. PROGRAI ACTIVITIES '
& E
. Planned meetings on specific topics 1 R IR 1 2 i i I 2
. One-to-one batween parents and staff ¥ 2 2| 2| 3| 2] 2 z 1 z Z l I
. Regular meetings with changing toplcs ] N I N O I 3 B A ] i 1 i 1 ]
. Perladic meetings with changing tapics § i) 4 a4 4| 41 o 4 i q 4 § ]
‘i =
. Wost are professionals in child development, /
 soclal work, p;yﬁhulngy, gducation &tc. / ] oozl ]l i I 1 1 7 |
. Mast have Haster's or Ph.D. Degress ) gl o[ 1| 21 2] 2 H 2 i Z i ?
. Most are trained lay parsons 1 ¥O3 4] 3] 31 i ] 2 i ] ]
. Hast are trnngﬂ nurses i i 4l 3 A 4 A L L] L] 4 i {
Vestare full-tiee HEIEININIRIA ] B EIE |
. Host are part-time . H 21 1] # 2| 2| 2 2 2 1 7 |
5. CYALUATION DESCRIPTION | 1 .
. Inforsal, at end of course ol ] o] P I - I |
. Standard form at end of course 2 3| ¢ 3 2] 3 1 i i 1 1 i i
. Required by funding agency 3 2| 3 4] 4 4 13 i 1 1 ] 1 H
. At discration of -instructsr 4 A 5| 20 3 2 4 1 2 2 3 z i
. Untrained staff 5 §1 4] 7] 6] 6 § § "6 § 4 b !
. No mongy for evaluation 6 6] 6 &] §| & 6 1 H i 1 5 5
. No timé for evaluation ) 1| 8] 8] 11 1] 1 8 1 6 § b §
. Follow-up teveral weeks after course ends 8 | 1| 7] §| 8| 8| 8| 6 8 6| 6 J B
6. REASONS FOR PARENT ENROLLIENT 7
. Self-desire to be better parent 1 oo} g I l z H 1 1
. Winar problems at home r .2 12 3 3 I ¢ 1 1 1 1 2 ]
. General interest in course fopic ] ol o] af 1) 2 2 2 ] i 4 ] 2
. Hajor home crisls 1 1 6} 2 3 A i ] k| 3 6 4
. School-related issues 5 A sl 2 s M 3 3 6 § 2 5 §
\ . Lack of support from others § A o4 5] 4 4§ 5 § i 4 q
" . To recelye sone ather service [ s & 1| 6| 5 & 1 1 b 1 8, 6
. Other : L B 6 71 8] 11 § 7 b ] 1 8 _7 6
7. REASONS FUR PAKENT URUPOUT
.+ Lack of tie ] O I ] 2 B | H 2 I ] H 1
. C:mpeting family obligations 1 1) 2 4f Hf g ¢ | 1 2 2 ! §
. Lack of supyort from partner or spouse ] 4 4 3 H x 1 i { ] i ] z
.gMark schedilé changes 4 5| 3 2 & 5 & ] S5 5 i 4 z
. Lass of interast . 5 il o§ 3 4 4 3 5 ] 1 § § 5
. {hild care problems 6 ol o 4f 7| 6 7 & 8 8 6 : b
, Shyness, especially in sirange situation 1 6| 8 6 6 7 6 i b 1 ! i 8
. Afhigvenent of goals ' 8 7o 8| 9| & ‘8 ] ] & 8 L !
. Msterials too sophisticated for clients 9 gl 1 & 9 9 19 9 ] ] g9 10 ]
"*Gét al) answers fn first few sesslons and need ‘ ) ’ |
no moré 10 | o 71 &) lof 0 10 o |1 1 9 H
. HMaterbals not sophisticated enough 1 1Hf 1 nu N 12 16| =10 iz 12
= H.nzrinls ot in language of cliemts . 12 w21 9| 18] 1] N 17 1] i2 2 Al on
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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

