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MFA:;I:RTV: THE LEARNING ENVIRM,,MNT
MEXICAN- AMERICAN FAMILIES IN A

PARENT FOUCATrON PROGRAM

one of the imPortan,: developments in early childhood education

is the turn to parent education as a way of enhancing and maintain-

ing child competence. This development has also presented new prob-

lems of program evaluation. It is no longer sufficient to assess
changes in the child alone; careful attention must be given to the

child's total home learning environment and this means including
characteristics of the parents. To evaluate the effectiveness of

parent education programs we must measure changes over time in the

Parents' behavior with regard to their children. We must be concerned

with the characteristics of the home as a system for learning stimu-

lation and support.
The evaluation of large parent education programs plaCes heavy

demands on the measurement methodology. The measures can not require

too much administration time, they should not interfere unduly with

ongoing family activities, they must be sensitive to the home's envir-

onmental "richness" and to chances in this richness over time, and

they should be relevant to the program's theory of developing child

competence. Furthermore, they must offer high inter-observer rel-

iabilitLes and provide relatively stable measures over time.

Tn designing an evaluation stategy for the Houston Parent-Child
:)evelopment Center we examined a large number of procedures, tried many,

n! on the basis of ouwork with pilot groups, have continued to use

few. The Inventory of Home Stimulation, or HOME, is one of the few

that have seemed Promising and our experience with it will be reported

here. This inventory assesses the quality of stimulation in the home

environment. scores are based on interview and observational data.

PROGRAM

It may be helpful at this point to provide a brief description of

the Houston PCDC.1 This Program is designed for low-income Mexican-

A:,orican families. Our program is one of three PSDC"s--the others are

.n :1Lrmincham anc-1 lieu: Orleans. All three model programs have demon-

.4trated ,,ffectiveness and are now being replicated in

several now loc,Ations.
The goal of the program is to help the parents, chiefly the mothers,

to develon their competence as teachers of their own children, in order

to enrich the home as a preschool learning environment. The Houston

nrogram goals derive from a view that child competence develops optim-

ally when Parents are affectionate, use non-restrictive control methods,

o-lphasize verbal intera-tion and view the home as a valuable learning

"nvironm--t for their children.
The rrocram itself spans a two-year period, beginning when the child

is one year of age. Tn the first year, the mother is visited in her

home once a week by a teacher. In ,addidtion, in oraer to involve

fathers a-1 other family members, several weekend Sessions are held on

S17h tool's as communicatic.1 and decision making in families.

r>
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In the second year, mother and child attend a center-bas4d pro-

gram four mornings a week. The mothers participate in homemaker

sessions in sewing, nutrition, and family health, as well as in child

care and management. The children participate in a nursery school

and join their mothers in some training activities. There are a num-

ber of evening sessions for the fathers. Fathers also participate on

the Parents AdvisOry Council. Mothers interested in learning English

attend language classes during both years.

q. Our emphasis is less in "teaching" the mothers than on helping them

to act on the basis of what they already know and providing opportunities

to reflect on these actions with other mothers and the teachers:

PROGRAM EVALUATION

The program evaluation begins with the random assignment of

eligible families to program or control groups. Approximately 100 fam-

ilies each year are so assigned. Relatively few measures are obtained on

the children in the early years, but they will receive a more exten-

sive battery during the follow-up period. We have used the Bayley

Infant Scales of Development at 12 and 24 months and the Stanford-Binet

at 36 months as measures of general intellectual functioning. There

is also a measure of bilingual development and Palmer's Concept Fam-

iliarity index is used as a criterion measure for one aspect of the

curriculum.
The mother assessment battery is more extensive. It includes a

long interview on the family, severgA verbal-attitudinal measures,

measures of second-language learning, and a videotaped, structured

mother-child interaction situation. And, of course, we have used HOME.

As to the general program effectiveness, very briefly, we have

found significant group differences on the various child tests, part-

icularly the Stanford-Binet and very strong group by time interactions

on the Mother-Child interaction situation. All of these have favored

the program group and are in accord with program goals. There have

been a number of other evaluation results of interest, but we cannot

go into them here.
Before presenting our HOME results, it is necessary to explain

,a few matters of procedure. The data we will offer are from three

co! -arts representing three annual groups (D, F and G) that have gone

through the program or were controls. The first cohort received the

weakest prow-am experience. Furthermore, although all cohorts were

recruited f c- tne same area and assigned in the same way, there seem

to be some o...:ferences between them. There was a change in our HOME

administration procedure between 12 months and 24 months for the F

group resulting in somewhat higher later scores, This shows up on

Figure 1 as a large difference between time 1 and time 2'Tota1 scores.

