' : :& . o, . _e ( .
- ¢ . - 1 g . . “‘ .,/“7 '
_ L eae et e DOCUMENT, RESUME , -, N
. . .. . . . o » . " . . » . ’ . N ‘/
©  ED 080.217 " PO CoL " PS 006 816 . : -
! . - TITLE .. Perspectives on Pgr_ent Participéation ib‘Proje_ct Head
« ., 0 .Sta'rt: An Analysis and Critique. o
. “INSTITUTION &  MIDCO tducational Assoc¢iates, Inc., Denver, Colo. . .
| . SPONS AGENCY. ' Office g/{c-'Child Development -(DHEW) , Washington, 'D..C..-
| g{ .~ - -Buredu ¢f Head-Start and, child Sexrvice Programs. . .
..~ REPORT NO’ *  HEW-05=72-45 s - e :
~., PUB DATE oct 72 .- . T S I
NOTE T 226p. - . . + -
F - ' ' E,)' T T : \\
S EDRS PRICE MF-$0. 65 H¢-$9.87 . . C. . .
.DESCRIPTORS *Ecbnomic Disa;i%antagement_; *Edycational History; . -
- . © ., Eddcational Theories; Group Discussion;. Home€ Visits;.
R NP *Literature Reviews; *Parent pParticipatidn;. Policy; -
L e *Preschool ‘Programs;. Social Change,, ° . -
..~ .- IDENTXEIERS + _ *Project' Head Start '~ ~ o .
© - - ABSTRACT . , - _ ST _ PR
cal . ? .0 Mis report is one of four describing a project which

‘investigated the impact-of-Head Start parent ‘participation on the
: . program's ‘quality, ‘on institutional changes in 'the communrity, on the
{ '“Head Start children, and on the Head Statrt parents themselves,.Iwo -
.types of .parent participation were investigated: (1) parents in
: decision-making roles, and (2) parents in learner r_o_lqs..Anot’her type
of involvement in which parents were paid employees in' Head Start
- . pregrams was. also: studied..This report is- 'ivided into ‘two parts.
\ rPart I is a discussidn’ of ’'the theoretical crientations behind the
A formation of Head Start and the other anti-poverty-programs, and an
\__;gc’amzjn/ation_of—‘ehe history “and development of the ominuxlity 'Action
Ve rogram and Head Start itself..Part.I concludes. with a description
’ and analysis of parent,'participation in the program. <« Part II is a-
« " review of the literature of the past.decade; related to Head Start and
.+ Head-Start type programs..The report also-gives a‘~{summ\any._and ~
ahalysis of the parent participation project research implications.
l}elat'éd documents include Ps 006 814, PS.006 815, and PS 006 817..
L ofsEe L \ ey

+

i

-




! - i x ? N Ll
: kY . ’ . . .

[ - . ‘ . _ . R
.- PR, i . ’;' . R .\ ‘:‘ -
FIL'MED "‘ROM ‘BEST AVAILABLE COPY L j , ‘

— y : . |

+

, [ * + US DEPARTMENTOF HEALTR, ° . <
ot EDUCATION & WELFARE .. > N

d - NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF - : 3 .
; b . *+  EDUCATION N < s

L 1M} QOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO . . .
$ 2, .o DUCED EXACTLY AS 'RECEIVED FROM
.ue i . THE PERSON OKk ORGANIZATION ORIGIN .

. * . ATING 1T POINTE OF VIEW OR OPINIONS .
.- " ot . STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE . - \ . - ! -
N ¢ SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE &F . "
~ EOUCATION POSIT.ON OR POLICY - . . .

K
«
-

ED 080217

-~

s :fERS;ECTIVES ON PARENT PARTICIPATION, -

s IN PROJECT HEAD STAn.' . - S

Y
. 2 ~ +
N -
L. L] . Y "
F ] L :
‘ - . . .
, he .
3 & \\ N b
4 1 Al ‘-ﬁ e - N .
& -
‘ S
“, ‘ . . »
- N Y L4 ’
- ¢ v .
. ) . -
| . > .
’ )
’ ~ -
a
4 4 B}
— ,
\ . . | .
N . -
% [} . 1
-~
4 y- r L 3 3,
- a
. 3 >
- F ad -
o v \( s -
Y 1 .
. & -
-
i :
.
LY < *
- . )
%
.t , . < .

EEA

Whs
l 6 .
.
{
-
.
\
2N
)

»

o . 'Prepared for: Proyect Head Start - ~

S w . L : Office of Child Development /e
o - oo T Department, of Health, Education
o QD . ’ nd Welfare, . ) . )
D - , . : CoA
) c . Contractor: MIDCO Educatlonal Associates, Inc.
¥ - . - Westland Bank Building ' '
_ c : ~ 10403 West Colfax Avenue '
. ‘ ) Suite 660 ! \
m, o . Denver, Colorado 80215
s . L Yo, - . . 0 .
o fh Contract Number: HEW=-0S~72-45 . . :
h . . . 3
? . . . ! C > . : - o ? 74
S z _ ‘October,” 1972 A N
L MISCO EDUCATIONAL A,q'(_gfsocu;-réé' ~Nc. ) . ¢
| R P . - N / 3 . ., - . . .

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




. 1 L . . —r—

LA

PREEACE . (\\\ o By .
‘\ ;!. ¥ d te , '”‘.;

-

' L
" . In 1965, wnen Progect Head Start*\Was 1naugura§cd, thenn
. . ;T {..s Ve oo

were very few precedents fox this type oféprogram. Althouoh nur-

- - ’ % Kl .
.‘ A ]

ey yere, as they . Stlll .

sery schools had ex1s+ed for some tima, t

.. - - ]

are today, largely a.mlddle class - phgnomonpn. én addltlon, as' ta

Hess*et al (1971, page 267) have noted, much of the research that . }
3 R
a pre—da;ed Head: Start had "used white., urban\middle class samp&cx T Lo
' exclu51vely. v " i ' . £, : T“.' e i -
. L . hc P
- T0~Qe sure, a knowledge=base to "justlfy na prog am for¢pxe-
’. e . - f l;s y .
F o aschool chlldren wés emerglng._ Martin Deutsch wvas haV1ng cons1derable

14

2

37 !
3

' t »

success 1anew York C1t§ in his workK with deprlved children; there

. . ] N

was €he work of Bloom (1964) that “dlscussed the 1mportance of

- early efperlenﬂe upon subsequent cognltlve growth and education “ 3

r - -

g achlev'ment" (Hess et al, op- c1t., page 265); of Kagan and Moss
LS . . ’-7\’
(1962) on "general psycho-socral development" (op. glr ) ; and - '
t. i , {
qﬂ&*df research and writings on the spegific influenbe of hcme . >
- ', . 1Y N . [ . . - ) R . » ', .

° " L, . . . . > P <
and ‘maternal factors in the socitalization of cognitive behavior

- fam . " . »,

I . , Y . —— A
1n young chlldren, (op.cit.). . o id
™ v .
S _Parent participation in Head'Start was to. a lalge extent re-—. -

.

o 1 1
lated to these developments.. As Hess (gp.c1t.) points out:' ‘ \\5\\-\
° . ‘\ » "

1. . ’ “ . r
f "A compelling liné of argument was develpped é_ L -, o oa

| ~: for parent participation in early education ¢ o '

f' -programs. It contended that early experienceg

+ . affects Subsequent intell u: 1 *and educa- o .

| - tional growth and achigvemeht, and that. chilv . ~ g i

] dren whQ grow ugfin'homes disadvantaged by . f T :

<7 - j racial ‘d¥scrimination®and poverty havé a-dé-, :

| - ficit of eXperlences presumably essentlal for :

. . , .L / .

. R -
1

'y

f . *. yThough usually referred to simply as Head Start the official

Co jhame Of the effort is P¥oject Head Start. 1In thls report,

‘ '\\ }we use both terms. Additionally, ‘local Head Start. programs
are sometimes referred to as Head Starts. I

s
o ¥ Lt ' HEN

N .
. . ! . * ‘s » . ,
; A s i ) I - , cr
] . . . - . N
Q . f . . . R
. B « “ - y . . ' ’ o
PArurtext provi c = : , - < L v .
. . \ . .




' © académic achievement ‘in the public schools."-
‘ . t -

'v

As we shall have occa51oh tOvnote, the assumptlons statcd by

.~ . . Hess, though not necessarlly reflective of his own. posltlon, bqfamé

4
.

1nvolv1ng parents in the program were*largely rehabllltatlve ih

| L= .
} . the underplnnﬂng for Project Head Staru. The ar§g£ents for
|

R

) i nature. Their 1ntent was to assist parchts "1n provldlng a more
\ adequate educ; atlonal env1ronmcnt for thelr young chlldren.
~

»

- (op. c1t., pages 265- 266) . . . . R

Ay

Y S At the samé tlme, however, there was another set of arguments

4 ’ . ".f
.i > - that emanated from a dif tnt dixection. Aithough Head _Start ‘

{ . ~ .

was conceived prlmarlly as a program,for young children,-the con+

. . .
A - 'y . .

LS
.

& K .
. :‘z - (CAP) og the Offlce of Economlc Opportun:ty(OEO). In ‘the words/;fj
. . ¢ kd

“the enabllng leglslatlon, 4 communlty actlon progréh was one “whlch

.
e - &

\ v ) %S developed, conducted, and admlnlstered w1th the max1mum reas1ble
partlclpatlon of the res1dents of the areas and members of,ﬁﬁ
groups servedau.“ (Sec. 202(a)(3) of Sg§f42 and(the Economlc Oppor-

‘ tunity Act of 1954) eThus a. second ratlonale for parent part1c1pa-
‘ ’ . Lo
' tlon was a ‘mandate. in. the, leglslatlon 1tse1f - ' ~ o

k4
. N

Th Hess s v1ew, the latter thrust was prlmarr]y soc1al and

9 ———— %, Vsl - ( ] '

polltlcai in orlgln -- as opposed to educa$1onal - althoUgh one _

-

could argue as does Gordon*thatzﬁost'rationa%es for overcoming
.\ - » . L

LY

-

. ij and his assoc1aEes 1t ‘was the 1mpetus~of the civil rights movement

. : - 2 -~
. : .
' . ] .

\J BN h ~ 2 \
fx : \V,f * The comE]ex1t1es of anmd confus1on about”this mandate ‘are dlscussed
I in Chapters 2 and 3 of Part‘one of tth report,

» —/) **See Chaiter l Part Two, of %hls report, -

S text in Wthh it developed was that of the Communlty Action Program .

Nv

" . o N . ".-‘ o } . g > »
the effeqts of deprlvatlon are soc1él 1n.qr1%%n. According to Hess |

C oM
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. clologlsts,

e
v
.
-
e
.
-
.
¢!
.

Wthh preceded but only barely, the enabtment,of the EOA that S w

lead to\Yhe development.- L o s

-KK*" *"One feature of the civil rlghts move- - ) .
Ve ment 'was a pitter and artigulate criti- _ - o

. cism of the public schools:, especially .

ih urban areas. Cr1t1c1sms ooncentfated - . Coe

upon the lack of relationship betweed the. . e ’

* ’ \ . -
At)Ehe same-time, however, there was al 0,2 body of experlence, |

[

knowledoe, ahd a set of assumptlons about the dauses of depr1Va—

tlon that prOV1ded a ratlonale for thrs a proach as~well. Pri-.* - .

marily, this’ set of %ssumptlons was derlve from studies by so-: .

anthropolog;sts, pOlltl cal scie tists and to, some’ i

extent economlsts, who-v1eWed deprlvatlon not so much the result .
SR oL "

- of faulty o 1nadeqUate soc1allzatlon, put the consequence of .

3

-~
& .

a < i
5
the way’ our SOC1ety'was organlzed, and the fack

L

that our major . % .°

v 1 ' . L. i 9
instltutlons, ong whlch educatlon was a prime example,~aere ’ p
o e ]

geared mainly to serv1ng the mlddle class n thls v;ew,,the . {f

-~ 6
aim of antl—poverty orograms was not mere

s ar

services tq\the poor, but to make sure that the programs ‘and -

2

Iy to prov1de addltaonal )

-
’

P ?
‘services remained- relevant tg;thelr asplratlons and-needs. -
v eRell asb , L

' From this persbective, the purpose of parent participation :
' . ‘ . . N ) .
went far beyond the tra1n1ng or “education of parents so they s
* . “ VY M
v - . / B
c¢ould "provide a more adequate educatlonal environment .for their - - ”%
) - ‘ P v f::4 5

I3
M

,Here the emphasis was to give SRR N

young children" within the family.

- - »
. -~ . . -
e

.- s

—_—

. ‘educatlonal experiences, piiered by. the T
- . school and the local comnunity's cultural CoT
. 7, _experlonces and needs." (dess et. al, el .
- cit,s page 266) - '._ R - S ' ' o
- .' N o - - - .
ot -There is no doubt that soc1al and pOl’thdl conslderatlons were
among the factors tham.influenced the"ﬁe51gn of the program, . ' ?
W p
as rndeed “they '1nflue1ced the Economlc Opportgnity Act 1tse1f "L A
. Y <



~n .

¢ types are combined jn one program, there is further movement in’a
’. , e . . -

.
-

v

i

v a - .
parenﬁs,“oq\other esidents of poverty Freas, a measure of con—
VZ

A » |

: . N . . . . - .4
trol over the ser ices” and programsxtpgt.we:g intended for their
b Cod ; ] ' :

.I ‘ / . -
. _ hccording to/Heas and his associates, )

: * s ! b .

w1t was not widely recognised at the time N !

. that thejrationdle and points Of view

. - that”un%erlay thesé two influences -— edu-

-, cational and political -- sopn would come-
"into cohflict.. There may bel an <inherent con=®
tradiction between the arguments that have "to

‘ _/do with/ cumulative deficit and those which =~ . -
3 supporﬁ ethni¢ pride and sellf-determination
. for ghé;tq communities." (Hess ef al, Qp-
cit., page 266) .

benefit. -

A somewhat similax qoncern.ié/noted in the Reguest for;Proj
pdgal that~initiated this study:’] o

. "while the value of parent participation in the
.child's development has ﬁong\been recognized ./
as a central element ﬁn;optihum growth/ the ~
value of parent participation in decision~ .
. making efforts about staffing, budget, curri=

Lo culum, personnel and other matters relating T .

to program operation has been_questioned. . -t
Weéneed to examine the°Head Start experience ' :

for whatever guidance it cah offer as;to - - -
. whethér the optimism about the vaiué;of the > - .

" role of learner, and the skepticism about

. the values cf the role of decision=maker.as -
these have been realized in current educa-
*tional practice- are justified." (page 3 of
o 11 of the ngk.Statement) ) P

\
Whether there is anqqinheréntjpontradictiop" or conflict be-
tween: these twd roles is open to question. 'As the Teqpnical Re-

port on the’ fiela resea;ch.which'fdrmed part. of this study shows,

i«

. .y -

pérené participatioh of éither:tgpe -— learner- or deqisidn—maker --

‘has positive &ffects on the prog¥am. In addition, when both

v .

péqitive d;rectionf' And from a theofétical stigipni there is

1

pY)
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~

jjustlFlcatlon for parents in dec1s1on-mak1ng roles even 1f it .
' 7 Y ) . . ' - . « = J . * . .
N causes confllct As Polly-Greenberg who part1c1pated in -the ° L

l s -

development of Head Start . at OEO, and later played an Jmpor— .

. ) tant role in the pro ram of the child Development Group of "
~ Y. ‘ R T N LoD T T~ . 8
. C ' Mississippi notesz//g T ﬁ/(/?;;f\\\\> oo
. . .o . v C ° > .
S "Integratlng a few classrools in a~token, or o v
. better yet in a real way is unguestionably ' -
. , _ a.stgp ahead for Negroes im a Jim Crow com- " . ‘ R
. - munity. But+it is not nearly as meaningful )
£, as integrating tie community itself. Since.. Cod
. ,a child ‘doesn't live and learn exclus1vely L é .
Y in a,classroom I.was worried’about ‘OEO!s ¢ . C .
s ) R nervousness ‘in urglng changes\o@'attltudes \\ -pS
F ‘ ' . and, behavior of. the’child's- entire community. <) ' N
(A . ® We couldn't claim to be concerned with child - o - .
. : +*  development 'and yet xgnpre the terrible ih- )
- . ‘ dignities and .dangers this child would suf- -
| o » * fer in.hi% deVoutly segregated communixy » Lt
: C We couldn't 'be devoted child develdbpiment . N, N/
' workexrs espec1ally in such 'a state as Missi- .
L . ssippi, and not bé bothered with significant ‘.
' L . actlon iy-human and communlty development,. N }
: . too. (Gréenberg; 1969, page lO) /
PLE . . £ . ’ . . Y
* . Hess, in 'a paper that preceded the one we have” been poting _\
ey - ~ . . —_— ‘ . "

came to- somewhat similar canclusions:’s . : v .

. o . ] .
.y, 12 . . % . ° -~ 4

-3

Cna
-

' : deprlvatlon must ultrmately include the:ef- ’ ® N

.. fects of.social ‘structure upon individual . . : ;

) C ' "_.. it seéms unlikely that ‘all modelsyof

. cognitive behavior.and the need tc modify =~ ° oo LN
‘ . that structure if interyention technlques o T
‘ : i are to:succeed." (Hess, 1969, page 37) ' L N
. . ' . '-'.' ) . .:‘." [y R . . . " .
~ 0 In certain respects,ﬂthis report is an exploration of the - oy
x - - N -
) issues ye have just posed From the very. be01nn1ng of OEO, and. . 3‘
. ? . ' of Head Start as, 'wedl, there was cons;derable controversy about ",

the.nature of vaerty ~- its. causes and 1ts curé, K ~~.and about

P 1, <

tne role that re31dents of poverty areap should play in thé~ pro—

'
.. N .
I ‘-
'
[} ¢ i
v - e . {
N . . N
- . - L4
. . . = - -
R . . PP . . — —
«
. -~
. .
.
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While there was v1rtuallj~no argument about residents, .

[ « grams.
/P." p
R (or parents) as employees, volunteers or recrpments of servrce,

« M ’ [N
-t - there was much debate and’ confus1on about- thelr dec1s10n— .

0
B / .
.

making role. - - ..

) CIn Moynlhan s v1ew (1969) it was thls 1atter-aspect which - ) .

led to virtual: demlse of the Communlty Action Program, for by ..

' *~giving resldents a voice. in the program, it released years o§

Anger and rrustratlon which inevitably led to assaults,on “the
R <

»
. o . "establlshment,' and thereby antagpnlzed the mayors,.the Con~

- —
T .gress, and even"ﬁhe Presldent.- As we will show, however, this
) -

occurred in relatively few commuﬁitles, althou
> '
rom the

i LY LN .
o . they wey the'cohmunltles that,rECe_xgd most attentlon £ ’
. ( .
P press and consecuently created a cllmate of opinion‘:that ef-~- /

fectei the way the program as a whole camé to be v1ewed.

‘ -
for, the most part, OBO plog*ans were based on what we de-

t,
in which poverty is v1ewed as a

gh, as it happened,

. S fine as "a defrc1t model“ esul*

LT ~
. ‘ of deprlvatlon. Most commungty actlon rograms accordlngly de—

: rv1ges and rarely if. evexr engaged in aggres31 gocial o
N £ .. v

llvered se
: r_action. As t1me went on, and the ‘political climate changed \
L ¥

PR .
: _ almost all efforts +o0 bring about social dhange ceased and, -in

el

\

. 4 N “ -)
. the words of Rlchard Boone, who helped shape the Communlty Actlon ; \\\
' T

J o »
: well as the efforts which preceded it, the local com- . .

Program as
ffmunity action'agenc%és becfme "guiet llttl§ backwaters."oQBoone, )
- / ., o

.
° A
.

.0 date, pages 12-13). . o
Iy \ )

Where the poor and the mrnbrltles may 1..ve bee

™
/' guccessful, is in assumlng some authorlty over antl/poverty efforts‘
' 5

n to a degree . o

t appears to be/ebb ing: In many =

4 -

Q\ 4 .. * in their communities. But even tha
- L4 .
> - /’ ¢ .

4 ?




f

. ke : Voo . '

v of our larger crtles, the ooor qever achleved more, than a;nlnlmal \.;4//
e’ M T A ' ) \
1nput into the programs (Pldgeway, 1972) ano where mhey did i <

! :

- ' achleve d, degree of-control, they seen about * to lpse 1t In o

. \ =) . .

Mississippi, for example, the goVernor has' sevprai tlmes thoed*
. 3 -»
. a nelghborhood health program, and there are gome’ 1nd1cataons et

-

- ‘' that he may attempt to take control Qf the Head Start and dav .ot

N -

i - . . ‘s - 8
Co, . care programs as well (Washingtb~ Rost, 9/17/7“ . e

o s »
N . .=

‘e,  To some extent the hlstofy of Head Start. parallels}thaf of ‘its
v Y et . ot

Vi
‘ . mother ageﬁcy‘ Desp1te controvers1es that contlnually have 5w1rled

.t .
' e . - \

\ N about its head, 1¢, too, Waa largely based on the "def1c1t modelL-

t‘*‘z

. although in time the ‘the decas1on~mak1ng role: of Head Start parents v

'-n

‘ " B .was-strengthened and some recognltlon was iven to the fact\that -

) the developmentél gains of children who partlc;pated in thg‘proj

- " gram vould not be maintained unless there:yere changeslin other :
) "social institutions as well L oL e e T

[} .
N -

s '+ ' The. hlstory and developme t of Head Start, however, is only

- 'part of the £oc1 of this report. Our ma1or purpose is to cast some @ -
’ &
- llght on the 1ntr1cate 1nterplay of theory, practlce, resea;%h

- .’ » . !

politics and bureaucracy which ultlmately are the forces that ap- .
- Rl e . .

pear to shape publlc orograms. In this sense the report can be * z; '

3
~ .
- 4

looked upon as a mlnor contrlbutlon to the SOClal hlstory "of our Ut
.l \ 4 . . - >
' i times. .. .

t, . «

A further,‘and‘origiﬁally narrower goal~ was to, review the

S, ‘ x -

llterature on Head Start and related programs slnce their 1nceptlon.
¢ - » 1] N
; “As it turns out, the, fifdings from this -latter e%;qrt‘pay
! ' ” : / . . ‘ «

?

* /These vetoes have been over-ridden by OEO.

L . s

_wvii -

]
i

.

i

’

)

13

’.

s




+ -prove to/ée of even greater consegquence than our contribution to " I.
. - e ) L' . .

- - - A}
. social history. , For, as the dota makes clear, and “‘as we re-iterate

-

throughout;\there ié virtually no;informatién of any consequence. -
on parénts as degision-mahergv By and large, the emphasls in
théillberature is, oh “the. parents as learners or- “as teachers of
thelr own children. . As one of. the contrlbutors td’thls report

.
r - v - . ..
- o ¢

p01hts out' . . . : T ‘. .

There, is no study of hoy paxrent Lart1c1patlon
in decision-making in Head Start, changed:
Head - Start.programs or ther ways in which pa-
.-rents played their decigion-miKing,role in
the establishment of Head Start programs, .°
Licking is s6lid case material show1“g the
development of the program oyver the couxse
vof the vears in which the program's blography
was written, and thus the insights ifko th
change process.. Needed therefore.is not a
rationale, hut the megns for measurlng.the
appllcatlon of the ratlondle. -

]
"It is hopec“_ that a.r? thes future, efforts wn.ll be made to

+

recapture that ‘history and‘§@ explore its varlous dlmen51ons.

We all have somethlng to learn’from it.

.

* - N
M *

b ]
x K % Kk . )

)

For purpbses of nganlzatlon, we have divided thlS report

< -

‘1nto two parts. In Part One, we dlscuss the theOretlcal orlenta-
tions which 1nformed the development of Head Start}and other an-

ti-poverty programs; and *he hlstory and development cf bah the”

. .

Communlty Actlon Program and Head Start 1tself. This part of

‘our £eport conclude§)W1th a descrlptlon and an?lysls of parent

3 -

part1c1patlon\1n practlce but only to the extent that our know-

ledge permitted. Much of'the material in Part Qne s based onh




~

*

4

. the program,and

»

L 4

/‘V hd

- personal recollei:;onsnof people who were 1nvolvcd in developxng

hus 1is subject to the leltatlons which such an

\ . .
’ . ’ ¥ r. . .
approach entails. . . . . .

In Part fwo, we review'the~lite:ature 6f Head Start and

Head Start- type programs. It is from this reyview that we came °

-
~

-

to realize ho& skewed the data on Head Staxt are and the need
’ ‘ * b.
.to rect;fy the sltuatlon so hat the conterns about parents as

-
LY T

. ‘decic on-makers; whateNer tbey may be, can be exposed to publlc

/oA
scrutlnv. Our report concludes ‘with a summary and an analysrs
i N
of the lmpllcatlons of’ our study for futher enqulrles.

- -

A number of/beople contributed in, different ways to this .
report and deserve our tmanks. Ira Gordon develop;d the orrdlnal
revxew of the llterature and pornted bo the gaprng hoIec in
knowledge.. An edlted vers;on of hls‘report forms Part Two.of

thlS study.~ Art X Katv gathered most of the materlal that com-
prlses Part One of‘the study and deveered the Eheoretlﬂa/\ orm-
ulatlon we have used for our analysls.' br. Kat° also conqli,ed .

- -

the interviews on which'much Of Part One is.based. Ben Zlmmerman

contrlbuted additional materlal for Part One of the study and .
ass1sted MIDCO in pulllng together thq entlre report. ‘Joan Hurst

edlted and condensed Dr. qudon s materlal.‘ : . o

. *

Flna%}yl,we are gratefuil ‘to the many ‘people who gave willingly

- .

. N . . | o . -
material. . . L). i - T

of thelr time and shared their e}perlences w1th us. They are men-
"tioned in approprlate places in tPe text \ithe end however,
thls repokt reflects the views of MIDCO rather than any of the
people who, prov1ded us with data and materaals, and we take full

respons 1b1r1ty for what frequeﬁfly seems lrke dlsputatlous :

-~

September, ‘1972 ' S %
-Denver,” Colorado . .
- ) - . . ix
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Chapter 1 B

. . ) | S T 3 .
o A V) ' » . i ; ] L
. [ ~| ~ Theoretical Orientations ¢ *. ‘ N -
\ - . PR %! - PR . - . -' .-y r‘!
> ’ ' ‘ ) i ) \\‘
: . o s L -, . s

" Introduction. - : - v ] .

‘ — . . [ ¢ . ?

K ) % Rationales ,for parent participation in Head Start are .

- o e
P .

¢ . _ gsed on\a dlverSe,body§of knéw}edge and assumptions about’ -

o
-

. r N :
SO th famlly and’ 1tsAimpottance for the early socialization of

”

3
Y

t the causes ‘of poverty and its cures, about

. L4 ¢

ociety aﬁd cﬁlture, and‘by extensien,‘about the
’ !

I}
| -
r

- .

= . *  ‘natuxe of man himself. Fome of these assumptlons derive from

P . . ) b . ) .
" ‘psycholagy, others from“énthropology and“sociology, and a les-
. LS . N N

3 : hd - i ' : ' .
ser extent "Irom econoﬂlcs. AR K W

- ’ b
.

>
P < .

) Iri 1964, qhese various theoretlcal streams ‘converged to
. \ . . N H [ 4 N

»

. \~, produce not oniy Head Stagﬁybut ‘a range of othef‘anti—poverty
T : . .
‘ . ‘j*strategies. The goal of all of these strateg}es wds to move -
N > ’ i - ¢ 4
T people from pogerty 1nto the mainstream of .American life, It . .

N L T [ ’

is mmportant tlerefere, to understand .the nature of.these streams
A ‘ } K '

s for in combination with political and bureaucratic concerns,

. : R - \/

«
i

—_ thef Lnfluen&ec thelstrdbture and thrust of the programs. o p
J e P
' - ‘In this chapter we dlSCUoS the -two magor~tneoret1cal ori- /
’ N
7 entations which have influenced all antl-pdverty efforts.” Eor# - e
r . L * .
“purpeses egfsimpl;city, if not complete accuracy, we have labefled - - i
. : ¢ ’ ~ . -
W these orientatjons "deficit models® and “"social“structural models."
- ' : : oo : e T
™ ¢ , e A ‘ : ) / <
- : R - . g - |
{ - . e X
h ) ’ ‘& . ’ ' - :
) ’ s -~ . ’ ~ 'o'. Y ' Y
K . . . _ ///r
[ 4 v .‘ ’ . o
> . < . L4
. I . ,
o - * ~ T I-l “%‘
Q . '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




| a. Deficit-Models . | e !

A

| ' 'ﬁ ~One of the major eiblanatlons of pov

rty implies“that there

| . {§ ————

. . As something about the poor themselvés tht eltherdcauses poverty
’ i . > - f .
or keeps themin poverty This ekplanatlon has a number of ‘

. J .

variants, some of which are highly controvers1a1~and anathemq

) A

to the mifid:set of ‘most Americans
T
Among the latter are the notions req

l
ently expressed by
1

.

Jensen (l9693, Herrnsteln “(1971) and Eyse (l97l)'* According

to these theorles, the reason that Blaoks do less well“than whites

in school and consequently remaln at the bottom of the social

and economic pyramld, is because of a deficiency in their genes.
\Mmller and Ratner, l972) This theory séeks. to eXplaln per—v_‘ \ . T

formance as well 4s 1nequallty in terms ‘of blology and therefore

. ;
L0 . ? i

implies that soc1al1nterventlons-such as Head Start are doomed, to
" failure unless ;he blologlcal def1c1t is corrected.

N ThlS theory has.been w1delv condemned as ra01st and as . s

-

harking, back to the soc1al Darw1n1sm of the 19th century when >
_— [ 4% , o ¢
the 1deology of nacmsm was fllst artlculated)and social analysts '

\,- )

tried to account EOr-the,rlse of capltallsm, colonlallsm and

slavery a§ a‘cobséquence of the natlral superlorlty of the whitesf

-
. A

Nevertheless, it~is.important to be aware of this deyelopment,

* Jensen has been assodiated with Head Start/;dmost from-;ts .
1nceptloq s, § .

.

. I ,

/




. ! an ~ ' 4
. 0 . N B h . 1y
. J . / . N 4 " .
. ' // - ' ) ' S o
,’ L ’ ) ’ ) 2 ) . T

v. for there IS a dlstﬁnct-posslblllty that 1t may beuome more ‘ §
" - ; . } 'I Uy :

.-t

0 . w1dely accepted than 1t 1S\EOWJ B - .
t . . s
LY - rd . o :
, - The more prevalent view: of 1ndlv1dual deflcrts 'is ugsually i b
/ ' pnrased”ln terms of deprlvatlon,** which means that peoplei

%I N l . Yt -

elther as individuals or aroups, lack somethlng bigause they 4,j ‘ . .

4

-

P ‘ have been hipdered from acquiring it.’ o - C
. < . °

One of the more influential expre ssions of this po@nt of

- " ( ¢ ¥ f‘ « - ‘
- view is, that of Oscar Lewis, the anthropologzst‘vho *in %he early e Y
r c. / \‘ '\n “h
} 51xt1es, devei@ped the ?oncept of "the culture of poverty "o L -
Y. (L wis, 1960 )\\Based upon hls fleld research in the slums £ .
. ! ‘ | g’ ' ) .
] , Mexico, Indra, Puerto RlCO and Cuba, Iewrs found that there were . I=%..
- N F ’ . Lt e Y
’ . . a number of tralts,,about 75 in all, which poor.people,.undEr . T,
- . o . . . , . | £ ]
& There is also another kind of "Bbrological" def1C1t Recent . N
. studies havé indicated that a ;ack of protein. during.the ar. .

crucial early years of a ghlld's deveYopment .may induce mental
retardation. This, however, is nat a qggetlc defect. .

N . : . ro )
. B j* Many . people, 1nc1ud1ng Ira Goérdon, make a distinction between
L " /ZNhdeficit -and deprivation. *Gordon's point is that a deficit is ‘
something that is’ inherent in a, person himself “and thus is _
¢ likely blologlcal in origin? it is somethlng a person lacks i’ b
Deprlvatlon, ‘'on the other hand, implies that something 'has not
, ‘been given to peocple or has been taken away from them. In a

b paper preoared for thid study, Gordon notes:

-7

.

‘- "Deprivation..:does not mean constitutional (bio-
- logical). inadequacy, but according to ghe dic-
“tionaty, 'is a stage due to being deprived, 'taking ) ,
'+ away of what one has, owns or has a right to, (the ., o .o
feelind that the system under which we live deprives,K . . .o
the majorlty of,a chance-for a decent.life -~ C.D. T T e
Lewis.). . K ~

,2 - [ %
i

\The distinction is a useful one for certain purposes. . this -
eport, howevey, we are using deficit in a broader sense to

me n a "defioiency in-amount of quality" which is how Webster +» |

defines it. This definition doesanot by itself imply the

‘'sourse of the deficiency; that is something which researchers,. .

social theorists, or people in general do. .

\ v £ \ s /




with

(Lewi

N .

R A,

"7
=

”

A

NN N

certain cfgcumstances, share. *. These traits cross national and ¢

cultural lines and c?mbine in various ways to form a “"subculture
(Y . .Y ' \ N

its own“structufe

-

passed down from generation to generation along family lines."
« . R . .. i . -

S

s, 1960, page 67)

According to Lewi%

1n famlly structére, 1nterpersonal relatlons, tlme orlentatlon,
hvalue systems'and spendlng pattexrns"
' characteristics of the "culture of povert§,"“Lew1s_1dent1f1edv

the folloWingf

The lack of. ef
gratlon of the
of the larger
class, the poo
sodleQ% - N Be

o

>

are aware Qg nmiddle-¢lass values, talk about

then, and even

/

but on _the’ whdle they, do not live by them.".,

" tpage 71)
A minimum of o
-the nuclear an
.1is the low
‘the. cult re of
istic quallty

,‘On the famlly

as a spec1ally prolonged and- protected stage in
the life cycle, early initiation-

unions or cons
High’ evidence
chlldren" and

level of organization ‘which gives:

On the 1nd1v1dual level
. marginality, of helplessness, of dependence, and
of inferiority"
to theoriés of early childhood development), Lewis
noted <the, "high evidence of maternal deprlvatlon,,

< ¢ .

and rationale and...a way of life which is

-~

v 3

]

I
. . § : .
these traits show "remarkable similarities

~

¢

‘ \

(page 68).’ Among tbe maJ T

-
»

- a
o % -

L

/ s

fectlve part1c1patlon and inte-
poor-*nto the major institutions
ocrety That is, as a group or
r are marginal tq the rest ofl”

ple with a culture of pdverty

-

wclaim some of them as their,own;

rganization beyond the level of .
d extended family.' "Indeed, it

A

poverty_-its marginal and .anachron-
in our socrety " (1b1d )

-~ ~

level, "The ‘absenc of childhood

into sex; free
ensual maxrlages, airelativelV¥. .
of the aband"hment of'wrves an

a varlety of other tralts. (pa

" 72)

a "strong feelln' of

v

(ibid.) Of particular importance

wezk ego structure, a lack of impulse control,

strong present time orientation with relatlvely
little ability to defer gratification...” (page /3)




R R D

. 3

?S 006816

R

' (page 68}, In .other words, the culture of-poverty canzgnly

'arise qnder certaln eondltlons whlch ‘Lewis identifies-as (1) a

- of an_l&eal

v

|
/
| .
\ - Te .
|
~ ) .

" In LeWwig v1ew, the cu t re of poverty is “both an adaptﬁr

”

tion-and a reactlon of the‘p or to thlS marglnal poqltlon in a
N \\ ,

cléés—stratlfled highly trQ;x; yted, capltalr tic soc1ety.

ey
.

s A

.
’

-Q@sh;economy, wage labor and productlon for proflt, (2) a per~

sistently high rate of unemployment and unaeremployment for un—-

skil d labor; (3) low wages ; (4) the fa\gure to provide social,

L}
polltlpal and economic organlzatlon elther on a voluntarylba51s

° «

4

oy by goverwrent 1mpo$1tlon1 for the\low;lncome populatlon (5).

the existence of a bilateral kinship system rather than a uni~
’ “ ’ ) > a < . . . . <
lateral one;} and (6), the existence of .a set of'values in the
1‘
dominant class whlch stresses the accumulatlon of wealth and .

\

property, tﬁ pOSSlblllty of upward mobility hnd thrlft and ex—

plalns low-a konom1c°status as the result of personal 1nadequacy

] . T

and rgferlo 1ty..(pages 68- &) R AT _
°_ "' In devdloping hlS thesrs, Lew1s dlstlngulshes begz n being

b \
-

to pe 00x,
b .
but sti n

\

lack WOrldly possessions, and even flnanc1al reso

t llve 1n a culture of poverty' The essentlal in-
/

grediené\th £ makes this pdssrble is the development aﬂo adoptlon
. ) .

\ . - /
gY» ) . s .

LY IR
1]

S
poor énd thj eulture of poverty; It is p0551ble, in hlS

en the-poor becomz class cgnscious or actlve .

‘. . "me lbers of trade-unioh, SrganiZations or when they_
ad pt an 1nternatlonallst outlook on the world,

- «th y are no longer part of the culture of poverty-

. al hough they Stlll may be desperately poor.

J PR - .
. - .




1Y

- - Any movement, be it rellg1ous,pac1flst or
3 ' . revolutlonary which,organizes and gives
. . - ' hope to the .poor and which-. effectively - '

[ —- _prombtes solidarity and a sense of iden- N
‘ ' ol ~ tlflcat1¢n~w1th larger groups, destroys the 2%5
| ;‘_ S SO psychologlcal~aﬂd social core of the cul- -

ture of povérty." (Page 74) . ’ c .

- ¢ ' .
. At the same time, howez&r, the culture of poverty tends to¥ . .

- RN

be self-per tuatlng even under the new conditions that Lewrs

7 4
posrts, for i s"ls not only an adaptatlon to a set of objectlve J

»cvonditions of the larger soc1ety ie e By the.tlme slum children
{

are srx:kr seven years old, they usually have absorbed the o>

.
¢

basic values and attitudes of tbelr subculture and are not
M B ‘ '
psychologlcally geared to take full~advantage of changlng con-, " 7

. .
ditions or 1ncreased opportunltles whlcn may occur in their llfe- ( ,

1 .

- .

"tXpeqf«(page 69)
Thus Lewis would seem to have it both,* orrposslbly even

three wai§>~/&he culture‘ef poverty is 1dent1f1able'through a

number of 1nterlock1ng traits; it has an observable structure.