of support for PEPs as reported by 86 (41.1%).of the 209 resﬁandents. 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 = 44} and donations (12.4%, n=26) as SDUPCESEthat PEPs depend
- - upon for funds. These patterns tend to vary wﬁen examining the by state
rankings in Table 3, Item 2. Variation is even mare,noticeab1e in the
types of sponsoring 6rganization rankings. Reascns for these ranking
differences appear 'to be obvious concerning church-sponsored and private
profit-making PEPs who reported depending:mostTy on client fees for funding.
However, in the case where Louisiana andiékiancma 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 to be the lowest ranked source of
funds for PEPs regiénal1y, by state and by sponsoring organization. IRéSu1tS
e, concerning sources of funds for PEPs tend to be i;dicativé of the organi-

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

2

while most PEP funding generally stems Fr‘cvr{r';;Fec;ier‘ail,i state and local/com- -
munity based sources, this may vary according to the type of sponsoring
-organization and/or the pecularities oﬁ a state. These findings offered
no pakt{éu1ar insight to the,refé?ance of PEPs to changing family structures.

%
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3. Program Activities. Results (See Table 3, Item 3) indicate that

"Pjﬁgned series of cTasé meetings covering specific topics" was toparankéq
as being‘most descriptgve of activities in 126 (60.3%) of the 209 PEPS;}R‘;
the regi@ni Activities wh1ch "Occur on a one-to-one basis" reported by

100 (47. 85? and those described as “Regu]ar1y schedu1ed meetings with *
changing Ecp1cs~ reported by 88 (42,1%) PEPs were ranked second .and third,
respectivefyi The _type of act1v1ty 1east descr1pt1ve oF those offered was
"Periodic (4~6 times per year) meetings with chang1ng topics" as rEported'
by éé_(23_9%) PEPs. The total percentage$'and‘numbértof respondents do

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

=

one item was checked 1n many cases. L
Nhén examining ra§u]ts by state and type of sponsoring organizations,

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

local PEPs reparted that "Occurs on a one-to-one basis between parent and
staff" was top-ranked as be1ng most descriptive of ‘their activities. This
'appears to reflect a more individualized client approach for PEPs in these
organizations. In Mississippi, "Regular meetings with chang1ng topicg’s
was reported by 15 (62.5%) PEPs as the top-ranked program activityg Results |
do not indicate what the reasons might be for these variations.. o
N In general, it appears that most PEPs offer act1v1t1es wﬁTEhﬁéFE
planned and sequenced accord1ng to topics. Further; since "Happens on a
one-to-one basis" was the second ranked PEP activity, this seemss§o indicate
that there is more of an attempt by PEPS to make their offerings re1evant

to the individual needs of éx¢snts served. Top%g 5pec1f1c, p1anned in

a series, and individualization appear to be the more prgm1nent charac—

Y
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'teéistics for the kinds éf PEP a;tivitﬂes offered. Activities of this kind
“‘would appgar to be relevant to families whose structures have changed and
those which are_morertraditiogé1i The extent to which these charactéristicéé
make PEPs more relevant to the Famifies whosé structures are changing is

not clear from the Eata,

*

4 'Sté%fing_Traits, Results in Table 3, Item 4 show that 141 (67.5%)

of £he 209 resPOﬁdehts in the region describe& most of their PEP instructors
or group 1eadersras_"%rofessibna?s in c¢hild 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 résp@ndents in the régio%iiiThe lowest ranked descriptor of PEP staff
was "Trained nurses" which described thé 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
mogt staff Qas "Trained laypersons" as reported by 15 (41.7%) of the 36 who
réspondedi

When quesiea 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

F

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

B4
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e ’
g vxha 36 church PEPs had mostly part-time staff as did 16 (39.5%) of 43
private, profit-making PEPs. For nanaassociateg, 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-qua)ified in areas that
act{vities are offered and, generally, are moS;1x employed on a full-time
basis,b These findings do not éppéar to have a%y discernable béaring Dﬁ-thé
relevance of PEPs to different ki;dsAaf famidy structures.