The procedural change was the same for experimental and control groups.

RESULTS RELIABILITY

inter-observer reliabilities have been checked many times. Obser-

ver: cons'stently show 90% and better agreement on all items. The

procedure', are clear and judgments not too difficult to make consis-

tently.
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Stability

Looking at the stability of the HOME scores across the three time
oeriods we find highqgt correlations for the Total score. Of the cate-
gory scores, number IV, "Provision of appropriate play materials," is
consistently high. The least stable category is II, "Maternal involve-

ment with the child." As might be expected, the control group correl-
ations are considerably higher than those for the experimental group.
There is one odd exception: One of the few significant correlations
across all three cohorts for the experimental group was on category
II, "Avoidance of restriction," between ages 2 and 3. Just why this
occurred is not at all obvious.

Progrm Effects

Tables l and 2 show the results for mothers who completed the
program for the F and G cohorts. As there were no significant diff-
erences for the D cohort on HOME we have not included a table. As
may be seen in Table 1, significant differences appeared for the total
score at time 2 and for categories III, IV and Total at time3. Although
we have not done statistical tests for G cohort differences because
all of the subjects have not yet been tested, the results seem to be
in line with those for Cohort F. The pattern of results is perhaps
better seen by referring to Figure 1. The decline in total scores for
the cohort at time 3 is puzzling and we believe misleading. The second
year of the program is much more involving of mothers' tipe-and efforts
than the first year and it is our impression, shared by-the mothers,
that it is the time of greatest learning. The results for the G
Cohort meet our expectations much more closely.

How valuable is HOME as a measure of program effectiveness? It

15 hard to say. We have obtained significant group differences and

they are in line with differences obtained on child tests and on our
videotaped mother-child interaction measure. This convergence of
results supports the idea that HOME is a valid evaluation measure.
However, the fact that the differences are not great, suggests to us
that the masure is rather conservative. Quite likely, mothers must
change their households and ways of relating to their children a
great deal before these changes appear in HOME Scores.\

Comparison with other Studies

Inasmuch as she subjects of our research are Mexican-American and
there has apparently been no other research using HOME with this ethnic
group, it is tempting to make group comparisons. Is the home,learning
environment of Mexican- American families different from that of Black
or Anglo families? Are there cultural differences? Actually, how-

er, we cannot go very far toward answers to these questions because
w do not have a clear body of comparative data available as yet.
.37adley and Caldwell kindly sent us some of their results and we have
placed th,:dr mean scores in our Figure 1 with Xs. They reported no data
on 36 month olds. Their results and ours are quite similar for categor-
,es III, V, and VI. Category I is also similar in that their results
and our F cohort results begin at the same point and increase over time.
However, our G cohort data are different. Our category II, "Avoidance
or restriction," scores are higher and on category IV, "Provision of
Appropriate play materials" our families show a sharp increase in scores

5
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between 12 and 24 months whereas theirs are initially higher but remain

at the same level. Furthermore, our 24 month Total scores'are much

higher than theirs. These' differences may be culture-related, but

we cannot be sure at this time.

Correlations With Other MeatUres

.I,T1 a large matrix of correlations between HOME and a number of

demog±aphic and variables for our D of F cohorts we found high HOME

scores were related to high family income, small family size, and

more education of the mother. HOME scores were also related to Mothers'

achievement values non-traditional family role relationships, and to

English language ability. All of- thi-s seems to point to high HOME

being associated with a kind of American middle-classness.

Correlations With Child Test Scores

The correlations obtained between HOME scores at t ree ages and

child cognitive scores at the same three ages appear i Table,3.

Please note'that HOME was not administered at 12 months for the D

cohort,, Also note that coefficients without stars were signif-icant

at the 10% level.
When we compare experimental and control groups on these correl-

ations. we see hat there are many more significant correlations for

the controls t an for the experimentals. Of 14 significant concurrent,
relationships for experimentals and controls bnly one is significant
for the exper mental group and of the 17 significant predictive rel-

ationships, o ignifican for the experimentals. Again, we find

the suggestion that program experience'breaks up the ordinary statistical

relationship between home environment and child scores.
'Next, we should examine cohort differences or similarities in

relationships, first locking only at concurrent and predictive rela-

tionships.' By "predictive " we mean, predicting childscores from

,earlier HOME scores. The 12 month HOME shows\a number of significant

'correlations for the G cohort, but they are largely with the 12 Month-

Bayley Mental Development Index and the Stanford - Binet. Correlatiohs

for the F cohort were lower, only one was significant at the .05 level,

and they are more ,scattered.
For the 24 month HOME the D cohort shows no concurrent relation-

ships, but rather strong predictive correlations with the/Stanford-Binet.