Itiafigés only under certain ‘Social cougitions, and tends to

-

[ A * .
disappear or become less evident when these ‘conditions change
\-~

or people adopt a new world _view or idealogy. Flnally, it tengs

-

to perpetuate 1tself becauze of’ eaf/§ learnlng exnerlences of a

v » A .

which people flnd it hard to divest themselves: even undcr new

'IJ

R c1rcumstances, people tend to act as they had in the past. i
7/ N g .
EJ”I.’-. It is, perhaps, important to-note that Lew13 did not feel ’

that the necessary conﬂltlons to produce a "culture of poverty" .

existed in the United Stétes. “He ‘felt the concept applied -
: }’ ~— -’,.o/

L N ..- ! i
* I-6 T N




“

"strategies to change people rather than the cﬁﬁtéxx"which

.and inferiority." (op.cit.)

spec1f1cally tQ agrarlan gocleties that were moving towards 2
| -
industrialization. {page 68) At the same time, however, he .

felt that the civil rlghts movement in the Unlted States waks a’ &

| -
7 * |

cruc1al element“ln movrng the Blacks in thig country ouL of the
.'f'! M

"culture of poverty" and 1nto ‘the malnstream of socxety (page 74)
- w‘
. ) . *,3****

i
.

. Whether or not they were dlrectly influenced by ﬂew*s or -

e’ ..J

arrlved at +he1r judgements 1ndepenuently (the latter is ﬁore

- J . i

llkely the case), a -number of peOple have ccnc to cexn taln con—- - ,
.(
clusions that are similaxr tobhls. By and large however, these " e\ /

others have not analyzed as Lewis has done, the condltlons Wthh
. o? ) | /' r/ "

give rise to this sub-cu tuzgwor the condrtlons under which it
tends to disoppear. Their emphasis has fallen on the tralts of
poverty as they appear to be embodied in individwals or groups,

and consequently the “cures they recommend are intervention \

v b % . [

presumably controls theixr behavi r. In thls sense, these otherﬁ

theorles represent the views »of the aonlnant,clas in sOC1ety - +
—~

! , ‘) g

which as Lewis points-out "stresses the accumulatlon of Wealth
- . >

" and property, the possibility of upward mobility and thrirt and

explains.low economic status as the result of personal inadequacy'
.. y
Catherine Chilman, a former staff member of the Chlldhap s
Bureau, and Warren Mlller, a SOClOlOngt, in different ways
represent this latter viewpoint.( In a government publication-

. v . £ .
called Growing Up Poor® (Chilman, 1966), Chilman lists some fifty-

4

T ¢ ' ’ I"7’

—
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" . . N -

| e Do s . . . .. v
*one chatacteristics which, in her view, -identify ‘the poor.. Many

of these éharacteristiqé are §imilar tb.those-enumerated by © )

. -‘ . 3
Lewis; Among{t?em are: fatalistic, apathetit attitudes; magical; - 3

— . ™~

rlgld thinking; placmatlc concrete values; poor 1mpulse control-

+*

llttle verbal communlcatlon and d;gvp551on, and high divorce and* .
- ~

separatlon'rates. . .. )

In Chilman!s viéw,‘all of these;(and\qther) characteristics . .
. . * . * B . ‘
should be changed so that the pcor can become more like the

P ‘
-

middle class. ~ . . " ' p

-

MWith all its faults, the middle class. way, com-.’
pared te that more typical of the Nery pbor, seems v
« to be.more in harmony with present day economic, -F ’
realltles .. Thus for the bénefit ‘'of a number of
- " ' the poor. themselves and for the  rest of soc1ety,

e T methods should be found within tthe democratic frame~
work -to help many lower—class,pgxents raise their
children in,a way that, in the/light of avaklable
évidence, would seem to be‘productlve of a greater

. 11ke11hood of success and”ﬁdlflllmént 1n today s 5001ety.

& ‘r : .

'Chilman also-is critical,of the poor in other ways.

g iy~
- - . .

.

. "As in the case of-other substantial areas dis-
ciissed in this paper, the child-rearing patterns -
) of the very poor seem poorly calculated to-develop .
i good moral character' in many of their'children... .

T As in the.case of the generally Sccented criteria

foxr- good adjustment or posSitive mentdl health, so .
3 . the Ccharacteristics of :the soc1ally acceptable i S
’/" ﬂhlld are:solldly middle class.” :

.

In many ways, Chllman represents an extreme point of view. ‘

;ﬁeve;theless, it is a view that is. one way or another is held -
by many ped%ie -2 ‘even important public officials -- and thus no
> ¢ .

doubt has had an impact on the way they view poverty and the

M -
. .~ » - 4

poor. .’ . .

o
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Warren Millef wQuld seem to share Chilman's Jpiases, though

he tands to be more objective in his Judgements. In a paper that

:

at preceded the official war on poverty, he stresk:2d; the im-

. .

"portance of lower-class culture as a gen€rator of Juvenile gangs

Jas Widely read, and thereforn posSibly influentiéi%in the period
I\

\
d delinguencv. (Miller, 1958)1 He alsogfound .that the ldwer

class was characterized by certain traits (Miller. calls\them
"’ocal concerns such as- excitement, autonomy,‘and toughness.

-

A ain, unlike Lewis, Nillér does not indicate how these traifs -

) A

A velop; they are generated by ‘the milieu of the lower class Lo

M . . . ! A}
lLS&lf.k . s

4

" g In recent years, all of these_theories; including-Lewis's

. [
: R

have been highly criticized Many social scientists, appear to

- ]

have rejected the "culture of poverty" fhesis’ (Leacock, 1972)

o% a varabty of grounds. Charles Valentine (1969), for example,
<
hotes that listing traits witnout noting the cultural context in

wh}ch;they are imbedded is not- very meaningful. " as Bénedict

pointed out. many years ago, and reiéerated throughout her career

/

: as.an anthropologist traits—eén ?e combined and re—combined in

al variety of ways. (Benedict 1992 1949), By themselves thex

] - e n ....

- have no meaning. Traits are given meanings by the culture in

-

which they are found. L ’ X * v . =
’ LY

1

| Valentine would seem to share this , perception;
L. o .
; "Cons1der, for ‘'example, a demographic pattern
» in which at any one time there are ‘many hquse~
" . holds without an observable resident adult male
* heading the domestic menage. This system may
reflect a system of plural marriage in which .

.4




N

. : is qultuE§lly determined and what is determined by the position -y |

co-wives reside separately and, husbands live .~ 6
with one wife at a time ..., It may reflect )

a community organization in which all adult-

+ males reside together and apart from 'their. L
wives and children,-as in much of the South- -
west Pacific ... It may be found, in societies -
where males are m_grant laborers for periods.

of years while their spouwses .and cffspring .
remain'dn the home community’, as in many g e
colonial axeasQ.v" (Quoted by Ryan, 1971)_ .

Like Benedict, Valentine's caution relate . to simplistic
; %i P ]

\+ theories of gklturé\and-the danger of basing them 6rly on ob- ' =
servable traits, without relating tﬁﬁﬁéhtraits to.a bxoader \

. . ] . , N ..
context. His criticisms,.therefore,\woula seem to be directed

A

.more towards ?ééple like Chilman and M;ller than to Lewis. ° ~
\- :

-

"At thé ;aﬁgiﬁﬁ@, however, he is also critical of: the Lewis
- formulation. Lik@ many péople he finds that many of the features

'.thét Léwis igen%ifies'"seem-mé?e like exterﬁally impqsed ¢condi-
< t
« ' tionms.or upavqidiﬁle matters of situatibnalhexpediépcyb rather
than cultufal creations inté&rnal to theaéubfsocietykin question."
(op.cit.) - ‘ | ' “fj_ i .

i

Aﬁlissue_here of course is the.complex question as to what -

\ \

-

of'people in a pgﬁticular social structure. For efamﬁle (and Eé
"simplify the arépment), the fact that the traditionallf in-our" )
culture men-wear troﬁégif and .women wear\fkirts is a cult%;ﬂ{\S\\\;
phenomenon. ‘In some cultures, women wear trousers.ana ﬁen wear

.skirts.) ‘But the fact that some pedple-wrar expensive trousers

b -
-

and others wear rags'is not, in the same seﬁsé,’a cultural
. 2 . ° i 4
plienomenon. It is the ¢ansequence’ of where they are locatd in the
! . .o ° '
social structure and their access to good or-ragged clothes. .

K x * % k% .




T e R

oA
3 o
F R
Y
A
ts
L~ '

L]

Somewhat related to ‘the Lewis's thesis,-but at the same
A S N L . :

time different, vg Lee Rainwater's formulation. To Rainwater .

T climbing out of the "culture of pdverty" is a matter. of re- |

~“

eV} . - . R

sources, not idealogy.
T Y : :
"The cultural patterns of the poor represent
after all an 2daptgtion by people to their
X .- 5601a1 and economic ¥ircumstances, an adap-
) tation.that is essentially successful and re-
) inforced thrcugh daily experience. But provide --
~ the poor with middle-class incomés, and middle-
: " class behavior will follow even though slowly -~
because p»or verple share the conventional
" ,values of the middle~class and basically desire
VI J);gi?onform." (Quoted in Sundquist, 1969, page

It is for €his,'according to Raénwater;~thét a "servicé
et . ‘ . ¢ ' A ¢
strategy" -- that is giving poox pedple services instead of

>

money -- will not work.' - ¢
“A serv1ce strategy cannot be foectlve in the
light of sociological analysis since it runs
counter to the' dynamics of the loyer-class
culture and belRavicr. The only kind of stra-
tegy that has a chance of really working is
a+ 'resource strategy' that directly alters

» the.life situation of poor-people. ( op. cit.)

<

~ L4 .
In lewis's view, however, money by itself would not be

g
%

sufficient. o .
- "Increased income of the families that I've J/#// ;
studied hasn‘t really changed anything ... e

The families may have better furniture but”
: the treatment of children is the same. The
1 - » people are still unorganized, still without
faith-in-t future, still without a sense
of belong;ng in the United States, still es~
‘'sentially dependent." (Quoted in Sundquist, -
op.cit., page 247)

. f . . toe
The -arguments about,the existence or nonsexistence of a

-

-

culture of poverty will probaBly go on for some time. Ira Gordon

points out, for:gxémple, that recent studies indicat~ that{the

’

» v

v 4

.
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, .. . e "Et . .
’ poor are far fxom heing-a homdgenous-group and that, specific 8

c . ..r ?

parent characterlstlos are. more 1mportant.than the ClaaS p091tlon'
. !
’ P
"t oa person or famlly hoids in affectlng the abllltles and develop-
) v o
:ment of the chlld, (See Appendlx A ) The 1mportant p01nt to 'note

.

here, hovever, is that in one form or another, the culture of
) poverty concept has had an 1mpact on the .way program developfre*
. 3

.+ view poverty and *he poor and thereby has had 1mpllcatlons for

practlce. As we shal] see in later sectlons of this report it -

. N

o -
‘i’ o ® .
-

-+ is the “def1c1t model“ that to a larde extent, has dominated the

[
(o 2d

development of Head Start. . . .

b. Soc1al Structural Mbdels

-

The other major thevbretical orlentatlon that has influeénced
anti-poverty strategles is what we here -call social structural
models. These dlffer from the personal or cultural def1c1t models--
in that they-locate the problem, whether it is poverty as such or
some factor associated w1th it (e.g., school dropouts, delinquency)
in some aspect of the social structure rathexr than in the lifestyle

of individual or ‘groups. The basic premise of this orientation
is that if the social condltlons and institutions which effect a
person s life are ctanged, there will also be changes in his be-

I
havior. §

3

We digcuss this orientation under three headings: Institutional

A

.Change, Opening Oppo.tunity, and Re-alignment of Power.

. Institutional Change . -

,
R

Ir’ the late fifties and early sixties, a concern with

. 'making institutions more "relevant" and "meaningful® began to;

PORY

" manif:st itself in thi_ country. Although the connections
. . .

b, I-12
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are not‘éntirely clea;, it aépears that, to a %argé éxtent this *
*  ‘“interest was stimulated by the growing é%vil rights movement .
aﬁd the pfoblems of thé inner cities. (Piven and Clowardf 1971) .
To address these problems, the Ford Féundation\and later the .

* . > .
.‘President’s Committee on Juvenile Delinguency and Youth Crime,
7 R -

;% ;  funded a number of demonstration.projeéts. Although there.weFe
subtle differences in their approaches -- the Foxd ngaram

focused n planning and_coordindtion while the“Pregidentls Com-
&, LI A » . [

mi ttee prograﬁ'emphasi'ed the development of competent‘communitie&\
through the applicatio | of new knowledge ~- both were, concerned ~,

-~ with maﬁﬁﬁg institutfons more respohéive to people, particularly

to the poor and ‘the minorities. _

[3 M .
* h ~

sanford Krayitz, who was program director for the President's

a0

[ 29

- Committee and one of the origingl staff members of the Office ) E

' of Economic Opportunity, noted the following problems with re- ,
spect to service agencies:

1. Many voluntayy ‘welfare' programs were
- not xeaching the poor. .

2. If they wexe reaching the poor, the sers . .~
vices were often inappropriate. -

3. Services aimed at meeling the ‘needs’of
.+ disadvantaged people were typically
, fragmented and unyxelated. -

4. Realistic understanding by professionals : .
and community leaders cf the problems - '
. faced by the poor was limited.

¢ 5. Each specialty field was typically working -
in encapsnlated, fashion on a particular . .
kind of problem, without awareness of the
other fields or of effoxrts towards inter-

. ~ . lOCk. % - .
\ { °
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. * e
6. There was little political leaderghip in-
volvement in the decision-making processes
J of voluntary social welfare. . *

[
£

‘7. There was little or no serio participation
of program beneficiagies in 1%i‘ograms“bein'g
. planned and implemented by professionals
and elite community leadershlp. (Mo;nlhan,
‘ 1970, _page 69) .

N
Whlle Kravitz' s concern was specifically w1th social ser-
\ 2
v1ce agencies, his cr1t1c1sms apply equally to other agencie§

. ?

tas well, It was durlng this perlod for example, that.lt was

?

dlscovered that the schools were not adequately serv1ng the poor,

-

elther, and accordlng 'to many people for some of the samg regsons.

4

One of the.most incisive studies of rnstltutlonal ‘relevance,

and one that may have influenced a great deal of the thinking .
) ¢

\about anti—poverty strategies, was Cloward and Epstein's(1967)

o ‘

analysrs of the dlsengagement of'the social work profess1on from
the poor.* = According to these_researpherg, although tendencies

in this direction had started earlier; they'aocelerated with .,

?

the development of the public welfare system in- the thirties.

4 L

‘ At that time, social workers'and the voluntary agencies for whom

-

most-of them worked began to relate to a neﬁ'clientelef the

‘middle class, leaving the public welfare departments to relate

s f

to the poor.

® . In addition, and at rougnly the same time, the’ soc1al woxrk -

pr&fess1on adopted a technology - psych1atr1cally~or1ented
P .
caseworks-- Wthh Cloward and Epsteln "contend was.lnapproprlate

1for use with the poor since, in essenge, this tecbnology focuses

* Cloward and Epstein were both assoc1at°d with Mobilization
for Youth a precursor of- the anti-poverty program. In ad-
dition to its other activities, Mobilization ran an extensive
program of research. The-Cloward-Epstein analysis is one of
the many results of this program.

.

E
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© 7 that it explained povertyk4i

\,remedying the problem itself,

’

" on exploring with the client how he’ (or she) contributes to

.variety of ouxr institutions.

.

.,

his (or her). problem and is only tangentially concerned with

. Thus, social work like the other

helping professions, had turned its attention to\individual )

defic1ts and away From social reform.

Coming at a time of rapid SOLlal change and upheaval this

and similar analyses drew~attention to the 1nadequgcies in a
While not a theery in the sense .

elinquency, or ‘the distrese of the

1 < R
inner cities, it,nevertheless, suggested one possible reason for

The, poor\xere not getting adequate services

L4

-
1,

these problems.'

. .
4 - N
N -
. .
- ) >
Y i he
é *
. F ;
4 '
.
- N .
¥ ~ -
. - .
.

and the serVices they were getting were 1nappropriate to. their

needs. The ftreatment" then might be* to do something about the

- *
1]
3

serviges. o o .
‘ L - 13 t L : . A

It iS'important to note that this emphasis on reforming or
\

.

improving service agenCies was occuriinﬂ at a time\when a "servxce

strategy" had becomne , the dominant approach in social welfare.

Starting in the middle/l9505 and continuing well into the l9605,

- +
- L

the-Social Security Act was amended several times to provide

services to familles on public assistance. The basic assumption

behind these amendments was that serviges would 1lead the poor -

As Bell (l965, page 157) has pOinted out, .

to self—suffiCiency
however, to a large extent these services were: never delivered.,

’
!

others like Rainwater (supra) $uggest that even if delivered

service strategy would be inadequate to move the poor out of

P ’ .

poverty, s1nce what they need are resources, i.e., nmoney,, not
L4

serv1ces. Moynihan and a large number of other soc1al theorists

»
'would seem to share this latter opinion» for that is bagically

-

what is behind the recent push for a guaranteed annual income.

- -
-

SRR .',‘Ils\;\

.'9 L] . . .
. . \ )

-
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. Seen 1n thls context, the emphps1s on 1nst1tutlonal re- N

form, 1s (ox was) an attempt. to see that™ servrces were actually
/u’—--—h.l@

dellvered and that they were relevant to people s needs.,
. - ' LR o ; .‘ ~ ©
*x % & * % , '

-

* . ” N

" Closely associated with the emphasis on institutional . ¢
- L . ’
change, was Cottrell's notlon of "interpersonal ard communlty N .

competence. (Cottrell 1955) ., Cottrell, who deflnes this con-
\
- cept as "nelther a trar 10r a séate" (page 49) wrltes.
"Competence denotes capabllltles to meet
and deal with a'changlng world, to formu- - ,
late/ends and 1mplement them. . The inces- ’
sanu/problem of equiping human beings to
- handle their affalrs and to progress to-
wards the.dlscovery of new values.and new .
7~ npéans is not solved'by authoritarian in- ) N
- doctrination of static dttributes and . .. L2
/beliefs., Tc -rely “ipon such methods would,
, not only -be subversive of the .most furida-
. mental ‘'of American democratic values, but
) would ultimately result” inh -the failure .
of the systeni‘which sought to maintain 1t-
self by these means." (ibid.) o ) \

~ 4

/

- In Cottrell's view, not only ‘mdst individuals de7elop com--
ot P - ' 4 Y
V?etence,_but comhunities must do so as well, } ‘ s _)

e The.importance of Cottrell's.ideds was .:not so much in
. Lt 1] , . . ¢ R '
the concepts themselves. (few peopl¢ have probably read Cottrell)

v

»

. , . . ' E
but i the fact that Qe had a tremendous influence on the President's - .

Cohmittee on Juvenile Delinguency and Youth Criﬁe and thus in-
%
dlrectly on the ant1~poverty program as well As chairman of ) .

y J
the Grants Rev1ew Panel for the Presldent s Comm1ttee~




P

N "Cottrell, brought enormous leadershlp out of .
o his ‘'own charisma and: stature... His creden- r

tials brought to the Presicent's Committee ; )
high social science CredLblllty...thlS re- :

‘ . . flected Cottrell's*first experience in being

. ‘launched into,a national social policy po- .

v N . 7 7sition after a long.and distinguished career

in academia and in the foundation field..."

-
.
s

N 0 I . "In the course of reV1ew1ng the grants to the ‘
‘ . 17 demonstration commuyrities which the Pre- .
4 sident's Commigsion made, Cottrell continually * Ty
' ' discussed his notion of the’neces ssity for . , LT
. helping. to develop the 'competénce of ‘com- s

- o . munities' to deal with their own problems and
.- always succeeded in bulldlng a bridge to that
SR ' notion ‘in" discussions that were held by the
o . review panel. He constantly directed the ef- 1
. b . forts of the reﬁlew panel to looklng within any
' ' ’ proposal submitfed by a communlty for the way
in which they proposed to build .'community
competence' to ‘deal with saqcial problems...
> (Interv1ews~w1th Sanford Kravitz and Aaron
Schmais.)* e N »
Several years after he had left OEO, Kravitz still main-
. X AN . . .. . .
> b ) taiped-that 'community competence' was an important goal for ‘the
. \ : ' i
» Community Action Program. In an article discussing this anti- ‘
perrty effort, herlists the fqllowingvas objectives to be * N
. ’ ™ . . * M N "
) _ achleved. ' ’ P ‘
i .- " 0. "“To-create competent communities by ‘developing
e v in the poor the capacity 'for leadership, problem- .
solving and participation if the dec1s1on—mak1ng
counc1ls that effect thelr lives. N 7
» o- To restructure.communlty service 1nstithtions. . 3 )
L to assure flexmblllty, responsiveness, respect,
. i and true relatedness to the problems faced by
: J . o the poor (Kravitz, 1969, page 66)

‘It should be noted that the notjion ofwcommpnity competence

is a goal'or objective to beyattginedi By itself it does not sug-

%

¥ Aaron Schmals was a'staff member of the President's Committee -
) . {and later of: the Community Actlon Program at the Office of
Economlc Opportunlty. p -

-




gest a strategy for implementation. It is in this .connection’

~ that the Kravitz memo we quoted earlier takes on an added sig-

nificance; 'for it was Kravitz's contention that by instituting
o= N 4 y * . . .
the meaeprés he suggested, Tompetence, in the sense of a com-
LI / 4 ] »

-

‘mupity facing its problems and doing something about them, .

e might result. These méasures, therefore, form a bridge between

. L

the focus on'institutionai change and the Pocus on community B .

, ~
- . - ' .

. competence.

E . Opening Opportunities s “ . ‘ '

Closely associated with the theories or assumptions about

A :
&

%, institutional change as a way of‘bvercoming poverty and-coml_

' " munity competence:is the 'Opportunit§ theory';developed by Cléward

’.jané Bhlin (196C) . Although based, primarily on an analysis of .

; delinquency and delinquent behavior,this tneorp had an enormous ¢
impact on the shapiné of the anti-povertp program, laréeiy

: . through its 1nfluence on projects sponsored by the Presrdent s o

Committee on Juvenlle Dellnquency. This theory also provrded

’

the theoretlcal underplnnln? for Moblllzatlon for Youth, in Ney
J York City, Wthh is often crted as the prototype communlty |

actlon program. (MOynlhan, 1969) _( -

—d
' . [

; Derived in part from .the work of Durkhelm (1951) and Merton,

who had elaborated on Durkhelm s concept of aromie (Merton, 1959) ,

4

the‘central premlses of thlS theory can bé summarlzed as. follows:

"1l. Most persons who participate in deélinquent pat- .
- - ‘terns are fufly aware of the differences between_
- right and.wrong, between conventional belavior
and rule violating behavior. They understand

the rules.

\

.
Ve e e s S0V T
.

L
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Dellnquency and conformlty generalfv result from ™.
. the‘same social conditions. Efforts to conform, — - :
e ' to nlve up “to social- expectatlons, eften result @ .
g in rofound strain and’ frustratlon because the .

. . : . opportunltles for conformlty aré -not always . .
* - aval 1able. JThis may lead in turn to behavior N
whig h V1olates social rules. The very act of </
reachlng out £6r socially approved goals under
‘conditions that preclude their legitfmate
achievement engenders strain. N
3. ,Dellnquency ordinarily represents a search for . 4.
(- ’ sol tlons to problems of adjustment. :

4, Much delinguent behaVLor is engendered because - ‘ -
. opportunities for conformity are limited. ’
. S .
B ) In this theory, therefore,

' "DeLlnquency oo represents not a lack of moti-
: vation to conform, but quite the opposite: The N

desire to.meet social expectatlons itself be-

comks the source of dellnquent behavior, if the

posslblllty of doing so’is Jimited or non-: .

existent ... In order to reduce the incidence :
. of dellnquent behavior or to rehabilitate per--/ L.
- sons who-are already enmeshed in delinguent . .
: . patterns, you must provide ‘the social and psy- )
N chological resources that make conformity pos-
. sible." (Mobilization for Youth, 1961).

.

. . The difference petween this theory, or set of assumptlonsq ) ,

-

end Durkheim's original concepts should be noted. Durkhelm

emphasized "unlimited" and_“unrealistic" goals., as the fol-

" lowing quotations show. ‘ ) : . ", 4
"For if men are hever satisfied with their position S
in the social hlerarchy, if they are driven by : ( a
unrealistic desires to improve their lot in life,.
then they may cease to be bound by the prevalllng
rules of the society." (Durkheim, Op.cit., page 45) .

"One of the paradoxes of” soc1al life is that the '
processes’ by whléh\s001et1es seek to ensure order @
sometimes results in disorder.... Unllmlted aspi- . !
rations, Durkheim pointed .out, exert an intense
pressure towards disorder because they are, by

deflnltlon, unachievable and thus constitute a . ..
source of 'uninterrupted agitation.' (ibid, page 82)
»
I-19 '
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\\1 The reason we mention’this is that recently a Number of

nfluential social” critics have suggested that disadvantaged

populations should moderate their goals and perhabps even remain
satisfied with what they have achieved.* Miller and Ratner
(pp.cit.) summarize the axguments of this "group" as follows: _

1. There is nothing wrong with America that
T o ering our aspirations won't solve.

2. Things are much better than people think.
* 3. The people are at fault not the SOClety.

4. . Things will get worse if you try to make
’ them better, ' .

-~
<

It would appear‘that these propositions also derive from
.Durkheim, bgt‘lead in a direction vastly different frém the

"opportunity theory."

To return to the opportunity theory itself: Even moxre

important than Durkhein's original concept of anomie was Merton'

reformulation and the implications Whlch Cloward and Ohlin drew

* ’

from it. To Merton, unrealistic or unlimited goals were not

Ly

the central issue. More: important was the relationship ‘between
goals which a society set for its participants and access to
these goals.' (Merton: 1957) Here Merton distinguishes between
th teatures“of organized social life: the cultural structure

and the social structure. The cultural structure consists. of

goals and norms commonly approved and towards wtich men oriefit
themselves- it also 1ncludes the approved ways in which men
_reach out _for these goals. Thé social structure, on the other

~

’j * Among the critics are Edward Banfield and Wathan Glazer.
%
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' legltlmate access to thlS goal 1stlocked, people will try to -

.the program was “opening Opportunitieé." . ‘ ’o~

hend; consists of the patterned Sets of relationships—in-which —_
people are involved: The division bf people into social classes
or strata gccording to wealth, power, Or prestige is onc important

type of‘social structure -- it is ours, in fact f— and it is this

Fss to the culturallv determined goals.

it v -

‘that permlts or 1>m1ts acc

To put thlS 1n~th& 51mplest oossmble fashyon- An overarcnlng

1 } [y

American goal is success; we are all geared t0/"mak1ng 1t I1f

I

make 1t 1%leglt1mately. It is "q/klng 1t" tha+ céunts. .

As noted earlier, this theory became the conceptual base on .
' wa
which the program of Mobilizationof Youth/was based. The aim of "

/, ' :

.

-

- T [
Ll "The target for preventive, action, thén,should
.be defined not as the individual or group that
exhibits the dellnquent pattern, but as the.
. social settlng that gives rise to dellnquency.

"It is our view, in other’ wo;ds, that the major ‘ .
effort of those who wish to eliminate delinquency
'should be directed to the reorganlzatlon-of slum
communities...the 0ld structures which provided -
social control and avenues of social assent -are
breaking down. Legitimate but functional sub- . .
stitutes for these traditional structures must
be developed if we are to stem the trend toward
the violence and retreatism dmong adolescents
in- urban slums." (Cloward and Ohlin, op.cit., ~ .
+ page 211) . - . -

»

The .implication of this approach is that the proper subjéb;

L

for treatment is not the individual, nor even the neighboihqod

where peoplé 1i€e.~(Rather, it is the total social enviruvnment

which sets goals and then limits the opportunity to achieve

them. ) ’ '




| ) .

. * ,v e e— -
s [

_NH_Although_propoundeé‘basicatly”a§”§"E355§§‘E0 explain, “and
thuys overcome delinquency, the Ohlin and Cloward formulation

- exerted a powerful influence on other aspects of the anti-
h ‘

4

poverty program as well, particularly.the Community Action Pro-

hY

gram. In fact,'the notion that what poor'peoglgﬁlagked wasl’
"opportunity" became an important theme of the program*and many

of its programﬁatic strategies'wexgzaimed at providing them with

opportunities they had missed or to enable them to participate

. in the workings of society which heretofore had been closed to

] . -

them. 1In this sense, the "opportunity theory" stands midway.be-

tween a focus on. institutional change agd'the concept of re-

alignment of power which we discuss below.

L/ Re-Alignment. of Power v

PN ~ ' -
[ - D

. A #hird approach to social structural change, and no doubt ,

the most controversial, focuses on the bésic-orgéﬂizatidn of _[
sociéty.“ Ig‘tﬁis quei, poverty is seen as ‘the result cf, power- s
lesgﬁess by which is meant the inability of péople to control or
influence the decisions that affect their lives.”" In connéction
with prerty, the decisions usﬁélly have to dolﬁith the control
and distribution pf resouxrces, eithex money, jobs; or sérvices;i
or with'plan§ and programs,vtﬁaffdeterﬁine how these resources

; are distributed. , :ﬁ _

i " While the notion that peopléﬂ:hould_be involvéd in making
: ~Fhé decisicas that affect their lives is a cornerstone of demo-
é;atic idéalogy, when people, partidu%;rly those who have no.
power, try to exeréisezthis right; éhey frequently meet with\;
resistance and hoétfﬁity. To a large ex:ent this is becauée,-

*Note Titles: Equag Opportunity Act and Office of Econom%c
Opportunity. ‘ ’

A
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in our kind of scciety, power appears to be looked upon as a

- <, . ’

scarce commodity. It is’sometking to acquire and then hoard. 3.

Consequently when people who lack power challenge those who have,

As Williams

it frequently leads to confrontation and conflict.*

and Evans (1969) have pointed out, power is a closely guarded

e «, ' .. et
commodlty. ’ ) ;
v It should be noted that thlS is not the way power is always "
S . defined in the literature on parent participation 1gﬁchlld develop-...

: [gment programs. Ira Goxrdon, for.example; uses the pﬁrase "parent
« 1 L} . . N .

‘power” in a somewhat uﬁique fashion. Although he recognizes

b ~ ’ o

other forms of power, hls concern is largely with "the self—esteem# .
3 .

parents feel when they reallze how significantly they are in

affectlng the behav1or of theix chlldren. While this is a«form

\

~

of power -- any control over the behav1or of others is’ a form of
\power -- Gordon's notion seems closer to parental competence

rather than to the.usual sensé in which the word power is used.

(Gordon, 1971)
Many beople have attributed the feelings of hopelessness,

fatalism, and apathy which are said to characterize the poor

to their lack of control over their own destiny. Ryan, for

- example, notes that power "may be man's most central concern."

L i
.

(Ryan, op.cit., page, 242) "

"What he is able to make happen by his own .
will and his own action’determines the quality - '
: of hisg llfe, indeed, his very existence. His
belief 1ng¥1s own ablllty to stay alive, to .

gt e o,

i

3 o * For an inseresé:;; insight into thfs pfoblem see Gordon,
{ 1969, page 12.

-

/.
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meet his bhasic needs, to mhke.;eal at least
some of his hopes, to nourish and raise his*
children--these are a direct reflectiodn of
his perception of his own power in the world."

(ibid.)

.

.. Theories of power -- what it is, who has it, how it is

acquired and used -- abound in the literatnre of social and
political science. Floyd Huntér (1953) and C. Wright Mills
(1956) see ‘Power organized in a hierarchical fashion, with

ultimate power held at the top by a power e%gte.' Arnold Rose,

" on the other hand, sees power as more diffuse. He feels there

are a number of power centers each with its own elite manifesting

' 2

"its power malnly within its own domaln." (Rose, 1967) Regardle59°

.5

.of how much these wrlters may dlsagree on how power 1Siorganlzed
-in the ﬁniteé‘States, for that is essentially what they are arguing

about, they would probably all concur that compared to othéx

groups, the poor are relatively powerless. . ¢

"Whether or not such abigfact discussion of power influenced

the framers of the poverty program is a moot p01nt’ no one knows,

be
although it is possible that the pre-emlnence of Mllls in the

crucial years that shaped the program may-indeed have had some
effect. -What is more:likely, is that they were impressed by

some practical applications of the "power of the poor" which,
p *

at that time, were receiving considerable attention.

In 1960, shortly before the formation of the President's
p .

Committee on Juvenile‘Delinquency and during the period when

the Ford Foundation's Grey Areas projects were underway, Saul -

Alinsky,- the director of the Industrial Areas Foundation and *
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and the leading‘practitioné% in’ this fiéld;_was asked by some e

nelghborhood leaders if he would: help organlze the Woodlawn
‘ Area of Chlcago. ‘ Alinsky had alreadj achleved some notable -
= -
successes as an organizer and had a clearly articulated theory

about power, powerlessness, and the poor. IXIn Alinsky's vrew,

A
s ’

» there wexe only two sources of‘power, money and organization.

s T Since the poor lack money, theqonly way they could achleve///

b » at .
.

power was through organlzatlon.

-~ Allnsky also understood the\difficulties of organizing .

a low income neighborhood!.” Charle Silberﬁan: who helped bring

3 . oy B :
Alinsky's efforts tg the attention of -the public quotes Alinsky

LN ~ -

&s follows. < o - .- e
¢ 'n‘ N "' » N\ ’" ’/—\ .
“The daily lives £ Wood]awn people leave / !
& them with little energy.or er “wusiasm for

\ . realizing principles from wh.ch they them-
; . - selves will derive ljittle practical beneflt ‘
They know that with théir educational and’
economic handicaps they will be exceptions
\1ndeed if they ‘can struggle into a middle . v “
. class neighborhood or ‘a white-collar job:" ‘ '
car ©. (silberman, 1964, page 325)

) f ° As Sllberman notes, Allnsky s basic organlzatlonal strategy y

‘ is hardIy that ‘of "a conventlonal nelghborhood organlzer or .
group worker." (;gig) ‘Rather, hlS approach 1s that of a
trade-union organizer. He "appeals to the selfjxnterest of .
the local’residents and to their resenthent ang distrust of _‘ ) -
% the outside world, and he seeks out and develoés a local indigenous
: leadership." (ibid) . His goal is not o?ly~to help the pooxr over-

| . come immediate adgersity, but.to helo/theﬁ_build an organization

< -
- ’
k4

* The actual organlzer of Woodlawn was Nlcholas von Hoffman
who now writes for the Washingtop Post. -

- . ‘ I‘¥’- .
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. ' ey
. . that Wields some clout. Only in this way, according to Alinsky,
WLll the poox be able to’change the c1rcumstances of their 1lives.
ﬁl

In Wondlawn, he had considerablé success. The organization he

,helped build not only stopped .the UniverSity of Chicago from

expanding into the neighborhood, but: it was able to wrest n aerous

&7

'

St - ) o ‘(f}
x ]

* . “ ' concessions from the c1ty\government "as well. . .
S “' ',' . 'é‘ . A .
Ca : r Alinsky, of course, is not alone in holding this view of power.

e. 7 R Lo ' ' - *
Ly- rs B )—,, ) -
.

» Kenneth Clark, the noted socio%%gist and educator,who was an
important force in the development\of the anti-poverty program .

: in Harlem holds (or held) similar views, as does Herxbert Gans,
) \ 'I*:i [3 . ) , : v 1y
‘also a sociologist. Gans, g?wever, has doubts ahout its efficacy.

o .
. *; - ’
ot - His concern lS with the backrésh that direct assaults on the holders «

Qf power can engender, thotigh he agrees that the inequaiity in
. &l T
the distfibution of 'power i¥, as Ryan puts it, "the crucial in-

*

gredient ir America's problems.". (Ryan, op.cit., page 241). *

"

Othér peoplehavé criticized Alinsky for diiferent reasons. °

-

: i )
They have pointed ont that he has had as many failuresé&n organizing,
. e

s : . Yo,
communities as he has had succasses. In the final analﬁsis, however,

the arguments about his approach“have little to do With whether

r3

or not it works: apparently in some c1rcumstances it does. The

public policy issue is whethe§§or not it can be supported with

pablic or even tax exempt funds. ‘Here the answer has also become

clear: apparently not:r As Marris and hein ~67) have pointed ‘ ¢
out and as has Moynihan (ggjéif)—in another way, this is the one

i

of the dilemmas of social reform.
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c., Implications for Early Childhood Programs o : .
- . o )
.+ In a number. pf papers written over the last. few years, ,
Raad e ) | a -

b L

Robert Hess (lQGQZuL{il) a npted child psycholbgist who has been
. influential in the deVelopment of Head Start, has pointed out \

the implications which various definitions of the éauses of
poverty\and lack of school readiness have for program deﬂelop-

ment in the early chlldhood field. While Hess™ uses an analytlc .

o .

framework that id somewhat different from:ours, \his models canh be

’

related to the theoretical crientations we have dlscussed ‘This

-

sectlon is drawn practically vcrbatlm'from his 1n51ghts and .
-wg;ks, although we have re-ordered his materlal to accord w1th

our previous discussion,

Deficit Models Cs ( . , ) . {

(1) The family is damaging;' In this view, "the family is
.seéﬁ as hindering rather’than helping tle child's growth._'Beeause °

of the child's traumatic, esteem-lowering expéeriences within the

home,_ he passes a ‘critical learning period' ~.. and later educa*

tion cannot oVvercome this deficiency." (Hess, 1969, page 30) R
This definition sugqeets that intervention should take

place very eﬁrly in the child's life and directly into the famil&

situation. R§oponente of this model are llkely also to urge that.

in some ins tances the chlld should be removed from thé family." . by

+

(Hess, 1969, page 30) ‘

(2) The fam:lv is deficient. In this model the edgcational

L

institution and the family aré seen as allies, but the family is

-




‘e

.

" yiewed as weak or deficient and.incapable of handling the
. “ v
child's early education. (Hess, 1969 ,page 34). . To.overcome
-~
this problem, enrlchment programs are necessary to prov1de ad-

-

dltlonal experlences either, because the family is so deprlved
\ ’,
1t cannot adequately help ‘the Chlld (the malnutrltlon model)

or because the restrlcted environment in whlch the famlly llves

Ad -

has llmlted its experlences (under—developed resources model) .
g v“; - [N
’ §§ "In other words, the Chlld' culture may equlp the chilad to func—
. ] o
tion w;thln sub-cultu al limits but the school needs to intervene

to develop broader capabilities that have not been encouraged."

