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introduce preschool children to activities for increasing readiness
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(5) parent-teacher aides will provide valuable assistance in

the Child-Parent Center and serve as liaison batween staff and’
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modifying their expectations so that school and home goals are more
harmonious. Evaluation methods and procedures are described and
teacher questionnaire and parent survey response findings are

reported.
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CHAPTER I
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

The Lenox Early Childhood Outreach Program for Parents
'(LECOPP) , conducted from August 1, 1975 to July 31, 1976 at
the Leﬁax E1emegtary School, focused primarily on traiﬁing
the parent to provide on a fegular basis infarmal learning
‘experiences in the home for children from 2.9 to 3.9 years
old, who were eligible for pgekindérgarten classes the
fDllowing>Sgpteiber. The learning experiences impafted from
parent to child were designed to mature»percep;ual, motor
and cognitive fuﬁctions in a way which apé?@ximatéd the |
learning accomplished through successful mother-child
relationships. All parent-child instruction in the program
was casual, informal and repetitive, éﬁd-invglved reading
to the ehilﬁg supervision of pﬁgzle and block-building
activities, sorting éasks, ccmparisén, ébservaticn;
énuméréti;ﬁ, song and positive andiiﬁ%ormal resPQnsivéness .
to child quesﬁiansg The Alpha Time and other developmental
maéerials-wefe used by tutorial trainées to establish
tapport by engaging in incidental gape—playg; After én
initial two month period of in-home tutérial, the approximately

- 60 parents who worked with their children through the program

€

were encouraged to visit a Child-Parent Center at -least once
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a week to work with the teaching staff on developmentally

i

arrange& perceptual and cognitive tasks.

The larger goal of the project was to provide pavents
with the expertise to develop in their children basic
perceptual skills necessary for meaningful development in
a formalized prekindergarten and kindergarten school situation.
The program attempted to nurture the potential of students
from low-income, inner-city backgrounds by developing
adequate perceptual, motor and verbal cognitive skills
during the critical developmental period between ages two:
and five.

The rationale behind the program was based on thé
observation, by Piaget and others, that formal Echcalgng
alone cannot compensate for the lack of stimulation in
the home provided by the essential roles mothers play to [

their pre-school children. Studies by Abbott aﬁé Sabatino,
for example, demsnstfated that-by having 1awﬁincame methers
funcéi@n as teachers of their éte—scheal academic high-risk
~childréﬁ, these significantfgaiﬁs wére made: increased

1Q scores, gains on thw Frostig Test of Visual Perception,
iﬁgreased child confidence and the improved aﬁility to
listen to and follow directions.

!

z
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The LECOPP program was implemented to correct
educational problems among low-income children. The
methodology of the program involved an attempt to ale#t
iewéiﬂcame fami}lies to the educational needs of ﬁﬁéir
(young"cﬁildreﬁ by including them in the school’s activities
and extending the purpose of the formal school situation
into the home.

Sample program activities with children included:
dfféﬁu?ing,3 éuttingg coloring, pasting, completiﬁg simpTe

puzzles, designating over/under, up/down, before/after,

naming bédy parts and concrete items found in the living
room, the kitchen, schoolroom and street, and training
children to answer theiﬁ"age and sex when asked.

Sample program activities with paféﬁts included: the
develcpﬁeatvafghameiteaching activities, projects ana_
.activities involving ffafri:i,ly-_’f;oge:t:lf-'uafness,j Eéainiﬂg in story
telling thréugh reédiﬁg and fiannél board activities, -
projects correlating home and sch@@i; the development of a
school newspaper caﬁtéiningrpafeﬁt and ééngér news, and
developmental lessons in listening, speaking, perceptual
and motor skills, matHEmatics and ciassificaﬁiéns so that
parents migﬁt ha?e an undefstaﬂdiﬂg of basic c@nae}ts



motivating to childrénfthrcugh-theirngaturai curiosity.

