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The Parent Involvement' Program was designed to helgp

low—1nc0me dicadvantaged mothers teach their young children during
the intant and toddler stages at home to hLelgp prepare them for later
"school entrance. The first ¢of two sessions began in the spring, 1972,
with 19 mothers participgjing.. A tutor visited each mother for cne
hour each week to discuss specific asgects of child development. and
to provide her with specific related activities to work on with her
child. The mother was asked to spend at least 15 minutes a day -
working with the child on the activities. One of the main objectives
of the program was to give the mothers practical informaticn with
which to better understand both her child and her child's
development.. Most important, the activities were to serve as a bridge
for mother~-child interaction. The program initially consisted of 16
'Lessons. The Survey of Parent Attitudes was administered to each,

_ mother in an inverview upon the completion of lesson’7. Each mother
filled. out a weekly progress sheet reporting the child's prcgress
with the activities.- After a break, the second session began with 15
cf the same mcthers. The program was considere& successful: (1) there
was a large increase in the amount of mother-child intzaraction; {2)
mothers were a little more understanding cf child behavior; and (3)
children imgrcved physically, mentally, erotionally, and soc1ally.
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INTRODUCTI?N

Parents as Teachers . .

In our modern society, ‘the teaching ‘of children has traditionally

-

been relegated to that brand of professional whom we more éommonly refer ~

. -

to as a "teacher." Parents have been typically assigned a more passive

-
-

role in their child's formal education énq frequengly are urged by the

. education profession to avoid any direct attempts at formal instruction

in the home.as such effogts might prove incompatible with that taught

in school.q ,
- y -

More recently, however, the involvement of parents directly in the
-»

* » -
education of their child at the preschool level is being rediscdvered

A

Y

as a valuable aid to the.Ehild’s development,. Studies on modeling have
- * . :
indicated that older significant per;uns‘in the life of the child often - -

serve as models whose qualities and behavior the child attempts to

-

emulate. In.summarizing research onr the actual effect or influence of ;J

. : . ‘
such models, Bronfenbrenner;(lQBB), concludes-that measurable changés

in the behavior of a child are facilitated by exposure to models °
exhibiting the desired behavior at an appropriate leve'l of understanding

for the child. 'The effect or influenge of such qodels is even enhanced:

£ =
L s

whenever there is strong emotional involvement present betweenythe child

. e ¥

and model; whenever -omplex patterns of interactjion exist; whenever the
’ +

model is perceived by the child as having high status; amd @hénever the
LS . *

model represents a group or affiliation of which the child.is a member

- +

or of which the child is desirous of becominc a member.’

A child's parents are in the rare position of possesging afi*pf

the above criteria for exerting a very powerful influence on a child's




* -

- parents and more paxticularly the motlLer
hizm mest of the day.
The Parent Educaticn Projec

1967) has adopted the approach cf teaching low-1in Cue mOUHTr

low-income mothers how tc stimlate @eir infants. Felyving heavily

.

. . . ¢ Y . .
ugon, thie normatlvd‘wcrk of Gesell, Cattell, ang Bayley tor the o

tion and seguencing of stimulaticnal nater:als, emphasis was placed

upon modeling for the mother who in turn would mcdel the specifizxd

. . . Sl .
béhavioral pattern for-the ghild. Although there .as some aitr:tichn

’

cn the part of the participating mothers because of declizing intecect

s

and moving cut of the immediate geographical areca, tne program was

. ! o aas . .
able t6 demonstra:e the viabllity of the concept and its zontinued

+

, workability over time. There was a2lso some evidence c¢f keneficial

effects upon the children as measured Ly testing at six montns and

1]

one year.

The Ypsilanti Home Teachinu Project (Weikart & Lambie, 126t)

»

was an experimental effort designed to test the féasibil;ty of sending

tcachers into the homes of disadvantaged farilics for tae purpcse of

providing a training program for the mcther as well as a tutcring
program for the preschool child without an accompanying classroom
L 3 B

program. Jnly four ygar olds and their mothers wcie included in the

experimentaltéample. The program was individualized and involved a

one and one-half nour visit each week. An attempt was made to raise
~

the intellectual functioning of the child through direct child-teacher
R » [

interaction, while at the same time attemptinj to foster teaching and

-

" child management skills in the mother through mother-teacher inter-

4
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A
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effects upon the children as measured Ly testing at six montns and
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one year.

The Ypsilanti Home Teaching Project (Weikart & Lambie, 126t}

»
3

was an experimental effort designed to test the feasibility of sending

=

teachers i1nto the homes of disadvantaged fariliszs for tiie purpcse of

providing a training program for the mcther as well as a tutecrirg
program for the preschool child without an accompanying classroom
L 3 .

¥ i
program. Jnly four ygar olds and their mothers woie included in the

experimentaliéample. The program was individualized and involved a

one and one-half nour vis&t each week. An attempt was made to raise

the intellectual functioning of the child through direct child-teacher
R » [

interaction, while at the same time attemptinj to foster teaching and

-

child management skills in the mother through mother-teacher inter-

\
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)
action. Although acceptance of the project on the part of the mothers
was quite good, results of testing on the Stanford-Binet and on the

»

Peabody Picturg Vacabulary Tdst yielded no signaficant differences

- =

- between the experimental children and a control group of childien.

Clarizio (1968) attempted to provide a different- type of

approach, with emphasis upon small group meetings and counseling
3

for parents. Thiee groups of four to five-year-cld children were

) i *
used: two experimental and one control. Children irn both experimental
groups were enrolled in an eight-week swummer Head Start program.

The parents of one of these expeiimental groups were involved in

small group meetinés with staff as well as meetings in which guest

speakers appeared. Parents of the other experimental group received

-

the same treatment as above with the addition of an experienced
social w;rker. The third group, the contrd& group, was not involved
in either Head Start or parent activities. Results on the Teacher
’Ratingiscale showed changes in the predicted qirgction, but these
were not significant.

In a study by McCarthx {(1968), the effect of paxept involvement
was assessed in three groups of families whose children 'attended
Head Start classes. For one group an individual home visit plan
to work with the parents was undertaken. In another group, parents
vere involvéd only to the extent of attendigg periodic group méetingg.