(Hess, 1969, page 35)

aet ' ! Lo
;To.address these problems, "the school shodld expand the

=, Chl#é' knowledge of how to act effectively‘in the larger societ§
/ané/ attempts should be made to get the mother 1nvolved in the
school's program and to|ehp=* ner sphere of knowledge and in-
fluence, with the expectation that doang so‘w1ll hodify the
child's home environment. (gngig,) .

(3) Cultural deprivation. In this, conception, the low in--

come child "has not had many of the experiences which confront a

., <

middle class ‘child durlnzrhis pre-school years and which help to

_prepare ‘him for successful entry 1nto the’ publlc schools.... Thus

4

he is unable to deal successfu}ly with early school‘tasks and

finds himself getting farther and farther behind in a ¢umulative.

deficit- pttern. It is ohvious that a conception of this kind

would 1ead to remediation programs for the. child and o educatioasl

programs for the mothers" (Hess, 1971, pages 274-5). i'// )
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: / C o
In the opinion of many observers, this model/describes a
. . E . \

t

e N 7 ) v . .
certain category of Head Starts|s It is also bgrne out-by the
. </ -

MIDCO field research as repoytéd in the Ffing1l Technical |

: v/ -/ |

Report. /

/ ;
: e
(4‘ Cultural dlspar;f;. The ba51 assumptlon ‘of the eéltural

disparity "’ model is that /the patterne/ln social sub-cultures qre

. ’

‘ i . i
opposed to the dominant milee class value -system. "The schoo;'s

orientation is toward planning fdr the future. There is an

i
empha51s on abstract and objectlve dlscourse, on learning -
: Ve

l

!

!

own sake, on respect for the law and private propertyg/c1v1lf

obedience, religfon and on rules of proprlety in sexual and |
’ : i

) p . '
of the, vernacular culture maintained in 'deprived' areas."
(Hess, 1969, pages 32-3).. : A P

" Hess is highly critical of this'formulation, as we were

earliex ofxChllman s concept of the "cuiture of poverty" x

D |

which this in part reflects. As Hess notes, it is hardly an

adequate description of the poor. As an 1n§§rventlon strategy,_
- . : \

-

therefore, he suggests that the fogcus be on the larger society

é ‘
and its values and~that "education ... accommodate to cultural

-~

plurallsm and ... the curriculum ... be adapted to 1nc1ude the

-

need to- transmit the community's culture to the’ Chllﬂ/’ (Hess,

1971, page 275). It shopld be pointed out, however, that” much

of America-does not share Hess's vaiews. Althéugh changes have
‘ ! R

‘verbal behavior. These values conflict with the social realities

[ S

indeed taken plate in educational institutions, the hattle is _ ___

] : S .
far from won. , . ' - T e
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Social Structural Model : .‘ ’ ' ) :

.

(1), Inadequaby of ‘social dinstitutions. This model relates

P N »

to the one’ above, but does not place the onus completely on the

drsadvantaged' “the blame falls as much on .the 1nst1tut1ons

-

of middle-class society. The children of poox households may

ave poor-learning patterns; little practice (h’abstraction, . N
and poor disciplines,‘but it is also true that teachers pften, -

are ignorant of the children's néeds, have distorted perceptions

of [the}r/ abllltles, and lack the skills to teach them, properly."
L) .
(Hess, l969, page 32) .

S . T s Y
-

Thi$ model suggests intervention‘strategies focused on ¥n-

hd ’ v

stitutional change. "The description of the problem changes
from the 'culturally deprived child' to the 'educationally rejected

child' ... The emphasis on innoﬁatlﬁe/programs is toward teacher

.

training ard retraining, toward fhcreasing”the sensitivity of
the teachers and their knowledge about the child's culture and
his*resources, on chrricélum changes and mutual-communication
between the community and the school. There is also a foous on

the role of communLty persons ‘as teachlng personnel in the hope

that greater participation will produce reform." (Hess, l97l

’

page 275) - : ~

.
pomanm & .

(2) The familx(mediates ehvironment. This model emphasizes

why the families are deficient, rather than how, and points the '

finger'at th soc1al system as ‘a whole and emphaslzes that the
o 1]

"low status "and powerlessness of poor families in modern societies

limit the family's 1nfluence.... For example, competition for

scarce resources helps keep the poor’ in poverty, thf lower class _ ' Y

> .
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' ¢

individual . lacks alternatlves for actlon«w1th1n the societ

~ | N
there is dlscrlmlnatlon.agalnst ethnic.groups and_gpd§/;;ople, s
effort is often not related to reward." (Hess, 19§9, page 35)

{
Me ¢ hd

o This definition relates to both the "opportunity theory
and "the ggalignment of power" which we. discussed earlier., Inter-

% + vention programs relative to this definition, therefore, shoulad
foster community organization and involvement in the schools in
order to bring about fundamental changes in the system; 'in other N

, s » .
. words to redress the balance of power. . |
4 M . .o . s
s : ' As noted earlier, we have re-ordered Hess's material, but C
F . . v i N

’ we do not feel we have done viclence to his pasic formulations.

. - Our pcint has been merely to illustrate the implications of theory

for practice. In the next two chapters we diSEués the way these

: ' theorles 1nteracted with political and bureaucratlc practice
. / ’ .
. to produce first the war on poverty and¢then Progect Head Start.

v
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Chggter 2

The War on Poverty

A

a. The Rediscovery of Poverty. '

\

- ) *
One of the outstanding etents of the nineteen sixties was

b4
1

5 . ’ i . . . -
the rediscovery of poverty and its escalation into one of the

A
»1léading social issues in the decade. Not only did it become a
topic for scrutiny and discussion, it also served as one of the

ogganizing‘princip;es for a spate of federal legislation.¥ Although

L] N

it is difficult to attribute this development to a specific cause
or causes, in retrospect it appéars that several factors were

. significant in triggering this interest.

[y
-

One of these was the somewhat belated recognition that the

ucbmposition of'our‘major cities had changed. As a result of the
mechanization of agiiculture'and the riAE‘?f corporate farming,

over twenty million rural residents abandcned or were driven from

[y

their farms. As Piven and Cloward point out, "this vast movement

rd

took place in less than three decades; between 1940 and 1966,

1 ’

marking it as one-of the-greatest mass dislocations in United States’

“hisfory and ... comparable to the movement of twenty-~two million

iﬁmigrénts to American shores between’1890 and l930,;é period of

four decades." . (Piven and Cloward, 1971, page 2&42 .

|

o

* The Juvenile Delinguency and Yecuth Offenses Control Act was

- passed in 1961, the Community Mental Health Centers Act in
1963, the Economic Opportunity Act in 1964, the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act in 1865 and the Demonstration
Cities and' Metropolitan Development Act in 1966. In addition,
there was a variety of civil rights legislation.' In one-way
or another each of these laws focused on the problems of the
inner-city, of Blacks, and of deprivation and inequality.

= ‘I~-32
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\
Although a majority of these new/"immigrants" were white,

the Blacks were, as usual, over-represented. In 1940, for
f\ . ° .
example, only half of all Blacks lived in urban areas; in 1959,

o~

the figure was 62 percent, in 1960, 73 percent and by 1965,

80 perceht.*
It was not until the end of the fifties and the early sixties,
however, that the situation came to be lookeé upon as critical.

What appears to have stimulated this awareness was the bxreakdown

14

“of sdcialaspntrols, as evidenced by the rise of\juvenile delin-

1

/

’ illegiﬁimacy;'(Piven and Clowéqu Qp.cit:}bages 222-247) . 5}

-t
quency, the’increase in drug addiction, and an increase in serious

crimeé; massive unemployment -- the rule of thumb is that unemploy-
ment among Blacks is usually ¥wice the national rate, and unenploy-

/ . :
mert among young Blacks is four times as great; the extent to

which young people in the inner-city~were dropping out of school;

and the rise in welfare caseloads, female-headed households and

o
. IS

In maﬁy ways, £his list of social probklems sounds like a

litany which h;é Eeen repeated for years. The point to be made

.here, however, is that it shook the Jconsciousness and complacency

of the country. The prevailing view of the fifties was that povérty
and its associated characteristies were a residual probles that

time and an expanding economy would sclve. The fact that there
. L ' N

‘u

‘

* “Most of the Blacks settled in the larger urban areas of the
No;th as oppdsed to the whites who tended to migrate to )
smaller cities, towns and villages, and often within' the same

. state where they were already living. Piven and Cloward, Op.,
cit., pages 214-215.

- -
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_were itarge humbers of people whom "the affluent society" was by-
pa351r“ came as something of a "shock .

Closely assoc1ated with tHese dlscoverles, was the growing un-

. & -

rest and militancy .among. the Blacks. With- the Supreme Court dec151cn
of 1954, ordering the desegregation of schools, new energies were re-
leased in both the North and the South, and expressed themselves

in marches, sit-ins, other forms ‘of confrontation, and significantly

o

-bébaﬁse of television, with "the whole'world'watching." v oo

As Piven and Cloward point out, thexre were differenpes here be-

o

tween the North and the South, 1In the South, the issue was the

caste arrangement of the social structure; in the North, it was dis-

crimihatioh in employment, housing and education. (Piven and Cloward,

gg.gigz,\paée 229)r“”A major souarce of discontent in the North was
‘thg'urbfn renewal program which became dubbed the "Negro removal
program. " In Baltimore, .Maryland, alone, over a éen year period be-
ginning in 1955 14, 000 unlts of low rental hou51ng were destrcoyed

and an equal numbgf of famllles forced tc relocate to.more expen31ve
. . 4

and frequently worse\guarteys. (Piven and Cloward, op.cit.,,page 287).

Thus, one set of the events that stimulated interest in poverty
was the situaéion of minorities, particularxrly Blacks, in the inner

.
_ -cities and the growth of civil rights activity. BAnother was the

"visibility" given to péverty through geveral “books that haé both’

an 1ntellectua1 and popular 1mpae%7~ Although it is dangerous to

credlt any 51ngle book even a group of books w%;h the sole re-

spon51b;11ty fq; this impact, there are two which seem to stand
* 8

£

out.

b
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The first, was John Kenneth Galbraith's The Afflueat Society(1958)

which drew attention, though not in those woxds, to the "paradox

]

of povérty in the midst of plenty."\ﬂGalbraith s basic p01nt; and

one whic¢h his title seéms to have obscured is that the growing

’

affluence ¢f our society was not sufficient to eliminate
poverty, Because of the pattern of our industrial development,

the rapid, advances in technology, and the requirements of our

economy for greater and .ever more elaborate skills,_largé portions

¢

of our population would be unakle to benefit from our growing

wealth. Thls thesis was echoed a few years later by the Council
) " P
of Economld Advisors 1n its Annual Report for 1964, which noted

——

that-"(l. in the future, economic growth alome will provide re-
. ! y
. \
latively fewer escapes from poverty. Policy will have to be more
sharply focused on the Handicaps that deny the poor fair access

[ 4

to the expanding incomes of éhérowing economy . " (Cater,'l§68,

~ 4

page} 105) .

The second, and péssibly even moxre -influential pook was

Michael Harrington's The Other America (1962), in which he argued
that the poor had become ihvig}blg. "Even those who huddle in the
cifies have not been able to identify.themselves or their problems

so that others will 'pay attention. Unlike earlier generatibns

who coulld aspire to break out, today's poor often inherit a

I

. e s

legacy handed down from. generation to generation." (Cater;-1968, - —-

page, 106) ) : ‘e




Although‘"the other America".and "the invisible poor" sqon

1

became catch phrases, thexe is reason to believe that the book,
and its detailed marshalling of evidence, had an effect on the
highest counc1ls of government. President Kennedy, hi self,

is said to have been 1mpressed by its argument, with the result

«

that the problems it addressed and a possible legislative response T

are said to have been the subject of the last cabinet meeting he K

~

attended before his assassination.#

<

A third event was far more mundane. In 1963, President Kennedy-:

- .

was looking forward to his re-election and both his legislative o e
E] A " ¢ .
program and the economy were in trouble. It had already been

N

' decided to recommend a tax cut:

"But as Walter Heller /fhairman of the
- " Economic Adv1sors/ began to look beyond.
the tax cut and pondexr the inevitable .
downturn in the government's rate of
spending for defense, space and’ related
act1v1t1es, he recognlzed the comblned
advantages of a broad attack on the
deep-seated economic distress that
.o economists describe as’ "structural" (as .
. : distinguished from "¢yclical"}and that {
publicists’ have labgged "pockets of
poverty". (Cater, op. cit., page 102)
Heller found a sympathetlc audlence in the Pre31dent, who had

been moved by the poverty in Appalachla during his campaign -

and had” pfgﬁlsed to do something “about it. Thus it was on the : .

night b&fore he left for Dallas that he "gave tentative assent

+ -— to Heller's request to proceed with a poverty ﬁfogram" (Cater, -
.o ) . '
op.cit., page 102) - /o :

: " / \
* President Kennedy was an invetgrate doodler. Oh that occasion,

.he scribbled the word "poverty" over and over
note pad.




President Johnson; upon assuming the Presidency, and despite’
the fact that he .distrusted the Kennedy "crowd" much as they 7is%

trusted him, was persuaded to go ahead with the effort. According&y,

-

* Heller began convassing the government for specific éroposals: Ap-
parently what he received was less than adequate, at least as far
as the Bureau of Budget (BOB) was concerned;* for, as reported by

Sundquist, by mid-December, "the Bureau was still 'foundering' in
) . l
search of a theme and a rationale that would distinguish the new

legislétion as dramatically as possible from all that had gone be-

A

fore." (Sundquist, 1969, page 21)°
Tt was at this point that the BOB made what in retrospect ap-
. A N R
pears to have been a crucial move. It turned to David Hackett, who -

was both a close personal friend of Robézsr;;nnedy and, at that time,

Exeéﬁtive Director of the President's Committee on Juvenile Delin-

quency and Youth. Crime, and asked him to submit a proposal.

Y

As noted in the previous chapter, the President's Committee

was one of the significantrinfluences on the anti-poverty p..gram.

Although a small program (altogether it was authorized only ten
million dollars a yéar for a three-year period: Moynihan, op.cit.
page 66) it had create. quite a stir in both the Federal government

and in the country. Impresged by Mobilization for Youth, it had pro-
N o . '
vided funds to a number of communities.to plan comprehensiVe .programs

»

to combat juvenile delinquency. Then, on the basis of evaluation,

and competition, it awarded action grants. - But even more important,

in elaborating its concept of comprehensiveness it required parti-

cipatiné communities to develop a conceptual framework which,

2

*¥ At that time, the Bureau of Budget played a key role in
, coordinating new legislation. .ot
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~theoretically at least, would focus the. programs on a set of ’
testable ass&mptions; devise an administrative structure that
-’ ~
- - .
would coordinate all relevant new and existing programs in the R

communi i\ that related to its conceptual framework beam all
o ~ :

programs ;E a, specific target area or areas; and involve all

segments of the community, including public officials, private

£ Ld

agencies, and target area residents in de ;XOping and operating
the program. . .
1 . ) N
While the President's Committee did not in all instances suc-

Iy ’ .
ceed in meeting these goals,* its ideal model, within certain

.limité[ was what later came to be called a Community Action Agency

A

(CAA). In responding to the BOB request, it was this model that
Hacke*t recommended. B |
\
The BOB accepted the recommendation immediately, largely ac-

cording to Moynihan, because Qf its emphasis on planning and

Ed

coordination. Since "/T/rue coordination, especially at the
pinnacle of the system in Washington, is difficult if not im-

v ' -
possible ... a number of the leading budget' examiners ... per-

ceived Zzhe possibility7 of doing it from the bottom." ({op.cit.,

"In the course of a single week in mid-December ) ‘ ;$
aid to community organizations was transformed form ot
an incidental idea in the War on Poverty into the
entire war. The Budget Bureau staff first assigned
for the purpqgse 100 million dollars of the 500 .
million that had been set aside in the budget to
finance the anti-poverty legislation,but a few .days

later they had committed the whole amount.

pages 78-79),

- e .

* ' 5ée memorandum by Sanford Kravitz, quoted on pages I-13,14 as -
well as Marris and Rein, op.cit., page 135,
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uSchul tze* -had endorsed the idea to Budget
- . Director Kermit Gordon ¥With a noge that’a
betier name than 'Development Corporakicn'.
was reeded. The phrase ‘'Action .Program' )
e . was . ,und buried in Cannoh's* original ) N
) memorandumn; somebody put the word 'community' .
in front, and the name was born." (Sundquist, __ _ )
op.cit., page 23) ) .

N ]

» This giddiness did not last. Neither the participating agen-

cies (almost all oﬁ'the domestic agencies were involved) nor Sargent

‘ ‘ Shriver,who was brought in to sfop the bureau¢ratic wrangling,

accepted the BOB's plan.: One Gf the chief objections was the stress
\t@at_the Président's Committee piaced on plgnning. It would'také
00 long to get the program off the ground. What the President |
w;nted, as did éhriver; Qas ;Ftionl Specifically, the Preside%t
wanééd to respond to the rising demands and the.problems of- the
Negroes.** 1In addition, there was concern about £he basic stra-
tegy. *Thé Degartment of Labor, for example, felt that £He em-

v S . .phasis of the legislation should be on employment, not community
‘action. (Moyn;ban,'ggxgig., pages xv, 99) .

In the end, the bill that was enacted had sBmething fox

e

everybody. "The Labor Department's employment program became

Title I ... The Budget Bureau's community action programé became

Title IX.- And so on.". (Moynihan, op.cit., pages Xv-xvl).

‘t' L ]
* -Charles Schultze and William annon; both were staff members
. of the BOB. °*Note also, that Stindquist is not talking about
) . the final outcome.’ The Commurity Action Program never be-
came the entire war on povéxty. : . ’
4 .

. €

** For an iﬁﬂérégting, if ¢éynical, interpretation of whaf the
political motives might have been, see Piven and Cloward.. |
' o op.cit., pages 248-284, ’ y S

.
[ v .

%
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Intefestingly ?nougb, du;ing all this, there was little .
diséﬁgéion cf what wa§ to becqme'the most coﬁtroversial featﬁres
of thé law, the requirement fox- “maximum feasible parﬁicipation"
of the.poor. Apparently the agenéies were too busy divvying up the
spoils arid prdtecting,;peig respectiv~ turfs to be Eoncerned. It
ghould also Le no#ed that in the process, the coveted ébal of
dﬁbrdinéting programs at the top was all but abandoned. By legis-
latively assigﬂﬁpg programs to different'agencies (technically
.tbey wérebdelegated)} O%O was ieft omrly with the Jqp Corps,

VISTA, and the CAF. Although the law mandated that QEC coordi-
nate the entire ant;-ppvér;y.effort, it was never able to accom-

plish ‘this goél.

b. The CAP and Participation of ‘the Poor’

- & -~
As most people know, and as Lilliam Rubin(1967) has documented,
. ~ - b —- -~

there is absolutely no congressional history.for the origin and
o 4 ¢ . ' .
insertion of the "maximum feasible participation" requirément

‘in the legislation.* Except for . brief and ambiguous reference
by Robert Kennedy, it was not even discussed.

»

Adam Yarmolinsky, a former Assistant Secretary ofﬁDefense who

served on the Task Force that developed the war on voverty,

credits Richard Boone, with inventing the phrase.** which true

&

.0r not, is within the realm of possibility. (Ya.wolinsky,1969). Boone

was one of the.people,along with Kravitz who was greatly concerned

* The technic;é,language is contained in sec.202(a) (3) of S.2642
and in the A of 1964,which define. a community &ction program
as one "which is develope(C,conducted, and administered with the
maximum feasible participation of residents of the areas and

~ members of the groups served..." ¢

*%* Moynihan is not sure. -He thinks it might have been Frank
Mankiewiz who, at that time was a Peace Corps Official (Moynihan,
op.cit page XVi, .) *

1]
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about inyolving poverty -area residents in the planning and management
of p;ogramsl Their experience with the President's Committee

as.well as their knowledge of the Ford Foundation projects had )
. Ps L4

.convinced .them that the only way to make programs accountabl’

and relevant was to place consumers in key decision-making roles. .
. * " . 1

° . (Boone, no date; Kravitz, 1969). - S, . )
? : . Moyn@ha?, in trying toc reco'lect\the histor§~g£ the CAP,.Eug- ..5'

gests that’-the phggse‘yés ingFrtea into tHe legislatidn to pro- . |
- " tect the Negfoes in the South. Under Title I, he fel; where the o

programs we.e categorical -- Neighborhoxd Youth Corps, Jop COE?S -=
: . { )
. Federal regulations

", ..could easily enough ensure that they would have .
. .- ~their shafe ... But what of community action, where ,
' local option would delcide how to spend the new Federal
money? Inasmuch as the local white power structure
. .would control the allocation of community action
T money, how could it be ensured that impoverished
’ " Negroes would get something like a proportionate
share?... °A simple .idea occurred to someone present:
why not include langdage that would require the poor
to participate, much-is it was provided that other
entitites should do so? Then, later, if in’'a given
‘ S locale it became clear that Negroes were not sharing
. _ -- that is, participating -- Washington could inter-
] . vene on grounds that the requirements of the legis-
- ‘ lation were not being met." (Moynihan, op.cit.
pages 86-87, see also Donovan, 1967) .%
In terms of the intent behind the "méximum feasicle" require-
. . R

e Fou

ment, Moynihan waffles considerably. At one point he seems to \

imply_thaf some peopie may have had sinister motives: "Sub- ¢

sequently this phrase was taken to sanction a specific- theory”

of social change, and there were those present in Washington at

.

that time who would Lave drafted just such language with pre~

e

AN

¥ OEO, or CADP, found it-difficult to enfcxce its guidelines. At
one point,- over half of *“he Head Starts were out of compliance
with, the civil rights iaws. (Cahnaand Cahn, 196t)
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.cisely that object." (ibid)* Another time, in eference to the

3¥resident's Committee staff members, he notes: . Cy
//' " “They wished the poor to be-involved in the -
program, -but in-the interests of therapy-as;
mucnh as .anything else' ... They wanted others .

v also to become involved so that they too

' ‘would care and in particular, they wanted to
* involve .those who have the_power to do some-
thing about the suffering and the poverty.
It was as simple and decent as that." ' T
(Moynihan, _QE'E_tQI page 70) .**

L3

. But this waffling illustrates one of Moynihan's essential

points. No one knows for surk what the drafters intended by this
- . .

<. 3

phrase, oz::e put it another way, everyone involved may have known

L

t individually, butedfhere was no overall consensus nor

.what he m

even very much ‘discussion. In an article that pre.eded his con-
-~ '
troversial book, Moynihan posed this questign directly:

- “"What are,they(CAPs) supposed to do? Are
: they to make trouble- or prevent trouble? #
Create small controversies in order to

p avoid lardge conflicts- or engender .as much N
conflict as they can? “Hire the poor, in-
volve the poor,  oxr be dominated by the v
poor? Imprcve race relations or enhance
racidi pride? What is it .Washington wanted? .
The simple answer to these complicated ques- .
tions is that Washington wanted a great, many ) .
things that could not be simultaneously had."
(Moynihan, 1968) ) . . .

Kramer, in his "account of how 'Maximum feasible-participation’
of the poor ... was interpreted in five San Francisco bay area

communities" is concerned with a similar problem. His book is

. ? ’

&

* The specific theory was presumably Ohlin and Cloward's
© * "opportunity theory." ’

«

W

** " Kravitz says that therapy was furthest from his mind. (Interview).

Iy
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"an analysis of some of the consequences of an innovative but

ambiguous social policy and, on another level, of an attempt

by warious groups to translate social and p91i£ical iéeologies
into action." ~ (Kramer, 1969, ghée 11)

The ambiguities are reflected in ;tatements by other'people
as well, many of whom were directly involvea in the development
of the CAP. To Adam Yarmolinsky, for‘example, "maximum feasible
participation" meant mer=ly giving podr péople jobs in the local

programs.

" .. it was thought of simply as the process of o
encouraging the residents of poverty aregs to
"take part in thé work of community action pro-

grams, and to perform a number of jobs that might
otherwise be performed by professional social
workers." (garmolinsky, op.¢it., page, 35)

.To Sanford Kravitz: '#\

€

“The clear intent was to substantially increase
resident participation in program development ,
and in the administration of programs at the
neighborhood level." (Kravitz, op.cit., page 61)

To John Wofford:

"It represented, at a minimum, an attempt to -
deal with the condition of 'powerlessness' that
characterized the poor ... to the extent feasible
in the local community, this sense of power less~
ness was to be changed by giving representatives
of the poor some real power in the development
and.conduct of programs designed to assist them-
selves." (Wofford, 1969) s

L 3

And so, on.
James S@ndquist, in summing up the controversy suggests that

the seemingly endless discussions on "what did he mean by that?"

.will get bne no.where. He noted that the drafters, or at least

L Id ’ . . . .
some .0f them, may hdve had many things in mind. At the time the

-

leg;élation was being constructed there were three distinct

!
strategies of reform being tested. (Marris, 1964)

-

1“43: ) [ 2

o

]

¢
'

»




e -

+ 2 1
™. The Ford Foundation Projects. These sought to T
. work - through existing institutions with the hope

that they would be influenced to change through

., the process of coordinated planning.

2. The Mobilization'for Youth Prototype. This went
behind the power structure in order to organize
the poor to assert and defend their own interests,
although it also ran an extensive service program.
) . { v ¢
3. The President's Committee on Juvenile Delinquency.
These projects emphasized the application of know-
ledge through comprehensive planning. .

According to Sundqust, "The planners of the President's -
Community Action Program did not choose among the divergent stra-

tegies; insofar ‘as they recognized the divergence, they recog-.

nized, also, that no oné pattern would fit all communities."

(Sundquist, 1969, page 24) ,

Sundquist also ma®ntains that éhe éﬁproach by the drafters of
: e —— . \ ,
the legislation was frank .and honest and that the‘languade was

clear. . N
) /

"Anybody who pondered for more than &

moment the implications of maximum parti-

cipation in program development and ad-
U ministration would be bound to envision
poor people on board of gdirectors of Communlty
Action Agencies and as administrators oxr
programs ... Furthermore, if the poor were
capable of sub-profesgional duties, that was ‘
all to the good, and if they were capable of »
exercising power -- well, more power to them.™
(Sundqu:l.st, 1969, page 238)

)

Moynihan wqQuld probably dlsagree. If one may Be so bold as

to summarize his views (it is not easy), the} go something like

Ehis: (1) Federal léws should spell out in specific déetails

<
- I
A
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.o what a program-is supposed to do and how it is supposed to do
it;_thus his seeming predilection for categorical- progra s.
(2) Although he'appears to be sjmpathetié towards the éodr, tﬁey .
are too unstaglé to be tru;§ed. (3) What the Congress intended
» was for the Community Action Program to provide't@e poor with

*

services. ‘ (4) The Federal government has no business sponsoring

Bl

or supporting social action programs which lead to confrontation.

(5) Social scientists should study the "hidden.processes" of

society,not tamper with them.* .
In the final analysis, his basic complaint is that the Federal
gévérnment cannot control a program that is based-.on local initia-

tive, and since the Community Action Program, with its mandate for

R e —

"maximum feasible participation” of the poor, went far beyond any

conceivable’ intent of the Congress, it could-only end disastrously.

Specifically, he is critical of the militant social action efforts.

in which some local community action agencies engaged, since it
seems to have turned the "establish t" including the mayors,

. the President;*and even.the Congres agains£ the program.

I ‘ If we have not set up a straw maﬂ, if.is possible to counter

I3

some of these assertions, except of course, thoce that represent

-

" his Qersdnal biases. First, as to services: a study bvatephén
g, . Rose found that in the CAP as a whole, 94 percent of the projects
were oriénted towards "clinical, rehabitative, or remedial

‘ services." (Rose, 1970) Howard Hallman who reviewed

« ’

L

* This cléarly.is an interpretation. It is based, however,
on a close reading of his book. .
4 , . . .
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the program for the Sub;Commirtee on Poverty of the Committee on

-

Education arl Labor, came to a similar conclusion: CAP "appears

primarily to have been a néw kind of service program.®* ¥

+

As for militant sbcial action, that appears to have occurred

in no more than a handful of community action agencies. Again

to quote Hallman: ' T

"Except for a very small number of communities,
the Community Action Program does not‘involve a
a predominate commitment to'the strategy of
giving power to the poor, of deliberate con-
frontation with established powexs, of purpose-
fully created-conflict.. This is a stergotype
placed on CAP in its early days by a few articu-
late advocates of ¥his approach and echoed
o ever since by jour allsts, who have not examined
what is actually going on. Yet, this approach
is found only San Francisco, Syracuse, ‘and
Newark of the thlrty~f1ve communities studied.
All three were included in the sample because of
the” controversy surrounding them, but this < _
writer does not know of any other communities
where this approach predominates." (Quoted in Lane,
no date, page 5)** 7

Jonathan Lane who is currently assessing the CAP experience .

"

He notes, however, that many

[

generally agrees with him.

"became arenas in which conflict took place.” (ibid) But that-as -~

-

we indicate shortly is another matter.
M

*. Roland Warren, who evaluated the Model Cities program noted
. the same thing: "They all seem to have défined problems
immediately in terms of a lack of sufficient agency services--

‘ILane goes on to say:

with the pred1ctab1e result that the)pxogram proposed was for ]

more agency services.

*%

(Warrén, 1971

was, in. the word of Jonathan Lane, "tamed" in 1965.

&

Mobilization for Youth, which Moynihan uses as a prototype




-

’ . -

"Probably in very few places did this conflict
represent a major political threat to the lo-
cal governing coalition ... lﬁut/ there are )
examples of various degrees of conflict ..,.
Baltimore would fit Moynihan's vision, thougn
that Agency itself 'was not taken over by a
"power to the poor" philosophy. It provided
an arena of conflict by which blacks got into
the political system in general Kansas City
was also involved in bitter conflict. Ef- .
fectiveness in Kansas City seems to have been
low, because .the CAP there was not in the "big
gamey of city politic3 as Baltimore. Other
ageﬁ&%es never had a searing conflict. Examples
here (each quite different) are Atlanta, Seattle,
Austin and San Diego. Some of these did have
some vigorous "social bargaining" which probably
1nvolved more or legs abrasiveness —- not always:
in .middle-class style -- but that, as Hallman
says, 'is the process through which democracy
" solves many problems'." (Lane, __E_Clt., pages 5~ 6)

As Lane notes, 1rnywny communities, CAA's did become "arenas

in which conflict took place." To a large extent, however, this

13

was a result of a lack of- "maximum feasible participation” not

because of it. F.

\J

«0ne of the difficulties in the early days'of OEO was- escb-

lishing broad-based community action agencies. - The central.
problem in all of them was the reluctance on the part of what has
come to be called “che establishﬁeﬁt“ to include significant re-
presentation of the‘poor and the ethnic minorities on their

Boards. In many cases, therefore, the confrontations had more to

do with battles lost than won. It is.true, of course,‘thaf in

v, .
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time, as the poof‘and minorities became organized, they become

t \
nore savvy and learned how to press their demands, even, in

some instances, unto victory.* But -that, presumably is one of

the things that is meant by institutional change. It is standaxd

Lt
v

operating procedure in Ameriéan politics.and is the way minorities
have a%ways become assimiiated to the larger society. /
Igiacéuality, however, there appears tp haue beén less. con-
flict than many people have assumed} Appar&ntly, aléb, there was
little fundame;tal change. At the end of thrée years effort(i.e.,
by 1967), Kravitz, for example, felt that the CAA's had accom-
plishea very little in this regard. ' |

P "Phe random program efforts of +he Community
Action agency have generally had little ef-

: fect on the large bureaucratic health,
welfare, education ‘and employment structures
that receive-the bulk of their resources in-
dependently of OEO." (Kravitz, op.cit.. 'p.66)

> ) \ ’
In the end, thé real .problem with 'the' CAA's nay be that in

terms of really benefitihg the poor and doihg something about

"the 'paradox of poverty in the midst of plenty, " there was not

enough empha51s on institutional change and too much empha51s on
changing'people. For as Rose has shown (op.cit.) the CAA s re-'
mained rooted to é services strategy and what we defined in the
previcus chapter as the individ&al deficit model. The "ﬁis-
undeé§tanding" may be..not.so much abput'"max;ﬁum feasible par-

.

ticipation" as it is about poverty itself.

* For a cynical view of some of these strategies see Tom Wolfe
(1971). For a radical perspectlve see Piven and )
Cloward, op.ci‘.

A




Robert Hess made a similar point a few years ago with re-

gard to Head Start:

"the influence the family exerts on the
child is a result of many pressures...
' that originate in the conditions of
society. Perhaps changes within the .
family, if they can be effected despite
confiicting pressures, can in the long
run produce changes in the social and
cultural environment. But it should be . >
> . recognized that changes in the family may °
f - be'difficult to6 bring about unless they
’ are supported, by programs of wider social /
\ and economic reform.” (Hess, 1969 page 43) | .

- -In the‘next chapter, we discuss how these various stresses

-

/

and formulations were workéd out in Head Start.

,

[;{,’gg
[ Ed
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v 4 Chapter 3
/
/ The Development of Parent Partlclpatlon in Head Start

//h ‘ - ‘

’ 4

//’ a. Origins of Head Start

&

Like many of the early anti-poverty efforts,iHead Start was
the resolt of a crash efforr'on the part of the program plannere
at the Offic )of Dconomlc Opgortunlty Accordingito Mary.Ann
Beattie, who has wrltten a history of the program, the idea for

the program was suggested by Dr. Jerome Bruner of Harvard Uni-

] ;o

'versity/ﬁuring an informal discussion;with Sargent-Shriver; the
direotor of the agency. Tﬁe notion that Dr. Bruner put forth *
yas/égat pEO shouid'sponeor a program to preoare disadVantaged |
ﬁhiidren from low~ioéome families for entry into-°school. (Bearﬁie,
no oate, hés.) |
It is likely that a rumber of factors contributed both-to
P?r. Bruner's reQOﬁmendation and Sargent Shriver'sleager acceptance,
of it. For one thing, Dr. Bruner was (and is) a aistioguished )
psychologist whose o;reer in?erests foous on _the development and
growth -0of children. Secondly, studles had already shown that
children £from pQVorty backgrounds entered school with certarn
drawbacks: they did not measure up to the schools" expectatlons
of them and tended rhereafter to steadily fall behind. And
) finally, thetre was a fee}ing that early intervention was bne wéy . ‘

of breaking the "cycle of poverty" so that it was not transmitted

5] : . ’
from. one generation to the next.

“I
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From the outset, therefore,\and subsequent events enforce
. . . “ I'd

-

this impression, Head Start 'was rooted primarily-in.what we

-

have previousiy described as the personal deficit theoxry of ~ !

poverty. Although these deficits arose from deprivation, they

- J
were perceived as deficits nonetheless.

As a number of observers, ‘many of whom were involved in
the creation of Head Start, point out, however, there were

other considerations as well. According to Beattie, one of

— s g

-these was the desire to create a vehﬂ%le through which a

)

large number of‘college trained women could be.utilized as

volunteers in the national anti-poverty effort. (Beattie, op.

cit.) This probably reflected Shriver's interest in volun-/

*

) tarism and his recent experiences-with the Peace Corps, of -

which dt.that. time he was also director. But there were |
also more specific political considé?ations.

As is well known, the aﬁti—ppverty program was contro-
versial almost from its inception. It was attacked from both

the left and the right. To Saul Alinsky, for example, the ) 1J
program has a ‘"piece of political porngraphy" whose intention + o —

was to undercut organizations of poor people which were then

in the process of formation (Alinsky, 1968, pp. 171 179)

——

To others, it was an attempt to deflect, the energles of the

civil rlghts movement into a system that could only’ weaken

prea |

and moderate thelr efforts. To much of *he South, on the

.

3
nther hand, i’ was a way of moving towards' further rac1al in-_ .
——

- ’ -]
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tegration, while to many mayors, it was a way. of weakening their
{

control over city government by funding programé to agencies and

bfganizations oyer whiéh they had very little to say. From this

[
o -~

perspective, Head Start was a way of overcoming these objections.
According to Polly Greenberg, it was a "political-play to wedge
the newly forming poverty program into the tough heart of the .

American public." (G}eenberg, mss. no date.).

-

Whatever the moé&vés, it soon became clear at OEO that somé

.y ¢ D

sort of program for young children was to be mounted. Events there-

after ‘moved rather swiftly. i
Following his conversation with Dr. ﬁruner, Shriver asked

ﬁicﬂard Boone, a top official of.the Coﬁmunity\Action Program, to

céll‘pogether approbriate staff members and experts in early child-

hood education and child develépment to d@iscuss the possible pro-

* o

gram. Although the b;gic policy question-%t"the meeting was J
yhetner or not to invest a sizeable portion oé CaP funds in a pro-
’graﬁ forlpreéééhool children, several participants recall that the
diséﬁssion was heavily weighted with research-oriented questions.
The major concern was whether or not a high-quality program could
be gquickly and cheaply produced on a m;Sé“scale.* Thére was some
disé;ssioﬂiof parent roles in the program, as aides or volunteérs
in the classroom, and about the~imp9rtance of teaching them héw Eo
be parents, but hardly e@my discussion about the broader objectives
of the Community Action Program. | If'this was addressed at all, it
was in the context of the possible effects that a high quality pro-

gram might have on the American educational system as a whole.

In recailing that meeting, Sanford Kravitz had this to say:

.

@ .
"Itiseemed to me that the experts from the A

early childhood field had little experience
) in dealing with poor people. This group of .
* 7 j gi timated at $140 :
BQ%gggﬁglnal cost vas esti \ per child for the summer

CER |
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researchers priparily had their' experience
with middle-class nursery schools and the

A only model for parent pai. ipation which
they were familiar with was that of the’ !
_parent as a cgoperater in the c¢-op nursery-
school movemerlt, essentially a middle-clﬁgs %
development." (Interview) ) .
\ * 4 ’ K
‘ . Kravitz ‘also noted that there was little discussidn about
. ‘ ) - s
the l.ind of theoretical orientation the program would take.. - "I
4 ) .
think the commitmeat at that point ... was clearly to cultural
"\ . .enrichment -- essentially a deficit model or ‘'culture of poverty'

; orientation." (ibid) : b .