5. Evaluation. Findings in Table 3, Item 5 show that 152 (72.7%) of
the 209 PEPs région-widsxindgcated'"Informa1 eva?ué:?bn at the end of a
course” was the %ostreommun form of assessment utilized. This pattern held

izations. The lone

frue in each state and in most of the sponsoring orgdar
exception was privaté prcfitsmakihg sponsored PEPs wfﬁﬁg@ii(72 1%) of 43
respondents 1nd1cat1ng that "Filling out a standard form at;;he'end of a
ﬁour§§; best described the most common type of assessment. The rankings
of othér kinds of PEP evaluati®n activities vafied somewhat by state and
by %ponsaring Dﬁganization.i

Lowest ranked Qﬁong the types of PEP evaluation region-wide was
“Written follow-up evaluation usually several weeks after a course ends”
as indicate& by only 34 (16.3%) of the 209 respandents, This low ranking -
held true in all states except Mississippi and all sponsoring organizations.
[t would appear that PEPs, generally, do not know what impaét course ex-
perienceé have upon parents once they complete program courses or activities.
The Taék of éuch_d§ta 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




f

P

'reparted their staffs as not be1ng trained in eva]uat1on methods, 118

(SSEQ%,” eported that they do not have time for program evaluation, and

104 (49_8%)\1ndicated that there is no money for evaluation. However, 90

\ﬂ

(43.1%) of théxPEpsiin the region indicate that their funding souﬁce

?xv requires some Fd?m of evaluation. Overall, it appears that conducting

EPEP evaluation activities is complicated by three factors: (1) no time,

(2) 0o haney, and (3) TQ;k_Gf énéugh trained staff. For there to be clearer

' K’\ \ ' i3 13 i £ =
évidEHEE Df PEP relevance\to families whose structures are changing, more

eva1uat1unkof their Dutcames and impact is needed. These findings appear

\

to indicate that PEPs are not cynducting 'the k1nds of assessment, act1v1t1es

which could bet;gr determine how relevant they’are to changing family.struc-

tures. N
. \

6. Reasons for\C]ass Enro11 ment.

Respondents were asked to 1nd1cate

the reasqns why c11ents\enra11ed 1n paren education courses. The reason

ranked highest reg1an w1dE by 144 (68 9%) of\the 209 PEPs was "Self-conscious
dec1s1cn to be better: parents Clase1y ranked as second-by 141 (67.5%) PEPS
was “Exper1enc1ng»m1nof prob?ems at hgmei Third\ highest ranked by 138
(66%)0of the PEPs was "General %nterest in the topix being covered." Also
ranked high as enrollment reasons by more than one-half the PEPs regignéwide

11@) and "School\ related issues"

were "Major crisis at home" (52_6%,aﬁ\
(50.7%, n = 106). y

From these results, it appears that‘mare ﬁarents want tp become better

in their roles and will avail themselves o?\sucﬁgbppgrtunitiel in PEPs.
This seems to be a move away from the trend é{ pérents keeping their child

rearing problems within the family unit 1tse1%\ar only revea]1ng them to a

few close associates. Instead, it would appear\that parents ay aching
Vo . \: -
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out for assistance in areas they heretofore considered tO be "tapo®." I[f
. parents are enrolling in courses according to the number OF reasons jndi-

cated, perhaps PEPs are providing relevant opportunities for parents yhose
structures are changing.
7. Reasons for Course Drop-Out. Resu]ts show that region.wide upack

-

of time" (x = 2.79, n = 161) and "cOmpet1ng family obligations" (x = 2.75,

= 163) ranked first and second, respectively, as the reasang paréntg mDSt

often drop out QFE?EE\CQursés! Three other reasons for Parent droP=gut,

which tended to c]ustér §5'§‘graup,'here “Lack.of support from othér
ij . partner" (X = 2.57, n = 158), "Changes in work schedule" (X = 2,550 n = 161)s
and "Loss of interest” (x = 2.55, n = 160). Lowest ranked as reasoNs for
parents 'dropping out of courses were "Materials not beingd SophistiC@ted
enough for participants" (X = 1.72, n = 156) and Mater1a]3 not beiNg in