In the third group, no effort was made at all to work with the parents

. \ -
of the participating children. Pre~ and posttesting on the Peabody

Picture Vocabulary Test'(PPVT)'andhthe Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic

»
*

‘Abilities (ITPA) yielded results showing significant gains for the

bl

3 . : ' ’



L d
- - -

home visit group on the ITPA and exhibited a sighificant positive change
1n parent att;tudés as measured by the Parent Attitude Survey (rAS .
No significant gai;s ongthe ITPA or the PAS were shown for any of th-
" other parent groups, nor were significant gains on the PPVT detected
for any of the three groups. . .
A study conQucteh at the ﬁéﬁohgtration and Research Center fecr

Efxly Education (Forrester, 1971) involved the training of 20 low-

income moth&rs to provide cognitive stimulation for their seven to

eighteen-month-old infants. A home visitor worked in eacA home for

approximately a one-hour period for a maximum total of twentx-four home

visits. During the visits, attention®was given to phy-ical and §9§jal

aspects of the home envircnthent. The home visitor demonstrated and

reinforced adult behavior patterns which provided feor the physical,

emotional, social and intellectual development of duei&dant. Results

-

of pre- and post*esting indicated significantly higher scores for the ex-

+ -

perimental group over a control group cn the Bayley Mental Scale, the
ériffith Mental Development Scale, and the Uzgiris-Hunt Infant Psychological

Development Scale. Overall, the,program‘appeared'to be most sudccessful

in influencing favorably several areas of infant intellec+ual functioning.

The éeneral inconclusiveness of g;sulté of parent-centered programs
in the é&ea of Eémpensatory.education {with the exception of Fbrrester,,
1971) eoupled with the lack of séecific infdrmation as to the nature of
change in the parent-child relationship fosq%red by such p;oqféms, thus

nrovided the major impetus toward initiating the present Parent Involve-

ment Program. . Jd .

'[ER\,
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7
THE' PROGRAM

Description

the Parent Inv.lvement Program was an integral part of the Pennsyivania

Research in Infant Development and Education (PRIDE) Q'OJect (busewicz, 1972:
3 T

Dusewicz and Higgins, 19715 1972). 1t was designed to eacourage and to helg

.

low4incoﬁa.disadvantaged mothers teach ;Ekér young children many things in
the home during the infant and toddler stages of development 1n order to
help prepare them for later entrance 1ntc a preschool or regqular school en-
vironment. The progr?m began in the Spring of 1972 with nineteen mothers
part1c1p;t1ng. These participants were randomly selec;ed}%rom the mothers .
of the forty disadgantaged children enrolled in the infant group (12-20

.months) of the PRIDE pruject. The mothers were then contacted and a con-

venient time for the tutor's visits to the home was sef,up. The tutor visited
. \ .

»

with each -aother for a one-hour period each week to discuss spec¥fic aspects
'gf child development and to provide her with specific related activities to

work on with her child. The mother was asked to spend at least f.fteen
minutes a day (one hour and a half per week) working with the child on the
activities. The mother was encéuraged to choose a time for these activities
which would remain fairly cqhsistent auring the program during which there
would be fe;\dlstractxons for both the mother and the child.

) One of the main objectives of the program was to glve the mothers a
practical reservoir of infor@atfon from which to build a better understand-
ing Of_Poth’her ¢hild and her child's development. The‘pr%gram, th;}éfore,
also stressed tﬂ% types of act&vities which would help-heg child grow phy-
sicallyy mentally, emotionally, and socially. Most impornanﬁ, however, was

the idea that the activities would serve as a bridge for mother-child_inter—

ac¥ion and communigefion.

Discussion \5essioLs
B *

The discussions for the Parent Involvement Program were designed to
. -

+

last approximately a half-hour each week. All areas of child development

were covered. Theyfirst six lessons provided general information

]
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about what she fegd and what the child was expected-te do. It was

o . -

emphasized that the child snhould be pralsed and. encouraced fo{,tqyznq

his bhest, not for perfectinn of performance in each activity.

- +

The activities were designed to be fun for hoth mother and chiid.
i1f a child had no interest in a certain actavity, the mother was not
- . ' -
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encouraged te force the child to woMk ATethl 1t, but rather- Lo try to

-

interest the -h1ld 1n a different activity.
The materials reguired for the activitles were eithiy [ ommon

neusehold e€ciacts or raterials which had been made by tre tutor and

. .
given to the rother. However, even the prepared materials could have
been made by the rother herse.f 1€ she had the time. For examplc[ the
< *
naming of houschold objects vequires the child and the mother tc walk

through a room and talk about all the objects they see. Some pictures’
”

of various household objects are also provided by tne tutor. As a

supplementary activity, which is done if the mother has time and the

ckild is interested, the mother and child are to sit down with a

»

magazine and simply talk about the pictures they find -1n there. Nesting .

i

and stacking of boxes requires three empty boxes or cans of varying

sizes which would normally be thrown away in the trash. ©n this particular

»

activity several pothers used plastic cups which 'varied in size. ©One

. B

. » )
mother used some cannisters of three varying sizes. .

Each week, there was at least one activity which involved motor

. _ ) . =~
coordinaticn, one which dealt primarily with cognitiye development,

* -

another with language, and a fourth activity dealing with emotional

growth, social growth, or séhsory discrimination. Naturally, these

“

activities were Lot entirely separate fror each other since "all areas
s . ‘ »

of the chila's growth are well-integrated in most tasks in which he

may become engaéed.
The dctivities increased in difficulty and level of cognitive
and language skills required of the child to be successful. The
4

.

1ﬁcréé$e in difficulty was gradual and the child 3hould have been




.

~-

. able to piogress through the activities with success.
} ’ ?ﬁe child, for.exahple,,was indirectly introduced to coiors By

T matching poker chips with objects of the same color, which did not force

- Y

the, child to learn the names himself.” Several weeks later, the child -«
* was given a color lotto game™sg which he, gradually learned to fecognize

-

rames of the different colors bv é"‘ﬁting the particular color the

- '

of . . mother asked for,. telling he. . celor he had selected, and then,
matching that color with the same color on the game boajZ%;;
1d31e," and

., The activities which teach the conceptsof "large,"
] - - £
"small" sizedness were introduced over the course of five lessons. The
’ s‘ ) ne

s child was first exposed to the words by playing with an apple lotto

.

e . gaﬁz which ‘involved the various diffe;enngizeSa The mother gave the ¢~

. child one apple at a time, telling him whaich size he had. The child waé

asked merely to match=the apples, not to identify the;;ize himself. ~.
. { i
About ten lessons late{{P:hchhild was presented with four different \ L
. :

objects, each type of object having a large and a small size. The
- . - ~

av

child was askea to identify which of the pair of objects was larger and

P .

later, which objécf was smaller. The n?ft week, the child was asked *

to sort all the large objects into a large container and theny all the
tsmall objects into a small container. The same sequence was used for
L F “—'
. 'two more weeks to introduce the concept of a middle sizedness employing /
% o '{ . H hat
. i the same four types of objects. The mother was encouraged to let the

child4proceed at his own rate through each step so that at the end of ’
the fifteenth lesson, the child would be well on his way to mastering

. the rudiments of-size discrimination and ordination.
. -

.