\ " The meeting ended with a split ote; .only half of the

1 experts félt that the pro&ram‘should be fiélded. This was com-

mhnicaged to Shriver who, accordiné to Kravitz, decided that ’
né-fifty—fifty split was pretty‘good odds," (ig;go and a dgcis@oﬂ .
was made to move ahead. : :/,

It was shortly thereafter, a£ the enq of October 1964, that
'Polly Grgenberg‘recalis‘writing the first papexr on what was to
I deéelop into Project Head Start. Originally, the program was.

.. meant.to be a mé@icalidenfal—nutritional program, but irn her
pééex she suggested that a nursery school/child development com-
ponent be!added; %nd that jobs for parents be included in the
’program.. (Interview) .The latter was of particular interest to.

" .
Richard Boone, one of the more ardent anti-poverty warriors, who

o was pursuing the notion of using paraprofessionéls'in all anti-

poverty programs. - . ..

-

A3
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It is important to point out that, at this juncture:at .

least, Head Start was not being thought of as a community actioq

-

. program in the social\action cense. . Akthough its funds were to
come from resources allocated to the CAP, it'was conceived moreé
-as an'activity, a new kind of servVice program, that might benefit

. children and also heLP take the ~aat ‘off the rely viable CAAs.

}

In addltlon, since many CAAs .were hav1ng dlfflculty in gettlng

Y organized, it was lookeg upon as a way of glVlng the national
) .

. $
anti-poverty effect’ v;slnlllty. Who could fault helplng poor

X

kids?

. . .
: . : Lo « v - '

. . The first official memorandum that called for the establish-
4

L ‘ 'ment of a Head Start type program .appeared on November 18 1964

- —A— - P

X

over the signature of Jack Conway, who was then the Deputy Di-
re~tor of OEO. The title of the memorandum was "Operation
Buildup -- School readiness for ﬁp to SO0,00Q young children

4
from poor families." Still oriented to the deficit'model, the

memorandum listed the handicaﬁs of poor children whrch'the pro-
. grams were to add.ess: health and nutritioh, verbal_ekills and
:critical limitations in earl§ life experience.
This memo was also the first dogument to shggest that
an eight—week summer program be viewed as the inaﬁguration of a
contihuing program. Apparently thie memoranaum.gave rise to con-

siaerable criticism both within tHe CAP complex in OEO as well

as amoag the CAAs. Accordlng to Beattie, there was reluctancc

-
L4

. .on the part of some of the CAP ‘staff to endorse or support a
L. program that,_initially at least, would serve more than lQ‘JOOO

‘children. - : S

’
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- ' ‘ "There was a feeling that a’ larger Head Start
| ’ ‘ + program would seriously hamper other Community
. Action Programs planned for the flscal year

1965 since the Community Action Agcncy funds\
. would be .infringed upon. - ' There was the added,
fear that a large Head Start program in the
summer of 1965 would create a precedent for -
followup programs that would curtail other '
programs and activities sponsored through L
- Community Action." (Beattie, op.cit.) S
I

As subsequent events show,-these fears were, from the

(

CAP point of view, justified. According to Kravitz:
"CAP agencies both on the federél,aéa
. local ‘levels found themselves being taxed
for their Head, Start programs. '~ This
meant that they were told that they had
t- meet certain kinds ofiquotas and it .
.became a crazy business. Head Start very,
quickly became so politically sexy and
- non-controversial- that Shriver decided
push it extremely hard. This meant tha#
with & limitecd amouynt of funds that were
allocated to Title II there was only one
way that we:.could get this money in ofder
to expand the Head Start ‘program. Obwiously,
the money had to come from other Communlt

Action activities. (

£ "CAP agency staff members resented this kind
of national'program direction. There were a-
number ->f~other types of national programs
which the staff felt werc desperately needed
and’ . the empha51s on Head Start was an 1nfr1nge- a
ment both on the local autonomy in teims of
definition- of their own needs and also in
terms of a nathnal emphasis."” (Interview)

N

J

I
’
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: N ' HEAD START -

CHILDREN AND DOLLARS BY FISCAL YEARu
(Dollars in Millions)

o~
A h Summer Head Start \ Full Year Head Start ‘
Total® . \ No. of ' No. of
FY Amount ~  Children Amount  Grants Children. Amount - Grants
1965 § 96 . 4 56%,000‘ $85.0 '2,397 -0~ § -0- -0=
1966 195:977°_573,000 98.0 1,645 160,000 " 81.9 470
1967  349.3 466,300 116.6 1,249 215,100 210.4 750
1968 316.2 476,200 ©,91.0 13{185 217,700 192.0 719 °
1969 333.9 446,900 3’V;o.2'. 1,100 216,700 212.3 ;' 756
i97b " ¢325.:7 208,700 - 42.1 ‘768 262,900 - 259.5 897‘
)1951 360.0 208,700 46.6 768 jf\.262,9ooﬁ '278.3 827
'(Est.) ‘ i
1972 " 376.5 208,700 -  48.9 768 262,900  290.6 897
(Est.) N . . ' .

SOURCE: Office of Child ‘évelopment .

The above chart indicates the growth of Head Start both in terms of

budget and numbter of children served. Eecause of the lack of. money for ex-

pansion of domestic programs, Head Start more or less "stabilized" in 1970.

. ‘At the same time, the-total number of ch;ldren sérved decreased due to

inflatlon and increased proqram costs (salaries etc ) as well as a move

“

from part ~day to full- day programs At ‘the same time however, it should
be noted that viptually half of the Community Action buagct is allocated

to Head Start. If nothlng else, thls attects to thne 1mportance of Head

,\Q «

Start to the Congress, the Bureau of th° Budgct and thc Offlce of Ecq&omlc v

Opportunlty itself.
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There was also resistance to the idea of "a "packaged
program" since this seemed to contradict the notion that
programs should be loqally‘ﬁlannednahd initiated. Accofding
to Mitchell Gihshurg, who was a member of the*Heed'Start‘

| . Professional Advisory Committeé: v
\ .
} "There was concern in OEO right up to the
| . highest level with Shriver on the question
- ’ of to wnat extent there should be mandated
' ‘ substantivé programs that were packaged * ~
for everybody and to what extent there
) should be the kind of community participation
‘ - which might potentially lead to a greéat deal

. R of program variation." (Interview)

Possibly as a result of this resistance, another memoréndum
. was issued by €onway .on December 17, 1964 By this time the
name for the program had been dec1ded upon. The Title of .

ﬁthls.second memorandum was: "Project Head S%art*—— A

Program for Disadvéhtaged Children Before they Enter School."

/,f

four and five y%::iolds in 200 8o 300 communities across the

nation. There was also some clarlflcatlon in the memorandum

B
@

as to how the communities would be chosen. Three criteria’
were mentioned: ) — .

o Those which show concrete evidence that
parents want _and will %ert1c1pate in the
y : programs.

o Those that show-potential ‘for developing
quality »rograms. o, .

. .

} o) Those which need help most. '

*  Judah Drob, now at the Department of Labor is fxequently
credited with naming the program at one of Shrlvex s famous
late night sessions. i

]




Thus the ‘concept of parent choice ‘(decision-making) and

J \\\3 parent involvement was articulated at a very early point in the
history of the program, a vi.ctory it would seem for the CAP

people who were arguing%for this conéept. ) ,

wheh this second memorandum was submitted to Sargent

3

Shriver, the staff was given the green light to go ahead. A

A}

massive public'relations‘effort was mohnted.f Beattie describes
the blghly organized effort that was r de to contact slgnlflcant

offlqaals in every local community across the nation. Thls in-

" -

cluued mayors, city managers, county officials, welfare, school .

) and health ofjiciais, and heads of community action agencies,

among others. .

-

S -

"To all of these a letter was sent over
Mr. Shriver's slgnature inviting them
to participate in Head Start and enclos1ng-
a card on which they.could Lndlcate their

. interest. To_mount'this operation, con-
tracts were made with almost every mailing
houge on the east coast to prov1de direct
mail serV1ces " (Beattle, op. cit.)

1, m——

Mrs. Jphnson, the wife of, the President, lent herself in

] . .
a majer fashion to the massive public relations effort;-ahd

-

‘wives of leglslators ‘close, to the adminis tratlon worked at

'maklng peqsonal pﬁone calls to mayors in thelr home states,

-Acouraglng them to develop Head‘Start programs and Submit

[

funding - appllcatlons .
s

5

The response was so great that it soon becan“ clear that
there would be no way to keep the program at the level of ;
: |

100,00C children. Very quickly the goal became 300,000 anB

Finally 500,000.When a tally was made at the 'end of the first

f L N
i

.
K _
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summer program, it was found that 561,000 children had ,

°

actually been served. e :
Kravifz, who had some doubts about the possibility of - C

g? : mounting a proéram of this size, credits Jule Sugarman,
-Boone's Deputy for Administration and who was named by

Boone as the key staff mémber to organize Head Start. In
Kravitz's words : .
" "Jule Sugarman deserves credit for the

administrative and organizational capacity

to produce what I believe to be probably

one of the most significant phenomena of
3 . admlnlstratlve and social organlzatlon of

the century." (Interview] e

Thus despite misgivings and confusion, witHin tho.%pace

, of apout six months, Head Start was off and running.

-
~ ~ - » rd

"_ b. The Cooke Memorandum

In addition to suggesting che scale and nattire of the
program, the femorandum whlch was: flnallv sent to °hr1ver over

‘ of a_“natlonal advisory commltte%hbf 1nformed private glt;zens.“

*

|
- the signature of Jack Conway, called for the establlshment ! '

The original committee consisted of:
. Dr. George B. Brain, Dean, School of Education,
Washington State .University. . - : * o .

¢ " pr. Urie'Bronfenbrenner,hSocial'Psychologist,
Cornell Univeysity Department of Child Development. :

|
\ o | .
) ’ Dr. Mamie Phipps“Clark,. Executive Director, <
' Northside Center for Child Development, New v
York City. ) . i ‘ .
| ) . Dr. Edward P. Crump. Professor of Pediatrics, :
Meharry Medical College, Nashville, Tennessee.-

) . . - ) ' ‘ L
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f ) ~ Dr. Edward Davens, Commissioner, Marylard
- *~ State Health Departmen

.

Dr. Mitchell I. Ginsburyy, Associate Dean,
Columbia University Schbol of Social Work.

Dr. James L. Eynes, Jr: " Professoxr of Edu-
cation, Early Childhood! Education Depart-
ment, University of Maryland. .

" Sister Eacquelyn, President, Webster Col- i]
lege, St. Louis, Missouri.

> \ . Mrs. Mary King Kneedler, Nurse, Assistant
t : Professor, Development Evaluation Center, .
) West "Carolina College, North Carolina.

Dr. Reginald S. Lourie, Director, Depart-
nent of Psychiatry, Childrens Hospital,
1 N Washington, D.C.
John H. Niemeyer, President, Bank Street . .
College of Education, New York City. :

Dr. Myron E. Wegman, Dean University of R,
Michigan SchooX™ef Public Health. ¥
Dr. ﬁdward Zigler, Chairxman, Child Develop-

ment Program, Department of Psychology.
Yale University. ‘ ’

N 3

4 As can be seen the advisory committee was heavily weigh‘,d)

.

with psychologists, educators and people whose orientation

was towards problems in child development rather than towards
~ problemg in community action. ///—ji:

' + 7o chair the committee, Shriver appointed'Dr. Rokbert Cooke,

‘Chief of Pediatrics at Johns Hopkins. The choice of Dr. Cooke

was érobably conditioned partly by the fact that Shriver; as oy
’ )

e

e
. Y ‘
v well as the program staff, wanted to make‘fﬁge that the prcyram

‘ was not controlled by the earl: childhood /educators. The chief

[ .
"

reason for this appears to have been a desire to make sure that .

it did,not become, in the words of Polly Greenberg a -"downward

.




\\\

extension of public schpols:" 1In fact, "it had been with reluc-
tance that the experts had declared school systems eligible to '

run Head Start programs at all." (Greenberg, 1969, p.6)

The initial functlons of the Adv1sory Committee,were to
give structure,to the program, to cstabllsh a budget and to
secure a director. It was this committee that established

the cost of the summer program -- $l40 per chllq\/but later

_ upped to $170 -- and prevailed .upon<Dr. Julius Rlchmond at

that tlme Chairman of Pediatrics gng/gctlng Dean of the Up-

State Medical Center in Syracuse, New. York to becoime the di-

[y \ '

rector of the program. Inasmuch as Dr. Richmond was also
vice president of the Child Welfafé\League, and a member of
the Board of Directors of the local CAP agency in Syrécuse,
he_could by reputatior as well as experience, relate to a ) ' -
numter 6£ constituencies.

.AS Prdéram.Director, Dr. Richmond worked céosely with
Mr. Shriver and was responsible éarticularly for establishind :

-

relationships with the various professional organizations

(educational, medical, welfare, etc.), involved in getting

Head Start on the way. The actual administration of the

program and the 1nter—governmental relatlonshlps were a551gned

© e mm e

to Jule Sugarman, including the major task of ‘processing grant

- '

applications.

In addition to its initial administrative respeonsibilities

the Advisory Committee also produced the first set of official

Y
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guidelines for Project Head Start:(nKnown, popularly, as
the "Cooke Memo"* this document.remained the only official

statement of Head Start policy and goals until 1967 when -

- Ménual 6108~1 "Head Start Development Program: -~ A Manual
of Policies and Instructions,” was issued by OEO. .
s . ' '
- ™1 In.line with what had begome conventional thinking by
s this time, the Cooke memorandum, in terms of theoretical
‘orientation, reflected the déficit concept arising from .
, the "culture of poverty." Its opening statement is unequivocal:
“For the child of poverty there are clearly '
- observable deficiencies in the processes
of the foundation for a pattern of failure
and thus a pattern ®©f poverty thrqughout
,' ! ‘the child's gptire-life." , '
4
. . 2 r
» The memo spelled out the specific objecthes of Head Start

as fo lows:

o Improving the‘chil@'s physical health and
physical. ability.

o] Helping the emotional and social development
of the child ‘by encouraging,self-confidence,
'spontaniety, curiosity, aqgﬁzelf—discipline.

o] Improving the child's mental processes and skills
with particular attention to conceptual and
verbal skills.

o) Establishing patterns and expectations of suc-
cess for-the. child which will create a climate
of confidence for higs futuce learning_gffort.

o Increasing the child's capacity to relate posi-
) tively to family members and others while at the
same time strengthening the family's ability to

‘relate positively to the child-and his problems. .

* The official title of the memoraridum is "Recommendations
for a Head Start Program by a Panel of Experts," chaired
by Dr. Robert Cooke, uohn Hopkinc University, February 19,
1965. :

1o
-
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: | \
o ° Beveloping in the child and his family a respon-
sible attitude toward society and fostering-con-

structive opportunltles for society to work to=- )
gether with the poor in solving their problems. . .

o Increasing the sense of dignity and self-worth
within the child and his family. _ . .

A
The first four of these objectives relate solely to the
/ .

.child; the chef three, however, are somewhat more ambiguous.
& While they also relate to the child, they mention his family,
"and. the last two objectives at least, open the door for a de- (]

cision-making role for parents.: X
3 “ . . . * oo

It is within these last two bbjectiveq that the.rationale

"for the parent participation program seems to reside although’
. B \ )
clearly they‘are not couched in community action language. In

/' fact it is doubtful that the Aduwisory Committee, or most of .

~

it, had a dynamic conception @f community action in miﬁd.‘ For

when'defails as to possible paregtfroles were spelled out,

. they focused primarily on the pdrent- as learner or és
~friendly counseloré and guides,

" tparent participaticn programs should be designed
as to:

‘ : . 1. Assist in planning the program of the center,
its hours, location, program, etc. .
: 2. Help in acquainting the neighborhood
e b ' with the services for children. . C ,

3. Deepen understanding on the part of the
center's professional-staff-of the llfe
of the neighborhood. - <.

: . .- 4. Participate in the parent part1c1pat10n , -

: program of the center whioh shc»ld in part
' help parents deal with the generdl and
specific problems of child- rearlng and

" homemaking. ‘




é s - -
| . ¢ \' \
\ - . v . 1
\ ‘ .
| N )
r 5. Provide superv1s1on for other children of v
| [ parents who are assisting-in the center or

are: v1s1t1ng the center as part of a parent

| / el dcation progdram. o *

6, Fill many of the non- professional,sub-pro- .
" fessional, "and- semi-professional roles ne- . .
cessary for acomplishing the above purposes
and for the general .conduct of the program
such as:

- v P
- .

a. teacher aidgs fozr: ) - .

- _ 1. 1liaison with parents,: !
o 2. escorting children to and from :
) the center, ) ‘ .,
3. conductlng rmall, groups of three -
<) to five children on_ trips, s
. ‘ ‘ 4. adding specialjzed skills like '
wt .o singing; playing musical instru- .«
ments, painting, )
5. general assistance. :

b. constructing and repairing equipment,toys, ,etc.
’ c. maintenance. - :
. d. cooking and serving food. ~f, .
“ 1In readlng this memo today, it seems obvious that parents \

were conceived of as adjuncts to the procram not as central

to}lt. They were to provide extra pairs of hands, in order to

s 3
. . relleve the Head Start teachers of certaln duties, much as ' -
/ : f

i teachers‘ *1des frequently came to be used in the school system.
Their speCrallzed knowledge, s in item 3, was not to be ‘used
for self-help, but to "deepen the understandlng on the part oo

of ‘the cehter s professional staff of the 11fe of the nelgh— i

e ? Y
borhood." ., Co

- i

' [ 1 . ' : . . .
2 . When the mémorandum wes issued, there was considerable dis-

¢ -

satisfaction among members.- of the CAP staff as well-as among

o

certain members of the AdV1sory Committee. Mitchell Ginsburg,

‘a social worker, recalls that a group of the Advisory Commlttee

~

’




including himself, Mamie Phipps Clark, JaEquelyQ Wexlex {then
Sister .Jacquelyn) and Edward Crump met with Shriver to

»” ’

explore the issue ¢f parent participation and parent roles.

"After that, there was developed for us: .
some new guidelines that we tock with us when
we went on our monitoring lrips durlng the
summer of 1965

R

e e T

"I remember, for instance, that I.went to Denver,
b . : . Seattle,Portland and ‘EBEugene, Oregon since all
) ' members of the Professional Advisory Commlttee

: were asked to monitor the beginning programs/
We were given a checklist of items that we
had to look at, and one of ‘these was on pa-
1 ] : rent part1c1patlon.. (Interview with Mitchell

Ginsburg), . ' g '

.' . » N ¥
instrumental roles in pushing for greater parent roles, as

well as for 'a close connection between ‘Head Start and the Com-

S

—— . munity Action Agencies.

"It was Kravitz and his people that pushed
for parent participation. ‘At points there
were différences between the Heall Start
program staff as such and the Community Ac-
, tion staff, 1ead1qg to discussion about at-
. tempting to pull Head Start out of Community
Action and out of OEO entlrely Some of the :
Head Start staff, particularly the child - ‘Ly
development people, felt that it codld func-
tion better as a separate agency. However,
there werd those of-us on the Professional
N Advisory Committee that were opposed ‘.0
this because we wanted to malﬂtaln L

A}

~!
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Ginsburg_alsd,recalls'ﬁhat members'of the CAP.sgaff played




the connection with Community Action... We
did win and—there was no recommerndation
N . made formally that Head Start be a separate
| ’ agency." (ibid)

\

_Apparently, however, the differences of opinion were never
successfully resolved, for a§~reca13ed by G;ksburg, the -

arguments about’ the nature of Head Start --was it or was it

@

Y o . not a community action program?. -- surfaced continually at

~ T " the Advisory Committee's meetings.

. "Some members of the the Committee felt
F ’ . . that‘we were dealing with a program that
' .o was designed to do certain spec1f1c
- things like raising the reading lévels of
.. children. There were others who inter- ° N
- preted the program as.part of the broader ) - .
- Community Action thrust of Title II. # ’

) "This showed up in terms of. the practical
w effects when we as Committée members

went out to visit programs. , I remerber

that some of my reports were .extremely cri-

. tical of a few programs where parent par- o~

N ticipation was not in evidénce. I am sure
that svhen other members of the Commi ttee L
made their visits, the reports reflected ‘
'somewhat different views. This area prob-
ably would have been played down and other -
aspecfs empha31zed " (;Q;ﬁ) : '

Wlthout belaboring the p01nt further, it seéms clear that

L
Qts early stages at least Head Start had deflnlte oplnlons

—

as to the role of parents or learners; the program was far_leSS
. N ‘ , .
,Clear about parental roles as decision-makers. Both Stanley- ‘

Salett and Polly Greenburg, who were associated w1th the pro— :

4

£

gram in. 1ts early stages feel that this was largely the result\,

’-

of the influence of the early ChlldhOOd epec1a1lsts, both on

the Adyisory Committee as well as on the staff, many of whom .

-

-

v I-66 -




were only tangentially ihterested i m's potenti 1l

for social change. ¢-It seems reas.. c.-refore, ta.ask how aste )
this latter dlmens1on came to be so wide! Y dlffuseo./’
According to many obsexvors, this v tvgely the resuit/
of personal contact. Frequently mentior the influeﬁoe o
of consultants who traveled far and ;1de to help 1mplement . &

-

programs. The consultants played a var;ety of roles. Théy

—

e

were teachers and trainers of staff and parents; they parti---

.

cipated in evaluation and honftorih visits; and they/also
served as interpreters of Head Start philosophy and ﬁrogram-

!guidelines to staff, parents and interested communitJ agencies.
. . b / :
Depending upon their own profeSsional orientation, these

consultants pressed for compliance with Hea Start and CAP \

e

objectives in parent participatron.*

Also important were the QEO inspectgis, partioularl¥ at
the time that William Haddad headed the Offioe of Inspection.
Although there was much varlatrﬂn in staff attltudes, the .

1nspectors duflng the early days of OEO took as one of thelr

rd

main charges the 1mplementatlon of the,"max1mum feasible par-
t1c1patlon" feature of the legislation. This was also true

of certain OEO Regional Offices such as former Regions

-

I(New York City base) ‘and VII(San Francxsco base) which had

reputatrons for promulgating activist approaches. In other .

b1

¢
.

. L ’ \
* See Polly Greenberg, no date,- and Beatties NO date. Informatloh
was also derived from interviews wiin Mitchell Ginsburg,

Charles Mowry and Bessie Draper.
{

.




regions, parental involvement, particularly in the de¢isiom.-
making role, was less urgently pressed, though here and there,

as .n what was then Region VI (Kansas City base), there was a

highly developed parental involvement program.
Sofie consultants have incéicated that in the absence of

4

 firm dirct.es and guidelines from Head Start, they relied on

OEC/CAP issuancéggﬁhich.kept mendating citizen participation

in CAP programs. - Since Head Start was part of the CAP complex,

1

althou§h Like most of the national emphasis programs it fre-
quentl&zagted and was treated like an independent agency, it
‘was felt thét thesé guidelines applied equally éé much to
Head Start as to *the rest of CAP.

Of particular importance was OEO %nscrﬁction 6005~1%*
which éne-consultant described as the "most valuable wgapoﬁ
in interpreting and enforcing the néfionof pArent ‘participa-

¢

tion." (Interview with Charles Mowry). ~
Ve

"There ‘is much in that document that needs

to be studied in relation to its effect upon
.Head Start practice. I think that is a piVvotal
policy statement. In my work in the field,

that document was really the basis for developing

strong case for parent participation. That

document really was more useful between the time
of its issuahce and the issuance of the 70.2
statement than the manual. I think that as a
policy and as a base for the development of
participation in practice, it was the primary
tool of consultantsyof staff and of parents."
(ibid)

*
\]

Therc is alsc some evidence that certain commqnities were

s,

far ahead of either ;he"consulﬁants or the staff in articu—
! A

lating connections between the CAP philosophy and Head Start.
] ¢

*

* Participation of the Poor in the Planning, Conduct and
Evaluation of Community Acticn Programs.
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This appears to have occurred in Ehoseicehmunities which

not oﬁly grasped the potenrial of the program ' ‘t which had¥

or qulchly developed, an activist orientation. In the long

run, ‘it is likely that all these factors and p0551b1y others

as well converged in different ways to promoted or inhibit,
‘ pareﬁt paf%icipation."In future studies, it is hoped thet(

t N - . -
E " this.can be explored in a more systematic way.

U

¢. The Shift in Guideiines . ;

In September, 1967, two and one-half years after the
_Cooke Memo had been issued, the Office of Economic Opportunity

issued its first Head Start Policy Munuale, ¥,

)

A

‘Althoﬁgh most of the manual is devoted to Head‘Srart
itself, the first page makes it cléar’that Head Start is not

. to. be confused with other and superficially similar programs. '
. .

~ "This section of the manual does two Ehings:. It pleces Head
. - Start in the context and philosophical thrust of the community

action program and notes' the special obligation on Hea” Start
4‘ -

in_lo%@}ities where no community action agency exists. ' -

-

*Manual 6108~1¢ Head Start Child Development, A

' Manual of Policies and Instructions, September 1967. T
13
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With re<nect to the first of these conslderatlons, the -

s v
manual reflneé the long range objectlves of a ,community actlon

a permanént increase’'in the

- - v

program as focused on effecting

3

abrllty of 1nd1v1duals,,groups, and communities afflicted

'xw1th poverty to 1mprove the1r own condltlons "(Emph351s'added)

_investiga%ion.

4

And with respect to the second, 1t establlshes the principle

I

\that where no CAP agency ex1sts, the' agency that is respon- .

»

sable for admlnlsterlng Head Start "is expected to fol ow: the

general pr1nc1p]es of communlty actlon - part1c1patlon of

t

the poor, moblllzatlon of resources, and gakgetrng of programs
io

to 1 - poor as if it were a communlty act _agency.' (Emphasis

»

added aga1n)
As far as the authors of th1° report were able to alscern,

this was .the first trme statements such as these appeared

in an official Head Start document. XAlthough..a h1storvcal

track-to explain the reason for tneir inclusion is not‘presently
“ Y ~. (’V
available, some conjectures at this point may be in order

L . Ty, 2 <
since ‘they may %Q;nt to some possible avenues forrfurther

*
N
N

One reason that comes to %}nd is the possible delegation

of ‘Head Start to HEW.-:
o

frfgtion, existed between OEO and other Federal agencies'from

Ky

the\qnset of "the program and even before,during task force .0

y
As is well known, tension, and frequently

»

days. Wlth the Department of Labor, it concerned the general

thrust and philosophy of the agency.' During the task.force

daysy Laborwhad’argﬁed_for a manpower strategy as’ the center-

2

piece of the poverty program* and there were additional

* See earlier discussion. pagz 1-39.

¢
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cénflicts over the role and nature of the Néighborhoad \

- . Youth Corps Program and other manpower relgted activities ', -

' ! : ‘y “ ~
} e ‘ which were -included in the legislation. With HEW, the ., argu-
’ . “

g

ments were mainly over programs that related to education’

i * and other acfivities of OEO that might PBe defined as educa7€

tional in emphasis. : 7

Eead Start was a particular pone 0f content. )n. From the

time that the program was fieldéd and attained its
initial phenomenals success, there were, ;’.ndications that the

Office of Education felt that the appropriate location of the
s . -

program was in that agency

’

and not in OEO. One possible.reason

- ' - b L : ‘

for this. was that despite arguments to the contrary, Head Start
. ' ¢ . ) : . :

was originally conceived as a "school readiness program'and

v

- was always judged as such by the Congress and the public at
large. ' As we noted earlier, however, OEO staff, including -

. - -

Mr. Shriver; had great misgivings égsyt making the'progrém

'solely an early childhood educationﬁpro@ram. Although the

; 'importance of the educational elemdét was never underestima¥fed,
. - . o . N -
it was always #elt that to be effective,.it had to be community

and not school-based{ since the schools had pioved notoriously

deficient in‘relating either to‘commuqities or paﬁ?nfsn
Another consideration was a difference in funding pat~

terns. Most HEW agencies channel their funds through the ‘

s ‘ates. Although the passace of the ESEA(in whose framing OEO

was greatly involved) introduced some signiicant c-hanges;

it was nevertheless true that the traditional pattern of HEW

- L}

« was.and is to relate to sta-es and state agencies. OEO, on : ———

.
o
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the, other hand, cha“neled its funds to local commtnities.

Thus imbedding Head Start in a “Department w1th a\dif?erent

B /r-“

"» phiYosophy was_looked upon as potentlally harmful to both the
intent andiéature of ‘he prograns.’ 1
- B ‘ While these were possibly the dominant corcerns at the
' . trmeJ'it is conceivahle that thevre were other considerations
K as well, Tn 1967, the Economlc Opportunity Act was amended

R 3 ¢ to open the wayvfor local governments to attaln greater con-

trol over the CAP agencies. . Popularly known as the "Green'

amendment" after Conqresswoman Fdith Green of Oregon who in- | .
. N .
rd \ -

troduced it, lotal off1c1als were glven the ootlon to convert

) 'CAAS lnto munlcapal or county agenc1es. As it turned out,
. . N
rclatlvely few 16¢al governments chose to exerc1se ghls right
L2y
' " ~= according, to Congresswoman Green Decause the guldeiﬁneq

»
* ~

" made it dlfflcult for them to do so. Nevertheless, it was

A~

- of considerable concern to OEO which favored the community- . &
S

based agency 3as the-appropriate venicle, for its efforts.
By transferrlng Head Start to HEW, there was understandable

N\@M concern that the ties with the CAP, agenc1es,m1ght be lobsened
‘:. A .
and S}DCQ in many communities, Head Start wasq¢he center- p
- £ 4 . . .
piece, if not the sole effort of ‘the community .action agency,
~
this was viewed with consternatlon if not alarm. -

A final consideration _may have beer the so al ferment
which by 1967 had overtaken'the nation. The Black movement
\had'taken(a new tack. Trere were cails for Black power, for
comnmunity control of local institutionsﬁ for echnic relevance -~

N 1
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'Hegd Start as "a program fog\?he economically disadvantaged

v ”
Very soon Chicano groups were ‘to organize themselves and

- ‘ . .
Indians. .In many ways, these were the natural constituencies

of OEO, and certainly in local-communities they we¥ , or were
N
shortly to become, forces to Lo reckoned with. Although OEO

3

was frequently antagonistic towards ‘these groups —- the OEO
official philosophy was basically integr§tioniét and ré«
formist; except in‘a few'coﬁmuniﬁieg it was not radical at all
excepé to those peopie who regard &ny kind‘bf change:§Cjt
»enefits the poor aﬁd minority g}oups as radical -- it.;s very
possible that part of the ,intent of these policy statements
wes to leave the way open to Work With these groups aé a way

of reducing the polarization that was then.becoming so evident

- in ov~ scciety.

As noted at the outset, of this discussion, these are con~’

jectures. But they méyupoint the way to fruitful raseaxch and’

investigation partféulafly fo. those who wish to discover the
. v - - ) X . . ’
impact of socidl fc¢ -es on public programs. .

. . g

To return, however, to the guidelines: Except for the

- % M ", . - .
first section, fanual 6108-~1 is concerned mainly with expli-

T ’ . - ‘
cating Head Start policies themselves. The manual defines

’

pre-school <hild based on the philosophy that:.

-1, a'child can beriefit most from a compre-
hensive interdisciplinary attack en his
' problems at the local level; and

munity must be inv6lved in \solving his

2. the child's entire family 3@ well as the com-
problems." '




-

W

.

- 3
The manual then lists twelve specific goals for Head Start.

Cf these, the first- four relate to the improvement‘of the

child's health, emotional and social development, cognitive

. C
development, and socio-cultural development. Towards the end

of the Yisting ..owever, three goals have'imblications fox
parent participation. These are:

—~ o Dévelcping in the child and his family

a respongibility towards society and

fostering feelings of belonging to a ,
community . v ' i

N

o Planning activities which allow groups .
_»M/'from every social, ethnic, and economic
(T 1level in the community to join 'together

with the poor i%h solving problems.

) o Helping both the child and his Family td
a greater confidence, self-respect, and
dignity.

Although couched in somewhat different words, these state-

'

ments essentially ~iterate the concepts set forth'in,the Cooke

4

memo two vears =zarlie. At the same time[ how wer, the manual

14 \ - o
. Ve
includes additional material-which.represent significant shifts

in official Head Start policy. In a sectiqn on the role of'
parents, the manual notes .that: "Every Head Start program
musi: have effective parent participation."

{

~

This section also defines four modes of participation:

1. Participatior inm the process of- making decisions
about the nature and operation of the program;

2. Participation jin the classroom as baid employeés;

volunteers, or observers; \ .

. N\ I Sy Y

13, Welcoming center staffs into their homes for dis-..™\
cussions for the ways in which a parent can con-' N

tribute to the child's developrmient at home;

I-74
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4. Educational activities for the parents which
. they have helped to develop.

Items 2, 3, and 4 are drawn directly from the 1965)Cooke
memo. The significant change is the addition of the first
item, the decisionmmakfhg/feie. ‘It not only has been speci-
fically mentioned, it appearg at the top ofgthe list. It should
be noted, however, that the manual discusses this role on%y in
relation to Head Staxrt itself. It does not extend the discuééioq
ﬁo decision-naking in 6tﬁer arenas. ’ .

Nevertheless, the manual visualized strengtheping paren%al

roles in the program in a variety of ways. It recommended a

staffing formula for parent-involvement and a linked.set of

Al

" advisory committees through which parents would be able to in-

fluence the program at all-levels.* Sub;equently, a parent in-
volvement workbock** for staff, called for é parent program

-coo:diﬁator at the grantee levél, a parent program developei at
the deleqgate %gency levél and parent program acsistant at the

- . . v
center ox classroom level, and in connection with-'the latter, a

-~ N < 3

parent committee at the classroom level composed totally of
parents; a par;nt advisory committee at the center level of which
at least 50 percept were parents; a policy advisory committee

at the delegate agency level of which at least 50 percent

again we}e parents, and another policy advisory commiitee at

the grantée level with a similar representation of parents., Signi-

ficantly, the recommendation in the workbook was ‘that at each

*A National Head Start Advisory Commlttoe was formed in

‘_Juiy, 1972, by actlon of tne Secretary of DHEW to advgse the

Dlrevtor of llead Start.

‘a

**Parent Involvement: A workbook of training tips for
Head Start Stafi, 1969, p. 10. .
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level, the parents should be elected Fy/iheir posts.
< / -
-The 1967 amendment to the Economic Opportunity Act

appears to have provided the added basis, or mandate, for
-

.

further action by Project Head Start personnel. 1In the
/

reference to Head Start* as a program to be focused upon
children who haée nof reached the age of compulsory school
attendance, the Act serves "to clarify éhe intention of
HEW and OEO to facilitale the involvement of parents of
Head Start children. . . ,"*¥ -
The Act states that Head Start "...will provide for

direct participation of the parents of such children in
k4

the development, conduct and overall program directgfn at the

~ local level,"*** o ’

T *Bublic Law 90-22, December 23, 1967, Part B, Section.222
(I) (B).* -
Ve

**QCD Transmittal Notice, 70.2, August 10, 1972.
’ p - '

7
*¥**Paublic Law/90—22, op. cit% ’ .
/. Sr— P 3 Y
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The most specific approach to a ,philosophical statemeht

about parent participation appears in‘a revision of the manual ‘

.

known as Instruction I-30, Section B-2, dated 8/10/70. 1In

the transmittal nétice of the revision, the following statement

-

arpears: .
"Tf Head Start children are to reach titkir
full potential, there must be an opportunity -
for Head Start parents to-influence the
character of programs affecting the develop-
ment of their children. The organizational
structure of every Head Start program must

provide this opportunity by increasing the Q\
cffectiveness of parent participation in the
\ planning and implementation of programs on \
. the local levelin order that parents may

- .also become more effective in bringing about
positive change ih the_lives, of theix
children." (Transmittal notice,’page 1)

-

Once more the major objective for parent pa;ticipation in

Head Star: was.stated as proviaing an opportunity for parents
A ..
to influence the program. The asgpmption is made that.only

by meeting this objective will the child development p}ogram
become maximally effective ané therefore allow the ultimate .
objective for children (reaching their fullest potential) to

naterialize. There is also a secondary objective, cie that

/ . .
relates Qplhuman development goals for parents themselves.

L} .

The implication here is that if the Head Starts promote ef-

fective parent participation, the parents can utilize these
VA

experiences to gain greater personal and interpgrsonal com-
. W

|

petence.

Caalnc pads o

T
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But the major change in this revision is the extent»tg
which it underscores the: change agent function of the Head

Start program itself. There are three major statements in

o

this regard. : '

The first focuses on the importance oY\maintaining the

»

that thé soundest iwanner for this to take place is for the

.

:,:;:1 [N
~and to provide continuity for these® developmental changes

within the family and the community./f&his emphasizes the
notioﬁ of transferability and continuity of child development

processes "from the Head Start center to the famlly and other

' . environments that efféLt the child.

for growth:

—~~"Many of the benefits of Héad Start are rooted
in 'change.' The changes must take place in
the family itself, in the community, and in the
attitudes of people .and institutions that have

9 an impact on both." (Instructlon, page 1),

.

The third statement is probably the most ¢rucial of all’
' EE]
since it provides the most comprehen51ve rationale for de-

fining parent participation objectives in Head’Start:

J .
"Successful parental involvement enters. int
every part of Head Start, influences other
R . anti-poverty programs,.helps bring about
changes in institutions in the community, and
works toward altering the social/conditions that
. have formed the systems that surround the eco-
nocially dloadvantaged child and hls family."

ibid : , ;| -
(ibid) | "

}"77

developmental gains made by children in Head Start and notes -

child's family to understand the nature of these changes \

“ . The second p01nts to change itself as a sound 'requisite

T oMy
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It should be ncted, however, that these statements appear
either'in-the transmittal notice that accompanied the Instruc-
tidn or in the Introduction to the Instruction itself. 1In terms «
of the body of the Instruction, the emphasis is exclusively on
the ronle of parents in the Head Start program only.~ .
Still, the changes cbntained in the Instruction show a steady.
proéression towards‘increased.parental influence. Foi\éxample,

at the center level, the committee was to be composed entirely

of parenfs whose” chlldren were currently enrolled at the center.
Furthev ’e at ¢ach of the higher levels -~ dclegate agency and
f -grantee -- the elected parents were given a vetc power over the

“_other 50 per cent, the gommunity representatives who also served

—_— s

on the Council. Finally, the word 'dvisorg’was.dropped from

LA . . .
both the committees and the Councils: ~ they becamé policy bodies,

period. ' . s - "

hd ¥

These were s1gn1f1cant changes- and probahly reflect a g ater

under tarding of the prograin as well as pressures both .from within

. 14

the bureaucracy and from the Head Start complex itself.* At the
same time,_however, one, wonders to.whatﬁagtent these guidelines,

or zven those in the manual, have actually been followed. Neither,
for example, contain enforcementvnrov‘siOns- Head Start grantees

were not glven a tlmetable ‘for compllance nor do there appear
v S
to be penalties, for non-compliance. This suggests that the‘gnlde—

\ lines could be congtrued as suggestions rather than'rules, and

-

*  The transmittal notide for Instruction I-30 states: "These
guidelinés have been developed in response to the numercUy
requests received during the past three years from Head '
Start parents, staff and administrators for more specaflc
delnneatlon of tuneir functions and responsibilities in local"
programs (page 1)




[N

- 4 ~ .
. and there is some evidence that this in fact may be the case.’
A recent study by the Southeastern Education Laboratory, for >

example, states" “"We have the legal prov1s;ons, and often, as

€

. & ) \

in Head Start, xequirements to lnvolve palents in pre- school . 3}
. / programs, but' to a great extent this is not happenlng.