158). Rankings by stdte and

the language of participants" (X = 1.68, n
sponsoring organization vary somewhat from régicna1 results. ‘No cleap
reasons for th13 emerged from the F1nd1ngs Five impoftaﬁf reason® for
parents dropping out of PEP co;rses are apparent from the findings: These
reasons appear to be indicative of increased demands upcﬂ Parents' time by
their jobs as well as their families. In terms of when cOUrses aré offered,
these seem to be important factors for PEPs to acﬁs%der, ﬁerhaps Ccurses
offered at more flexible times and more convenient- 10¢3t10ﬂs may help reducé
'Acourse drop QUtS%\;IhESE, of course, have staff time -and Dudget 1mp11cat1cns
far‘ PEPs.. - o | ,
.LackrnF spouse ar partnEr support aTF participant 1055 of inte"egt are

drop out reasons which aﬁpear to have implications For thE CGﬂtEﬂt of PEP

courses. Helping participants to deal W1th75pouse or parther non-sYRport

=




TG ",
'=§i1 for reducing drop-quts. In addition, closing what eppeere'
: ;weae gep?%etween that being offered and participant interests cou]d help

o iﬁe%ézge the *holding" -power of PEP ceureee . These wpuid,eeem te be two

H'*

f;’l1mpertent eene1derat1en$ regerd1ng EPvnel—vanee.; Attracting eﬁfe11eeew

4stbr ﬁéursee -and maintaining their pertici%et1en‘ence enre11ed‘3re eeifi%e1

aegiﬁt for he191ng to eneure PEP eueeess They are explicit measures upon

ek [

wh?ﬂ; the relevance of PEPS can be eseeseed

';? g 47 0ther Characteristics. " Mor n oneahe1f of the region's PEPs

¢ (51 Zi, A= 107) reperted that their act V1t1ee are directed toward a
epee1f1e target greup Megor target droup categer1e5 included:. #(e) Tow .
1neeme, (E) minorities, (e) abusive parente, and (d) parents of handieepped
This finding varied net1eeeb1y by state and by type of sponsoring ergen1-
zation. These findings were not e1ear regarding, PEP re]evance to families

;he major target grou Most PEPs 130 (62.2%) of 209 in-the region do not

charge parent fees for teking;eeuféeeg 'Fiedﬁnge for EEPS in egeh state
were similar except for Oklahoma, where a majority of PEPs indfeeted clients
have to pay fees for.c Ereee.. With respect to types of PEP sponsoring
organizations, only findings for the private, profitamak%ng'group differed
" from regional results. A ajority of PEPs in this type of organization do
eherge course fees, i;e
PEP eeerses in the regienéevera11 are oF?ered during the evening
(75.6%, n = 138). Morn?ng (53,52, ﬁ‘s 112) and afternoon (48.3%, n = 110)
offerings were the second and third most popular t%mee, Least popular was

,39). Regerd1ng Fether '

PEP courses offered on the weekends (18.7%, n

participation in PEPs, 190 (90?9%) of the 209 reependente reg1en w1de

20 T
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_eighteen minutes. A total of 176 (84.2%) PEPS reported that they had Sy

indica}ed that such participation was important. Response patterns by
state and sponscring organizations concerning the importance of father
participation waéﬁnear1y fﬁé same as the Fegicn's; It would appear that
PEP providers could eﬁhaﬁce their program relevance through more. vigorous

efforts to 1nvg1ve Fathers

Feg1an can be further characterized as (a) cFFéf%ng about

& i

PEEs in the#
two courses- 51mu1tanecu51y, (b) he]d1ng approx1mate1y five c]a&s meet1ngs&

per cayrsg, and (c) conduct1ng c1asses which last for' abaut one hour and \

i
=}
. E \

= . i . . = : ', — /
specific goals. Babysitting services are generally not available for . “—

parents attending PEP courses as indicated by 102 (48.8%) of the 209
regpondents. Further, almost one-fifth (x = 18.99) of the pérticipants‘
éhde1ng in PEP courses regionally do not complete them. '