EVALUATION OF PROGRAM“ -
\>§§truments Used ' ‘ ’

[

-

The Parent Involveméht Program initially consisted S} sixteen lessons.
. The Survey of Parent Attitudes }S“Ailwas administered to\bach partici;:;ing
mo ér, on an intefview basis, upon the completion of lesson seven. The
re-u1t§ of this measure are presented_bel?w in the "Survéy Results"
gections of tﬁis i‘e;;org:: o . * f}» ) /(’

'JAAweeklx report of eaph'child}s pfigress with thg activities was
recﬁiyéd'§y the tutor in the.form of.a éro;ress sheet filled out by the
mother, The mother recoréed the amount of time §he\§nd the child spent
e

v kbn the activities and the amount of success the chi;é experienced in
&t each activ}é;rgated on %‘th?ee-poizt scale - (1) fést, (2) XK, (3) needsg
mgke time. The mbther aiso.recorded ény problems, questions or éomments'

she may have had during the week. .

!

One copy of this reporf wds given to the tutor and the other copy

was kept by tﬁe mother. In this way, both the tutor and the mother had

-

N )
previous records of the lessons antd~twould follow the child's progress
/7 Cooe . .
through the program. .

'y Participant Observations

~ “ v

" The most beneficial feedback from the program proved to beé the

AY .

/ e comments about the discussions and.the’activities made by the @chegs
- 1/3 during the hour sessions with the tutor. Alllof the mothers enjoyed tﬁe
program a;d felt that they were gainihg new insight into.their child's
- behévior and growth patterns.
s One of the major developmeénts which ﬁany of the mothers attributed

+,

. to the program was the increase in their child's vocabulary and speech.

Not only was the child apparently using,moré words, which had been

A : ]

’-16—




3 .
1 introduced to him through picture identification and the various :
. ) _ .
activities, but he was also speaking more clearly.

-~
. After learning the words "smooth" and "rough" through a game of (

tactile recognition, one child went to all the.individuals 1n her family

.

t

rubbing_their faces and then declaring their skin either smooth or rough.

. Anotner child was able to name all the animals which he siaw on a farm
s visit as a result of his mother's work with him 6n the activ1§3es
given to her :n the lessons. After working on am” astivitys involving
. the parts of thesbody,‘another mother was‘apazed when her «ch1ld was able
to tell her exactly which.part of his lec was scratched.
The mothers were copstantiy commenting on the large amount of
;nterest which the children displayed in the activities. They felt

that this 1nterest was mainly due to the fact that the child was
Y

receiving more attention from his mother. For at least fifteen minutes

a day, the child had his mother's entire attention. It was also

a time when the child would be praised and encouraged whilq he was

)‘ N engaged in the actlxities.

The lessons also served as an.attentloﬁ getter with people why .

visited in the child's home. The mothers fiade such comments as:
- 1Y

"Arlenc always wants to show off when we have company .

She runs to the closet and asks for her activities
N - folder."” >
"Whenever someone comes, TiTi is always there showing ’
them what she can do."

"As soon as his Daddy comes homé, Drew will get the .
materials and show him how to do them."

i The older children in the families also took &n interest in thelir .

1
2 -

preschool sibling. Often if the mother had trouble getting the child

-11-
Q .
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interested in a certain activity or did'not have enough time to work
with the child, tlie older children would work on the activities with
the child.

"Leyda wouldn't folléw the directions when I would do

them with her, but if her brother and sisters would

do them too, *hen she would do them.”

"Drew's sisters like to play school. They get his
materials ~ut and use them for the lessons."”

“Beulah's brother likes to color the pictures for
her. Sometimes when the older children get home
from school, they get all her lessons and have a
lot of fun doing them with her.”
+Although clder children were frequeﬁtly of help to the mother in
working wifh the participating child, if the older one was only a year
or two older, the ﬁéther‘sometimes had problems with the older child
always wanting to work on the activities with the mother too. 1In
‘this situation, the older child often dominated the activity time by
showing that he already knew all the answers. He would give the
answers or do the activity before the younger child hFd a chance to
re§pond or participaté.
in such a situation, the mother either tried to spend as much
time with the older child reading a book or playing some sort of
game or she t¥ied to get the older child to,help the younger one do
his activities when she ai& not have time. Both solutions were
somewhat successful.
The overall Prbgramxhglped the mother become more aware of

the growth and development of her child. Through discussion of

the various concepts and the specific problems of her child, the-

mother felt she understood t?e child's behavior better at times, and

i
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even had a little more patience with him. The mothers were often

amazed at the activities which the child could perform successfully. _

The mothers made very few comments about the lecture part of

the lessons. About one-third of the mothers were actively involved
- : ~ .
in asking questions as the lecture proceded and giving examples of

what the tutor was talking about. The other two-thirds of the
mothers listened, but made only infrequent comments until the

act_vities part of the lesson was reached.

Tutor Observations

There was considerable variance in the extent of participation

in the program by the mothers, although they were all véry receptive

LS

of the program. About a quarter of the mothers worked with their

,, -

child for at least a half hour every day. Another half worked with
the child for the suggested amount of time, Sometimes getting an

extra five minutes with the child on one or two of the days. The

B

remainihg fourth only went through the activities once during- the

week , whi?h maf have amounted to about a half hour at the most
bef«re the next scheduled home visit:

For the first couple of weeks, it was very hard to get t@é
mothers to respond to either the lectures or the activities in

terms of questions asked of the tutor. However, by the end of

the seventh week, all the mothers were responding to a certain

extent. This problem of getting t¢ know ¢ach other 'may have been




Q
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eliminated if the tutor had had an opportunity for se'eral informal™ ‘e

’

1nterviews with each mother before the fcrmal program becgan. In such
an interview, the tutor ccald l:sSten to the problems which the mothers
were most concerned abdut in their child's development and the areas

of developrfent which the§ wer: most .nterested in. * .
- . . ‘
Many of the mothers were very hard to contact 1f the tutor was

. .

unable to be there one week or 1 the mother had not been home for

several weeks and. the tutor wanted to check: to see 1f anytning waj

wfong. Also, 1t was very hard for the tutor to know whether the

mother was going to be at home at the specified time each week.,

. . -
Most of the mothers made a point of being home and only rarely

missed a lesson, but there were a few mothers wh¢. were absent more
than théy were at home. These few mothers got further and further '

behind in the lessgns and finally, dropped ocut of the program giving

! , ) . LN
as a reason; not having enough time to do the activities during .
the week. . //
Becausé tne Parent I‘yolvement Program was started late

in the sc¢hoo. vear, 1t was decided to extend the program through -

the summer months. There was a four week break between the two

“sessions and when the érogram started again on June 26, 1972, only

fifteen of the nineteen mothers were contiﬁuinga By the end of the

o
summer, three other mothers had dropped cut of the program because

of summer jobs and other commitments. .