(Southeastern Educational Laboratory, 1971, page 16)

-

Charles Mowry, a Head,Start consultant, has_suggestea a

possible reason for this: parehts may not‘have been informed )
T = &

of their rights. It is not unusual for a Head Start grantee

N\ -- even a CAP agency. —— either by inteﬁtion or neglect to

withhold information. (Interview)
Yet, these caveats not withstanding, several inipo. :ant
prinéiplee emerge from this review. A Although we couych them

in ideal terms, these princiéles can be identified as fqQllows.
1) 'Parent 1nvolve@e§t cannot be seen as merely
. one isolated component within a Head Start
. program représenting a partlcular service
which can 'be deiivered in a more or less .
' finite fashion, such as health or dental
service .or nutnltlon. Rather, parent in- ) .
volvement is projected as an overarching and
poténtlally integrating program force wh.ch
+ is larger than any ore component. It re-
presents more than_a program spec1allzatlon,
it is a point of view about how the program
should be organized, administered, and how
all other services should be planned and

delivered. ¢ .

2,. Parent .involvement should culminate in acti- .
vities which are connected to and’ poteritially . ' .
can influence and affect other antl—noverty ’
prdgrams in the lpcal communify.. Parent in-
volvement, therefore, represents a mevhod of
connectlng Head Start to. the community actioen
network or system so there can be a_ coordinated-
attack upon the problems of poverty. "In effect, 1
parent participation is Head Start's link to a
total commuqéty action anti-poverty. program.

/
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3. Parent involvement represgxts the key to
feeting Head Start's objective for insti- \
tutional change which has” as iis’ pprpose

community action to eliminate poverty.
Institutional :change may be directed towards

a variety of sub-systems such @S public wWelfare -
or education. Head Start as an integral )
anti-poverty program must relate to funda-

mental community action program p;inciples

and must be directed towards infduencing . ,
and changing those institutions identified

. ... - with either contributing to tae perpetuation Ny
R of poveirty or attempts by p Jpl% to break out_. -

T 5f the poverty cycle., ;
coa A -

5ﬁ;£hough there was a .‘eadx,progression towards_thése prin-~

ciples from the Cooke memo of 1965 .to ‘the 1967 Manual, ! the - .

.

" revisions that were added in 1970, and particdarly the contgﬁt

»
.. N 7

for the revisions as .contained in the Transmittal Notice and

the Introduction to the Instruction, éppeaf‘like a dramatic break- ~'
v

- B
.

thro.pgh . ) P ) B ) ) . * r
: "Every Head Start pfogram is obligated tdhbro— " L
vide the channels thrcugh which /parentdl/ par- >
ticipation and invclvement can be provided for - " -,
and enriched. . v . ’

‘Jd\ & ' <

"Unless this happens, the goals of Head Start .

‘will not be achieved and the program itself s

will remain a creative.experience for the pre— . .

] school child in a setting*that is not reinforced .

- by needed change 1n social systems into which

the child will move after this Head Start experi-

ence. ' . ; .

“Phis sharing of decisions 7»>r the future i5

one of the primary aims oif parent participaticn

and indvolvement. in project He&d Start." R

{Instruction, pages 1 and 2}

'3
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Chapter 1

Rationales for Parent Participat.on

Intrcduction

Although the development of Head Start in the context of
the war on poverty tells us a great deal about the forces which
shaped the program, there were 6ther developments during the
same period that are also crucial fef an understanding of the
program. |

Of particular significance is the extensive research in
the early childhood field which has occurred during the past
decade. Perhaps the most startling finding -- startling in
the combined sense that it was not anticipated, is still not
fully accepted, and is perhaps the most quoted single finding
in the field -- was Bloom's assertion that children by the age
of four reach 50 percent of their intellectual potential.
(Bloom, 1964)

But equally as significant as the findings -- and we shall
have more to say about them later =--~ is the amount of research
that has been done. 1In the recent OEO publication Day Care:

Resources for Decisions there are 965 bibliographical refer-

ences; of these, only 181 pre-date the year 1960. Roughly
calculated, this means that about 80 percent of the research
in early childhood, or at least the research which the authors

felt was sufficiently significant to include in their biblio-

graphies, was accomplished during the last decade. (Grotberxrg,

1970)




The scope of the research is equally impressive. Again

using Dr. Grotberg's compendium, and applying the same mecasurc

as above, the following summary is a rough indication of what

has been going on in the field.

Subject

Part I - Orientation to Day Care

International Day Care: A Selective
Review and Psychoanalytic Critique

Day Care Programs in Demark and
Czechoslovakia

Child Care Facilities and the
Israeli Experiment

The Need for Diversity in American
Day Care

Day Care in America

Part II - Programs for Children

Overview of Developmeni and Day Care

Social and Emotional Devefopment of
Young Children

Cognitive Development and Programs
for Day Care

Language Development in Day Care

Programs
3

Stimulation, Learning and Motivation
Principles for Day Care Pgograms

I1-2

Number of N
Bibliographical Reforencces

56

11

72

20

103

51

13

145




Part III - Adult Involvement

Adult-Child Interaction ahd Personalized
Day Care 85

Parent Involvement in Early Education 119

Parent-Training Programs and Congtfyﬂih
|

Tnvolvement in Day Care 1
Fart IV - Program Supports

Health Support in Day Care 57
Malnutrition and Early Development . 127
Social Work and Supplementary Services ' 58
Staff Selection and Training 32
Delivery Systems -
part V - Evaluation of Day Care Centers 10

As to the significance of the research, that is another
matter. Research is a vexry difficult undertaking, ané re-
searching complex problems with multiple variables and numerous
inter-related levels is exceptionally difficult; Furthermore,
translating research into policy for large-scale social actir
programs is, as Dr. Edward Zigler, the former director of the
office of Child Dévelopment and a highly-regarded researcher
himself, has pointed out, not only difficult but treachercus.
In his keynote address at the 1970 Annual Meeting of the Day
Care and Child Development Council of America, he said:

An alarming new development on the scene is the

readiness of many investigators to make social

action recommendations. There is nothing wrong
with a good investigator clearly presenting his °

position and telling society which way it ought
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to go, providing he is clear in saying that this
is what he believes; but it is different to dress
up social action recommendations around research
findings from some particular studies on parti-
cular little bits of research and irom that build
some kind of social action program or suggested
social action program.

Elsewhere in the same speech, hec noted:

...I did not come here to denigrate research
people. I am convinced, however, +hat our ability
to help children cannot out-distance our knowledge
of them. On the current scene, there are many
theories, hypotheses, as well as blatant prejudices,
but very little in the way of totally firmed-up
informationr. that will lead us unerringly along
some social action path. We still have to use our
own judgment and play our best hunches. We must
therefore develop enough professional and personal
integrity so that we are not unduly influenced by
every passing thought that has the good fortune

to be published. -

One possible implication of what Dr. Zigler is saying is that
despite his strictures the exact opposite may actually be
taking place. Like Dr. Zigler, we are not denigrating research.
We arpe interested here, rather, in the nature of the research
and what can be learned from it about parent participation in
Head Start. In this regard the following statements can be
made without equivocation. Most of the research has been done
by experts in the field of early childhood development, mainly
it would seem by psychologists. While there is nothing inherently
wrong with this, it has nevertheless tended to skew the nature
of the work. Although the particular prcblems, the researchers

have chosen to investigate are almost too various to enumerate

or catalog, it is clear that their chief interest has been in

the parent as learner or as teacher of his or her own children.
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.a way that either standards or 1ife circumstances change. The

TPhere has beern virtually no investigation of the role of
parents as decision-makers and what effects this may have
had on their children. 1In fact the present'study, which in- .
cluded field research as well as literature review, appears
to be the first which has attemy.ed the latter task, and as
we have noted elsewhere, we are well aware of its limitations.
In this part of our report, we review the available litera-
ture én Head Start and other early childhood programs both to
document the available knowledge and information on parent
participation as well as to draw attention to the weight which ) .

has been given to the parent as learner as opposed to the parent

as decision-maker.

a. Orientations

In Table I, the rationales for parent participation are
divided into two main groups. The first two columns show
those orientations which are aimed at overcoming the effects of '
deprivation by treatment of individuals who have been seen
as deprived. This would consist of providing input to enable
the person to reach a standard of health or educational achieve-
ment whi.a has not been met because of the circumstances in his

1ife. The second orientation recognizes the above, but focuses

on the need to modify institutions or the social system in such

individual then is no longer "victimized" and is able to influ-~

ence the system and achieve whatever new standards he conceives

as being necessary. . .

-




TL6T

$eTe30 ‘sSOH 496T 026T ‘IouudaIqUaFUOIE
qQ soxtdeys ut *supyer| - 0L6T. *ToUU2IqQUIF.OIE 8IN32ILa3Y ]
“2 666T U0 L96T f3sak . L96T ‘asan 696T _‘prATol TeIdua9
. TL6T ‘axoviaen !
K TL6T ‘T30 \
. N TL6T ‘3uruod
: , TL6T ‘L=ad
: ! 1461 *sedoanosold pooupPTIUD
06T ‘seuaei| .
TL6T ‘0461 ‘utaisusid] .
rm.ommﬂ fo¢q e 696T ‘uopzod ®» TL6T ‘ddony . i
, A96T *qcT °vd IS 6T J
T6T *ssod | QUi6T *ddomy) . 5 et e . 696T ‘PT23uToUos Sexoqes P IITPON S
26T ‘IGOS | TLAT *wWyedvi 7~ TL6T ‘ezelsTep : 6G6T *°Te0 ‘0TT91S09D TL6T *Ia R
TLET *WNESY TL6T Ve TL6T *Dutuusy TL6T *Wvuav | 696T *896T ‘3xmdion ‘utped 995T ‘uBETIUD SK TON

T46T ‘*ddony
: . TLOT ‘FuoTuuTil
. T.6T fsuonuyszitd 1 .

T26T *sacanosal pooyrTIuUd .
TL6T ‘supipy
0L6T ‘TeumayTro) . . i
0L6T o *S3uoxed, LojTod Sil
696T *sauoL-a0397d ‘qooep
Q6G5T ‘uopIod
) 6551 ‘*xaiog

T46T ‘*00aIW 8S6T *Ay3x20oii 06T *STTIN .
06T ‘*oTTIM 06T *96T ‘‘ouitx ‘uzegs| 046T ‘*axodax GOO
06T “IYCTUNTN 896T *33T4S 045T
06T . : 896T *IOTTIM pysusxed, L0704 SH
.+ 's3uexed, AoTT0d SH 896T *sudopxes Iedfump 656T ‘3200l .8
0461 6G6T *3enold 06T u's3ue 095T *AaAxoH | 96T *To332TS4eN SH .
fesoguy 658T ‘uvpron| =Ied;, Lo7rOd SH 896T ‘29339TsHON SH 9G5T ¢s3xsqod
16T ‘ddonk | « Ieuusuapy InzagyersHan SH ‘wreil | 0461 ¢qx0dax DO 856T *0121IeLD .. 996T ‘3youuag | - SH
#vI agvl elvI rA e qQTvl eV .
[akelbn3ifRe] -
TeX ToIn3Ind | suogIniyIsuy (Burutexsy I233%) JatxesaT
\oaunvw 03 aSumyuo 0% | suoT3IN3IISUT 2LuRYO sIUSTI + CTUD JO XsYyo®IdL Sse se fjuaxed JO
o33od1oTIxed | *3xed FusTed 03 °*3xed quoxed ] TeOYeT sey uaxed quaxed *juownieax] *ATLUL qQuUaLYEedL], *ATPUL 22IN0S
.V, \ JUSWIATOAUL JUSIBd JOF SaTBUOTITVU TBVEOOS
#M\w . I AIEVL
.0 «
& .r - m

YA
-

[’
T
.

[€)

E

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC



As can be seen, much as in the Grotberg compenduim, the

greatest amount of interest by far has been in the deprivation

or individual deficit model.

Individual Treatment

(1) Parent as Learner
Head Start

A major social rationale is that for whatever set of reasons,
Head Start parents require information, assistance and support
in improving the quality of home life. This assumption is em-~
bodied in the official documents of Head Start. A report re-
leased by the Office of Child Development reports that in 1968,
one-fifth of Head Start centers averaged one or more monthly
contacts with parents for educational or yocational counseling.
About 64% in full year and 31% in summer reported that adult
educational programs were available in the community and were
utilized. About 41% to 52% also reported the availability and
utilization of work experience and training programs; 32%-49%
of'the full year centers and 19%-29% of the éummer cénters re-
ported that community work in training programs, job retraining
programs and employment agencies were available and utilized.
This was based on a 5% sample of full year Head Starts and 1%
sample of summer Head Starts in that year. (OCD, 1970, page 28)

The Head Start Newsletters in the same year(1968) published

a series of articles devoted ta parent participation. The
September article was entitled "A Parent Participation Issue"

and contained in an editorial by Bessie Draper the following

II-6

t
!
t
i




quotation: "Unless the home environment is changed, no lasting -
benefit can result. The initiative for changing the home en-
vironment must come from the parents...but the Head Start

program must supply the incentive, the direction, and encourage-
ment." (Head Start, 1968, page 1) In that same issue was a
series of suggestions for parent participationhy Draper; with
the cardinal rule stated as: "Find out what parents want to

know and/or do and when, then arrange to do it at times con-
venient for the majority of the parents." gibid, page 3) The
August Newsletter includes "A bill of rights and responsibilities
for parents" which includes the notion of improving oneself as

a parent.

Although these form an official picture as of 1968, the
current statement of Head Start poliéy (1970) states a contin-
uvation of this view: "Head Start provides for the involvement
of the childs parent and other members of the family by giving
them many opportunities for a richer appreciation of the young
child's needs and how to satisfy them..." Embedded in these
documents is the view that parents need help in such areas as
literacy training, managiﬁg budgets, awareness of nutrition,
learning such skills as sewing, but that parents as learners

must have a fundamental role in determining what it is they

desire to learn. This respects the dignity and integrity of
parents and indicates that even though parents are seen as
learners, the Head Start materials assume that learners are

also decision-makers in the sense that they have a right to

select what it is they wish to learn.
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When we turn to local studies that reflect the view of
parent as learner, a Chicago study indicated that parent in-
volvement was a major goal. (Mouat, 1969, Wille, 1970) Parents
were invited to talk with center staff, were recruited door to
door and were questioned about what it was they wanted. This
project, using mokile classroom centers in éhicago's west
side, developed programs which were teacher directed and
structured, but based upon parent input. éarents were required
to attend a half-day a week and not only had informal dis-
cussions of their problems.but also access to a speeial unit
with a washer, dryer, sewing machine, and playpens, staffed
by a home economics teacher. Parents were seen as learners
with needs for service and informgtion.' i

Based upon the idea that one of the problems faced by
many homes is a lack of books rather than a lack of interest
in books, the Queensboro Public Library program devéloped a
library approach of making materials and information available
rather than providing direct instruction. (Bennett, 1966;
Roberts, 1966) Pamphlets were distributed on relevant weekly
topics for participants to keep, reading matter was suggested,
films were used. Parents indicated that they preferred verbal
presentation by library staff or outside experts, followed by
questions from the gudience. Examples of topics were: family
budgets, credit, health, children's emotions, sibling rivalry,

equal rights, music appreciation, home repairs and sewing.

II-8¢




These two programs, Chicago and Queens, reflect many local
programs in which the materials may or may not relate to child
rearing or teaching one's child, but are chosen by the parents
to fulfill some information or skill need. One may assume that
if a person manages the family budget, this will have an impact
on the child, or if nutrition is improved this will certainly
effect the child's health; but, the target is parent need as
defined by parent rather than child need as defined by either
expert or parent.

Non~Head Start

Chilman's (}966) review of poverty cites a numbFr of pos-
sible solutions. Although the issue of cultural diversity is
discussed, the conclusion is that the poverty culture or lower
class culture works to the disadvantage of its members and
should, therefore, be changed. Included among specific stra-
tegies for change are-parent counseiing, parent education
and social services. (See earlier discussion, pages I 7-8)

Nedler and Sebera(1971) developed a program for working
with Spanish-speaking children on the assumption that these
children are at a disadvantage when they enter school. Here
the ultimate target was clearly the child, but the intermediate
gain was to influence the parent by raising the intellectual
performance of the children through an indirect approach de-
signed to effect the behavior of the parent. The program
provided parental instruction through planned meetings of
topical interest; i.e., story-@elling techniques, nutrition,

mental health, child care, hygiene, legal aid and the importance
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of school attendance. All program personnel were bilingual.
Their results did not lead them to support their indirect
parent group meeting approach. They concluded: "To make the
Parental Involvement Program more effective in aiding in the
development of the educationally disadvantaged child, it will
be necessary to orient the program to education of the parent
in techniques of stimulating the intellectual and social de-
velopment of their children." (ibid, page 266) They further
indicated that the problem rests in language not total intellec-
tual difficulty. They did not measure the parents, but'drew their
conclusions from measures of child performauce.
As part of a general review for the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare of child care practices, Ruopp (1971) re-
ported on a number of day care programs. Most of these did not
function on the basis of the concept of parent as learner; but
he indicated that the Greeley Parent and Child Center involveé.
parents in governance of program," serves as an educational
facility during the evening for programs pertaining to child
; growth and development, consumer education, and a wide variet&
of other educational subjects of interest to the parents thus
further involving the parents in their own educational program
as well as their children's ...(AIMS College has participated
in providing these educational programs. Under its guidelines
when six or more community residents want a course, AIMS will

find and fund someone to teach it)". (Ruopp, 197la, page 11)
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(2) Parent as Teacher

Head Start

The overwhelming number of reports of Head Start parent
involvement emphasize the role of the parent as teacher. The

Head “Start Newsletters (1968) emphasize this role in its list

of parent responsibilities. The new Head Start policy guide-
lines state: "H.E.W. requires that each grantee make home

} visits as part of its program when parents permit such visits ...
Head Start staff should develop actlvities to be used at home

by other family members that will reinforce and support the
child's total Head Start experience...every effort must be made
to explain the advantages of visits to parents." (Head Start,
1970, page 9)

In general, the rationale for programs rests on the fol-

lowing assumptions:

o Head Start parents lack certain skills which
are useful in effecting‘the achievement of
their children and their children reflect the
lack of high parent expectations for them.

o The language style of the home does not provide

the child with the type of language skills that

are useful in school achievement.

o The homes are faced with numerous problems which
because of poverty are difficult to solve and,
therefore, children do not receive the care and

attention parents may wish to provide.
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What may be assumed is that programs which aim at teaching
the mother or parent or other family members ways in which they
can work effectively with their children indicate that parents
are able, and wish to learn those types of information which
have been found to be useful in providing children with the

best basis for succeeding in schools as they are now constituted.

The aim, then, is to provide to homes, as complementary to

activities provided for children in centers, the kinds of materials,

tools, attitudes, skills which have been fpund or which are as-
sumed to relate to scholastic achievement, achievement motivation
and high self-esteem.

As indicated throughout, the premises on which sugh pro-
grams are based are almost classic statements of the cultural
deprivation thesis.

The programs listed below share the following views about
Head Start parents:

o  Mothers(parents] can be trained in either

individual or group settings so that language

patterns in the home will be influenced.
(swift, 1968, Adkins, 1971)

Expectations for child success will be raised
(Adkins, 1971, Gordon, 1969, Kowatrukal, 1970,
McCarthy, 1968, Harvey, 1968, Jacobs, Pierce-
Jones, 1969)

Mothers can learn specific ways to teach a child,
(Juniper Gardens, 1968, Miller, 1968, Stern and
Kitano, 1968, Swift, 1968, Adkins, 1971, Goxdon,
1969, Boger, 1969)




Training should be designed so that parents
increase their feelings of potency, over what
happens to their children. (Gordon, 1969,

N~ Adkins, 1971, Stern and Kitano, 1968, Swift,
1968, Scheinfeld, 1969)

o] Modeling in the center is an effective tool
for influencing the behavior of parents,
and therefore, attendance or participation at
the center or school is a necessary ingredient.
(Roupp, 1971, Juniper Gardens, 1968, Swift,
1968, Miller, 1968) '

The studies reported above were located in a wide geographical
area throughout the United States.

Non-Head Start

Of special interest here is the current position taken
by some of the innovators. (Nimnicht, "1971, Weikart, 1971,
Levenstein, 1971, Gordon, 1971) They all now indicate that
teaching-learning is a qQo-way street; parents have many
things to teéch professionals and professionals, while they
have many things to teach parents, have much to learn. Therxe
has been a movement in their programs not only toward parent
inyolvement in the sense of Policy Advisory Committees, but
in the individual face-to-face contact between teacher and
parent. For example, Weikart staves that there needs to be
a shift of emphasis of the teacher's role to that of helping
the mother recognize and state the goals she has for her child,
and to help her develop the skills necessary for her to support
the development of her child toward those goals. Nimnicht
talks of the concept of the ability of parent or family to at:
tend to a child and suggests that treatment should be to improve

the parents' ability to attend by correcting the causes of poox
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attendance. These causes may lie in the income, housing,
health or other domain and may only be partly treated by
helping a parent master teaching skills. Gordon and Garber
in their Head Start Planned Variation Program stregss that

the parent educator is to actively solicit ideas, suggestions,
information from the parent about activities both for

herself as well as for the child. Levenstein'(l97l)

indicates that the parents in her program informally
contribute ideas and information to the teachers rather

than through organized group channels.

These programs, despite a slight shift in emphasis,
still see a main focus of pare@t involvement to be parent
education in child rearing and teaching roles. As Gray
(1971) indicates, the DARCEE program not only attempts
this but spills over in terms of helping parents plan to
organize life, budget income, provide more nutritive meals
and overcome the feeling of powerlessness over themselves.
Gordon's preschool programs have emphasized providing parents
" with ideas for engaging their children in playful learning
_activities, with the notion that, as parents see they are
having an effect on the child's learning, this will increase
the parents' sense of powerfulness and self-esteem, which
may in turn lead to their exercising these feelings in
other domains such as jobs and housing.

Chilman (1968) pointed out that many of the intervention
programs were created by developmental psychologists,

concerned with parenting and not the parent. However, there
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is recognition that the family is a transactional
institution in which all members influence each other.
McDavid's review of intervention work led him to conclude
that "there is mounting evidence that the relative degree
of success of various kinds of programs, especially with
respect to the durability of their impact on the child ovexr
an extended period of time, is dependent upon the factor of
home involvement, and modification of the developmental
milieu of the child through intervention in the home."
(McDavid, 1969, page 32) Bronfenbrenner best states the case:
"Any appreciable enduring improvement in the child's

development can be effected only through an appreciable

enduring change in the behavior of the persons intimately

associated with the child on a day-to-day basis."
(Bronfenbrenner, 1970, spage 58)
Summary

Parent participation in the learner role has been

treated in two fashions:

1. Parents as learner with the program being
influenced by parents! desires, and with. the
curriculum not necessarily related to the edu-
cation or child rearing of the child.

Parents as teacher, or to put it another way,

as learner of skills, attitudes, techniques, so
that thgy can enhance the direct influence which
the family already has on the child, in ways that
are assumed to relate to school and work success.

Although xroocted in change, the programs emphasize

changes that should take place in parents themselves,

particularly mothers, so they can influence both themselves




¢

and their children. While some investigators feel that
these individual changes may spill over and effect other
areas, housing, for example, or employment, these are

viewed largely as secondary éffects.

Social Change

The second major rationale for parent involvement moves

past the parent as an individual and past the concept that

change should come about solely within the family. The

emphasis here is on legal rights of parents; the

responsibilities, and contributions that parents can make
not only in influencing the growth of their own children
but also in their participation as it effects the growth of
all children. As we shall see, there are very few studies
or even anecdotal material to report in this area. While
policy statements from both within as well as outside of
Head Start have stressed the importance of this rationale,
the available data points to one of two conclusions. The
social change focus is (a) mainly rhetorical; that is, it
is stressed verbally but not acted out in practice; or (b)
investigators have not viewed it as of sufficient
importance to report on or study.
(1) A Matter of Rights
Head Start ‘

.As noted elsewhere in this report, there were three
crucial shifts in Head Start policy with regard to parent
participation.In its initial stages, emphasis fell on the

- parent as learner. Later a decision-making role within the
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Head Start program was articulated. §Still later, these
first two roles were maintained, éut there was a suggestion, at
least of a shift to a community action or social change
focus. From the "rights" point of view, the 1970 Policy
Statement is abundantly clear. It not only changed the name
of vhe Policy Advisory Committee to Policy Counsil it also
stated that, "every Head Start program must have effective
parent participation." It then goes on to spell out the
formal structure of the Policy Committee and some of the
functions it might perform. As the Manual notes, these are
minimum functions; if a Policy Council is able to negotiate
additional functions, this is permitted. The listed

functions include approvai or.disapéroval of:

o Goals 2
o Location of centers

o} Plans to use available community resources .
o Plans for recruitment oﬁ children

o The composition of the policy group and the

method for setting it up (within HEW guidelines)

o What services should be provided to Head Start
fron the Delegate Agency

1]

o Head Start personnel policies
o Hiring and firing Head Start's Director of ’
Delegate Agency and staff .
o Requests for funds and proposed work programs
o Major changes in the budget
o Information needed for pre-review to Policy
Council
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In addition, there are two "must be consulted" items:

o] fdentifying child development needs in the area
to be served .

Ensuring that standards for acquiring space,
equipment, and supplies are met

Although withbolding or granting of approval is a powerful
role, it may be exercised witnout the involvement of a
considerable number of parents and may become a paper act.
Furthermore, it is important for evaluation in this area
to know the exient to which parents actually fulfill or
are permitted to fulfill the functions assigned in the
Policy Manual. A second major consideration is the extent
to which parents are aware of the Policy Manual and cf the
functions in it. On all of these scores, data are non-

existent.

Non-Head Start

AFRAM Associates, an organization formed in 1969 to
promote parent involvement, has developed a series of what
are called "action stimulators." Action Stimulator #34--
parents as teachers--refers to a list of parent rights in

respect to school. Although this list was prepared in

reference to the New York City school system, it is

applicable to the rationale concerning parents' legal rights.
The major ideas are that:

o All parents have a non-negotiable right to
advocate on behalf of the rights of their
children...parental participation in the
educational process is a necessity not just a
supplement to that which occurs within the
school.




Parents know how to perform teaching activities,
and the "teacher behaviors" list simply serves
to remind them of what they are or should b-.
doing.
In general, the list seems to go beyond the notion, vital to
Head Start, that parents and professionals work together in
a partnership arrangement to develop and carry out programs
and represents a stronger position on parent control than
is being advocated by Head Start.

West (1967) indicates that parent involvement is a
matter of democratic right. The home is seen as a valuable
resource to the school: a source of goals and insights
that usual methods do not reach. He states that parents
should have a role in setting Additional goals und
objectives, be much more deeply involved in assisting the
learning process and be directly involved in evaluation the
outcome of education.

(2) Institutional Change

Head Start

The AFRAM document suggests that parents already know
that they need to know, and that what is now required are the
vehicles for enabling parents to exercise their power.
AFRAM is strongly committed to the role of parent as

decision-maker and changer of institutions. The Head Start

position (Newsletters of 1968), the Head start Policy

Statement of 1970, as well as the MIDCO orientation kit
(1971), would suggest that parent participation in

decision-making is a process of learning for all members of




the policy group, parents and professionals alike.

Decision-making is not taken from professionals and given
to parents but is a shared responsibility.
The articles by Harm (1968) in the Head Start

Newsletters on "How to Encourage and Use Parents on

Advisory Bodies" takes the position that Head Start staff
and community leaders can learn from parents and that
members need orientation and training as well as
experience. PAC meetings need to be arranged for the
convenience of parents and solid guidelines need to be
developed acound decision making. “The group should be
given a clear understanding of the kinds of situations in
which the decisions of the Policy Advisory Council are
final, those in which there must be consensus between the
PAC and administering organization, and those in which the
PAC's views are purely advisory." (Harm, 1968, page 2)
The latest Policy Manual from OCD does just that.

The Florida Head Start Planned Variation program
cémbines the activities-of parent as teacher of child with .

parent as decision-maker. This program stresses the vital

role of the Policy Council in participating in all phases

of the program but also adopts the view that the
developmert of a strong Policy Council is a learning

process rather than an instar. change. The Policy Council

is seen as a partnership arrangement of shared decision

making rather than a movement to complete parent control.




Wille (1970) and Mouat (1969} in discussing the Chicago
mobile classroom center, indicate that the parent advisory
group meets twice a month and serves as a vital organization
in the development of parent program, in setting up an
emergency pavent borrowing fund, and in learniné a variety
of parent activities. This is the normal use of such
councils.

Nimnicht's Planned Variation program (1970)
encourages parent participation in administrative decision-
making as well as in the classroom. His program now
includes a tvraining program to help improve parent
effectiveness in decision making. He indicates that
representative groups of parents must approve the program
before it is introduced into the community, and that parents
have a right to review the decision after observing it in
action. The same caveat holds for the Florida Planned
Variation prog:am.

In recognition that many groups stepping into new
réles needs training and orientation, MIDCO prepared an
orientation kit for the parent section of the Head Start
Manual (1971). The kit is a training program to be used by
local groups in the clarification of the policy manual.

The kit stresses that parents should participate so that

their children see them as potent. The kit, together with

the policy manual, perform the task that Harm set out in

the 1968 Newsletter, by providing parents with orientation
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" and information about the program and about the rules of

the game,

Non-Head Start

Manning's project in New York City (1971) was
devejoped by the Center for Urban Education to "improve the
scope and quality of citizen involvement in urban
educational decision making practices. The underlying
philosophy of this program is based on the belief that
parents can and §hould take a more active role in their
child's education, both at home and in relation to the
school. The Parent Participation Workshop Program is unique
in several respects:

1. It provides parents with specific knowledge.

2. Seeks to expand the concept of education.

3. Defines the role of the home and the parent in
educative process.

By training parents to train other parents, the Parent
Participation Workshop Program not only produces a core of
potential leaders but increases the likelihood that the
program will be responsive to ‘the need of the participants.
This program (not yet available for dissemination) was
aimed at low income Black and Puerto Rican parents of
inner-city children in the New York City public schools. It
is not clear from the description available that it will go
further than the MIDCO kit in getting into the problems of

group process which confront a parent seeking to participate.




In a panel program chaired by Shapiro (1967), Watkins
stated that faculty, local school personnel and neighborhood
residents should form planning boards empowercd to select
school personnel, and to propose and implement innovations.
He said that low income communities can explain the
demographic characteristics of poverty areas to teacher
trainees, involve them in area activities and offer them
direct personal experiences. He urged that school systems

_guarantee parent/community involvement in decision-making
before teachers are placed in schools. To some degree,
this concept has been implemented in new approaches to
teacher education and particularly in the Teacher Corps
program sponsored jointly by the University of Florida and
Duval County schools. Despite all these effdists the issue
still remains: How are ultimate decisions arri&éd at and
whexe does power really lie?

Ruopp (1971), describing the Greeley Day Care Center,
states that the significance of parent control at Greeley
is great. Most of the parents indicated that they have
never before been involved in an organization in which they
themselves can hold key positions. They have formed their
own corporation and are in a position to make decisions
about what happens to their children and to themselves.,

The sense of ownership from actually consfituting the

_governing board, being involved in the negotiation for

mortgages and the purchase of the property on a mortgaged badis,




and the control of hiring and other policy issues have
reportedly had a large impact on the parents. The parent
child center is under the governance of the Colorado
Migrant Council which itself has established a pattern of
local community involvement. The Advisory Board is
described as representing more parent control than that
embodied in the Head Start guidelines, and indicates that
rather than confrontation the program is actually a
partnership arrangement of parents and staff.

In a position paper Cohen (1969) indicates that he
does not accept the cultural deprivation theory for failure
to iearn and feels that low income children suffer in the
school because the curriculum is irrelevant and the pedagogy
ineffective. He takes the position that local control of
schools can make a difference in school achievement because
it can lead to more relevant curriculum and more effective
instruction without necessarily coming to grips with all
of the other social issues.

(3) Ethnic/Cultural Relevance

Head Start

The Head Start program has been concerned with the fact
that in our society a disproportionate number of members of
ethnic minorities fall into the poverty category. Since
Head Start was intended to reach these populations, a
natural outcome has been the desire to involve parents in

programs, as a means of insuring that their ethnicity is
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respected and that their children will be able to develop a
strong sense of dignity and pride in their ethnic heritage.
Ruopp (1971, page 13) described one program that defined
itself as "a small UN." Parents felt that a major outcome
of parent involvement was the respect gained for and the
loss of fear of people from other races. Center activities
"provide direct learning about other races and cultures that
dispels old prejudices." AFRAM (1970, page 2) lists as a
teaching behavior possesced by parents "teach my child about
white institutional racism and its consequences...teach my
child to respect himself." |

A position paper prepared by the Black Child
Development Institute on optimum conditions for minority
involvement in quality child development programming states:
"Where children of minority group extraction are involved,
there must be provision for curriculum components which
address the unique features of the relevant ethnic and/or
history, culture and community life styles, as defined by
the specific ethnic or racial groups involved in individual
projects." (BCDI, 1971, page 19) Under no circumstances
should parents be required directly or indirectly to
relinquish control over their children to institutions.
Parent pérticipation in the making of policy is non-
negotiable and parents should make up no less than 51% -of
the policy making board. The training of parents so that

they perform the policy making function should be
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considered an item for which Federal funds can be
requested.

Hess (1971) discussed this issue in detail and
describes without identifying them, programs developed by
Black and Chicano groups in which parents are on governing
boards and work in the schools as teachers. In one instance,
the aim of the school was to develop a strong ethnic
identity in the children.

Summary

If there is a significant hole in the Head Start
research and evaluation iiterature it is in the area of the
social change rational. The only large scale study that
had hard data was the Kirschner report (1970) prepared for
the Office of Child Development. The writers studied the
relationship of parent participation of Head Start centers
to Head Start's role in the institution. Through question~
naires, they differentiated those centers labelled high
parent participation from those which were low participation
centers. They concluded "there does seem to be a
relatiohship between the degree of parental participation
in Head Start center and the extent of the center's
involvement in the institutional change procéss." (page 119)
They further pointed out: "high parent participation centers
served as authorizers and executors of change significantly
more often than low parent participaiton centers...not only

did its degree of parent participation make a difference in
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the Head Start Center's leyel of involvement in change,

but also in the quality of involvement or the function it
performed within the change process...High participation
centers were more often mentioned as cerving through
organizational means to create a background conducive to
change (in 50% of the cases compared with only 12% for the
lows). The researchers indicated that the most effective
method used by Head Start to influence change was
overwhelmingly by direct action followed by, in the case of
high parent participation, influence on private persons and
groups, then influence on other organizations. (pzge 224)
It should be noted that this study is concerned with how
involvement in Head Start influenced change in agencies other than
Head Start i.e. medical, social services, and other
community activities.

There is no study of how parent participation in
decision making in Head Start changed Head Start programs or
the ways in which parents played their decision making role
in the establishment of Head Start programs. Lacking is
solid case material showing the development of the program
over the course of the years in which the program's biography
was written, and thus the insights into the change process.
Needed therefore is not a rationale, but the means for
measuring the application of the rationale.

Unstated, but a reality in the operation of Policy
Councils,is the need for skill training in the organization

and conduct of meetings. Too formal presentation, i.e.,
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Robert's Rules of Order, keeping of minutes, boundaries
on discussion, can all prove stumbling blocks to the
involvement of parents in decision making. Professionals
may often dominate meetings because they know these skills
and have formed a "hidden curriculum" for them. Nowhere
in the documents from which this rationale is extracted, is
this issue discussed.

.In summary the role of parents as decision makers
and in affecting social change has beer proclaimed widely
both within and without the Head Start program.
Proclamations, however, do not necessarily mean fulfillment
of function. Only one study (Kirschner, 1970) evaluated
_the role of parents as decision makers; the other references
deal with program descriptions or recommendations. If we
are serious about parents as decision makers, then this
must be evaluated far more carefully than it has been and
must become a basic part of any long range Head Start Or

Head Start related implementation and evaluation effort.
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" Chapter 2

The Engineering Framework: Psycho-Educational Intervention

Introduction

Most of the intervention strategies used in Head Start

or Head Start type programs can best be described as psycho—.
educational in nature. These strategies usually rest on one
or the other %f the rationales discribed in the previous
chapter and thus provide an engineering framework as to how

§ the program is to implement the social aim. As will become
evident once again, the foal of the various programs is largely
to change individuals or families rather than the larger
social context that effecets their lives.

N Table II presents differing viewpoints on psycho-
educational rationales and program descriptions for parent
involvement programs as follows:

o Programs which have either a stated or implicit
assumption that the reason for parent involve- !

ment and parent education is based on some hope :
for a gain in children by providing parents with

teaching skills.
o Explicit utilization of an operant theory of
learning.
i
o Explicit use of psychoanalytic or affective i
theory. |
(o} Programs which combine both treaument and

decision making foci. ¢

) o Programs aimed directly at parents' mneeds, and
. only indirectly at how meeting these might
influence the parent-child relationship or child
development.

o . Programs dealing only with parent participation.
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Among the techniques used by the programs are behavior
modification, efforts to build ego so the parent

experiences himself as powerful; simple access to materials

which will help improve life-style; the need to change

environment; and the role of general parent participation
as beneficial to children. Both group and home visit

programs are described in terms of mdthods and results.

a. Group meetings

Head-Start

An examination of the thesis that parents should be
learners either for themselves of for their children, yields
seven concepts concerning implementation. The first of
these deals with parents needing specific training to
improve or change home teaching patterns. The following
programs utilized parent group meetings.