to 5,500

Results show that PEPs in the region %;rve anywhere from &

7Ipart1C1pants during a year. On the average, evidence reveals thdt PEPs

h&‘

regionally serve more than three hundrad fifty (x = 352.04) clients

yearly. The characteristics briefly described in this section differed

somewhat by state and by type of sponsoring organization. Those " differences

are not presenved for discussion in this repoert. g
D. Demographic Chara;te;ist%és \\
1i:_Ciients Served by Family Types. A magor purpose of. the survey
was to determine to what extent PEPs were serving parents w1£;:chang1ng é%%;d
family structures (e.g., single parent, aivorced; remarried, foster, : 7£i

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

family types in this region (CENTER Interimféépgrt, February 1980) and
appear to be the major family type nation-wide. Results in Table 4 show

21 .,
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"Intaut parents, first marr1sge" (x% '50.14). Ev1dence shuws further that
- ci1ents Frum "S1ngls parents divarced" fam11ies were the second. ranked

27.81). The family = #

type must ccmmun1y served by PEPs reg1unai]y (x%

,typs of c11ents least served by PEPs was "Adupt1vs parents" (x% ED 79)

The f1nd1ngs var1ed somewhat when exam1ned by state and by spunsar1ng

:furganjzat1on _ Dvsra11,‘1t appears that PEPs are serv1ng c11ents frum the
uurs t;aditiunal Fam11y type (i.e !,v1ntsst, first married)’ Huwever PEPs
sesu;fs;be incréas%ng their reievance fu families with shang1ng structures

fas ev1dencsd by "Sing1e parents, d1vurcsd“ be1ng rsnked as the sssund ;

' highest fam11y type uf the c]isnts they serve. | e

“

1 1ts Served by . Emp]uyment Patterns Rssu1ts (ses Table 4)

1nd1cats that the tup-ranked emp]eymsnt pattern of must clients served by .
PEPs wasv"Twu parents wurking" (X% = 40 97) Rsnked secund was the smp]uy—

. _ment pattern "One parent wurk1ng, one at’ hums" (X% = 38 16). . The' former
ﬁfinding sppears to suppurt the gruwing trend of more muthérs return1ng to
;the work force wh11e ths Iattsr 1sfmure typical of trad1t1una1 fam11y
smp]syment pat%erns in the nation. Of more 1nterest are the third and
'fuurth ranked family patterns reg1una11y whu:h var_y s'|1ght“’ when exammed

r_'by state, spensar1ng organlzat1nns and- funding suursss ' Buth "Sing1e parent
wo E" (X% = 27.74) and-"Single parent not working" (X%-= ]7;59), as ;.;uu:
em loyment pattsrns'DE:ETisnts served by PEPs, are indisatfvs-uf changing’ !
: fsiiiy st}uéturss Aithough!faui1ies with these kinds of empiuyment‘pétférﬁs
) app~ently are servsd in 1esssr numbers by PEPs when compared to the tup

ran pattérns, it wuu]d appear that PEPs are increasingly gr,vid1ng »