.

-14~-
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Survey Results

>
.

The Survey of Parent Attitudes was designed to evaluate the Parent

N .
Involvement Program. In its construction it was divided into two secticns:

the fi;;t to primarily elicit ;yaluative Statements‘about the program, and
the second to elicit theoretifal orlproblem-solying‘responses to issues or
%situations central to early éhildhébd develomment.
_ Of the 19 participants in the program, 15 were able to be interviewed;
4 wefe unavailable due to perscnal reasons. The survey was administered to
each of the parents igdividually'in their homes during the_co#rs; of a week .
In this report each of the survey items will be éiscussed with respect
to intent, content and resulté. Each item will be numbered according to 1its
order oé.analysis. The interviewing order is indicated in parenthesés. A
copy of the items in the interviewing order is attached. -
"1I. Evaluative Items ‘
A. R;tionale
1.0 (2) "why did you get involved in the program?"
.1.1 This was meant to determine initial moL}vat;on so that
parent satisfaction or dissatisfaction could be evaluated
- based on their expectations. X .
RESULTS: Interviewees found this question rather dif-
ficult to answer specifically; perhaps becau;e they per-
ceived it as being directly evaluative of the;selves.
Rg;ponses were thus difficult to categorize, but generally
60% indicated that they hoped it would help them to work
.with threir own children and others, possibly in a job

sitvation. The remaining 40% found it difficult to ver-




balize a personal objective; however, both this yroup and

the other 60% during the coyrse of the interview mentioned
that a primary factor was the offering of the program 1in

their homes. Most could not have participated on any other

bas.s.
.-
(3) "Are you planning toever gct a job working with

. -

children in day care, preschool cr head start? .when?"

x
This was to directly ascertain vocational interest.

"2.2 RESULTS: 47% indicated yes after youngest children are
A ]

et
e
Fi

in school; 13% said maybe; 13% didn't know; 27% 1indicated

no.
Y

.-

(5) "what do you consider to be the impgrtant goals or

.

objectives of- the program?

3.1%ntended to detemmine whetner there was any difference in

L
perceived objectives of program and parents’ expectations.

3.2 RESULTS: 47% emphasized the importance of the parent
functioning as a teachzr with children; 33% also qpecim-'

portance as residing in the development of the parent-.
° 3

child relationship, but did n¢t express a clear operational

1dea; 20% did not know what the goals were.
DISCUSSION: It is clear through thes. responses that the

theme of pdrent helping child is a prevalent one; the means

of accomplishing it are less ¢lear to the persons interviewed.

Y

Many could not express gxactly why they got into the program:;

hOﬁfver, when vocational goals were mentioned, 47% 1indicated

-

a definite interest. These same persons expressed the concept

of psrent as teacher, indicating a congruence of perceived

LRI
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program goals and personal motivations.

*
]

B(:, Vocational Evaluation
™ . .
5.0 (8) "Do you feel better about working with groups of

.

children since beginning the program?"

-

Intended to detemmine perceived effect of program on

ability to work with chié,dren.'
" .
RESULTS: 73% said yes; generally indicating that they

understood children better 20% didn't know, apd 7% didn't
/

think so.

L

6.0 (11) "Dpo ;'ou- think this experience wci:ld help y-ou get a
//Lop inxt:lay care, nursery school or heai gtart?“
6.1 Intended to ascertain perceiyed pz‘ac?tica.l effect of
program, partikculdrly for those with vocatio;xal 'in‘terest.
RESULTS: A full 80% thought the.program would be of vocational .
bene‘fit, while 2% didn't know wheth.er it v{c;uld or not.
D}‘SCUSSICN: The vocational ;ntems_t developed into a
strong and consistent one. All parents who had previously
(2.0) indicated an interest in prer hool work also responded
positively to both vocational evaluation items. In addition;
33% who were not vocationally motivated thought the program
wo:xld be helpful in finding a job.
Geﬁéra'l Evaluation
8.0° (6) "In your opinien are these goals or objég@:ives being
accomplished?"
8.1 Intended to pick up major dissa.tisfactipns and possibly

elicit suggest.‘ions. ) . E




4

8.2 BESUiTﬁ: 87% - yes; 13% - don't know. No-suggoestions

offereq. ) p

4
{7) "Are you learning anything about c¢hildren tiat comon

5 a
4h

a2

sense hadn't already told you?"

Intended to suggyest negative slant in kalance to general

»

. LY : .
positive orientation of surve&‘and glicit specifics.

RESULTS: 33% did respond neg%tivcly. of* the 67% wno re-
L)

- A}

spondéd posipively all were_emphatic and more than half . ™

+
.

volunteer=ad specific content such as: increased awareness

of children's potentiai, knowledge of developmental periods,
PR .

individual difference§ and termlnblogy.

¥ -

(9) "Do you talk to any friends or neighbors about the

program? Wiat do they think?"
Intended to corroborate positive attitude toward program;
.enthusiasm wil? be communicated.
RESULTS: 60% said thgy a;d and others would like to get
into the program. 13% said yes, but didn’t know opinion.
27% said no. - ‘ '

< .
(12) "DoAyou think more people should be involved 1in programs
like this one?"
Intended to elicity general attitude through an impersonél ‘.
approach. . w.
RESULTS: 93% responded positively and 7% responded \
negatively. Suggestions to expand the program were made.

(lo) "wmat did you like most about the program?"

Intended to elicit specific positive response and cross

Y

check 1.0 and 13.0. p




[

-
! - 1

s

12,2 BESULTZ: €2w of the parents expressed o cunsistent positive

2

g response ~entering on three ¢letents: 1/ theeprogram 13 (
. 4 ‘.