Stern, Kitano et al (1968) established four treatment
groups. In the first the teacher gave materials to the
parents for use at home while she used the same materials
in her classroom. The second was classroom only. The third
was for home use onlv, and a fourth was a control group.

The investigators studied whether parents provided with such
materials and techniques would become more effective teachers
of their own children, and if seeing themselves as

effective would feel less alientated and powerless in
relation to the larger community. The materials used were

developed at UCIA and consisted of picture story books and
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program booklets to teach. colox, shape and size.

A program was conducted from 1967-1970 at the
University of Hawaii (Adkins, 1971}. Various‘models of
parent meetings were used, beginning with training parents
to help supervise classroom activities then shifting to
teaching parents to work with their own children., Staff
teams met with parents using role playing and concrete
reinforcers (refreshments, certificates). In 1968-1969,
there were informal group discussions and the use of the
Hawaiian language for preschool program. Classes focused
on general child development. In 1969-1970, home interviews
were used. A continuing problem was attendance even with
the use of concrete reinforcers. The group meeting approach
did not seem to be as effective as the home interview
approach, and the informal efforts seemed more acceptable
than formal ones. The major orientation seemed to be
around language development and motivation.

Boger (1969) worked with 72 rural white disadvantaged
and advantaged children and established three groups: one
on developmental language, the second on structured
language and the third a placebo workshop. Mothers met in
12 weekly two hour instructional sessions. The effort
was to improve the quality of mother/child interaction and
mother story telling ability.

Swift's (1968) approach :as basically concerned with

language. The rationale was that the lower class mother .
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needs specific activitiea designed to increase her
confidence and her ability to effect growth and learning of
her child. Parents attended sessions with their children,
and an attempt was made to involve them in reading and
story telling and to increase the quantity and quality of the
mothers' verbalizations and encouragement to their children
to varbalize.

All four of these group approaches used a professional
teacher and focused heavily on language, using specific
materials that had been teaéher or university developed.

Non-~Head Start

Programs of parent education based upon the rationales
described 'in Table I are not unique to the United States.”
Ortar (1971) used a group situation to attempt to
influence the verba: behavior or lower class mothers in
Israel. One group was taught collectiVely'for a short

period of time about the importance of mother-verbal

behavior, were coached on the production of "good\Sentences"

aﬁd were given booklets and pamphlets. A second group was
given this training followed by a single home visit from
the field worker who demonstrated the techniques with the
child. A follow up study a year later indicated that half
the mothers remembered the principles and that those who
had received the home visit were superior to those who had
been exposed only to the group situatioﬂ. What is unusual

about this study is the small amount of training time




involved, and the follow up a year later. One implication
from Ortar might be ‘that it is not that some mothers lack
skill but may lack awareness of skill. .
The work done at various places throughout the United
States would certainly support the idea of tremendous
diversity among what naively might be considered a homo-
_genious population. There are within the so-called

disadvantaged group many mothers whose attitudes and

behaviors are no different from so-called advantaged

mothers (and vice versa), and many mothers who need

minimal input and encouragement simply to see that their

role of parent as teacher is important. A fundamental

research design or an evaluation tool needs to be the .
utilization of subject x treatment rather than the gross

notion of experimental group versus control.

b. Home Visits _ f
Head Start

The DARCEE program begun in 1965 has been reported in
a variety of places. Of interest here was that a group i
considered maximum impact involved both mother and child. |
The mother came to school and trained one day.a week, and
was also visited at home by a teacher. The child attended .
the center five days a week. A second group had only the
child participation. The third group had only home
visitation. The fourth was control. The DARCEE effort has

[ ] o

probably been the longest programmatic effort for nursery
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aged children with one of the largest sized populations.

In the early stagaes only professionals were used as home
visitors; currently paré-professionals are being used.

The Head Start supported research was a nursery school
program with the rationale that as the mother learned ways
to improve her competence with her children and as a
homemaker, this would lead to changes in her life style as
well as in her relationships with her children and would
be reflected in the ability of other members of the
family (Millexr, 1969).

McCartﬁy (1969) had a2 program for four year olds in
Terre Haute, Indiana in which a group with no parental
involvement was compared to a group in which parents
participataed in general meetings. A third group used
home visiting. The effort was to change parent attitudes
and improve the language and intellectual functioning
of children.

She found that parents were concerned and were willing to
cooperate with school personnel. (a detailed description
of the program is not available at this time)

Gordon (1969 ) and Gordon and Garber (1971), utilized
the home visiting techniques which had been developed in
preschool and Follow Through studies as one of the liead
Start Planned Variation Models in four communities. The
home visitor is a paraprofessinnal who spends half her time

working in the center and half iting homes on a regular
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once a week schedule carrying out materials which have been
designed locally to complement and supplement the center's
work. The basic theoretical position behind the home visit
materials was initially Piagetian. As the program has
evolved, more and more effort was made to involve the
parents themselves, in stating the types of materials they
wish, and encouraging them to make suggestions for specific
activities. Emphasis is shifting in this program from the
design of the curriculum to more concexn with the process
of instruction. A list of desireable teaching bchaviors
emphasizing inquiry, lgnguage and thought, as well as the
considered use of praise have been developed.

All these attempts convey one common idea to parents,
that igc, that parents are legitimate teachers of their
children, and that parents can be effective in those areas
which relate to academic achievement. This represents a
fundamental shift from the view that parents are "only"
child bearers or child rearers and that child rearing is
séparate from education. The concept of home visiting is
easily generalizable, and these studies, combined with the
ones which follow, provide a firm basis for decision making
on the part of communities wishing to develop such efforts.

Non-Heéd Start

Gordon and his associates (1967, 1969a,b,c, 1971, 1972)

in a series of studies commencing in 1966 with families of

three month old infants developed a program utilizing
somt




paraprofessionals as home yisitors on a once a week basis.
The program consists of:
o Home visits only for children up to age two

o Combination of home visits and small home learning
center activities for two to three year olds.

o Combination nursery-day care and home visit
program for threes to school age.

In all of these, a central concept has been that-the
paraprofessional can become a skilled decision-ﬂnéker
determining together with the mother, what particular
activities from a set of activities are applicable at the
moment. The effort it to keep the materials in a "play or
game" framework, to make them culturally relevant by involv-
ing the parent educators in the design and testing of
materials, and by eliciting from the parents their reactions
and suggestions. There were no comprehensive services in
the research programs and only in the latest infant
project (Gordon and Jester, 1972) were.medical
sxaminations and medical services available. A common
delivery system with considerable flexibility for community
and individual modification rather than a common program
for all, appeared to be useful. Assuming that parents need
specific training, the selection of trainer, training
materials, and training processess must be related to the
individual and cultural characteristics of the parents.

Levenstein's approach (1970) utilized a professional

worker as home visitor who brought toys or books into the
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home and played with the child in such fashion that she
acted as a model for the mother of low income preschoolers.
Levenstein's goals were primarily verbal interaction,
utilizing the toys and books as devices for stimulating
such interaction.

The kindergarten program (Radin, 1969) utilized bi-weekly

homg\yisits by a counselor in which the counselor planned

activities to enable the mother to see herself as a

resource person. Is in the case oi the Florida program, the
emphasis is on materials in the home rather than the
introduction of packaged materials.

. Conant (1971) utilizing some of the ideas developed
in earlier projects, sent paraprofessional tutors out to
work with mothers of infants to increase the amount of
involvement of mothers and to influence their feelings.
The tutors received intensive training in child developement,
patterns of child rearing, teaching parents to teach, and
the activities and materials that enhance cognitive
development as well as some reinforcement techniques and
information about agencies in the community. Essentially
the same preservice procedures can be found in the DARCEE,
Ypsilanti and Florida efforts.
Summary

Several ideas emerge as critical variables from the

group and home visit studies.

(o} The home ‘visit programs are more successful than




the group programs alone, although some home
vigits also combined group activities about what
to do. The mixture of techniques and especially
their adaptation to fit local and individual
situations, seem far more important than
commitment to a doctrine.

Although these programs were psychological in

conception, they are sensitive to social,
cultural, and economic factors.

The materials and style of delivery, although
they are within each program's overall rules or
guidelines, are modified at the point of deliveky
to take into account the wishes, desires,
attitudes, skills and home situation of the
particular parent.

More and more attention is being paid to involve
the parent as learner in the process of irnput
into the program either foimally or informally,
so that the individual and cultural meanings are
considered. This type of built-in feedback means
that the activities should become increasingly
relevant to the real situations facing the
learner. .

These programs 2xplode the myth that low income
mothers, even if working, are not concerned

about the education and success of their children
and will not fin@ the time to engage in a teaching
relationship with them. The life situation of
many of these families are extremely precarious,
and all of the people using home visitor approaches
are impressed with the enthusiasm and effort that
many parents put out to maintain their
participation in these programs.

c¢. Contingency Management

There are several programs which have fundamental
commitments to behavior modification. The DARCEE program,
for example, teaches mothers behavior modification skills.

The Juniper Gardens program,.(1968) under the direction of

the University of Kansas, directed its training to

management techniques. The mothers were coached to praise




correct answers, and maintain orderly play using the
principles of positive reinforcement. Adkins (1971)
atcempted to use concrete reinforcers to maintain parent
involvement. It is not clear that parents were taught to
utilize tokens, but the attempt to manage the quantity of
parent participation by the use of such reinforcers did not
seem to be effective.

The Texas study (Mandel, 1968) used a different
approach to contingency management. Children were involved
in a program in which they took home material rewards for
performance, and the parents were informed that these

rewards were for child performance in school each day. The

~effort was to see whether parents' attitudes towards their

children's ability could be influenced by such a technique,
The mothers' attitudes did not change, but interestingly
enough, the teachers' attitudes did. It may be that the
teachers became more sensitive to child performance, but
the cues provided to the mothers were too gross for
generalization. '
Karnes (1970) studied a small group of pérents and
their young children 13-27 months who were involvedvin a
fifteen month program. The mothers attended a two hour
meeting weekly, and learned techniques based on the
principles of positive reinforcement. They were asked to

use these techniques with their children every day, and

were given educational toys and materials appropriate for
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the teaching model. Farents were paid to attend the meetings
and transportation was provided. Using this mixed bag of
- approaches, it was found that not only did the children seem
to gain, but also that the parents increased their community
involvement.
Summary

Most of the researchers did not use contingency
management exclusively or in its purest form. Principles
of positive reinforcement cannot stand alone, but provide
one of a number of tools which should be in the repertoire
of the pxogram staff. All would tend to agree that non-
punitive management procedures are in the long run more to

be desired than punitive techniques.

d. Affective Help

The concepts that lower tlass families are
pathological is not accepted by the programs that have been
described. Because of life's circumstances, parents have
feelings and emotions about society, about themselves, or
about their children that get in the way of effective
performance in the role of parent as teacher. Stern and
other (1970) used group process techniques at meetings in
which parents and teaéhers were encouraged to express their

feelings, frustrations, needs and expectations. The

hypothesis was that parents participating in such
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

cncounlays would develop ow show nmwore divect concern for

tholr children's education and dovelep more favorabice
attitudes towards ilead Start, and ihat this would b
reflccted in the iantellectual pertormance of children. The
group c¥perience c¢id not scem to cffect attitudes but did
scem to have an impact on child performance.

Clarizio (1968) used small group mectings conducted by

.
a trained social worker and home visits utilizing a
counseling relationship. Primary emphasis was on the parent/
child/school relationship. The assumption was that such
social work activity in both group and individual settings
would influence the attitude of the parent toward tecachers,
school authorities, preschool activities, and towards the
parent's view of how their children were being treated by
school personnel. He did not find that this program
led to measured changes, and suggested that the program
was too formal.

As an example of relating program to parents'
characteristics, Costello et al (1969) used a social case
work approach to those families in the Institute for
Juvenile Reasearch preschool project whose children were
the least competent gnd wnose own behavior indicated that a
group approach was not feasible. The social worker visited

these homes, working with the mother in a nurturing, non-

demandiﬁg, non-judgemental approach.
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e. Pexception as Porarful

MIDZO's conceptualization of why pavents shoultd be
involved in helping the child ot home, making decisions
about the proaxam, participating in the classroom, or
engaged generally in parent activities, is that "the child
needs to know that the whole family is involved and interested
in his Head Start experience...the child needs to see his
parents coming into his world of Head Start--showing
interest and taking part...the child takes pride in his own
parents...the child needs to see his parents learning and

discovering new things and ideas and trving to improve his

streets,.schools, housing, etc. As he sces parents doing

these things, he will be learning a concerned way of life

in which one can join with others to work...and the child sees
parents concerned and responsible about the child's world"
(MIDCO, 1971, page 4). The Head Start Newsletters of 1968
indicate a similar rationale.

The Florida PE Planned Variation program (Gordon and

associates, 1971) attempts to implement this in two ways:

o In each weekly home visit, the parent is actively
solicited for ideas, suggestions about what should
be going on in home learning tasks, is actively
encouraged to visit the school, work in the

school, and tecome involved in various center and
PC committees.
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The suggestions which cmerge Erom the Family
Assistance Progra BEvalustion Coafecrence (1971) indicate
also thuat for psychological as well as social reasons, -
parents functioning as decision-makcws have an impact on
their children. AFREM ié its guides echoes the same view.
The assumption is that when parents can bechave and be scen
by their children as behaving in ways which influence the
life of the child outside the home, as well as in the home,
affective development, achievement motivation, self-estecm
and pride will be enhanced. Since there are close ties
between these affective variables and cognitive
functioning, the increased sclf-esteem and desire to

achieve will yield acadefnic results.

f. Access to Materials and Information

There is a wide range within the parent popuiation as
to what needs really are. While programs in Columns A, B,
and C of Table II assume that parents need a good deal of
specific help, programs in Column E are more general. The
concept here is that access to information is the essential
ingredient. The Queens program (Robexrts, Bennett, 1966)

provided access to library information and resources. The
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Ruopp studics (1971 a,b) of the day care centovs in Groca.cy
and Salt Lake City, and tihe Chicigo pregram (Wille, 1970)

indiczte a similar view.

A%

Head Start in its Newslotters and directives states

that this is a basic position., Yt is embodiced in their view
of parent as learnexr, in which the parent sclects what it

is he chooses to lecarn. A numbexr of programs have attompted
to find locations in schools, cemmunity action centers or
neighborhood centers, where parents can congregate at any
time of the day, and to cquip them with sewing machines,
television sets, coffee bars, etc. The implications bechind
the location might be two-fold:

o If these programs are sét up on school sites, a

major function served would be to communicate

to parents that the building does indeed belong -
. to them, that they 'are welcome, that is a

community resource, and that the wall between

home and school can be breached.

o] If the program is set up at a center, the

implication might simply be that parents nced

a place where they can meet informally, exchange

ideas, get work done and learn skills that are

personally satisfying and/or economically

worthwhile.

The message here is that if infrrmation is made available,
parents have the desire and adequacy to implement the
information gained in their own fashion, in keeping with ‘
their own culture, and c:. modify home conditions in ways
that are perceived to benefit children

When we turn to a non-Head Start program (Nedler and

Sebera, 1971) the emphasis is on more than simple access.
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The provision of infToxmation is Lhrough insiruction ana

| planncd wectings, althougi thesa meetiangs are on topics of
| interest of parents. This procedure is found often in

| Head Start programs in wihich the program descripters are:
o] Pavents indicate wvhat thoy might like.

0 Professionals prascent the content reguested in
group situations.

This is in contrast to the creation of an environment, i.e.
parcnt moeting rooms. -Generally, parent involvement
programs should provide both altcrnatives. The decision

as to which mix to ¢ wose or which element to favor should

be left to the discretion of the parents.

g. Change in Life Circumstances
Nimnicht (1971) in an unpublished wide-ranging paver,
- develops a set of propositions about the nature and causes

of deprivation. He suggests that for children growing up
in environments which lack the basic requirements of food,
shelter and health,"the treatment seems obvious. The first
priority should be to provide adequate care cf an expectant
mother and adequate food, shelter, health care for the child.
This approach certainly will be of more educatiomnal valuc
than trying to correct a physical problem with educational
intervention." . (ibid, page III-a) Fox those who are ‘
deprived by what he called lack of the ability of the parent
or family to attend to a child, he recommends that treatment
should create opportunity for a change in life

circumstances. For example, "if the mother is the only

II-45
Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




[€)

ERIC

AruiToxt Provided by ERIC

o~

adull in the home, cither enahle her to stay home or provide
adcquate care for her children while she works."  (Thid)

It is important to point out that the Nimnicht proposal
involves change in the environment, and thus specaifically
moves in the direction of sccizl structural change., VWhile
many child development specialists would no doubt agree with
his view, it is perhaps significant thal few of them have
ventured as far as Nimnicht in articulating it. By and
large they have viewed their role or intervening in parent/
child (and mainly mother/child) relationships, and not in

the larger social sphere.

n. General Parent Participation

There are many forms of parent participation that are
simply defined as "parent activities of high participation®
which have been used in studies of Head Start with no
criteria indicated. There seems to be a view that parent
participation is a "good thing" and will somehow magically
rub off on children. Examples of attempts to build programs
on the basis of this broad approach, or evaluate such
programs are listed in Column G on Table 1II.

Bittner (1968) described a school readiness center
program in which the performance of children who had been in
either summer Head Start, or were low or middle income with
no preschool training, were compared on the Metropolitan
Achievement tests. Some form of parent involvement existed,

be-ause she reported that the child whose parents did not
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participate in the programs perfosmed more pooxly on the
tests. Leler (l968) as cited by Grotberg (1969) indicated
that children of high participating methers did
significanily better on Lests of achicvement and developrment
than low participating mothers.

Harvey found that parent participation in Head Start
did not modify the attitu&cs and behavior of parents in ways
that might be assumed £0 influence the chilcdren. She
assessed the difference between Head Start and non-Head
Start parents on education and child rearing practices. Not
only did she find few differences, but she reported that
there was no evidence that Head Start experience changed the
parent.

In a study of parents of children in a Texas six-month
Head Start program, interviews were used to test the
assumption that active parent participation in the program
would increase parental scores on levels of general
optimism and aspiration for the child. Neither of these
wefe confirmed. (Jacobs, Pierce-Jones , 1969) The data are
not surprising. The conclusions arrived at earlier
concerning the need for organized approaches would suggest
that mere undefined participation, unmatched to parent
entering characteristcs, would have iittle effect on parent
views. There was, however, some indication that the
children of parents who were high p:rticipants did better,

One non-Head Start study, of migrant children, found
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similar resultsc. The quality ol participaticn is nol deflirad
in either of these studies and thexe is no indication of
self-selectivity.

It should be reccalled that carlier luvad Start stuaics
indicated that children of w»arentsn who chosq Head Start did
better than those who were recruited into licad Start
(McDavid, 1969). Unless there is some base line, there
should be little expectation that participation will be a
useful general criteria for success of a program if we are
concerned about the program itself aifecting parents and

children.

S

Summary

Although it is dangerous to generalize from so
disparate a range of studies, the following directions
would seem to emerge from the material.

o Parent involvement should consist of a variety
of approaches, and be designed in such fashion
that it becomes possible for parents to
participate in the mix in ways best suited to
their needs.

o Program evaluation should move in the direction
of treatment by subject so that it can be
learned which particular mix or program elements
are most useful in relation to specific parent
characteristics.

o Educational intervention is not helpful if the
physical environment of the family lacks the
basic requirements for living.

o While there is a general sense that "parent
participation" is a good thing, undefined
participation, unmatched to parent characteristics
appear to have little effect on parent views.




Chapter 3
Lvaluation of Parcnt Participation Progroms

Introduct'on

This cnapter is concarned vith the instyuments used and
results obtained in asscssing the effccts on_parchis of

participaticn programs. lead Ftart programs are vregsented in

Table III and non-licad Start programs in Table IV.

Phere is a striking drop in the number of entries on
these tables compared to Tables I and II. Virtually all
of the evaluations related to programs which appear in
columns A, B, and C, or in the catchall colu.. in Table II
appear in the Individual Treatment columns in Table I.

The gap in evaluation of the effect on parents, the

evaluation and asscssment of cither process measures for

assessing actual parent participation in decis.on-making, or

product measures of the effects on either parent or Head

Start programs of parental involvement in decision making

is striking.

Anyone who has been involved in Head Start knows
full well that there has been participation of
parents in such roles as volunteers in classrooms, as well
as in activities related to the PAC} fostered by the PAC
and in the PAC itself. What .s missing are documented
materials; either descriptive statistics of the extent of
involvement or measures of the effects. Involvement is

built into Head Start, but it has not been assessed.

¥pAC-Policy Advisory Committee - the Head Start term for parent

groups until 1970.
I1-49
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(a) lNead Start
Pre-Poct Testing
Peo sturdios ntanlized nro-nost test designs to measure
the effects oi groupn cducation experiences on parent as
tecacher. In a studr of a few »narents in Philadelphin, Swift
(1965) used a battery of language abilities. Sh [found

ories to their

r

that a »rogras to help wmoilbers Jearn to tell s
children incrcascd mothers' language abilities in several
dimensions. Boger (1969%) weasurcd the quality of mother-
child interaction and mothers' story telling ability and

fic content oriented intervention

| i

found that mothers in spec
programs incrcased their own verbal linguistic skills as well
as the quality of interaction with their children. .

Stern and her colleagues at UCLA measured their first
program (1968) by means of the UCLA alienation scale and
found that, although there were no éignificant differences,
there was a definite and consistent trend towards decreased
feelings of alienation from society in those parents who
were involved in the instructional program. The parents
in the control group did not change.

Their second study (1970), using a group process
approach, was assessed by measuring parents' expectations
on three levels:

o} Achievement of children in Head Start
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o Parenis® attitudes toward itlead Start (PATHS) .

o The "Hou 1 Teel" mensure of alicnation,

They found that-pnrtiqipation in the encounters between
parents and teacher did not lead to changes on these three
measures.

Clarizio (1968) measurcd the effects of the use of a
trained social worker responsible for school-home relations,
who conducted group meetings and home visits and
established a counseling relationship on an individual or
group basis as the main means of parent contact, against
the use of small group meetings conducted by regular staff
with home visits only to collect demographic information.
The effects of an eight-week experience were measured by a
maternal attitude scale and a teacher rating scale. The
first program was considered more geared to the family, and
was found to influence attitudes toward parent-teacher
reiationships, towards school authority and towards the valué
of child's experiences, more than the second treatment.

The latter was more effective than control. Although the
directions were in the hoped for order, the differences
were not significant.

The Florida Parent Educational Planned Variation
approach (Gordon, 1969) used two self-report instruments:

"How I See Myself"scale, a measure of self-esteem, and a
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modi fication of the Rottdr I.E. scale, a measure of the
sense of internal control of reinforcemant or of the soense
of control. These measures wers used with emploved
paraprofessional parent cducators as well as parents. The
results indicate movement towards higher self accentance
and greatcr feclings of internal conirol.

It must be indicated that pre-post experimental design
types of evaluation efforts are not the only nor the moét
legitimate means for assessing the cifects of programs.
This is particularly true because of the sparcity of sound
measures which take into account the varieties of
subcultures and ethnic groups, the reasons for involvement
and the neecds for involvement of parents in programs. The
experimental technique is probably most effectively used in
small scale studies, and at this stage of our history, only
after careful review by the Policy Council of just what

these measures attempt to measure and why they are useful.

Unobtrusive Measures

Publicly available information which can be gathered
without stressing participants or interfering with the
conduct of the program can be used in evaluation. If the
concern is with ultimate impacts, then measures of
returning to school, increaéing job rates, movement into‘

better housing, increased use of health services, are all

ways to assess parent as learner and parent as teacher.
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mhe DARCEL Ltudies (Miller, 1¢68) found that parents
changed their life styles (rou<ing, educatinn; vocations,
social actions, savings accounts) as a result of involveoment
in the home visit prograwm. Theze ave significant changes
because they effect the total social cnvironment of the
~ family.

Adkins (1971) found that attriticn was a useful process
measure as well as product measure, and led to changes in
program for the following year.

Another important use of unobtrusive data that must be
stressed is that they can be used as both process and

product measurcs. Assessment nceds to address itself to

these issues:

o] Is the program as designed actually doing what it
set out to do?

o] Does it need modification as it goes along?

o] What were its effects?

If the fundamental commitment to parent involvement in
decision-making and to understanding and working with groups
in partnership ways is paramouw. , then the evaluation

v designs must be flexible so that data are accumulated
reflecting the continuing process. Changes which take
place as the program evolves, as well as the assessment of
outcomes must be considered. This approach is

sophisticated and expensive but inescapable if we really

wish to understand what such a program as Head Start is .

accomplishing in parert involvement.
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intervicws

In the only publishied douwnoent we could find
on lead Start varents in clasarnoms, Pickett (1971)
intervicwed cichteen parents in Wichita to find out their
feelings about ¢oing into a llead Siart classroom. The
intervicus wore conducted in the homes on a orne-to-one basis.,
There was some indication that it takes skill and time to
get past the “tell it like they want to hear it" to the "tell
it like it is" stage. From her extremely limited data in
one center, however, it was clear that every varent knew
about the right to be in the classroom, althougn a number
did riot exercise the right. When they werc in the room,
they seemed to be used as volunteer aides.

If parents are being asked or encouraged to work in
classrooms as a means of modeling teaching behavior for
them, then this small study indicated that while modeling
may be going on, there were few explanations nrovided for
parents and the modeling by itself was not seen as
educational by the parents. Although only about half of the
parents went to the classrooms the fact that one had the
right to do so was indicated as of great importance.

Adkins (1971) interviewed the Hawaii parenés and found
differences between active and inactive mothers. Those who
had volunteerea and were frequently in classrooms increased
their feelings of powerfulness and tolerance of othexr

children and set high vocational and educaticnal aims for
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their children. Farther, Lt was found that those chiildrom

with language problems whose parents were high parlicipants
in the cogritive development progrvan, gained significantly

more than their classmates on almost all measures used,

Paraprofcssional parent cducators in the Tlorida
program uscd a structured intervicw pre-post from which ratings

X were made about a number of variables in the home
environment. Garber's (1969, 1972) Home Environment Review

T was the interview schedule. This is an adaptation of the

Wolfe (1964) scale and is similar to a scale used in the
Ypsilanti program. These data are still being processed,
but upward movement was found on most of the nine
dimensions of the scale in data processed to date in
Follow Throngh.

The Stanford Research Institute conducted an evaluation
of the eight Head Start Planned Variation models for the
academic year 1969-70. Bissell (1971) reviewed and
summarized these data. An interview was used to assess
parent attitudes and parent involvement. Since there were
several models, they were divided into such categories
as: non-sponsored, (NS}, prescriptive (Pre-academic skills)
(P), discovery (D), cognitive-discovery (Cp), and parent

: educator (PE) Here we are concerned primarily with the
parent educator category.

The PE program was the Florida program of home visits

by paraprofessionals, using material related to and
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deyeloped in the classreom. pParents were asked, "What arc
the things you liked moest about Head Start?™ Parents in the
PE model wade a higher percenlage of respences to liking
classyoom climate and child-tozcher relationship than any of
the other groups (20T PL to Li¢ R8)., Parents were aleo
asked, "What djfferences has licad Start made in your home
life this ycar?" Acrosc the five categories, there were
eight items on which any of the apprcaches had more than
a 10% response. On four of these, the parent-educator
model had higher than 10%: relatiocnship to my own child
(13.9), opportunity for lecarning (11l.1l), parent self-
development learning (13.9), and relationship betwecen
teacher and child (13.9).

The PE model was the only onc wich over 10% on the
last item, although this is not stressed in the model. This
sample was extremely small and reflected only the first year
of planned variation; however, the technique is viable and
did indicate both model-related changes and differences
between the medels and regular Head Start classrooms,
(Bissell, 1971, pages 27-29)

Another large scale survey was that conducted of Child
Day Care Centers for the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare (Fitzsimmons and Rowe, 1971)., As a phase of this
effort, Ruopp (1971la) and a staff conducted on-site
observations and interviews of both parents and staff members

in a number of day care centers. The data are not presented °
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in a quaniificd fashion, bat he revorteas "Oae entral citv
teacher responded Lo a cuestion about participation of
parenis as voluntcers this way: "I think it's great, there
arc so many ways they can relate to other parents when T
can't. They also have more insight into the

children's problems. For this kind of program it's
essential.' “This kind of attitude explains why parents are
deepnly involved in the Center's operations: they are, quite
simply, wanted and welcome." (ibid, page 12) He further
reported that the interview data revecaled that almost all
parents know how the Center operates, who the staff are,
what the staff are trying to do, how and why.

Questionnaire Rating

As 2 means of both a process and product assessment,
Bessent of theo Florida program has developed a parent
response report which is being used this year. The parent
educatcr administers the questionnaire at the beginning of
the year. The results are being used to see where parents
are in their understanding of the Policy Advisory Council.
This leads to implementation activities, and the
qguestionnaire will be readministered in the Sp:ring to see if
there has been movement.

The Office of CHild Development gathered self-report
data from centers for the program year 1968. Not only did
this include data about Policy Advisory Committee membership

(data were presented in relation to Table I), but also
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statistics in terms of accompanying children on medical or

dental visits, bringing chill

-
3
.

ren to class, holding informal
discussions between teachers and parents. The report
indicated that the impetus for parent develcovment activiiies
in 1968 werc more often locatced in the center staff and
center-gide parent group ommitice than either the PAC's

or class parent groups. A mcasuxe of warent as institutional
changerx than would be whether that finding still holds true
in 1971-1972.

Some questionnaire study needs to be developed to
understand the ways in which lines of authority and
responsibility are evolving, especially as we move from
Planned Variation to such activities as Home Start. For
example, will parents in Home Start form a mini-pac so that
they have in effect a policy council for the Home Start
program as distinct from the rest of the Head Start program?
This is an important consideration which was uncovered in
the Florida Planned Variation work. Questionnaire items
for interviews, or any other means in Columns C and G
should be used to see where the locus of control resides or
is shifting. E

Hervey {1968) and Jacobs, Peircg;Jones (1969) both
developed attitude scales for assessing change. Hervey's
scales measure punishment severity, obedience expec*ation,
attitudes toward child rearing, and influence techniques.

No differences were found between Head Start and non-Head
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Start parents in attitudes toward oducatioral matters. The

Texas scales (Jacobs, Peircc-Jdones, 1969) measure level of gencrdld
optimism and aspiration level for the participating child,
and found these were not changed by undefined "active

participation.”

Observation of Behavior: Product

The SRI study uscd as a standard measure of mother-child
interaction styles, the eight-block s<rt task originally
developed by Hess and Shipman (1966). The task requires
the mother to teach her child to sort eight blocks and
then for the child to do it. The datz indicate that
"within model classes, the largest gains are maternal
dimensions made by parents of children in cognitive

discovery and pre-academic classes," and that mothers in

both regular and model classes changed from Fall to Spring
in their styles of verbal interaction." (Bissell, 1971,
page 25)

Olmsted, a member of the Florida group, has redesigned
this "Mother as Teacher Task" to measure more specifically
the desirable ﬁéaéhing behaviors being emphasized in the
®lorida Planned Variation program, and data are being
gathered to assess more specifically the effects of this
emphasis on pacents'teaching behavior. The task has also
been redesigned so that it is usable for Follow Through age
children and mothers, as well as preschool.

Although Bronfenbrenner was not actively engaged in any




particular Head Stavt program, his comments about rcscarch
arc pertinent. He rccommends, that in all reseavrch on the
effects of family involvemcn£; the primary focus [becomes]
the study of clanges in patterns of interaction bhetween
family members (especially parents) and the child, and the
impact of these changes on the latter's psychological

| ”\ development —-- social and emotional as well as cognitive,
Even so crude a measure as the amount of time which various
family members spend in direct interaction with the child
might prove indicative of behavioral change. More
instructive, however, in illuminating the nature of the
changes taking place would be a series of standardized
experimental situations administered at intervals of
several weeks or months, in which the child would be
presented with various 'problems’ (e.g. toys, games, tasks

to accomplish) in the presence of members of his family.

>

The focus of observation would be not only the behavior of

the child himself but equally the reaction of family
members. Do they ignore, discourage, encourage, approve,
help, or take over and do it themselves? Changes over time
in reaction to family members could be studied both as a
dependent variable (i.e., a function of the %rogram being
conducted with the parents) and as an independent variable
(a factor affecting the behavior and psychological

development of the child ). (Bronfenbrenner, 1970, pages

66-67)
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This is similar to the Mother as Tcachcr task, except
Bronfenbrenner's suggestion places it into a moxe
naturalistic framework. Parents and other family members
can respond more in keeping with vhat they normally do,
rather than respond to the structurcd teaching excrcise of
the Mother as Teacher task. Bronfenbrenner also points out
that any measures of family involvement must be done in such
ways that the power and prestige of the parent in the eyes
of the child are enhanced rather than diminished. This is
an important concept often overlooked by psychometricians
who are more task oriented than people oriented. In

programs such as Head Start, people must be considered more

important than data.

Observation Behavior: Process

In several places we have indicated that assessment must
be process as well as product oriented. The Juniper Gardens
(1969) programs, because of its theoretical framework of
operant conditioning, gathered continuous data on parent
pe?formance. The technique, although expensive, is qseful
in small scale studies or in Sampling of particular prograw
elements. These measures or records of parent behavior are
immediately used as information for input into program.

This corresponds in the parent as learner category with
the needs for such an approach in parent as institutional
changer category. Sor= consistent monitoring, not only at

the molecular level such as the Juniper Gardens approach,




but ab a mworc molar leyel of studying the minutes of mectings
to scc tne behavior of parents and staff at a Policy Council,

‘- can be utilized as the observation of process behavior for
immediate utilization in the program.

Summary

In gencral, assessment of parcent as teacher of his child
has bcen more developed than any other focus. There are
scales and observation technigues which are currently uscful
for continued evaluation in both process and product of

this element of programs. The area of measurement of

parent as decision maker is again the greatest weukness.

Here unobtrusive measures, interview questionnaires, and -
observed behavior in meetings must be developed to study
the way in which parents become decision makers, and the
effects of this role on them and on the groups with whom
they are sharing decision making roles.
The technology has not been well developed and there

probably are not clear theoretical models. The small bits

: that do exist in the Kirshner data, the small scale MIDCO
schedule, the recently developed Florida schedule, the
Stanford Research Institute guestionnaire developed for

Follow Through offer leads for practical development in

this area.

It has been suggested that evaluation be not only of
end product, but also on a time series basis, in which

samples are drawn throughout the life of the program to



to assess what is actually going, on whether what is going
on is what was planned, whether program was purposely
cihanged becausce of cvents, and what impact at that moment
the program is having on the peoplc involved. Assessment
of parent participation must also be embedded in the social
context of the particular community and cultural groups in
that community. Case studics may be a more useful
. technigue than national data compiled into a table which
obscure the fact that each Head Start program in some
s fashion is special and unique.
The subject by treatment design has been discussed.
In this case, subject would be the Head Start program
rather than the individual. What can be extracted from
such mix of process and product are generalizations about
what types of programs or program elements seem to be nore
accepted and effective in relation to the claracteristics of

Head Start communities. To assume that a program that has

been successful in place A can be transfeerred en toto to
place B is naive. It should not be expected, therefore,

that the evaluation of parent participation will lead to a
standard manual or a consumer guide that can be applied in

a simple form across our culturally pluralistic society. .

(b) Non-BEead Start

The items on Table IV indicate that even though many
preschool programs existed which involved parents,

evaluation of the parents themselves was rare. Levenstein
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(1970) uscd pre-post 19 testing and found no differences
between experimental and control groups, nox any change
pre-pest. Goxdon (19G69b) using the How I See Myself scale
’ and the Social Reaction Inventory found no change in
measured seclf-csteem, but significant changes in the feelings
of more control over one's destiny in parents whose homes
were visited in the baby's first year of life. The mothers
vere measured when the.baby was threce months old and twelve
4 | months old. Karnes (1970) reported that the mothers
increascd their community involvement in Head Start and other
OEQ activities, but did not indicate how these data were
attained. The best guess is that they are anecdotal.
A number of studies utilized either open-ended or
some form of standardized interview technique as either
process or product measures. The research work of Wolf
(1964) in relating a set cf environmental press variables
to scholastic achievement was a starting place fecx the
development of several environmental process scales.
| Radin and Sonquist (1968) used the Cognitive Home
Environment. scale in the Gale Preschool program, which
utilized a mixture of classes plus home-tutorial sessions
for di;advantaged four-year olds in the ¥psilanti public
school system. "The children were tutored in their homes °
by the teachers every other week and as needed by the

aide in alternate weeks during which time the work

initiated by the teachers was continued and reinforced...
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Activitics for the tutorial sessions were on the basis of the
child's nceds, the mother's predisposition, the facilities in
the home, and the easc of replication by the par?nts."
(Radin and Sonquist, 1968, introduction). At the end of
the program mothers reported that there were more articles
for children to use; expectation for the amount of education
their children had received had increasecd, and expectation
for grades had decreased. Further, they found, "that therxe
are no large differences in the cognitive stimulation taking
place in the homes of Negro and white children." (ibid, page
14)
Radin (1969) used the same scale in a bi-weekly

kindergarten home counseling program for a'small group of
12 disadvantaged high ability students, who had previously
participated in another preschool program. The counselor
communicated children's progress, suggested areas needing
strengthening, and pianned activities for the mother to
carry out. The mothers in this program were significantly

. hiéher on items on the Home Environment Scale when compared
to parents whose children only attended supplementary
classes. She further reported that children who have been

‘ ) ‘ involved in a preschool with intensive parent work (most

| likely the Gale or Perry programs) showed greater cognitive
growth regardless of follow up programs.

» A slight modification of the Ypsilanti schedule, called

the Cognitive Home Environment Review, was used in an infant
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study just completed by Gordon and Jester (1972) but results
are not yet available. This scalc is similar in many ways
to the Home Environment Review developed by Garber and
mentioned in relation to liead Start programs. It is a
useful scale because it has been used in a variety of
cultures, is gencrally acceptable to parents and has data
relating scores on this to scores in scholastic achievement.
The Garber form,although currently undergoing revision,is
being used extensively in the Florida Follow Through program.

ortar (1971) and Conant (1970) both used interviews as
a way of studying the effects of program,;but no
standardized measures are reported.