serv1ces to '1ents in fam111es whose structures are chang1nai

ThlS ‘seems




to refleet a grpw1ng re]evense df PEPS to these kinds of femi11es

'3. Ciients Served pzﬁReeia] Erdups. Census date (CENTER Interim

' Re pdrt, Februery TQBD) 1ndieete thet Nhites represent the 1argest persentege :
pf the regipn s pppu1atien. Results (see Teb1e 4) 1nd1eete that Nh1tes are |
the tpp-renked-ree1e1 e11ent group serVed by PEPs reg1une11y (x% = 59,53);
“Ty;ﬁw__mngy state. by spdnsar1ng drgenieet1ens B1acks were seepnd ranked (?%’% 29.91)
5:7“" . as<the raeie1 group most served by -PEPs-in the regipn Mexicen Amer1eens_-
| ere the third ranked re:ieT e11ent grpup served by mpst PEP in the region.
These petterns very spmewhat by stete end by sppnser1ng orgenizatidn The
ver1et1pns tend tp be 1ndicet1ve of pdpulet1dn petterns found in the reg1pn
| and states 1nd1v1due11ys Mean renk1ngs ‘indicate that more Blacks and Mexican _
Amerieen_e]ients ere*served by PEPs most1y dependent upon federal fundsss
'kMesieen'Amerieens are least served bv PEPs dependent mdst1y‘§n ddnetipns
wherees PEPs with Fund1ng mpst1y frpm client fees serve the least number
- of ‘Blacks. In terms ef PEP SpQﬂSDF1ng prganieet1dns more BTeeks were
served by thdse essoc1eted with pub11e schools with the fewest served by
PEPs esspe1eted w1th private prpf1t groups Mex1een Amer1eens also were'"
mere served by pub11e schpp1 PEPs but least served by church/re11g1pus |
grpup affiliated PEPs. | |

4 ‘\C11ents Served by Inepme Leve1 PE?s, regionally serve more low

" income Tevel c11ents (X% =49.08) than any of the:other income levels
(see Teb1e 4). This pattern varies by state and by sponsoring prgenizet1on
Middie 1nepme c11ents were the second renked (x% * 32, 24) c11ent group thet
most PEPs serve*\ prever th1rd but c1ose1y ranked was the 1ewer middle
income C11ent grpup ~ Somé ver1et1dn in these’ petterns can be seen in. stete

and spunspr1ng organization renkrngs (Teb1e 4).

]




Reeu1te 1nd1eete overai1 that low 1ncpme e11ents ere eerVed mpst by Y
PEPs Nhiie the dete do not. prpv1de reaepn pr eeuee Fpr thie, the defie1t

Lo

jmpde1 1ssue or questipn epu1d be re1eed wﬁth respeet teﬁﬁhether PEP prpv1dere

,‘i

peree1ve thet 1pw 1nenme e1rents are 1n need of mpre parent educet1en ;ﬁ‘

services SQTely beceuse pf their SES eiﬁtue. Np 1ns1ghts to th1e queet1on lx\\

w1th reepeet te the re]evence -of PEPe fpr fﬂm111es with chengtng strueturee
SLIMMARY L R 'ﬂf/ - |
F1nd1ngs were presented and d1eeussed wh1eh ettempted te shpw hpw
relevant PEPe were te ehenging Fam11y structures; Reievancy was exem?eed .
- ~ from the*perepeetive pf fpur'var1eb1es - (1)-the typesfef~fem111es whpse |
1ieeuee are eddreeeed, (2) the meapr tppiee of prpgrem eet1v1ties, (3) key
-eharaeter1et1es of pregrems, and (4) se1eeted demogreph1e verieb]es Beeed !
h:upen the resufts of the. study, seven cpne1usiens w1th respect tp PEP |
'=re1evanee for fam111es with changing structures ere ‘offered. These eon-r
T ‘e1uejpns are. drewn and; presented eesent1e11y with respeet to the reg1pn as
a whple, The Peaepn Fpr‘%his is that state end sppn50r1ng prgen1zat1pn
.......... find1nge evere11 were. ezmller tp regijonal.. results .In cases where there
were net1ceeb1e d1fferences, the dete d1d not e1ear1y 1nd1eate why they
ex1sted | o |
" First, -the family type served by most PEPS was heet‘peseribed as -
f'hintett pehente,-first merrtage;"; Thiegje.the dpminent»tehi1y.type 5n
- Amerieeh,epeiety‘tpdeyt(Pitkih ehd“MaShiek, IQSD)? Thue, PEPs still
I T e L RO | A \
50 -




pruv%de most- sgrvices far the dnminant Fam11y type Hawever there is

1.