Conversely, the F cohort shows several concurrent relatiohships but
nothing significant with the Stanford-Binet. Perhaps most striking

here is the complete absence of relationships for the G cohort.
The 36 month HONE shows strong G cohort relationships with the

,
Stanford-Binet and one category significant for.the D cohort. Again,

the, F cohort is absent.
The three cohorts are clearly different in these variables and

we have some leads about the reasons': for example-, the standard'

deviations of the child tests for the F cohort were much smaller than

for G. This helps account for the relative absence of "strong correla -f

'Ions for the F group. Actually, we will not know why they Affer
until we more carefully explore the other characteristics of the groups.

We intend to make such an exploration before combining the three groups.

Of the various HOME subcategories IV, "Provision of play materials,"

6
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Totai,'Category III, "Organization of the environment," and V, Mat-

ernal involvement with child," shOw the largest number of correlations

and the highest coefficients. Category II, "Avoidance of restriction,"

was totally unrepresented.
There remains one other review of the results in Table 3. It is

the relationship obtained between early child test scores -and later

HOME scores. The number of such relationshipS is not Small and the
coefficients are as large and patterned as for concurrent and predic-

tive relationships. They are not likeM a function of. tere chance,. We

will not try to explain them now beyond.saying that we know from what

Richard Bell and others have been saying, that an interactive relation-
ship does exist between chilqrsand mother and that it is at least easier

and more interesting to be afgood teacher of a bright, interested child

than one who.is less responsive; in asense, the child is a teacher of

the mother.

Developmental Considefations

We have also wondered.Whether the developmental level of the child,

as roughly indicated by a0, has an influence on HOME scores, In

examinirig this, we have looked at patterns of scores across time on

the specific items. Our computer printout gives us the percent of

mothers getting positive score on each item.

There is a tendency for certain items to show a U-shaped curve

over three time periods. They are relatively high at 12 and 36 months

and low at 24 onths/. Looking at both F groups this pattern appears
for the "father as caretaker" and for the control group only, "Mother

doesn't restrict child during the visits." The other pattern, low,

high, low, appeared Several times: for both groups, "mother uses 'teach-

-ing style". "at least .10 books visible", "child taken regularly to the

doctor," "mother consciously encourages developmental advance," "mother

- invests maturing toys with value via her attention" and "mother pur-

chases challenging toys." The differences across ages here are great.

On the "encourages developmental advance", item, for example, the

percentages are approximately 30%, 90%, and 45% for the three times.

The age differences over these items pre striking and clearly indicate

that two-year-olds draw certain maternal attentions that are not
appropriate for younger or older children. What this means for the

measure as a program evaluation instrument where time comparisons are

being made is that an increase in scores for 1 or 2 year olds is built

in, as is a decrease for the 2 to 3 year period.
There are other patterns, but this is not the time to explore

them. The usefulness of the measure may depend on careful-analysis of
developmental change effects on the items.

_

Conclusions

Our experience with HOME ds a parent education program evaluation
measure leads us to regard it as fairly sensitive and effective. We

have obtained differences between program and control families that

are congruent with results on other tests o'f the fatilies and with

the program goals. HOME scores are related to measures of child inteli-

lectual functioning done at.the same time and they predict the child's

later test scores. Furthermore, inter-observer relabilities are very

7
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high and the scores are relatively stable over time. .

sProblems remain. It is evident that the measure is somewhat

child-age specific. This is a serious problem if the measure is used

in evaluation without a control group, especially since Some scores

may declinO, as a functiOn of child age, between ages 2 and 3.

It is now necesdary to further explore, the meaning of HOME scores

,3iy applying the method to other groups and caregully examining the

resulting scores in the context of other known' variables.

r.

6



Other descriptions of the program appear in

.
Johnson, D. L.4 Leler, Braudt, L.,'Kahn, A. J.,

& Bisett, B. The Houston Parent-Child Dev-

elopment Center: A parent education program for Mexican-Ameridan

.families. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 1974, 44, 1237/-128.