Scheinfeld (1969) and Tuck (1971) used an interview
as an entry for process measure in determining the
structure and content of the program. The study focused
on the parent s conceptual framework including child
rearing. Parents were interviewed and asked about their
views and methods of child rearing, their concepts
concerning children, and their role. The materials
introduced into the homes were based on parents' stated aims

for their children. The worker then engaged in stimulating

parent-child interaction and making comments and encouraging

suggestions.
Six parents were then involved in informally interview-
ing close friends in the neighborhood and in turn moving

into the worker role. Most program interviews of these




nothers showea that fiye had made progress and twe in
particular had moved to where they had grasped the meaning
of "competent." Scheinfeld suggested that asking questions,
foliowed by actions, followed by nnw questions enables
parents to lecarn and get intrinsic rewards. They, in turn,
will use this sequence with their children.

This "each one teach one" notion leads into the parent
as institutional changer. Ruopp (1971) in the study of day
care centers, used interview techniques to assess the roles
parents played and the attitudes parents developed toward
the program and toward themselves. Staff were also

interviewed .o assess their attitudes and reactions to

program, children and parents. Ruopp provides excerpts

from parents' comments, but no formal interview schedule.
The comments range from positive ones about involvement,
securing jobs, further education, etc; to negative statements
about need for more community support, better relations
with staff, parent-child discipline problems, and the need
for all parents to be involved. What is indicated in the
interview domain is a mixture of this type of open-ended
inquiry with a more structured approach such as a home
environment schedule or review. A new schedule could
assess center factors, community factors, and the inter-
relationships among home center and community.

The Southwest Educational Laboratory developed a

schedule for attitudes toward education and child rearing

-




which was used to asscuns specificd parcat participation.,
As in the case with the Head Start programs, most of
non-licad Start parent intervention methods assume that there )
will be effccts on the family life which in turn effect the
child's development. Unfortunately, virtually all
> program evaluation is informal and anecdotal. A good deal
is not even written but comes out in ctonversations and
meetings and conferences.
) There is a strong need to develcp instrumentation in
the area of parent as learner. One simple approach to
assess changes in family life was used in the Home Learning
Center project (Gordon, 1971). Parents brought their
children in for testing when the children were three years
old, and a questionnaire interview was conducted by trained
interviewers. Items on this questionnaire referred to
changes in size of family, family housing, marital status,
- as well as the parent's change in behavior and expectations
for the child. Results indicated family behavior change
toward better housing and toward family planning, with
significant differences between experimentals and controls.
Experimental mothers reported that they were significantly
more involved in the learning of their children, in playing
with them and in buying appropriate toys than were controls.
Seventy-eight per-cent of the experimental mothers indicated
that their child was smarter or able to learn faster than

other children, or that he was making social progress. None
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of the control mothers saw thelr child as supcriox., The
questionnaire reveals then, both changes in parent as
learner and parent as teacher of own child as results of
involvement in the program.

Observation of Bchavior

Bronfenbrenner suggested that a major approach to
evaluation should be the observation of family behavioxr
with the child. Very fcw programs have attempted to uée
some means of observed bchavior as either a process oxr
product measure, to influence program development or to
examine resulte,

The Institute for Juvenile Resea¥§h Projects (Costello,
1969, Scheinfeld, 1969, Tuck, 1971) working with a small
group of families observed the gross behavior of parents,
i.e. attendance at group functions, socializing with
neighbors, etc. and then used these observations to develop
programs relevant to each group. Not only did they find
relationships between these parent behaviors and child
behavior, but also that this was a useful system for
targeting programs to meet parents needs.

The Florida programs (Gordcn, 1967, 1972) developed
a more structured observation schedule called the Parent
Educator Weekly Report (PEWR). This is a schedule filled
~ * at the end of each home visit by the paraprofessional.
The PEWR is used in four ways:

o It provides a structured arrangement for being
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sure that certain things happened on home visits.
o. It suppliez immediate monitoring information as

to the way in which that narent cducator and

mother are working together; the mothex's

perceptions of the program and of the utility

of the materials with her child.

o] It provides outcome data of a desuriptive statis-
tical sort.

o Many of the items on this form aré used in
correlational f shion so that the within-program
elements can be examined.

Ortar (1971) also used an observation of the mother
with the young child in which the observer rated the
language used. Schaefer's (1969) home visitors observed
the behavior of mothers over the length of the project and
rated them on a large numbexr of behavioral type items in
both the cognitive and affective domains.

The recently completed study (Gordon and Jester, 1972)
in which the data are not yet fully analyzed, used a
modification of a classroom observational schedule, the
Reciprocal Category System and uvategorized the obserxved
behavior of parent educator, mother and infant from video
tapes made every six weeks for each of 128 families, between
the child's third and twelfth birthday. This system vields
not only a study of the process over that period of time,
but also a product.

At the child's first birthday a standardized task was
presented to experimental and control mothers and their
performance in teaching this to the infant was video taped

and coded. The data reveal differences in the instructional
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behavior of mothers which. related to the sex of the child,
whether théy were taucht directly or were merely passive
observers of the interaction between a home visitor and
the infant and whether the home visitor was a professional
or paraprofessional. The schedule since it did yield results
offers thc opening of a powerful approach by means of video
tape and systematic observation analysis for the assessment
of both process and prbduct in parent participation programs.
Summary

The evaluation efforts yield several usecful toois
(home environmeni schedules and standardized interview and
observation systems) and support the idea that assessment
cannot be divorced from progiram development, but is a
coutinuous mix of process and product, or to use some
emerging language, formative and summative evaluation. The
programs demonstrate the successful use of observation and
interview techniques in moving toward arranging treatment
to match subject. These are also applicable to the analysis
of results, to see which elements of a program or whether
a particular program in combination with home factors
influenced parent attitudes and behavior. Again we note the
absence of effective measures of parent as institutional
changer, but most non-Head Start programs did not have this

as a conscious goal.
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Summing Up

Introduction -

In constructing this report, we have organized our data a-
round thrce questions:

o What were the theoretical orientations
which influencec . S ment of He: d

8 Start, and pax. x., parent participa-
tion, in tﬁe program?

o How did Head Start ies reflect these
theoretical orientat and what were
the forces that impacted decisions about
parent participatiorn through the cours=
of time?

(o} What can be learned about parent partici-
pation from the literature and from prac-

tice, and how do these learnings relate

<

to the theoretical underpinnings of the
program?
Although a study such as this does not lend itself to ecasy
summarization, the following is a recapitulation of the major

points ve have tried to make.

' a. Theoretical Orientations .

At the time that the anti-poverty program was initiated,
there were, basically, two explanations for the cause of poverty

and which pointed towards two different strategies for interven-

tion.




One of these explanations we haye desecribed as the

"deficif moc2l." In this model, poverty was vicwed largely as
the result of deprivaticn. Things which should have happencd to
people, or experiences to which they should have been exposed,
were either unavailable or denied tq them. Conseguecntly, they
were living in a "culture of pover.y" which a number of investi-
gations or theorists fé1£ was identifiable by a set of inter-
locking traits. From aﬁ educational point of view, thesc traits
would consist of a lack of intellectual stimulation, a lack of
verbal interaction between parents and children, a lack of ap-
propriate educational materials in the home and the like. Since
the opposite orf iiese traits was felt to be characteristic

of the middle class and since middle class children did better in
school and in life generally, it was assumed that by providing
poor people with an enriched educational environment, particularly
in relation to their children, inroads would be made on the
elimination of poverty and its associated characteristics.

This rationale, thouch more elaborate and sophisticated
thah presented here, was a dominant motif in the development of
Head Start. It also provided one of the basic justifications
for parent involvement, at least in the learner role. If the
family is the pvime influence on the early development of the
child, and the family for whatever reason is deficient or inade-
quate, it follows that intervention into the family, whether this
;s done directly through family-based programs (e.g., Home Start)

B}
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or through more or less classroom-based programs (e.g., Hcad Start)
would help change the characteristics of both children and >
parents and thus effect their bechavior. .
Tris parficular theoretical orientation also fitted in with
findings which, at that time wer&emeraing from research. Bloc
(1964), for example, had shown that early experience was important
3 for "subsequent cogni?ive growth and education achicvement" and
- there w%s also "a body of research and writings on the specific
influence of home and matexrnal factors of the socialization'of
cognitive behavior in young children." (Hess, 1971, page 1).

It al,o, as it happened, fitted in with the way our society
has divided the responsibility for the socialization of childf®h.
As Hess (1969) has shown, in the United States,

"/F/amilies have ... »rimary responsibility
for those aspects of child-rearing that in-
clude moral development, social responsi-
bility and skills, emotional growth and sta- o
bility, and other behavior loosely referred

to as 'personality.' The schoo%%’on the

other hand has been assigned the responsi-

bility for cognitive and academic training

and development."

If one accepts this formulation, it follows that one of the re-
sponsibilities of parents is to prepare a child for school (the
"school readiness" concept) and that if children are not so prepared

something has gone awry with the family.

{
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In recent years, and cven carlier, this formulation has
been subject to considerable criticism. Many theorists have
rejected the "culture ot poverty" concept. They find it over-
generalized, inadequate as an explanation, and in most ways not
congruent with the data. Gordon, for example (Sec Appendix .A)
notes the tremendous heterogeneity among people who live in
poveréy and the great variability in parental attitudes and prac-
tice. Ryan (1971) makeé a similar point, as does Hylan Lewis (Roth
& Hill, 1967). To these researchers and critics -- and it should
be noted that they all do not come at the problem in the same
way -- poverty per se is not sufficient as an explanation for
school performance. ,

An about-to-be published study by Christopher Jencks (1972)
makes a similar point, but goes far beyond it. As reported in
the press and‘in a magazine article that has preceded his book,
Jencks concludes that the most significart variables in pre-
dicting school performance are the characteristics of the child.
Jencks' more important point, however, is that no matter how well
a child does in school, this has verv little to do with his
chances in life. This according to Jencks, is the result of a
variety of factors, many of which are not clearly uﬁderstood.
Jencks appears to be clear about what is not relevant, however;
it is not the school and it is not the family. His comparisons

suggest that
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w... until we change the political ard moral

premises on which most Americans now operate,
poverty and inequality will persist at pretty
much their present level." (op.cit.)
Ultimately what Jencks seems to be saying is that improving
schools oxr providing compensatory pr?grams, such as Head Start,
while possibly good in themselves, have little to do with the
elimination of poverty. Sanford Kravitz, one of the people who
shaped the Community Action Program, has made a similar point
about Head Start. Though he does ot denigrate Head Start's
accomplishments, he notes,
",.. probably the most serious error of the
entire Head Start program was in leading the
nation to believe that the problem of poverty
could truly be solved by education foxr three
and four year old children." (Interview)
To a large extent, both Jencks and Kravitz would seem to be

referring to the "deficit model" of poverty causation.

. The other theoretical orientation which influenced anti-
poverty programs. and thus Head Start as well -- but not we
should add as much as the first -- was based on assumptions about
the inadequacy of institutions or the maldistribution of power

in society itself. In our review we referred to this combined

emphasis as the "social structural model."
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In this modcl, poverty, inadeguate performance in school,
and ecven one's life chances,.ﬁave less to do with "cultural de-
privation" than wiih the way our society is organized and func-
tions. llerc the cmphasis is on defects or deficits 2 society,
rather than on defects or deficits in people. It should be noted
that this set of assumptions does not necessarily eleiminate or
argue against compensatory programs Or other efforts to improve
the lot of the poor. Rather, it posits, that by themselves, com-
pensatory programs will be insufficient to solve or eliminate the
problem.

Again to quote Hess (1969, page 37):

", .. it seems likely that all models of de-~
privation must ultimately include the effects
of social strﬁcture vpon individual cognitive
behavior and the .:eed to modify that structure
if intervention tecﬂniques are to succeed."

This model, like the deficit model, can take a number oOf
forms. If the proklem is defined as a lack of serv.ices or programs,
it can focus on the generation of new resources. If the issue is
maldistribution of services and programs, it can exert pressure in
the way resources are allocated. If the problem is lack of re-
levance -- that is, the programs and services do not adequately
reflect the life style and experieuces, ethnic or otherwise, of

the recipients -- efforts car.he made to alter the nature of

services and the way they are provided.




All of these apnroaches aim at institutional change; and it
is in relation to this objective that the decision-making role
for Head Start parents appcars to have been articulated. This
role is predicated on the assumption that parents are in the
best position to keep programs rclevant to their and their chil-
dren's needs as well as to develop new programs and bring about

;o
changes in other institutions that effect their lives and well
being. In this sense, parent participation in Head Start is a
particular expression of the "maximum feasible participation"
ciause in the Economic Opportunity Act. |

It is this aspect of parent participation that seems to have
generated some concern. In part, this concern appears to be
political in origin. As parents, or community groups, developed
insight into their problems, and some muscle, ir some instances the
the§ began to chalienge established institutions. This led to
" confrontations, conflict and sometimes to a backlash.

in terms of Head Start, the leading example was the Child
Development Group of Mississippi, the largest Head Start program
that ever was funded. In order to see that the gains made by
children in the program were maintained, it was fclt that the
entire community had to change. To accomplish this goal, ex-
tensive efforts at community & relopment were made. Although
to a degree successful--~ Mississippi is not the same as it was

before the program -- it led to debilitating political battles

in which the entire anti-poverty program, became involved.




It should@ be noted, however, that this occurred fairly early
in the history of both Head Start and the larger anti-poverty
effort. The few programs that took such risks soon found them-
selves under investigation, de-funded, or in other ways muted.

This does not mean that the theory or the ciforts were wrong;
it means merely that the Federal government wou}d not support
g them.

Tt should also be noted that, as the Kirschner study (1970)
points ¢ ., local Head Start programs were instrumental in bringing
about a rather sizeable number of changes in a number of insti-
tutions. By and large, however, these were changes in agency
policies and practices rather than fundamental shifts in the way
power in our society is organized and distributed.

The other criticism of parent participation in Head Start
would seem to imply that the decision-making rolec has deleterious .

effects on the program and the children. There is absolutely

no evidence for this contention. It is possible, of course,

that Head Start parents sometimes make things difficult for the
agencies t ‘+ administer the local programs, for the people
(frequently pu ssionals) Who ran them or for people who want

R to change or research them. But that is another matter entirely.*

B : As the MIDCO Technical Report shows, parent-participation

¥ See Hess et al (1971 a) and the Kirschner study of parent-
child centers (1970).
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of both types -~ learner and decision-maker -- have positive

effects on all aspects of the program and when combined show fur-
ther movement in a positive direction.

b. Head Start Policies

To a large extent, Head Start policies and programs appear
to have resulted from the interplay of these rival philosophies
or orientations, much as did the policies and programs of the entire
anti-voverty effort. And just as in the anti-poverty program as a
whole, the basic orientation was to the "deficit model." According
to Stephen Rose (1970), for example, 94 percent of the community

action programs were oriented to clinical, remedial or rechabilita-

tive services.

In the development of Head Start policies, there appear to
have been three discernible stages. These stages are characterized
by an increasing ehphasis on the role of the parents as decision-
makeré, though not, it should be noted, by muting or down-
grading the role of parents as learners. As these policy state-
ments- developed, both roles were more precisely delineated, but
because the decision-making role was virtually lacking from the
original set of guidelines, the appearance and elaboration of
this role in later sets is striking. )

The first set of official guidelines were contained in a
memorandum issued by the Professional Advisory Committee to the
national Head Start program. This committee consistéd of a

number of distinguished early childhood specialists, educators,

social workers, and pediatricians, all of whom played strategic

roles in the development of the program.

S-9




The memorandum focused almost exclusively on the deficits
induced in children by poverty, and outlined a program that
would help overcome these deficits through medical, nutritional

and educational services. Parents were conceived by the memoran--

dum as adjuncts to this cffort. They werc to assist teachers as

aides or volunteers, accompany children on‘field trips, and provide -
insight into life in the neighborhood. There were, however, two

statements in these guidelines that, if interpreted very broadly '

b provided an anchor for other parent roles and activities. These were:

o Developing in the child and his family
a responsible attitude toward socicty .
and fostering constructive opportunities
for society to work together with the
poor in solving their problems.

o e Increasing the sense of dignity and self-
worth ‘within the child and his family.

This memorandum was the only official set of Head Start
guidelines until 1967, when, while still functioning
within OEO, various Head Start policies were codified into a
manual (6108-1, September 1967). While most of this manual is
again about those components of the program which relate spe-
cifically to children, there is greater emphasis on parent pa-
ticipation.
The manual notes that every Head Start program must have
"effective parent participation” and delineates four modes {
of such participation.
1. Participation in the process of making *

o decisions about the nature and operation z
of the program; 5
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2. Participation in the classroom as paid
employees, volunteers, oOx observers;

3. Welcoming center staffs into theixr homes
for discussions of the ways in which a
parent can contribute to the child's
developmc?t at home:

4. Educational activities for the parents
which they have helped to develop.

Many of these practices, it should be noted, were already
underway. But this is the first time, to our knowledge, that
they were embodied in an official document.

There are at least two things about this memorandum that

should be notcd.(l) Not only is the decision-making role mentioned,

but it is mentioned first. This suggests either that it was not
happening and Head Start wanted it to happen; or that of all the
roles, Head Start considered it the most important. (2) Decision-
making, or participating in the decision-making process, is dis-
cussed only in relation to the Head Start program itself; the in-
stitutional change function in programs other than Head Start was
not mentioned.

To operationalize the decision-making role, Head Start called
for the development of a series of advisory committees at all
levels of the program. At the center level the committees were

3

to be elected but were to be composed preponderantly of parents,

at the delegate agency and grantee levels, the committees were

to be composed of at least 50 percent parents and they were to

be democratically selected. (Emphasis added) What the rights,

duties and obligations of these groups wexe supposed to be;

however, was not spelled out.
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These were important policy statements, and though they
probabiy reflect what was alrecady happening in the field,* they
nevertheless represent ag advance in of/iicial policy. One can
only conjecture as to what motivated Head Start to issuc the
manual at that time and to elucidate these policies. Very likely
it was a combination o. circumstances; concern about the program
and the way it was developing; pressures from the field as well
as from within the bureéucracy; and possibly also some concern
as to whHat might happen to the program as § result of its dele-
gation to HEW, an agency that did not necessarily share OEO's
philosophy.

With regard to these conjectures, some emphases in the manual
are worth noting. On the first page, the manual places Head Start
in the philosophical context of the Community Action Program
generally. It notes that Hea?l Start is, in a sense, a spin-off
of the CAP, and the purpose of the CAP is to effect "a permanent
increase in the ability of individuals, groups, and communities
afllicted with poverty to improve t. .r own conditions."
(Empnasis added). Even more important, it notes that in the ab-
sence of a local community action agency, the agency responsible
for administering Head Start is expected to follow the general
principles of community action -- participation of the poor,
mobilization of resources, and targeting of programs to the poor
as if it were a community action agency.

To our knowledge this is the first time that emphases such as these

* The grantees for most Head Start programs are local community
action agencies. In the absence of Head Start issuancies, CAP
guidelines were frequently used for the formulation of policy.

.




appeared in official Head Start documents.

The third stage in the development of the parent-or-decision-
maker rcle occurred in 19706 when a revision of the above manual,
instruction I-30, Section B-2, was issued. This Instruction
delineates with considerable precision the roles of the various
committecs, drops the word ‘advisory', thus making the-. policy
committees or councils, indicates that at all levels, the'ﬁafenté ’
should be elected rather than selected, and at each level gives
the participating parents a veto over the other members.

While this shift in guidelines @id not give parents control
of the program, it did move them into a far more powerful position
than they had previously enjoyed. One wonders, however, to what
extent these guidelines have actually been followed. They do
not, for example, contain enforcement provisions: Head Start
grantees were not given a timetable for compliance, ncr do there
appear to be penalties for non-compliance. This suggests that the
guidelines could be construed as suggestions rather than rules,
and there is some evidence that this in fact may be the case. A
recent study by the Southeastern Education Laboratory, for example,
s%ates: "We have tﬁe legal provisions, and often, as in Head
Start, requirements to involve parents in pre-school programs,
but to a great extent this is not happening." (Southeastern
Educational Laboratory, 1971, page 16) Other observers feel that
the guidelines are being followed, but to a variable extent;
it is more evident in some circumstances than others. As we have ‘__’

seen, it is precisely in this area that adequate data is lacking.

S-13
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Although the Instruction dwells mainly on decision-making
within llead Start, the rol: of the program and of parents 3as
institutional change agents is als» mentioned. Two statements

~in the Instruction focus specifically on this area:
"Many of the benefits of Hecad Start are
rooted in ‘change.' These changes must
take place in the family itself, in the
community, and in the attitudes of people
and institutions that have an impact on
both."
"Successful varental involvement enters
into every part of Head Start, influences
other anti-poverty programs, helps bring
azbout changes in institutions in the com-
munity, and works toward altering the
social conditions that hase formed the sys-
tems that surround the economically dis-
advantaged child and his family."

These statements, it is true, are in the transmittal notice
that accompanied the Instruction and not in the body of the Instruc-
tion itself. Nevertheless, when one c. -sares this issuance to the
1955 Cooke memorandum,the differences are striking. While the
learner role has not been downgraded, it is clear that the de-
cisioh-making role, both within as well as outside of Head Start,

has been enhanced.

c. Review of the Literafure

As part of this study, we commissioned an extensive review
of reports and writings on Head Start since its inception. Aside

from the data themselves, one over-arching fact emerges from

this review: there is virtually no information on the decisioun-
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making role of Head Start parents. As a contributor to this

report remarks, this is the gaping hole in the Head Start litcra-
ture. lle goes even further: Ir his view a rationale for parcent
participation is not needed:; the reasons for it are well under-
stood. "What is missing are documented materials, either de-
scriptive statistics of tﬁe extent of involvement, or measurcs

of the effects. Involvement 1is built into Head Start but it has
not been assessced." The MIDCO field study, which is discussed

in the accompanying Technical Report, is a first, and therefore,
preliminary effort in this direction.

Why or how this has ha'.pened, again, can only be conjectured
at this time. A full-scale and ﬁuch—needed biography of the pro-
gram is yet to b¢ .ritten. A number of possibilities suggest
themselves, however. It -is possible that in the beginning, at
least, the decision-making role was not considered as crucial to
the program as was the learner role. This is a plausible con-
clusion to draw from the guidelires, as we have seen.

Another and possibly related reason, is the nature of the
research itself. By and large, the focus of most of the research
hés been on parent/child interaction, particularly the effect of
the mother's behavior on the child. A third reason, and one that
is linked to the others, is the nature of the researchers, rather
than the research. Fonr the most part, research into eariy child-

hood is the province of child development specialists, most of

whom are psychologists or educators. Both by training and in-

o
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clination[ their ‘intércst is in, the garlyeyears of a childfs )

?.

e

o development and their partlcular area. of expertlse is the 1n\\
9 -
‘fluence of. the famlly, and partlcnlarly mothers< on the glowth\\ o
R . -’ . - ~
T andx development of chlldren Consequently-all we' know, 1n the .
s N R

. \,
sense of havrng access to ‘a body of llterdture, 1s what they have

v < 5 IS &

= . studied.® researched_and written about Slnce the1r overwhelmJng

a

. interest ﬁas been in the parent a's learner, rather than in the
' pament as decision—maker, it is not surprising that weé know_mpre

~ . . . oy

- . .
v

about one role than about the other. - . .

-
a

[ - - : As to- the data themselves, no attempt w1ll be made to sum-
. ) »

marlze ‘them here, Jnasmuch as Part Two of our report is 1tself

_\____”,,a,summary—- The strlctures Wthh Hess (1969 pagé 2)'noted ‘in

- r\

. earllcr reviews of the literature, however are perhaps, worth
]
= e ] >

~ ¢ ~ o

- - stafing as a.caution. ! ..

e - oo 1nvestlgators of maternal behaV1or have S
S a creative streak and flair for orignality. ™% :
. .- Rarely will they use a .concept, a varlable,
= - a «technique for gathering data, or a research
. * population exactly,as'did anothér investigation. o
Nuances, variations and revisions abound; . S
) : in eﬁfect each of these studies is a 51ngle . -
AL 1ndependent study. Since unrepllcated results =
.are orly slightly better .than no results at
all, the research landscape ... tends towards
 sclutter rather . than clarity."

- Some commeénts by Dr. Edward Zigler, until-recently the di-
. . . ’ -~ .

T j}; rector of the Office of Child Development at HEW, where Head
A SR o T
St Start is now housed, are perhaps equally pertinent. o . \w
e /o, ‘

, . : "On, the ourrent scene, there are many theorles

P . ‘hypotheses, as well as. blatant prejudlces, ’ . 1

but very little in the way of totally firmed- '
“up information that will lead us unerringly . - _ )

- along some social action path. ' We Stlll have'to : ) "
use our own judgment and play our best hunches. o 1

-
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o . ¢ We mujpt therefore develop enough profes- " . ' ’ )
31ona§ and.- personal integrity so that we ) .
) . are not_unduly influenced by every passing L

-

. ‘thought that has ‘the good: fortune to be ’ . ,

N\

@ _ publlshed . . ‘
. - : - .
- - Neither we, nox ‘certainly Dr. Zigler who is a dleZXEgylshed o

.-,
‘.

. o
*

oo , researcher himself, are denlgratlng‘research. Cur point is merely" ,

P ) to empha31ze, tha vhlle the "knowledge exp1031on", partlcularly -

. : A ti AN
?' , in relation to. early chlldhood7 has brought us a long wayﬂ thcre .
: : is an equally "long way to go. Furthermore, as we have trled to “

.

. o emoha31ze in this report vit'ig doubtful that research or know- \\;
F/ i ledge alone. 1s‘the only oxr ‘even the chief 1nflhence é} the direc~ ‘ .
< N . tion of programs. As Ehe Head Start experience has -.shown, deC131ons

’ ' are ﬁsually‘rhe resuit of the clash of a variety of foroes. In L

- - o™

& thethd, it would seeﬁp"they'are Qéde by people who have the power

. ‘  to make them. o S . X<

. . N
! .

) ' Speech dellvered at the 1970 Annual meetlng of the DayeCarge
and Chlld Development: Council of America, Inc. Unpubllshed >
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4nder iucrcasing attack for psvehological, sociul and tecbnical rYeasons,
N ’ L] .
- - -~ '
. N L3
. . ‘ ’ M ' .
) éhe ‘studies cited here have Tlaced = naavy relianve upon ther., . ¢
4. : v : . .
' . T Reviews of Literature ~ o,

. “on ‘the impact of parent attitudes and behaviors updh the child. Hess' up~ '..

~

|

'

!

t
P ..

Two reviewers (Hess, 1969;.Hess gg-g;.,I971;-Gordqn,‘1969,,197Q) offexr
. £ - v ! . . ’

f s s : : o .
,conceptualizations as well as sources for research done 2%fore those dates

‘ . -

¢ e
)

déted review (197Y) emphasizes the importante of the family aéhfhe-place in

S ) * F P
.which primary attachments are made and includes the implication that no pro-
gram should interfere witﬁ\the child's ability to form p}imary attachments.,.
i 113 . ) N 5 S z

Since . these occur in tpe first year of life,, the implication has particular

’
’

s . . -~ ‘
relevance to infant day care, This f?view suggeses nine categories of paxent

-
.

« . \ 4

behavior which influence child deQelopmeﬁt‘ ’ . 'k
) /
1. Irdependence training,
~ e " . N {
2. Warmth and high emotional-involvement. B
3, Consistency of discipline, ... ;
4. Explandtorj(éphtrol. ’
. o
. - . 5. Expectation for ess, , : . - .
. e . . ¢ :
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N

o, . ] .
6. Parents' sense of control. . . . .

Lk 7

. 7. The verbalness of the home,

8., Parents' direct teaching. .

. 9. Parental self-estezm, L . : :

P

G. Miller (1971) as preparation for his study of ‘the effects of families
E &

e .

on the scholéstiCaperformanca of English children, regiewed the literature

) * . * ' . (3 ¢
with perhaps more attention to non-American studies and to the affectjive dona;yn'
oo T

] ) .t . _‘ <
He investigated four groups of studies dealing with social class, anxiety,
/\ - .' . » . 1. . ‘ "
R N R . v . -
child adult relationships, developmental tasks. He found that the gross label
‘ N . . . - .
af social class was someyhat useful; but that the factors within the home,

- .
-
- ¢t - -

+ not nécessarily related to social class, were most importght ﬁor ekampl@

- S

Gampbell s (1951) study of secondary school childrén found that the klnds .of

books, newspapera, 3ourna1s and radlo prograns, the attcndance at. cultural eveﬁ/:})

. v v -

and the --tltudes of parents to educatlon all ;elated to success xp the "econdary

w e v . E& - '( . . . ‘
school. : . - , v

L3

A number of othér studies he cited all.%eém‘to center on a few, va--.a2bles

= R N, *f
. .

which are similar to American findings:

~ .. %
< * .. l . P e e . ’ . -t '
( . 1, Parental discord and emotional and abnoxmal hoye relationships.
. . ' 7 A a® A .
\ ", Parents' plans'for.fufthqr 9d§cétibn.'. o NN o, «
h ~ . . o ¢ )

: 3.. Parents' aspirations afid amount of pressure exerted, ‘-

. — A ' ) ct

* 4, Economic factors., . . ) ’ -
% ¢ ~, .
5. School’ grouping practices. . T . . .
' ) e . ) P . :
‘ 6. Parents' attitude toward school. . ) : ,

\ . % ; . . . )
7. The teachér's conscious or.unconsciouys evaluation of children which

. .
.

,
he . » -
.

8. - Réstricted language codes. : S . -

e-fects_their assignment to streams (jin the United States, ability groups)y.”
“ . - . .
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. These .were all specific variables within sogial class designatior whi¢h

‘. developed .in a situation where there is acceptanco, warmth,’ predlctab; v

.
» . . s .®
. A . . . ;

“influenced performance. :
<o 0 .

. ¢ The second group of*Studies are those Miller labele’ child-adult

2 -

relationships: Reviewing ‘the e@fentiall& psychoénalytic literature, he con- -

,‘bludod that "these studies are rxelevant to any study*that concerns itself
< [

[ . « .

with the groth of 1ntelllgence and antelllgent behavror, and partlcularly the

M .

.academlc attalnment. All emphasize that 1nte11rgent}behav1or JS ootlmally'

+ e
1 ~ . .

- -]
; . .

_and flexible free 1nteraction " (Millex, }971, p. 45)., pf special 1mporkance

[ ‘.:‘ o‘- . . - .
in thé Miller work is the replication of findings'of parental factors across
. - /" LN .
- . /

- T oem
cultures, not'only_ in éngland but in Western Europe. This, plus those stullies
< . . P : >
.\( . M

-" which wi&l be cited below,\end‘the work of Smilansky (1968) described in

Goxdon (1970) enabie us to see that it is posslble to 91ngle out variables which
. . ‘ —
. seem to have universal meanlng. Given the view that there Ere some unvirsals,
o P .
Jit is nevertheless important to recognize that the specific ways in whlch
. . . , ,
" they may “be implemented and the way they may £it into a total family contert '

v .
¢

might differ widely. >~ Lot ‘. '
o . <o T L«
» 1} - ”
2 3 4 .
] . .
, < Research mot in Reviews .

a
+

-» A number of &studies both here and abroad investigated the effects of* \
/ ‘ > e ) ..
fémily varigbles on child school performance. Cox (1968) in a study to )
' v LS
1dent1fy the famlly background and parental—chlld rearlng practice varlables'
] .. .o

which inflpenced child personality, self-concept,and peer relatlonsh_lpsr N

studied junior high schocl aged children near Foyt Worth, Texas, Throug

-~

the'use of intérv{ews, questionnaires, tests and rating forms, plus socioc-
metric rating data, he found that, parental 16ve or rejection of the child

significdhtly 1nf1uenced the cplld's character and his social peer acceptance.
N - Lo




Smykal (196..

-

found through the use of the Gough sanford Rigidity C .

Scalc 3pd a semantlc deferentlal wlth mothen; and the Rokeach Do§mat;sm

~

Scale W1th fathers of hlgh thool students, that parental attitudes wetre

slgnlf .cant variables in predicting achievinyg and unqer-ach1ev1ng behav1or
x * .

of able 'students. © - ‘y .o ’ .

”
. n
- -
w—

&4 Keeves' (197QQ 1nvestlgatlon of SlXth grade ch11dren and first grade

high school ch11dren in the Australlan Capltal Terrltory ’sample 11m1ted té - .

Engllsh speakmng homes) used, threé dimensions to organlze the home env1ronment

PO
Ay
<

;nﬁg;matloq- .o S " e L
1. Theg structural dimension was concerned with sociological and demo- :
\ graphic characteristics. . . ) . .
Ioa . - \ C )
~ 2. The attitudipal dimension was concerned with attitudes, expectatipns,
L ’ ° ; ’ . .
ahd‘ambitions. . . .o /
3. mhe process d1mens;gp concerned itself with the praeylces of the home
‘ |
\fpsterlng learning and d%gnltlve develif:jnt
4 € - .
From this study Keeves (1970, ppS-?) identified beven variables:
“. 1. Aghievemeht presg of the home. . i ‘ i
2, Indepehdence training”in the home, ‘ .
. . . ~ »
. ) ¢ .. . - -a
» . 3. Work\hgbits and press for order in the home., | 4_
Y Afﬁil%ation,in the nome and hetween home and school. .
. “ /
5. Prov1s10n in the home of stlmulatlon for cogn1t1ve devélopment
0 ¢ . -, a ‘
6.. Language models and emphasls on language development MR
» .
» L]
* 7. . Academic gujdance provided”by the home.” ' ’ -
. ‘ . . 3
Uslng interview technlques W1th parents and test data on ch11dren, Keeves' devel~
-7,
= \
oped an\extenslve multlvarlate approach to the analysls of thegﬁ vag;ableS/’
NV
upon child performance (achlevement tests). He concluded: "f
. 24 - -
] ‘ . ‘ N W
The importance of the mothers' attitude -and ambitions stand out clearly,
‘but are exceeded in importance by the prov1slon'made in the hom° for
. * . e - \ . : ~ ) -’ .
—~ < H '
| I e : -~ N v
¢ : A"’4 M .
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stimulation to learn.2nd co promote intellectual d‘évelopment... To, . .

ascribe differences.in the 1evc1s ©of etlucational aéh%evomcnt of - . S
. children to class or father s occupatlon, asﬁls oo%mon, would seem to ~ .
_ovey: slmpllfy the relationships invplved; it is the attitudes and the "

o~

nractlces of the home which have Lne more direct’ influence .(op. cit., Ve
pp. 29-30). .. T ' cat '
2 * ' ? '
. ¢ G Miller.(1971)ﬁattempted to discover aspects of social, and® personal - ' .
- . N [ . T .
adjéétment to the child most associated with academic success and failure. . . !
. o RS . o \ . ! T B
His sample was an entlre population of the top primary classes of ten® .. ~ .
J L . - "
schools.gn two* Qontrdstlng suburbs (one middle ¢lass, one industrial) con- h
‘ 6 . -~ . - - * *

sisting of about 500 child®en. #e. Found that: . :

. . & . ' tl" -
Faﬁlly size correlated with lower achievement and that chlldren who gai
most from educatlonal opportunlty tend strongly.to come from homes .-where ‘
1ndcpenoent thlnklug and freedom of di'scussion among all members is the !
rule; ‘where there are values conducive to intellectual effort and enter- J ]
prise; and where the chlidren s curiesity and, academic aspira:ions are [ o
suppo.cted and encouraged by parents. The parents do not overindulge them:
thé children themselves are confident in their 1nte11ectuaJ skills (the jﬂ \§
opposite to Delng anxious);,and they perceive harmony betwecn the(values
of the1r home and those of the school. - :
Y
On the negative s1de, children who gain the 1east educatlonal opportunity
tend strongly.to come from homes where thejr thought is domjinated by ! ’
their parents, and the children themselves acdépt this as reasonable. | g
There is a climat¢ of general deprlvatlon, with elemehts of social, : , ’
cultural, 1nte1;ectua1 and emotional. deprivation. JParents are punitive :

_and autocratic, and ma&e their chaldren feel gﬁferlor.to ‘other children.
. Théy also tend to over-proteoly them, yet the chllgren do not feel that
) the1r parents are as aecessible as they would like them to be. The
\ o, children dlso tehd tof have uneasy peer relatlonshlps. . to.
~ : ‘. ’ ‘
v e Fdctors whlch adversely affect educatlongi opportunlty and - achlevement, ! .. ,

while more 11ke1y to be’found in working-class families, are also s '
' * prevalent,;n~some nmifidle-clasg families to a greater extent ‘than one

.

P would, gather frxom t literature, and than is popularly~ thought. Most -
: : of the influential flactors are 1arge1y 1ndepgpdent of Social class. - ) '
. (Mlller, 1971 ,'p 1 9) L \ N \xn, . oo
* M . ° “ . ‘l" ] ‘
Y., These 1engthy quota ions from Keeves and Mlller 1llustrate again that o

-

* \1)40/\ ~A {

' . . while social class factors in a 1arge sense may-be 1mportant, the partlcular./

- -~ . .

behayiors which transcend these are m@re'sighificant.' ) ' \jy ,
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Head Start Studies : . »

.
' a

Heall Start studies have investigated the characteristics of parents

.

 in attemotshko see how these characteristics influence either parent in-

N e
'

volyemen; or child behavior. The Hess studies {1966, 1969) whose findings

d v - .
13 . -
are inclpded in Hess' reviews, are presenttd: here, ot so much for their
s n Q \
data, bup for the measurement technigues. They fqund that academic grades

. . . \ . . o

v
»

and stanfardized test scores of children showed a pattern of significant

gl 8

relationships to matj}nal control JEtrategles, tnachlng styles, and aftective

. > . J
> behavioy. The measures used werg: ° ! ot

/

Fopr performance-suh—tests'of the Wechsler Adult Irntelligence Sqaie
. . ¢

v
.
-

Items from the'ginﬂé;ota Multi-Phasic Personality Inventory% orally ’
- TN ) . ) -

administered, -

L. € .. : > .
The Edwards 'Personal .Preference Schedule, to draw a circle slowly.
¢ s ' ‘

2

. The Rottey Internality-Externality Scale. b
’ ) . + e
. The James Locus. of Control Inyentory, an interview about recent events,

P “

~-o-. . . . . .
6. The Kagan' Matching ramiliar.Figutes test, - . e A \

T NG : X
/ \ [ S g , i
h \ . .y In addition td.these asures, father presence and measures oﬁehome and commun- .