( ‘ '

. vrougnt intc the home where ciose indavidual WOrk

{1
5
Ioa
e
o
o
*3
-

. 2/ narents are learning much about their ~hildren and  lst ‘
3 .

. -

. . ‘iearaing how to teach them, 3/ 2t 1s helping tre enildren and

. M . . - = X - * ‘4 . *
2 N e g
St . develiorirg a closer parent-child rbiationship. 33% indrcated

'

. sime1v that they thought it woald help tne casid. 7 didn’ .
[ | IS g

1

By

< ) know 1f they MWked anytning in particular. )

.
.

. 13.0 ('3) "what are you getting ocut of it??
. . g .

» - .

A}

¢ «+ * 13.1 Intended to elicit specific positive response and cros8
.. ¥ A

« A . \ ’

check 1.0 and 12.0. ) ‘ ‘
- A . $ -
13.2 RESULTS: 60% stressed the self education which was occurring
[ 4 - v

. . and which would he'lp them to teach c‘nildfen. 27% indicated the
. o
satisfaction.of seelng thel)r cntldren progress. 13% didn't Know.:

'14.0 (14) "Have you used, anything you have learned thus far in the
’
v ‘ . : . ; * : 13
. progfam?® Give examples.” Ly "

3

14.1 Intended.to §ind out whether specific content.of prearam had

v

. h 7 > ' s v
4 14.2 KECULTC: 80% indicated specifigs which had been helpful to
v N 4 Ind ' .

* . been wtilized.

. . A .
them. The gesponses fell into two'major categories: 1/ the

- - .
pe I

N L concept of ind#vidual differehces and 2/

-~

particuldr leariang .

. ‘. L S ™ o . i
: - ~ activitaes. 7% thoughhl_’xat everything was helpful, but e

B

. couldn’'t ment!ior;\ anyém{ing in particular. 13% d},dn;t;,__vknow.

2 ' .. 15.0, (15) "What‘did you th.ji.r(k should be changed when they give

.
¢

L] N )
the p-ogram next year?" . T

s 15.1 Intended to elicit criticism and suggestions.
. T -

15.2 RESULTS: 80%.had no critlicisms or suggestions’. Three parents

‘ - . - . - =
ERIC - o . | . f
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r/

s voiced the following opinions: 1/ the materials aren't paced

right: each_.activity should bé given more time, 2/ imitial

-~ .
N 5 k3
. level of parent k;xowlecée should be ascertained so time oo .
Y . .
* 1sn't wasted going over th’ings they already know and 3/ . ° L 4 i}
there should be parent meetings. .

s, ‘ T

16.0 DISCUSSION: It is apparent from this General-Evalugtion: ‘

-

section that, while generally ot able to express critical ’ ¢

views, the participants have a very positive attitude toward

‘ |

this program. The:only noticeable negative‘ oplr}.ion (33%)
indicated that some parents consi&ler.common sense to be ~
perhaps most important in.,child-reajring evén "though th;se ’
"collegi" t.:ech‘niq\’xes might be helpful. It is .int;eres‘ting to

. note that all parents who indicated a vocational interest in -

child care also said that they were learning things beyond the

: \ ' ) .
confines of commbn sense. \’In threir .responses parents were

genarally divided into two groups: 1/ those who grasped the R
role of parent as teacher and 2/ those who wanted to help their

-~

children, but were unable to specify ‘urther. It kas also

clear in the interviews that the participants reé/lly ap-

-
LY

preciated the fact.that the program was brought into their
*a L 4

homes where they cguld get individual attention and not be
a .

<

practically barred from the program because fhey were hame-bound.

D. Miscellaneous - . N

.

17.0 (1) "How long have you been involved in the program, thow ' .
many sessions) ?"

\
17.1 Intended to identify lerigth of exposure.

- .
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. » .
17.2 RESULTS: All of the parents indicdted nvolioment S.nce e

El

begifining of the program. 1!t .is 1n;era:i3nq tc note that

.few*knéw exactly when that was and ncne knew how man, Ses-

1] r

‘e~ slons they.had hads

- . B
-~

« 18.0 (4) "Do ypu.enjov rarticipating 'n the program?”

18.1 Intended to allow an casy response and an 2 portanity for

interviewer to-reinferce subject and elicit general .ommont-.

<

13.2 RESULTS: 100% answered positively; one parent had reservations,

o
- -
»

E. General Discussionand Conclusions

‘ puring the course of evaluating the responses to tnese opern-ended
! g

questions i1t pecame clear that parents orientations could be

F1

generally classified as either helping children or teaching

children on some questions, and as positive or negative concerning

.
the program on other gquestions. Scales for relevant questions.

'

were thus constructed as follows:

%eResponses Question
2.1 Are you plamning to ever get a job working
with chll@ren in day care, preschool or headstart?
when?
Vocational interest
No vécationdi'interest

Don't Know

3.1 what do you consider to be‘the important
goals or abjectives of the program?

Parent as teacher

Helping child




1

% Responses Question

20% c. O = Don't Know

5.1 Do you feel better about worklng with groups
of children since beginning the program?

Yes (Positive)

-
-

No (Negative)

Don't now

6.1’ Do you think this experience would help you
get a job in a day care, nursery school or head
start?

a. V = Yes (Positive)

b. 0 =Den't ow

8.1 1In your opinion are these goals or objectives
being accomplished? ) :
Yes (Positive)

Don't Know

9.1 Are you learning anything about children that
common sense hadn't already told you?
Yes (Positive)

‘No (Negative)

10.1 Do you talk to any friends or neighbors about
the program? Wwhat do they think?
Yes (Positive)

No (Negative)




i/

} . a
. % Kesponses Question
12.1 What do you like mcst about the program:
. 60% . a. V = Paren} as teacher
-
f:; ) 33% . € = Helping child
L X
7% . €. 0= Dori't Know
. 13.1 What are you gettingz out of 1t?
? T 60% a. V.= Parent as teacher ¢
y .
. 272 b. C = Helping child
13% ¢. 0 = Don't Know
‘Iﬂ.l Have you used anything you have learned
. tg%s far in the program? Cive examples.
7(”. .
80% a. V = Parent as teachar -
7% b. C = Helping children
F . F
13% c. 0 =Don't Know - . ®
. For the purposes of this analysis non-substantive and non—dlscrlmiﬁatlve
questions were elimipnated. Each parent response was then 1ndejendently
evaluated and assigned to a response category. Only categories contalning
actual responses are presenied in the scales (1.e. if there were not any "No" <
: responses, that categqry is not listed in the scale). After all responsea‘
. K . 1
, . . #
had been thus categorized, they were compared with the evaluations made of
the same responses for the analyses presented in sections A through D .above.
of the total of 180 judgments made,6 (3.33%) were found to not agree. This
was interpreted to mean that the supjective error in assigning responses to
categories was-not significant. The content of the categories is{’hteqded
% . .

to compars vocational interest - parent as teacher with non-vocational iriterest -

Q
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-

helping child, as well as general pgsitive, negative and non-responses.