"evidenqe uF mavement tnward serv1ng emerg1ng Fam11y types as seen in the

, &
;épjnding that "SingTe parénts, divorced" was ranked seco,d as the typé QF "f

fam11y ﬁEPs serve These findings were genera11y the S'me by state and
' :b_y spansoring argénizatinn Frgm the standpmnt of typegf fam1‘|1es

éerved, it wcqu appear that PEPs genera11y are beconpng PETEvant to -

E

o

fFam11ias with changing structures - ':fif

'“Sécand, "Twn parents working" was tcpﬁranked percentagg w1se as the

- emp]ﬁym.nt aﬁtern Ef c11ents served by reg1ona1 PEPE Th1$ Fam11y type
| 15 gr,wing i 'numbers -and sha11 ré%ch pﬁnpartions by 1990 tﬂ have a

. signi ’cantr fféct nn cnnsumptiqn, time use and mnb111ty patterns (Masn1ck

and Bane, 1980) 51nté the emergence of th1s Fam11y type Df Employment

fpattern is 1ncreas1ng, PEPS are hEV1ng tD prnv1de servaces ST:ghtIy

5

:d1fferent fram thase USUE]]Y OffEPEdi“ Such faétéﬁs as best ava11ab1é T

P a

t1me Fcr courses, content and Format of caurses and. d1réct1ng actﬂv1tles
,toward both parents 1ﬂstead oﬁ;one wculd seem to be 1mpcrtant cons1derat1ongs;?
: FurthEr ev1dence of serv1c§.to fam111es w1th chang1ng structure can be SEE“& :gl
’w1th the f1nd1ng that "Single parent wcrklng“ was the thlrd ranked emp]oy-
ment-pattern of clients served by PEPs. Exam1n§t1on of state and spcnsqr1ng.
ofganfzatiaﬁ Findings revealed very sfmi1ak'patterns generéi1y. Thus, PEPs
appear to be relevant tn c11ents with chang1ng family structures based upon
ngparts of’emp1ayment patterns Fcr thase being served » o . L
_ Th1rd, 1t wou]d appear that the rac1a1 breakdown of c11ents served by
PEPs is can51stent w1th reg1ana1 census data comp11&d ear11er by the progect
(CENTER Inter1m Report to NIE, February' 1980). - Th§ tcp—ranked-rac1a1 groups

2

served by PEPs overall in the region are Anglos, Blacks, and Mextican

b
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154 tc reﬁevance fﬁr fam1lies whqse structures are chang1ng

g'; Féurth PEPs Dveral1 serve mnstly Tow 1ncame e]lents._ However, there

are ﬁﬂt1ceable nank1ng differences ﬂn<Lou151ana, D;Tahuma, and private -

gPa 1tqmak1ng PEP5,= Genera11y, 1cwer middle and m1gd1e 1nsome c11ents are

se ,ed seconﬂ=mast by PERS ‘Thus, it appeérs that PEPs,Ewh11e d]re¢t1ng

Qf thé1r eFFerts toward low 1n:ame c]ients, are beglnn1ng to serve

and eariy 19?05 F1nd1ngs, hawever haVE no . diréct baar1ng upnn PEF

:-iﬂ‘j Flfth PEPs can. be gener311y character1zed as; 1) beang part gf some .
4

and (3) d1re¢t the1r act1v1t1es taward spe21f1c targét graups : Further,

PE?S everall p1an the1r a£t1V1t1es an a 1ongerangé baS1s and do- ngt

;{ charge the1r clients fées for caurses PEP staff usuaT1y wark Fu1] t1me '

r

and have prafessiana] staff. w1th traTning in re]ated spEC1alizat1cns (e.qg. ,_‘

‘flciff; an 1ncr2351ng number aF middle 1ncome c11ents ~-The IEtter 'seems to be a

: f*&nat1ceable departure from the’ targi!;grﬂup Facus ‘of PEPs! during the 19605

1arger Qrganizationai structure, (2) Funded mastly w1th Federa1 man1es, ,g

ch11d deve1opment, etc.). There arerc1ear1y def1ned reasons wh1ch mat1vaté‘

parents ta enra11 1n PEP caurses and speé§f1c reasans yhy they dFQp out .of

L

o “courses. In both—ﬁases, 1t appears that haw PEPS attempt to deve1up ac-

t1v1t1es which take 1nta aﬂcaunt these reasans W111 be. eSsentia1 1n

determ1n1ng the1r relevanﬁa tD parents, espeg1a11y thuse W1th chang1ng

fam11y structures - However, it is not clear from the findings how relevant =

\: V
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o EER
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fp:p‘; - pEpS are tg fam111es w1th chpng1ng structures
N T

o ATthough most PEPS 1ndieat;;