P

. . . * I'4 .
. . - . \
_\,1ty environment \crgwdlng and home resoqurces) were ‘also gecured, .

- ; . ’ ~ . '
v

" of special importance here was the finding about sex dif:erences. It

was found (Hess, 1969a) that cognitive enylronment had a greater impact én |
/’ ; f - . .
R g xls read;ness than onQboys, and the: glrls' behav1or was more closely re-

'i : --l tEd to maternal cognltlve behaVLor, but perhaps less influenced by mother's,

v . PR N
’ . ) '

ffectiva behavior, ® ) N i, /

" 9
i . .

Holmes and Holmes (1966) investigated whether parent characterlstlcs in-
/ '

Lm“w luenced chlldren ‘s performance in Head Start, In the study conducted in

. New York they contacted~m1ddle class Famllles {MC) parents who sought entry
v . / R
for their children info-Head Start (SR) a group whom HFQd Start personnel

o -

"sought out and whoge children pafticipated'(SA?) an&;% droup who were re-

. . . A-6
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T Pt rec%qited but did not participate (SANP).\'rhey foun@ that although the incowg -
|

,1ev§1 of the SR, SAP, and SANP groups were alike, thére were 51gn1f1cant .
- ' b

- d*fferences 1n attltudes and behavior, The parents of tﬁe SR gronp followed

.
- N

3. . - LAY

| i a more middle class pattern at home (separate be , appropriaté kec*¥s, eating - -

. 0 N . . ~ . - . . .
i with parents) and had somewhat higher job statu% than the other two groups. ’
| * . . A s y . ~ -, .
The SR parents also had-higher éepirations foF their children and were morc -

+ x . -

o " . ‘
informed ébgat the' comtunity, In spite of the éaﬁe diffiicult situation, their .

& . . .t .oe __— ! =

b . .motivation seemed duite diffcrent. Although there were similarities between . (
) - \ £ ¢ - . o ) >

- ~ .
SR parents and MC parepts, they differed in that the SR aspirgd to middle
? * ¢ *

r «
’ < . ‘ - » . . . . . . . .
{ " class jobs for their children while middle class parents wereS%ore ~oncerned ¥ 3 v

. -
. . . . . [] . .

v . . - L, ”
- . . -

" with self fulfillment and self deﬁerm}natiqp.i The SR parents<zfre conéerngd |
- ¢ . - ’ ‘ . &
with the mobility enhancing aspects of schooll , the MC with its creative . ,

* .
5 N -
)

- ' function. These children whose parents chose not to particigate, were less

>
. -
. . s

. .3
verbal than SR children and had loyer scores on tests of visual motor organ-

ization than any other froup. Their parents? isolation was reflected ‘in .o
~ 3 | " ) '. - » ’ M ' .
. . - M . . . ] . ‘
. child performance. Ong can conclude that income does not lead to homogeneity. *

. . Hervey (1968) ‘investigated the differchces betweep™Héad Start and noq—;' T

ot “ -

’ « . -

)  Head Start parents. PRoth mothers and fathers wére interviewed. she found

no signifipqnt differences in attitude toward educational matters, and that

!

* overall, there were no $ignificant pattexns of differences between the two
‘ s > . "

2 -
= 4 av®

groupé.) . ' ) “ .. .
McNamara et al. (I968f examined the differences’ in family background of
: ' . ¢

children who were seen as having high self—cencept combared\to low. The scale b .-
4

. used was the parental punltlvcneselfcale developed by Epsteln and Komorgga. -,

1 . < Grotberq‘§5(1969) rev1ew of seéveral studles also concludpd that there were !
b, - - - Py .

differences in parents between those who elect to participate and those who are
0 ¢ . T -4

., recruited, and that these d?;ferences are reflected in the children. It

‘ L4
. n hd N
N .

v - .




. ¥ °
. o appears. that Head Start pargnts' attitudes ".oward cducation are much like-

he .- middle class mothers, however, this may be confined” to that groﬁp of.

A )
s .
A

s parents who'choose to involve their children in such ﬂfogramg. - ¢
. D . .

* . . - - . N . . LI R

h Stheinfelds' work (19G9) found that if parcnts were obsérved to bec

- oriented toyard .active engagement with the environment,” then aimost cer-

. .
? - L4 . - ~

ot tainly the children.were doing wdll in.the preschool. Rarents who were
- LI . . < ° .

achieving had ‘an exchange thébry‘pf child rcaring, that is , ~ order.for -

3 . ~ . '

! [ v

. . them to get desired results from /children, they had to be attentive, affection~

” - L 4
\ - ‘ : -

ate and meet the child's material needs. These ghrents glso felt connected

: . to the environment and had a sense of conEinuity with ghe past and with . =

.
. &

peoplé from the past.'¢§cheinfeld's noFion of act}ve Fnéagehent, i,e."asking

’. - . questions, utilizing: input,“posing new questions$, relates very closely to the
. N A .

: " label “direct teeching" listed ‘as a key variable in the Hess and Gordon reviews

.

and the Miller and Keeves retgarches. It is further clogely allied to the Lype

-

of ‘parent behaviors which relate to éompeténcy in infants. -

1 ) ) . A Dutch study (Rupp, 1969) with ope‘Enqligh summary chapter, describes ther = |

- .
N

éarly sfagps of a program for working' with preschool pdrents to-develop what’
-y . N f.

. . N .
Rupp calls "school resistant” children, These are chi}dren)whose family life -~
® . .

will-have been So influential along tbe(?imensions indicated ébove, that the
. L
children will enter-SChoél_with'é hig%iability to cope and smccead, even if

the school offers an aversive environment. Here again, we, see the common thread

of parental factors in yét another culture. . "

 , . ) Infancy

)

3 4

¢ ’ " . As a part of the brogrammatic\investigatign of the effects of parent edu- ,'
. R : . . ‘
catioh in disadvantaged homes beginning when children were 3 months of age,
s, . , ’ . "
" Gordon and associates (1969 a,b,c,,1970, 1971) investigated & number of demograph-
. = ( . '
. RS . ° . .




v

. o

. -8

differential socialization and its ‘effects, on achievement"

-

ic, as well as process, home-variables, Among them were such variables as

.
-

density and crowding, age of the mother, years of education, number of .
~ ) . . ¥ : . [y *
ch;l?ren, multiple, mothering

\ L)

-

* .
(meaning that home visit$§ were made to a variety
e ; ;

of different adults who»ye}e ﬁandling the chilal, distuption during parcnt

o«

Generally,

.
.

educatic-~ visits. these deﬁograpﬂie'factors did not relate to child

-

/7 . . o .
performance at either age onec or two, yet there was a clear tendency.for children

. ' . P,
» .of single mothers to do less well than married, .

, Q R
As a part gf this study, McC ulley, {in 8oxdon, laéac) developed a semantic

* -

’ {
differential Zo assess mothers' concépt of idealghild, NS race differences

¢

were found on this scale, but there were discrepancies between mother's view -

»
A Y

of ideal and her own child, which“related to .«child performance. When *he

mother's view of her daught was lower Ehan her view-6f an ideal x4, the

daughter ten to'perform bettet than those who mo t* resembled their mother's

ideal. Hov¥ everf/for the boys, those resembllng maternal' ideal outscored the

-

least on all our measures. This may relate to the Kagan and Moss position on

o
.

. <A just completed study which was a pertiéal replication of the original

‘infant study (Gordon & Jester, 1972) mor'e clearly 1ndlcates sex differences
* Cg\.
in the observed teaching behavier and soc1allzat10n behiwpior of, both professional
{ .
1

‘and . paraprofessional parent educators and mothers when] working with children

~ . - < h . .
between three and twelve months of age. These differen idl behaviors relate

more cleardy for the girls in performance at age one oh \Bayley =cales; that

~ ¢ . . . . .
is, girls whose mothe spend more time in direct teaching interaction outscore
N~ e .

those whose mothers spend less time, There is hot as clear a picture for the

.

boys. i ) - e .
The. Harvard Pre-School Project,ging naturalistic observation, is investi-

gat&ﬁg the relationship betweén mother ’ ctigns toward her infant and child

L 4
competence.

-~

White (1872) summarlzes he 1nfor$a;mgﬁ/by listing a set of "best"

guesses about most effective chilg, reading practices. Tnese are

A : ) A-9 ' .

(43

o
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- » - s

s 1. 6esign$a.physical world, mainly in the home, that is beautifuily

fsuited to nurturing the burgeoning curiosity of the one to. three
. - ...

- year old. (One that contains mdny objects_and matékialstfor the

child to\haﬁéle, play with, look at,and re ¢ to,) * - '
\ - L - o ' ) ' j
2. Sets up guides for her child's behavior.,.she is generally permissive

and indulgent. ' The child is encotiraged in #he vast majority of his

=

_,explorétidns‘ (White, 1972, p.32). - ‘ v

s W-ite describes the interaction which takes place when the child finds '

.
- 4 .

) L4
sgmething interesti~q as "10 to 30 second interchanges...usually oriented arcund -

the child's irterest of the moment, rather than towards some need or intevrest of.

- -~

. L3

the mother ™ (p. 32). The general procedure utilized in the Harvard Pre-

School Project is the observation of natural behaviox in contrast'to the

»

staged teaching event§~g§gé in Gordon and Jester (1972). °
]
The invest}gations by Yarrow and his associates (igzl) used observation in

\ -~
.

middle class and disadvantaged homes containigé\five to six month o}d black

infants, They assessed both the inanimate environment and the social stimula-

tion, and related scores on these to Bayley clusters of‘ghildrenws performance

at age six months. As White indicated, the bresence of a large variety of
objects is an important facter in competence development, and even at this age °

the number of inanimate objects stood out as an especially significant factor.

When we turn to social stimulation variables, positive affect and ‘the level,

L3

of response, the variety of response, contingent responses to distress, and

conﬁiﬁgent responses t. positive vocalizations yielded significgnt correlations

to a variety of wmeasures of infant functioning. There were three measures of

goal-dire.ted behavior for infants: . ” '

T .

1. Goél-orientation,
2, Reaching and grasping.




’

3

.
%

$econdary'circdlary reaction,

e

v

~

e o

Mothers contingent response to.distress related to all three of thesé¢ measures.

-
»

The level var#ety and pos1t1ve affect Yelated‘to the first and +h1rd

[}

-

maternal behavior and infant response were higher, generally, for *he girls.

The

¢ ¢

.,

N

social stimulation. f sex differences indicated that these relationships betwe£n°

*

- Bell .(1970) sampled 33 middle ¢lass babids between 8%-and 11 months of

-

~

~

» N . . ’ *
_age, and tested them for object permanence and person perianence.

She‘inter—
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3
viewed the mothers to find out how frequently they played such games as peek—

”~ o (
a-boo, or tfok bables on outlngs. Observers noted instances of punishment, *
» ’ ~ . !

-rejectlon, or interference w1th)the bables’ actlv1ty by the mother during home
/

visits. She found that differences in the rate of development of person
\ * v ‘
-permanence were related to the quality of attachment behav1or that the baby
: ) .
. showed toward the mother. -She concluded thaf "there is an 1mportant d1mens1on

<, < - e . {

affecting the development of the objedt concept which transcends socio-

ecoffomic boundaries and often goes unexamined in studies aiming to isolate the
. . ~ .

4 Y L4 E]
-

essentral featurges o6f enrlchment"or 'deprlvatlon’

4
ks findings of tHe present study lead us tthhe;hypotheses that the quality of a

Specifically, the

baby's interaction with his mother is one of the crucial dimensions of
- A L4 *

* . ' . - L / » b »
'environmental influence' which affects this type of sensory-motor development "

¥
-

,y- . . ' ;\\
{(Bell, l97bc‘p. 3100 - .| \ ey
'-- v . .
- "Wachs, Uzgiris, and Hunt (1971) related the observed behavior of parents
. ¢ * * . ,
and deMographic heme environment factors %o childrens' performance on Piaget

tfpe activities‘at seven, «leven, fifteen and twentystwommonths.' Items which

.. |

" A '} ‘
consistently related to successful performance were: .

l'- P B

v —
‘& \ ‘There is at least one maga21ne placed where the child could p y with it
) or look at it; the child was given regular training in one or more skllls;
the mother spontaneously véralizes to the child; the mother spontaneously
names at least one ‘object to the child while the observer is ‘in the home;
. the father helped take care of the Chlld the father played w1th the child
. '< o ) ’ . . . '
[ , .
) A-11,

3

» mental dgvelopment 1n&ex related to both the level and varlety of the mother s -

’

-




,at least 10 minutes & day, the thld is regularly ‘spoken to by parents
during meal times (pp.- 295-304), " -

? .

.

Those .factors which seem .to have a negative effect were:

+
~

[ ‘ *w
The child cannot esgape noises in the home; the mother and child qo
visiting outside the rieighborhood falmost every day; the telev1s1o is on
most of the time when the ohserver is-there; the house has a very high ‘sourd
level; the house is both n01sy and- small; nelghbors come over almost every
day to visit’ (Wachs et ol., "op. 295-304). )

> a ; ?'. 4 .
These 1n§§ht st&ﬁies share several elements. Variables are, found, ‘most .

-- - - -
.-

often process rather than demographlc, which relate to child's performance In

the first year of life. Such factors as sébial class hide more than they"

v @
1]

‘reveal ip uncovering the process viriables., Families who are classified as

"poverty" display a tremendous variety of chilé rearinq'practices and attitudes
, - 2‘ . ;
which relate to child pexformance.

’ PR
.

~ [y A4 -
When the same studles are examlned focusing prlmar%ly on adult verbal

« ~ 2 . N [
-~ £ - \
behavior, the plcture becomes even clearer. The Florida studles (Gordon, \/ )

¢
" indicate that the amount of conversation 1nsthe home, particularly the amount

f;69c B \;shgﬁk 1969, Jes:srsand Bayley, 1969 Resnick, 1972) all clearly .

directed toward the ¢hild, rélates significantly to child performance. The
) .
Wachs study (l971}~conta1ned ‘such items. white indicated that "these effective, |

mothers talk a great deal to their infants " (White, 1972, p 33). None of .these

studies is concerned with the formal grammar type of content'or analysis of

speech. The issue here is the amount of language directed toward the child and
4 ' ¢
the encourageiment and modeling -the child rece%ves for engaging in language
-

behavior. ' : ’
~~— . . B

:\\\\\ Cole and Bruner (1972) in their review of the issues of difference vs.

\ ,

-~

]

\\ ' ) -
deficit,~examine the linguistic position and some of the other ] uage per-
formance data\ghich tend to ‘indicate that what may have been formerly con-

-

. i N . K
sidexed deficits\in language ability or language capacity are more correctly
. - . » - - ‘(’ - ’ .

seen as differences in language performance.-.

2
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The nfanthtuales suggest the importance of language'beh vior surround-—
l‘ Qv

. ing the Ghlld with wﬂat could be called a "langhage envelope," partlcu]arly ¢ o .

. when the child is included within the ehvelope. The type of speech ‘Pattern’

Y . ot b 4 *
< 1 1 y 1 5 1 2 Y 3 1 _~_( ) e

) - _ is irrelevant, the_presence of speech is what is important. ¢As G. Miller -
I'4 ) ’ t N b4

a . (1971) indicateq, feeedgg of discussion is an important variable.within the :
é' * . . - . ! ¢ T ' 2 . —

. home. : . : Tty P
- . < > 4 . . . . p—— :

' The stimulatfen of language ipteraction of questioning, discussion, .- -~
... N - B //// . *

- [ debaje are the important;Qlements in influencing child thought. The particular

X N S

’

- ) structure of theé language is not significant, since all .languages offer .
. v e N .
the means for their use Ffor thought. ; ) . ,
» . 1 = * .
. a ) .. -

Parent Self-RegardingrAttitudeé
How does the parent's own attitide toward himself or herself affect child
*’ . -~ '.':/ \ - ‘ N ; ’ @
, development? A basic assumption di cussed‘lh Table T was that if parernts feel e

«3 ‘ ’ - - N « ) 3 e

- <« good about themselves and have-figh self—esteem, thls will in turn 1nfluence -

* A D - -

the Chll?\ The reverse‘would also appear to be true. Cox (l968¥ ﬁound that . \"

™~ . T

‘= \\\, interpersonal tensions w1thlg~the family had a dlsruptlng 1nfluen3e, not onl§ on
. " ™ = I . ) .

child@ rearing practices put also on the child's'pefsonality development and.hls
v 4 ' L o
¢ - . social acceptance by peers:“/;cCarthy's (1968) study of some Head Starﬁffamilies

found that“parents tended to show little trust in their chlldren and to feel

. b ¥ .

e inadequate in parental roles, byt provided no data;gn\how this related to b

.
1

UG,

Lo Vo . = . ’

- % - : . L .
i child performance. ¥ C5 . _ . |
{

J IR Coktel qeet‘al. (1969) found %hat-ch@ldran of parents described as outgoing,

i‘ \ ’ . [

.~/ Andomfortable vs.” alienated ahd noh—social, ¢learly related to the pexformance , i }
> . +of chilgreﬁ.- The children of outgc'ng parents were judged most:competent, i.e. ) ! ’* ‘
. : . °  ‘were trustful,-had developed some internalizéd control and directlon over Yheit ’

. impulses, were free to express thei; concerns, were effectivefi;—mahipulating,

<
controlling and,enjoying their wofld. The childten 5f alienated parents were - ) E

R ! N '5’. . ’ . . . - N

.

Q ) ) : w A-lﬁ>

ERIC " ¢ s e | . .

o I -
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t .
-

Judged 1east competenf in’ theix degree of xnvolveme t and organizatiQn in
P _/
approaching people and things, Were distrustful -and had little curioSLLy

Wnite_s (1972) 1list of the éariablgs defined as competence included a
. - 4 .

[ —*-variety of~soc1a1 abilaties, planning/the use of resources, the ability to
. 1/(deal with abstractions; or what might be called intellectaal competence in

3, 4, and 5 year 0ld children. The infant; were judged on compétence on the
‘_social skills, two geceptive lanéuage measures, caoacity for.abstract thinking,

3 ~ =
and the capacity to sense dissidence or~note discrepancieé. In addition to the
R ] . .

. behavior toward thé 'chiJ..d , White suggests that the-effective parent, 1:_}_13: one’

R B . \
who stimulates the cKild tg_becone competent,wviews I;re(in general positiveiy,
~ . - . o d L

seems to derive pleagdre out of-being-with a young' child,’:1s more concerned-

. ’ J . .

Ps

: about the child than about material possessions. Shé is also more prone to:take

= risks (pp. 33736). This may be so because she Has developed a (Sense .of trust

>

’('/" - } . - Y
for the child. | ’ . (/\

White further identified two resourtes important to competence-

1. "The most basic necessary resource is en;Lgy " (p. 36)., To have }

.

energy is not only a temperamental trait but obviouslf’requir=

» 3 ‘ 3 ‘. ‘.
nutritional basgis. General life circumstances above the survival

- w v,

L] . M
level are essential,. 7

2 L] : * > » vo
A secondary necessary resource is patience (p. 36). The ability to be ,

’

¢

patient cannpt be abstracted from the complex circumstances in which
l . g N ]

o

. > -
many of our parents must rear children.

-

" Central to the Florjda studies was the idea that parents’ self-estéem was

an important variable in child performance! Two dis’ artations, (Hexrman, 1970;

Etheridge, 1971) explored the relationships between mothers' self-esteem, sense

,of internal controi; positive attitudes towards the project, and child perform—
ance on éayley's scales at age two. -Thie is a more restricted and debatanle def-
inition of competence. In both studies, sex differences were significant. The
i@pact of mother’s attitudes was more critical for boys than for girls, but

-

A-14




) céntrol and felt toward the project wére,positiéely related to child‘%er— )

f

overall, thetway in which the mother saw hersclf and felt about her own

L]
fqrmance. -
. Ve ’ .

~

? - . LY .

In Etﬁefidges' s;uéy, marital status alone was not significant but
entexed into the interaction with attitude in effecting performance. He
{ . N
found, too, that the male infant's overall-performance, and particularly

\ ’ . : h .

hY
*

his mental performance, was more related o the style of hothering than was

Qhe female infant's pergormance' (p. 145). In addition to using just mental

~ e r

‘scores, Schacfer's (1969) task-oriented behavior factor, a cluster of items

- . - . « A . ,

on the child's behavior diring testing, -was also part of the measure,

Parents' Attitude Toward Community 5 ;

M ~
. . R

. As indicated on Table V, 1ittle Jwork was uncovered relati;xg parents'

<. .

-

4
<

¢ ) M .t . .
attitudes to chil?,pérformance along this/dimension., There were a few in-
a I . ‘ . - ) A3

dications Jmong the iteme listed in relation to columns A and C; that is a

¢

S.\i

self-regaxding attitude of feeling one has control is also an attitude -toward
x ) M . & - R .
the community. . But no recent systematic undertakffff/ﬁg;ﬁ located,

.
-

@ - * -

Hess (1969b) described the impact of environment on adults but descr{bed.

-

most1y<$Lat'it does to their attitudes towards tbemiglveé (pp. 27, 29}.He

-
[

indicated that: ' < ' N

" a

1. They tend to perceive and structure social relationships in terms of

.
- q ’ . v
.

o
power, >
. 2. Mistrust the unfamiliar and as a corrollary, reject intellectuality. .

Anthropologists have long indicated the importance of extended family

. 1
relationships in many culrures, and this seems ‘to serve as a survivil tech-
- A . hd

-

L2 A
nique, at least for rural podi (Bradshaw, 1969), There has been much discussion

+ . : . )
and general comment about parent's attitudes towards schools, institutions,and
t B .

. agencies, but 1little hard organized data, This should be an zrea of vital concern

X

al
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In the organization and evaluatjon_gg.parent involvement programs in Head

N s /

Sta'rt,, . . . . ~

. -

Grotberg's (1969) review indicated that parents said they were pleased to’

3 ) ! ] ( N . \' .’
be ih pregrams.' The Chicago studies (Costello, 1969; SEheinfeld,-1969) -
\ . . .~
1nd1catéd a cextain proportlo of parents reluctant to’ be 1nvolved ‘and Holmes

and Holmes (1966 _indirectly looked at thls to be describing parents who chose
. ‘ N g - «
not to partlcpate, and‘the fact that their children joined after recrultlngq>'
> . -
The community control literature reveals that there wére many parents who dis-.
N 8 *a
" trust schools ae;well as dther agencies, What is migging is what effect this
actnally has on their children% S “ - - .e', ‘

»)‘

From the point of view of Head Start, a major issue is hew does one
. - A} . ‘

establish any relatlonshxp sﬁth people-who distruét? w do yéu begin to

-

+

develop a trust pattern’ and ways of reaching t ém and the1r children, to )

.

‘enable them to°* utlllze the kinds of' ideds and 1nfcrma“10n repres ted in’ this
. ‘_l

-

.discussion of Table V. : }
. ' ‘(

Parent gghnic/Cultural Membershib

.

Reviews of Litetature: , . .

. Th{oughaut this reportgﬁe have indicated that programs must be related

\te the groups involved, and thag\dn thi§ country with its cultural pluralism,
\ ‘ :
p\ ent involvement - programs must b& so organized that-parent input ‘can
' i
sexve\ to increase children's self-regard and regard for the :,herltage.

- . <

~ / * .
Further, respect for ethnicity should also mean that programs will educate
\

\
members of\ various ethnic groups to uhbdérstand each other, so that each ¢an
£, .

. .

. » - .
gain from the richness of the”other,' Throughout this report the
N _ ? - »

position has been taken that deprivation or disadvantage does not mean -deficit,

’ *

, ) . 2, .
and that parents\have much to tontribute not only to their own children, but -

-

- - AN - —
to other adults from.agéncies and other groups. Here we are concerned with the N

- » . Qe
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-

[C4

. £*
many “of the interrelationships are»not carefully understood\xnor should anyone

v, . R . . i )
effects of ethnic membership on the development of the child, It is an area .
. . 4 » ’ [
. . 9 . . ’ ¢ \ )
of consideraSle debate bec%use it is virtually impossible to isolate a
- " e '

51ngle varlable and a551gn all causatlon°to it. ‘

¢

. . ?

’

b Perhaps the best single review of the overall- Titerature is th%; by \'

°",
ﬁoger ahd Ambron (1969).1 Although they réview some’of the same studies as‘\\\ é§

Hess and Gordon, their conceptual scheme relates more closely’ to thls subject

> )

-

Their Eigure 1 (from Boger & Ambron, 1969) shows the multiple cells in the

.matrix of vaxizbles which effect the child, ‘Any child can be assigned’'to a
e -~ \

set of cells such.that.hb-would be 1dent1f1ed as an upper-lower-class male,

»\r- / ‘ g

black American'from the‘rural South. The implication is that each adjective

contributes, not only to def1n1ng hxm, but represents a set of cultural ‘B

a

\}emgnkéfwhlch influence his development Figure 3 presents a behav1ora1 moded

\

whlch 111ustrutes how this subpopulatlon matrlx affects a set of psychoeducation-
L}

al dimensions and' how a ‘set of process varlables also influence these same ) .
N 3 '

dlmen51ons. Thekkon [&cting 11ne between the matrhx and the process varlables \

was add d ir this rev ey. ) .. ¢ .

‘There is q /ez/mblance in thelr thinking to the conceDtualluatlon of - i

Keeves (1970), their flgure 1ncludes strd?tural and process d1mens1ons, both a

M ~

4 " - -
of whlch _influence psychoeducatlnnal dlmenélohs in the child, \However,
. ;\\‘ . J

- . -
“ o

assume that there wllr be any high correlatlon between single cell in the |
|
<
l

1Y

matrlx, and single process variable, and any single psychoeducatlonal dlmenslon.

The. order of relatlonshlpst1ll probably be slgnlflcantly different from chance, :‘-
’ i

but a long way from accounting for a high-degree of the varlance in chlldﬂ

. l“.
behavior. This suggests that it ,will take multi-variate designs in which
- ‘%

N
-

ethnic membership will’ be an important contributor, examined in conjunction . »

-~ . - )
’ °

with the variety of other characteristics we hfve been describing,

' . * ' .

In line with the fihdings*jo?perning sex differences in children's.
* e
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performance in relation to parental factors, it woulgd, seem espec1ally 1mportant ) .
_that ideas such as those of - Grier and Cobbsx§19é8) on maternal behav1or s .
v v
_towardiblack sons and the studies of the role of the male ‘in the €hicano . ;
cuftureof Tastaneda et.al. (1971) and Billingsley's (1968) picture of the }
biack family shoulu be taken into account in hoth program development and {
eva}uation. . ) : oL i . :
Cole and Bruner (1972) proposed an approach to a theory cf culturai differ- S
ence in Wthh they squested that tr dltlonal experlmental, psy;hometrlc
approaches haye not:taken into account the cultural meanings and situations in o
) . .
whlch they have-been applled - They shggest that,."the crux of the argument,
when applied to the problem of'cui -ai deprlvatron ;s\that those groups
‘ordinarify diaonosed as cuitural deprlved have the same underlyrn;tcem- . )
. - ~
ftence\as those in the malnstream of‘the dominant cuiture, the é fferences .
) in performanoe belné accounted for _y'the situation and contexts in which , ’
té&ycompetence is expressga“ (Cole & Bruner, 1972, 'no f1na1 page numbersi'
They suggested that we need to clarlfy our thlgkxng about what competenc1es . .f?
. O , .
real y u derlle effective pexrformance, and theh dezelop programs bullt‘Lpon
them. Th y concluded- "When oultures are in competitio; for/resources, asJ ‘ )
.

'they are today, the psychologlsts task is to analyze the soutce of cultural
dlffe*ence so that those of- the minority, less powerful group, may quickly
acquire the intellectual ‘instruments necessary for success of the dominant

culture, should they so choose" (1972, no final page numbers) .
C - !

[

. . L
. A careful reading of the-mater?%i-in this section indicates that the

parental behavior which has been found to relate ‘to competence in children

®

can be readlly made avallable.- Variouys programs“ particularly of home visi-

tatlon, offer delivery. systems for falrly rﬁpld dissemination of “those o

-

égﬂ ,procedufes which, 'if the ‘parents choose to Hse them,,w1ll have posltxve 1mpacts-

o .

on their children. . ‘ .

-

_—




. . AN . School-age Children ' *

~ B -

v

b}
Keller (1963 compared aspects of after school and ¥oume activities of

v 7 » . . “ . ."
T ) a group of poor blakk and white children in New York City public schoolS to .
) : ) < . .
. /' distinguish family life, self imagerand recreational activities of these
/ - . ~ \

children from middle class peers. Forty-six families received .questionnaires
. \ . : v
- .

by mail and reported that their children had a lack of sustained interaction

9 R . 7 EI Y 4 -
.

" with adult members of the fam&liés. Onlyv about half regularly ate a meal with

v cne or both parents, and the main activities of the children were television
. ~ ) i
\ . / - and peer play. . Parental aspirations for children were high. Four~fifths

.. « x t

F T Waﬁtéd their childrep to attain a college degrees

-

.

e N 5y .
*The qugst£§hhaire was followéd up- by private interviews in ten homes,
¢ A '

in which fore rdalistic expectations of the desire of security and steady

.

wor}{ for their ildren were indicated. When.socio-economic factors were

ne

% ~ e

/,—,(- " : .. .
' controlled, Kelle ound racia diffZ}ences in the social environment, For .
A Y

‘ v

exarplejxnearly all of the @hitg familigs were satisfied with the child's

, . s, ) .
school work, only half the black families were. Thréé-fourths of the klack

-

families at that time thought they ‘were going up in the world, only one-third

~

% , of the white famililes\ thought so. The income l@&el of* the~black families was
. . ° 1
lower and more were Yeceiving AFDC. It is important to notice the difference

between objective information on income and subjective.attributes of théir

.environment, rather than the actual objective level of living,

.
’

Head Start _: : . . .

Within the context of Head Start and similar programs, several researchers v,
addressed themselves to’ethﬁig variables, - Henderson (1967) found significang
relationships between a modified version of tﬁe Wolf scale (envirconmentnl p;éss)

.

and the Van Alstyne Picture Vocabulary:Test and the Goodenough—Hafris Drawinjy

Test. His sample was Chicano children from Southwestern states. Garber (1968)

o .

%
. -
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used a simflar Wolf derivative and foungd differences between~@oor Navajos,

Pueﬁlos, and Chicanos in famlly response, and relatlonshlps between thege

pattern of response and child performance on t

Illinois Test of Psycho- '

Lllnguistic Ability and the Caldwell Preschool Inventory, These two stud%es,

:ﬁgqhg with others cited, indicate that within ethnic and poverty aroups,

Y

differences’in faniily behavior influence child performance,
In support of the Cole/Bruner position, Feldman's and Shen's (1971) com-
pared Head Start bilingual and monolingual‘chiiaren's perfqrmance on object

3 ' . -

conseancy, sw1tch1ng names, u51ng names 1n'sentences knowledge of names and

facility for acquiring new names.

K

were superior on the first three and equal on the nextl two to ‘the monolinguals,

\Contrary to old myths, the bilingual children

Bilingualism may be a deficit only when attitudes in communities ard schools

make it so.

Tuck (192}) worked with black fathers as a, part ogjfhe Institute for

! . ——

Juvenile Research efforts described earlier. He—s&gﬁg;ted that if an indirect

approach is used, many black fathers can be mobilized to provide much of ‘the

w

emotional and ‘positive experience support necessary for the development of their

-

childrenl The sequential.model he described was:

1. igﬁtrlve R establish a trust-working relatlonshlp witth a few fathers.

w .

2. " Actively engage these fathers in- recrultlng others. t
\3. Try to relate father-child activities to types of vocations or
outdoor activities.
4, The group should'be exclusively male. )
5. :It should plan Special activities for children.
6. Encourage fathers to support and carry out activaties with their wives.
7. Have fathers, along with théir wives, design projefts with their

-

children,

a-20"" &
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* + In a very small pilot program project with four fathers, using a black.
male family worker, Tuck found that organizing activitieé different from

those normally supervised by wives or older .children, was a aecessary develop-

2
]

= - e
.ment. Some of the activities were: showing cartoon movies, free fun fair,

free mothers' day parties, little league baseball, and field trips. These *

fathets are presently involved in Jjoining with other'commuﬂgty groups to

RS

d o
open a local supermarket and establish a community controlled credit union in
‘ ~

the reighborhood. A major point made by Tuck is®that the fatliers always

supplied cues as to the direction in which the grbﬁb was to move, and a major
» ‘ -c.l

shift was ‘toward community control or power. Parehthetically, Gordon has
found_that in his Follow Through—experience, tﬁerpoliéy‘édvisory council or
the Head Start policy council offeréaﬁkmajor place for the involvement of

¢ ‘ A
fathers. It is a prestigious role, caryies power and dignity, and fits with
4 L3

the cultuxal image of male activity., '

«

Bell (1967, 1968) in two studies cited by Grotberg (1971) found that

A '

both black and white mothers were generally positive about Head Start, and
“ » ’ . .

particularly pleased about the social.development of their children., 'The

black mothers® had high asbirations for theixr children, but felt that in

reality the amount of education they wanted would not be achieved, They ”,;'

* ’ P

perceived themseives as most .important to their children, with teachers

\
] - ’

second, and ‘fathers third. White mothers, on the other hand, had very low -

»

: 4 st b s . .
educational aspirations for their children and about a third claimed grade -

~

school would tbe all their child}en would have. No data were presented as to . __

the effects of these attitudes on these children, but the general research

suggests that low agpiration levelg‘diminishfthe childs' a§piratidn level and

-« P L
diminish his performance. In @h%g respect, the higher aspiratipns of the

- s




black mothers provide theixr children with a more positive base than the

low aspirations of the white. S T ~ .

~

Slaughter (1969) investigated the aspiration levels of black mothers for.
- R . . ~

their children as a ﬁart of the larger Hess project. Heg theoretical

. s
.

orlentatlon was that subcultural presdures limit resources avallable to Wothers,

0 Ve

and therefore their perceptions of avallable ‘alternatives, She 1ntch1nwea

90 mothers and coded their behavior during a summer Head Start. She found

[

that -maternal behavior had a significant influence, and that maternal in-
dividuation (the ?uality of communication between mother and child) was more
bighly associated with achievement than warmthJor values for school achigye-
ment or sdcial contact. '

-
)

In a follow up study, Slaughter (1970) used an educational attituvde survey

developed at the Chicago Urbar Center, which focused on attitudes toward education ,
>~ 1 ]
- and the public school 'systemy Seventy-two gorking class mothers of inner
//

city. kindergarten children responded. Aralysis of the data suggested that

D i ¢
the mother s p epara ory teaghing behav1or plus her behaviors with focus on
,‘ f
: teachlng or i formlng, the extent of her stimulation and encouragement of

N

relevant verbal communlcatxon between self and ch11d was related to child

»

performance. The factor called futlllty was not found to be smgnlflcantly

correlated to child's achievement. This factor consisted of the following

items: !MIf ! disagree with the prlnc1pa1 that there is very litfle I can do.
I can do very 11tt1e to 1mprove the schools. Most children have to be made

to learn. Most teachers probably like quiet children better than active ones"

N

(p. 436). |, : i .

- -

. What is significant about these two studies and the Florida stuidy, is

that even within a group that shares several common attributes in the Boder

and’ Ambron matrix (in Slaughter's case, black female northern urban lower class,
and in the Flcrlda case, black female southern rural icwer class) there is

still cons1derab1e variatlon in parental attitude and hehav1or. This variation
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is sufficiently large to account for the signi~icant proportion of the vakiation

in child performance either on test measures ox in school.

should warn us against the dangers of attributing or assuming a pattern of

.

behavior on the basis of hnowledge of a few external attributes..

. AN

* . Summarz o

i

.
Such studies

.

*
]
. -

- nlques or anthropologlcal 1n51ghts, prov1dd§/§uff1cment redundancy ‘of stuales

. domains.

'effect child performance.

d The research 11terature, in spite of 1ssues concernlng measurement tech-

s B

done on a variety of populatlons in many different countries to establ:

clearly that there are a set of parent attitudes and béhavior which occur in;
) N - ’

the home which influence child development in both intellectual and personality

-

Further, although there are gross variables into which groups Ean'

L

be a551gned the data are quite clear than W1th1n these groups one cannot.

L f

predlct the behavior of an individual family by group membershlp. Therefore,

programs designed to involve parents su that the home situations can become .

more optimal, or so that parents can influence agencies in providing the con-

l‘\\\ . ‘
ditions for hoth the home and the agency which are more optimal, must be
flexible cnough and individual enough to provide a variety of program choices
to match, the particular needs of families.

5 : o -

What is basically lacking in the research, because of the preponderant
' .

chilgd psychologlcal‘éhpha51s, are the data about parent att1tude¢ towvard agencies

—
as” these, in turn, influence children.

¥ We do not sufficiently, understand the“\\\\\
varieties of attitudes which parents hold toward agencies and the ways thege ° ]

.

influence their desire to participate, or their level qf‘participation, and

further, we lack hard data ahout how these atqitddes and behaviors in turn

¢ 3

The infant studies reveal that within the first year of life a variety

of family variables are already influencing the development of competence. It

- A"'23 g >
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“is unclear frnm the studies reported here or from the literdture in gkncral

ho;:;ﬁbh substance should be given to the critical period hypothesis.

Neverthele g, if parental bchav1or does influence the 1nfant, and if, as White
and his colleaguesb Gordon and his assoriates, have lndlcated,qthese
variables can be isolated #nd’ program mounted to inform parent, then this .

offers stronq support for movement toward more Home Start-like operations :

w1than Head' Start. : . . .

\
The pllot~work of Tuck comblned with the psyehlatrlc pos1tlon of Grler :
s, .

and Cobbs, the v1ews presented by Tastqneda and Bill ingsley, and i"he sex

A 1

1

dlfferences found across a number of studles, point to the importance of increas-

-" Al .

ing our understandlng of lnzglving fathers in Head Start and qead Start-llLe

programs in ways that are relevant within the father's_culture and are useful to -,

. -

need, however, cons1derably moresipformatlon which can

his chi 1dreye
probably be€t be gained in field evaluatlons 1n assotiation with service

/ngbrograms of just how fathers infliuence thelr chlldren and how fathers can be
éfectlvely involved. This may requlre a completely different view of parent
. s }
lnvolvement than the maternally orlented effort of teacglng‘mothers activities -

s

Ef e at home wi

their,children; of coming to class to work as éides, or the

n of a sewing machine. We lack here clear directions, either theoret-

cally or empirically, but the beginnings are present in this review.
& - . . N -

v .
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