The results of this analysis are preséhted below:

. , .
Evaluative Items *.
I .
Questions?® e
v
&
fParents 2 3 5 6 8 9 10 13 13 14 Tote. :
! J 01 vV vV V VvV Y Y Y v v ¢ 9
02 vV C /)v 0 Y X Y C Y v 6
03 *'v vV VvV vV Y Y Y \% \'A \% ) 10
) 04 ) 0O ¢ 0 "V Y X Y ©° Vv o v 5
i 05 X 0 VvV V Y X Y C o \ 5
|
| .1 o6 X ¢ vV vV Y X Y C C v _ 5
| , <
07 0 ¢ X 0 Y Y X ¢ o v 3
- - %
\ 08 vV vV vV Vv Y Y X VvV Vv vV 9
09 \Y \Y v V Y Yy 'Yy \Y \Y \Y 10 }. o
10 V VvV VvV VvV Y Y Y v \V Y 10
LY
11 V V VvV VvV Y Y Y v v v 10
12 . vV ¢ VvV V Y Y Y \V Y v 9 .
Y
13 V V Vv VvV Y Y Y C \Y \V 9
M . 14 X 0 0 0 0 X X 0 0 0 <0
. R
15 X 0 0 Vv b v X v c 0 . 3
Total 9 7 11 12 13 10 11 9 9 12 103

3P?r a listing of questions indicating both the order of administration

-

-
an¢ the analysis reference numbers see "Evaluative Items Listing,' given

below.
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Paré;i assigned numbers appear in the first column followed by
the question responses. The last column headed "Total" 1s a score,
assigning a value of "1" to each vocational teaching positive response
and a "0" score to each other response, thus establicshing a range of
Q t;-lo. As can be seen the distribution of scores tends toward
bimodality with the high 'subgroup having a mean of 9.ll(and the low
group Paving a mean totai score of 3.5. It is evident that distinct
subgroups defined by attitude and motivation exist within the samp;é.

Further, each of the parents in the high group. indicated on question 3

that they were interested in pursuing jobs in child care.

The following general conclusions are stated:
S
. H

1. Parents have a generally positive\ﬁttitude toward the program.

2. It is important to have ther program offered in the home ° '

%

becausé most parents could not otherwise participate, and

the individual a*ttention is perceived to be beneficial.

Parents perceived the main value of the program to be
helping them to teach, interact with, and guide children.
Parents who have a vocational interest in addition to a
parental one are more positive toward the program and seem

to be getting more out qf it.

Evaluative Items Listing

Survey of Parent Attitudes

How long have ydu been involved in the program (how

.

many sessions)?




1.1 2. wﬁy dia you get irvolved in the program?
2.1 3. Are &ou planning to ever get a job working with
‘children in day care, preschool or head start? When?
18.1 4. Do you enjoy participating in the program?
3.1 5. . What do you consider to be the importaﬁt goals or

objectives of the program?

8.1 6. In your opinion are these goals or objectives being
"y
accomplished? )
9.1 7. Are you learning anything about children that
common sense hadn't already told you? - .

. 5.1 8., Do you feel better about working with groups of
- - - -
children since beginning the program?

’

10.1 9. Do you talk to a friends or neighbors about the
program? What do they think? °
v/ 12.1 10. - %hat do you'like most” about the program?
; 6.1-11. Do you think this experiehce wouid hglp you get a
job in a day care, nursery s:hooi or head starg?
; 11.1 12, ‘Do you think more.people should be 1nvolved in

-

programs like this one?

13.1 13. What are you getting out of it?
14.1 14. Have you used anything you have learned thus far in ’

the program? Give examples.
15.1 15. what do you think should be changed when they giwe

the program next year?

I11. Theoretical Items

These items were designed to present each parent with a situational
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question embodylng a primary concept.or preplom an eariy rnili-
nood development. In general, they wer: interded ro elizit
responsas which would indicate 1/ wlether X rot the parents under-
stood what was at rssue, and 2/ whether or not tacy coulj'makn a
reasonable and.constructive response naving grasped the proulem.

i - . -
Eacn 1tem will be discussed individually in 1ts ~rder »f presentatioLn.
A, Jucltions N

some people think that children learn things pretty much

automatically as they grow up; others think that chiidren’
.

can learn anything at any time 1£ 1t's taught right. What

do you think?

Concept: early learning and maturation

-

RESULTS: 47% thought that children vould learn anything;

20% indicated a cormbination of teaching and maturation;

. -

20% thought children learned cnly as they matured; 132
failed to understand the qguestion.
A lot of children have trouble getting alonj with otners

.because they really get’ angry when trey can'* have cvery-

thlnq-they/éLnt. What do you think 1s the best way to

.anale a violent temper tantrum?

roncept: violent behavior

KeSULTS:  33% responded tha§ the behavior was attention
getting and should be corrected by diverting energy to
another activity and, 1f that doesr’'t work, employing
physical punishment. 20% suggegted immediate physical

puniéhment. 14% thought that the best thing woulé be to

ignore the behavior and let it work itself ocut. 33% had




3.1

4.2

4.3

5.1

4

no suggestions. It was apparent that this problem was a
- - )
familiar one and, although some constructive approaches were
mentioned, physical punishment'das the typical resort. Many
parents grasped the'attention-getting intent of the behavior,
-

but few realized that their handling of it was reinforcing a
perceived undesirable effect.

-~

Some programs for preschool children try to teach advanced
. N

things like reading and math. Do you think such young

’

children can really learn these kinds of things and is it

good for them?

Concept: earlv childhood potential - *

ﬁESULTS: 35% were very positive in their replies; another 27%
were positive with some reservat;ons=about the learning content.
33% did not think such early‘learning was_possible or good. Z%
did not understand the question. The majority of the parents
were appreciative of young children's potential; however, the
negative replies were substantial and delivered with conviction.