. ; at the end of cdurses, th: .appears to be 1nsuffic1ent in prov1d1ng them

-w1th true assessments dtjimpact et?ecttveness and/or re1evance tacktng—-~'

more, rigordus ksnds af assessments may be a cdntr1but1ng factor to the dearth!l
. V;ot 1ntormat1on necessary toredeterminnng PEP re]evance—e ewém;je?—;ig: |
Thus wh11e 1t 1s concluded that resuTts seem to 1nd1cate that PEPs
are. shdw1ng signs of becom1ng re1evant to fam111es whose structures are
_chang1ng, 1t appears overa]] that most PEP act1v1t1es are st111 being
prov1ded For "trad}t1ona1" tam111es In’ that sense, PEPS’ are not '
cre1evant to tam111es w1th chang1ng family structures. based upon reports
of family 1seues—addressed t§p1cs of program act1v1t1es descr1pt1ons of
program characterist1cs and descr:pt1ons of part1c1pants -served. |

'””RecoMMENDATIst B f'“”\f,"'

Parent education programs hold much promise as a means ot prov1d1ng
ass1stance to those who- are, 1nvo1ved w1th parent1ng ro1es As such,

.PEPs must be aware ot the complexities- oF pa;enting as a process, the
extraneous Factors 1mpact1ng upon the process and those involved, the
range of program a1ternat1ves and act1V1t1es which can enhance the process,

» the need to etfect1ée1y assess what is or hasgpccurred so as to 1ncrease

‘eftect1veness, espec1a11y regard1ng fam111es whose structures are
chang1ng and have to deal w1th a s11ght1y d]fterent set of ,issues, concerns,
and needs wh11e some of this awareness appears ,ffbe evident in PEPs. tor
this rep:on, 1ncreased awareness and action is needed s1nce there 1s a

not1ceab1e growth in the number of fam111es with structures d1tterent

from the trad1t1ona] family type. It is felt that the t1nd1n§s from th1s
. . - N . . ) ) 5

.1_) = o e ) . } ;
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'resu1t the fa11ew1ng rezemmendat1ans are foered

1. That PEPs mgre systemat1ca11y 1déntify Fam111es w1th structures

wh1ch vary from: trad1t1ana1 farm, determ1ne the1r needs and

praﬁ1de them w1th re]evant serv1ces

2. That PEPS seek tD dEV1se and 1mp1ement a mane EDmpFEhenSIVE

N AT ,pragram re]evance_ o E S AR

X o - PTOgrail -retevan f
S a0 That PEPS .develop more v1ab]e methads of offér1ng SEFV1ces

) which are sens1t1yertp reasons which cause ¢ 1lgnt;~§prenra11

igﬁﬁjf  -+ and/or drop out of courses Qbiéh'in éfﬁécivshéu;agheiﬁ'redu;e-
T ~ irrelevance. o L L - S 5: R
* * ‘4.~ That PEPs dévelep mﬁre G‘f ‘their- act1:v1t1es aﬂ’:u’nd'the--*assumﬁﬁ-bn?;};\-;a-,,-—_;;

1
o o that parents want to-be better parents and fu!ther reduce the
DR - '- \ .

deFlcit appraach wh1ch centers araund some%ne e1se want1ng

them ta be better parents.

5. That CENTER (SEDL) stéff ccnduct further ana]yses of the survey "ﬁ;'

~data to determine if there are causal factars ;Dntr1but1ng to “5%§ -
= .,

patterns espec1al1y among and between Fam11y types, rac1a1 grgups, )
income 1eve15, emp1cyment patterns when exam1ned accurd1ng to
’ o »eaghvaf,the sponsur1ng argan1zatjcn5 and states in the regloni

k o 7 o [

!
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