*.-
Johnson, D. L..The development of a program for.parent-child

education among Mexican-Americans in Texas. in B. Z..Friedlauder,

'G.,M..Sterrett, & G. E. Kirk (Eds;) Exceptional Infant. Vol. 3

.
Assessment and' intervention. New York: Brunner/Mazel, 1974.

LelerCH., Johnson, D. L., Kahn, A. J., Pena. Hines, R.., & Torres,

.1v4 The Houstori model for parent education. Society for Research in

Child Development convention, April 1975, Denver, Colorado.

I



4

TABLE 1

HOME INVENTORY RESULTS FOR MOTHERS

AT THREE DATA POINTS FOR TIME 3 SUBJECTS ONLY

(COHORT F)

N = 2Q_ EXPERIMENTAL, 26 CONTROL

a.

Categories GroLips

Time 1
12 Months

Mean SD

Category
ExperPaental 7.8 (1.7)

Control 7.3 (2.1)

Category 2--
Experimental 6.0 (1. 1)

Control 5.8 (1.0)

Category 3
Experimental 4.6 (1.1)

Control 4.1 (1:1)

Category 4
Experimental 4.4 (2.5)

Control 412 .(2.1)

Category.5
Experimental 2.: 8 (1.7)

Control 2.2 '(1.3)

Category 6
Experimental 2.8 (1.2)

Control 2.5 (0.8)

Total Score
Experimental 28.4 (4.9)

Control. 26.1

p < .05, *** p < .01

Categories:
1. Emotional and Verbal. Responsivity.of Mother

'2. Avoidance of Restriction and Punishment

3. Organization of Environment
,4. Provision of Appropriate Play Materials

5. Maternal In'olvement with the Child

6. Opportunities for Variety in Daily Routine

4-75
0

Time 2
24_ Months

Mean SD

10.0 (1.0)

9.7 J(1.4)'
a

6:2 (1.3)
5.9 '(1.0)

5.5 (0.8)

5.3 (0.8)

7.2 (1.7)

6.2 (1.8)

4.8 -(1.1)

4.2 11.4)

3.6 (1.2)
2.6 (1.5)

31.12 (4.0)

34.0 (.9)

Time 3
36 Months

Mean SD

9.6
9.3

6.5
6.0

.(1.1)
(1.6).

(1:2)%
(1.2)

5.2 (0.6) *

4.7 (0.a)

7.6 (1.4)**
6.2 (1.8)

3.6 (1.7)

3.2 (1.7)

4.0 (1.2)

3.2 (1.6)

36.4 (3.7),**

32.5 (4.9)

10 ,



TABLE 2

HOME-INVENTORY RESULTS FOR MOTHERS

AT THREE\DAT'A POINTS FOR-TIME 3 SUBJECTS ONLY

(COHORT G)

N 17, EXPERIMENTAL; 10"- 16 CONTROL

g_Cateoraxn
Category 1

Expierimental
Control

Category '2
Experimental
Control

Category 3
Experimental
Control

Category 4
Experimntal,.
Control

Category 5
Experimental
Control

Category 6
Experimthbtal
Control

.

Total Score
Experimental
Control .

Time 1
12 Months..

Time
24 Months

2
ti Time 3

36 Month's

SD Mean SD Mean SD

'9.1
10.1

6.1
6.3

4.8
5.3

5.4
5.5

,

4;l
4.5

3.1
3.0

32.5
35.0

'1.7

0.9

.

0..8

1.0

1.4
0:7

1.5
1.6

1.6
1.1

0.9
0.8

5.1
4.1.

\.

9.2
9.8

5.9
6.2

5.0
5.1

,

7.8
/ 7.3

3.5
3.8

4.2
3.3

,35.6
55.4

.

1

1

1.6
1.4

1.1
\0.9

\

1.1 .

9.9 /

\

/..
1:7
2.1

1.6,

1.5'
.

0.8
0.9

-.

. 5.:
.4

.

10.3
9.2

'6.1'

6.4

5.1
'5.1

8.1
6.8

3.5
4.2

.

"3.9
i3.1

37.0
, 34.6

.

1

.

-'

'5.5

1.0
2.3

2.4
1.2"

1.0
1.3

1.,0

1.9

1.8
1.8

0.8
1.2

7.4

Categories:
1. Emotional and Verbal Responsivity of Mother
2. Avoidance of Restriction andPunishuient

I
5. Organization of Environment.'.. /

4. Provision of Appropriate Play Materials
. Maternal Involvement with the Child'

.

6. Opportunities for Variety inDaily Routine

-76. i
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