[

Jimmy <is a boy who ie usually selfish with his toys and often

‘hits and pushes the other children when he is in a group. One

day he gave his favorite truck to another boy to play with.
what would you do to try to make him share like that again?
Concept: positive reinforcement

RESULTS: 47% recommended positive ;erbal reinforcement; 7%
also included tangible rewards. 6% indicated coercion through
punishment. 40% had nothing to suggest.

Oone boy in a nursery school just isn't interested in any of the

4

activities that the other children are doing. He seems to onjy




.

like motorcycles and will pay attenticn to little olsc wnile

the teachers are trying to work with woicrs, -~hapeés and other
- things. What would ycu do to try to get him involvea in  tne °
+ .

group playing and leammaing?

5.2 Concept:. 1nattentiveness and.motivation

S .3 RESULTS: 53% suggested using the motoruycls as a vehacle for

N

teaching other things, for instance, thg shaper and cclors
involved in motorcycles. 13% said th® motorcycles should be

taken away and the children forced to attend to the lesscns. &

34% didn‘t know what to do. o .
’ .
6.1 Jimmy always seems to be bad when he-1s with theother children. "

. He hits them, takes the things they are playing with and ruinz

.

the activities that are going on. Why do you thirk he dces N

T . these things aund what is the best way to handle him?

~

6.2 Co;cept: aggressicn, attention and negative reinforcemeat
6.3 RESULTS: 60% cof the pafents thought the behavior wvas causgd by
. < a need for attention; 40% didn't understand the probPem or its
solution. Of £hose who 1ndicated the need for attention, 44%

thought the solution was to give more attention, -44% suggested a
. .

change of activities to direct agg:iession and develop self con-

.cept, 113 thought he should be 1ignored, and 1% thought he shoula
<L . . ’

be punished.
¢ =
. 7.1 Some people think that the best-way of making children behave "
*

is to talk it out; others think that the best discipline is a

good spanking. What do you think?

. 7.2 Concept: discipline and physical punizhment

7.3 RESULTS: B87% of the pa.,ents ihdicated that a combination of

Q
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v discussicn and punishment are needed v rauntain discipline

7% advocataed spanking oniy, while 0

in

goestod talking onliy.

7
°

f.1 caran is always happy tg play witnh *he otaer tha ldren, Lot =
E . »
plays ner own games almost as though the other oniidiin wor-n '«
k)

’
therc. Lo you think that this 1w nomal and, 1f >0, wnat kinis

- .

of different play relaticnships will she get intc when she gets

older?
7 - '
' . 8.2 Concept: development of piay relat.omsiip= . * -
> - 8.3 RESULTS: 60% tlzlought the beha‘uo. r:‘xomwal Ang that play with ’
A - c,»t‘hers would develop later. 203 .thoughfj 1t -r;){ 7niormal ;mcf 2& = *
didn't know. I B
9.1 Children always ilke to play, kut what do you think it dc»;s for ‘
them? - : )
] EIBZ Concept: importance of play ‘
9.3 RESULTS: 7% focused on _th‘e importance cf ylay fé)r learmng" .
and devbiopment. ZO;e caw its majdr benefit in physi‘cal, healta. :
13% emphasized 1ts, role in social relaunnshlps.' \
10.1 Jimmy thinks that hfe is really smart and tc»uqk; although he
can't do a lot of th'lngs the other children his age can -
like recognizing shapes and_ colors. How do you tl?xnk he feels
‘ about himself and 'whc-.\p do you think atout h.m~ _
- 10.2 Concept: ‘self concept and- individual differences .
10.3 RESULTS: 40% 'opined that the boy in question had a very poor
self-concert and tried to cover it up with a “tough guy" facade.
= 27% indi.ated that individual differences were the cause and .
that a real problem did not exist. 33% didn't know.
. - . : : -30- ..
(&) -
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11.1 Jimmy is anxious to explore any new thing that ycu give

- . him. He likes to do everything by himself and learn about
it by himself. Do you think this is gggd and why?
. 11.2 Concept: Euriosity and independence
11:3 I;\ESULTS: 40% thought:. th'e. behavior was gpodr because

T - exploration is a means of learning and indeperdence 1s a

. N
positive characteristic. Another 40% indicated that it was

good but couldn't verbalize the reason. 13% thodght'it Jés

°

harmful because children.shouldn't do things alone, and 7%

[

' didn't know. ' /

12.1 Some people think it's important to teach children to take

care of themselves. Do you think this is necessary and why?

12.2 Concept; hygiene and safety’

’

“12.3 RESULTS: 40% pointed to the need for persona: hygiene ‘and .

"

safety training. Another 49% stressed the important of self-

a

protection, particularly when the parents might not be around.

20% thought it was important, but couldn't elaborate.

B. Discussion y

These items elicited much comment and several general themes’

developed. Discipline was a primary concern to the parents
, .

interviewed. When the ques;ion of procedure was posed directly,

&

the result was a strong consensus (3.1l) for a cambination of dis- '

cussion and punishment to effect a behavior change. However,
. '

when hypothetical situations suggesting disciplinary problems

(2.1, 6.1) were presented, many parents cculd suggest no‘hing,

-or indicated actions that would probably reinforce undesirable

behavior. Likewise most parents seemed to understand children's'

F
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grasged cpoldrents @pdress510n a. Sk wral owga an ot V0T o oonoTpo- -
trve vt Porareonts AT T Lime Uira L Lo ot mee ot
. . .
Sloys say voes 1 orvoas @ bas.o loaliand s T.enoe ;o fow jave
, . .
t i ore Tl e T ferstanlng Lts e sobormeoit Ul STajes,. An .
. ’ .
awar snens Of  alldren's setf comosynoarn i andivaaney A SR
N ; S
Wib b erelt ind, m o the Irterr s s woanien, a recurt of T
parint rohgr. M. LIKeWlsSe An o creas. i oawaroncss of verbal rein-
[ . .
. .

. L ’ . R

forcomont, w. 1KIng wath cloldron’s natarar lniorests and . arl
i ' '
potential, seoiwd o pe related Lo yartirsipation in the progran.
- . L .
Th. iast.questicn was Jntended £, oro 2noenasy on.o wiicn overhone
- ’ - *
. -
comld unswer o end the interve w positlive . y. it #as imtAresting
1, cind “hat 1t was incerpreted soth as sulf-zare and self-frotec—
tion. 1n che latfer case the onvircnment 1S5 apparcncly seer as ‘ \
somewhnat inreqatening. . ) \\
Cenw=ral Piscussion . - .,
i3
? E-]

It order to fresent an dverview oy tha yesponses to the “hocretical

1] -
Lteqns tie tollowin g |nalysig was performed.
b A=}

. .

inderend noly evaluated to deterrine 1S spRroprlatencss relatave
L
-

G o oralay nerd opimions in the early o ldhecd feeld., Y valas

3

of +1 wa. a-signed to those responses judged reasonable and con-
4

structive. A value of -1 was assigned to those judged incorrect
4

or detrimental. A zero value was accorded tO responses indicating

a lack of comprehension on the part of the respondent. Totals <.
¥

2
' .

were then obtained for each inM1vidual and each item. The results

are presented in the "Theoretical Items" Table. A .

A 3
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summary

Vocational High High
parent Interest Subgroup Evaluativg Subgroup Theoretical Subgroup

\

01 = Ty fx 0

02 ' X X .0
* 03 . ' X
.l 04
105
! 06
97
08
09
10
11
12
13
1 14

1y - ' 0
* )
* Indicates assignment to all 3 listed subgroups.
| Indicates assignment to none of the listed subgroups.

.

From this display it can be concluded that the persons par-
ticipating in the program with a vocational interest are prone to

evaluate the program highly as well as do better in handling the

types of theoretical issues and situations posed in this survey.
' Finding the cause of this consistent phenomenon would be an interesting

,.

pursuit which is outside the scope of the present report. It sug-
gests that prbfessional involvement - training and/or working - may

be a vehicle for broadly increasing the"quality of childrearing through
‘both enhanced motivation and learning. If a consequent effect on chil-
dren could be shown, this type of program could prove critical in both

manpower training and early'childhood develomment.
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Tﬂeoretical Items Listing
Survey 6f Parent Attitudes
Some people #ink that‘chlldren learn things pretty much
automatica%ly’as~théy grow up; others think that children
can learn anything at ;ny time if it's taught &1gh§. What
7 do you think? '
A lot of children have trouble getting algng with others
because they'really‘éeﬁxangry when they can't have every-
hthing they want. what do you think is the best way to

handle a violent temper tantrym?

Some programs for preschool children try to teach adbanced

things like reading and math. Do you think such young

children can really learn these kinds of things and is it
good for them?

Jimmy is a boy who is usually selfish withrhis toys and
often hits and pusheg the other children when he is in a
group. One day he gave his favorite truck to another boy
to play with. What would 'you do to try to make him share
like that again? .

One boy in a nursery school just isn't interested iq any
of the activities that the other children are doing. He
seems to only like motorcycles and will pa§ attention to
little else while the teachers afé“trying to work with
colors, sha;es and other things. What would you do to

try to get him involved.in the group pléying and learning?
Jimmy always seems to be bad when he is with the othef

children. He hits them, takes the things they’are playing,

-35-~




with and ruins the activities that are going orn. Why do
you think he does these things and what is the best way to
handle him?

‘Some people think that the best way of making children

behave is to talk it out; others think that the best

discipline is a good spanking. What do you think?

Sarah is always happy to play with the other children,
kbut she plays her own games- almost as though the other
children weren't there. D? you- think that this is

normal and, if so, what kinds of different play relation-
ships will she get into when she gets older?

Childrep always like to play, but what do you think it
does for them?

Jimmy thinks that he is really smart and tough although
he can't do a lot of things the other children his own

age can -- like recognizing shapes and colors. How do-you

think he feels about himself and what do you think about him?

Jimmy is anxious to explore any new thing that ydu give
him. He likes to do everything by himself and learn |
about it by himselé. Do you think this is good and-
why?

Some people think it's important to teach children to
take care of themselves. Do vou think this is necessary

and why?
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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

AN

s

The Parent Involvement Program was successful in that the.major

objectives of the program were achieved. There was large increase

‘in the amount of interaction which occurred between the mother and

her preschool child. The mother was also a little more understand:ing
of the child's behavior in certain situations. Some of their fears
abo;t the possible slowness of their child in such areas as toilet
traihing or about a certain behavior such as saying "no" all the
time were alleviated through the discussions. Also, all of the mother~
witnessed improvements in their child's physical, mental, emotional,
and social skills. Finally, some of the mothers by the end of the
program foundrfhemselves interested in a possible vocation relating to
working with preschool children.

Of the two sessions of the program, the Spring session seemed to
be much more successful. With the arrival of the long summer days,
the participating childrén lost some intcrest in the activities if they
could not be done outside or if the child had to sit for any length of
time d;ring very warm days. The ;eSSOnslwere much harder for the tutor
to‘ﬁpver, because all the children in the family were home from school.
It was also hard for the mother to devote her attention to the lessons
while the chi'dren were running around the house or playing outside.
Many of the mothers found it easier to work on the activities in the

evening, although there were still distractions from the older and

younger children.




v

The sccond year of the Pareat Involvement brogram is schaduled to

begin the first week of October ‘if sufficien: fuinrds are found to support

this work. Many of thé lesson activities have been revised on the bacis

of reflection ind participant feedbach. The activities have been tie f
~

1n more closely tc che discussica part of the lesson and there 1s now an
interveniny section tn eath c¢f the lessons whigh secrs to bridge the gar
e tween the discussion and the actilvities. .

- r .

. The activities are arranged to gradually increasc in difficulty ard
complexity as the lessons progress. Also, comy lex concepts may now be
carried over secveral weeks in order to facilitate the child's learning

4 .

of the concept in ¢ stepwise fashion.

v

The program now consists of twenty-four lessons which are arranged
in a hierarchical continuum - 1.e., the seme areas of child developnent

will be covered in more and more depth as the program progresses. sum-

‘

mer sessions will be eliminated and a series of informal interviews will
take place between the tutor and each mother befqre the actual program
bLegins. <

v It 1s also hopgd‘thatAa continuation of t .s program will prov1de“
an oppcrtun1t§lfor not only reassessment of 1ts effect on part1c1pat%29 . .

parents 1n order te confirm present findings. but also a more objective
) .

measurement of its &ffects throvrh the participating parerits dgon their .

childrer.. This might most beneficially be accumplished through stan-
¢ dardized pre- and posttesting of the children on cognitive, language,

and social measures.

Regar:lless of the outlook for the future of the program, the suc-

cessful operation of the Parent Involvement Program during the past year

- ~-38- .
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