Twice weekly for not more than a half hour tutors taught
LECOPP parents how to help their children with the following:
shape recognition, color discrimination, veeabulary develop~

uimenf 31a951flcatlan, %act;ie diEEflmatlnn, hand—eye
coordination, mator gkill development and oral csmmun;catlons.\k
Activities fhat were observed bv parents’ln the Child-Parent
Caﬁter were -as fellews:
l.) observed guided lessons in listenlnEE oral
_cammun;catlan and perepetual mctar 8kill training;

2.) obgserved and partiripated in all ac+ivities

performed w1%h children;

3e) coordinated and planned follow-up activities such

| as rhythmic games; _—

4.) helped develop conceptual booklets for the childrenj

5¢) planned field tripsi
6s) trained groups of children-in partieular skillss
7.) constructed peegéﬁn;és;and touch~me books;
| 8,) performed finger plays with children;q

9.) played cetch using bean bags/ballss
10,) +trained to perform all CPC activities.

The LECOPP project attempted during its first year to

develop a closer relafiénshiy between parents and the

10




school; to demonstrate to parents their potential for
helping their children develop; to instill confidence in

children to develop a belief in themselves and their worth..

]
e

as ind

v dualSﬂthréugh garticipaticﬂ in an iﬁf@fmal‘training‘
environment. Significantly;fthe success of the program
depended gyeatly'an parental &Q@perati@ﬁ; family 'crises or
disintérested non-cooperation céuld simply curtail at its:

‘inception the ?@sitive results in child '‘perceptual, motor

o

and cognitive development intended by the program.

b



OB.JECTIVES

The fgllawing objectives were established for the

Lenox Early Childhood Outreach Program .for Parents:

1.)

(]
~

3.)

4.)

5.)

5

project children will achieve better in school

. after sharing their first school experiences

with their parents in the tréini%g program;

the home emviraﬁ@ent will be reinféf:ing to thé
school énviraﬁmenéaandithe number of 1@Wséchieving
children will have been reduced by ﬁarental use of
family resources to maximize the potential of those

children; @

¢

teachers will work cooperatively with parents.in:

pinpeointing children's needs and meeting those needs;
tutors will serve as models for parents as teachers
and introduce the pr‘SEhQél children to activities

designe ~ to increase readiness skills;
. ;

parent-teacher aides will provide valuable assistance

in the Child-Parent Center and will serve as a = .
liaison between the staff;aﬂd the community;

¥

‘the project director Will assist the paients in

o _ 7 P v
‘modifying their expectations so that school and *

home goals can become harmonious. s
12
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CHAPTER 2

EVALUATION METHODS & PROCEDURES

The formative evaluation of the project had four mzin
objectives, namelys
1.4 To describe and assess the extent to which pre-
a kindergarteg. low=-income, inner-city children
. increased their proficiency in the Percaptual
motor, and verbal skills associated with succesgful
school learning; | %
.2, To describe and assess the types and frequency of
| parental - iﬂvaivement in activities designed to help
their chiidren develop school readiness skills;
3« To determine the overall aeffectiveness af the project
| in providing the children with iniarmal 1earning
“experiences through increased pgrental tralning and
cnaperative efforts with teachersl
L, 'Ea prepare an interim report Bﬂd a final rapart that
will ﬁr@v1detﬁe following information ta prog:a%
plaﬂﬂars and operating staff:
"~ As) Clear and ggnaise information about the )
program and lts salient characteristicsj |
B:)f Practical recommand&tiens thgt seem warranted
in such areas as (1) strengthening parental
involvement in the program, (2) improving
the kinds and sequencing of the readiness
, gativit;ga for children and parents, and (3)
improving tﬁéicrganizatian for and service

) ‘ - delivery of the program.
o 13
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In order to aehieve these objectives, the evaluators have
used the internal evaluatian provided by the pra;eet director,

a Teacher/Teacher Aide/Director's Questionnaire, a Parent

—Quest%gnﬂaire, on-site visitation by the project director,

jnterviews with parents, teachers, project directors anl support

staff, and any available records-at the project office. Copies
of th: major’ instruments are attached as appead;ces. Each of
these instruments WES carefully administered to avcld blESEE
and to maximize returns. |

Allbinterviews and observations were‘cenducted-by the
project director to-assure maximum reliability of the data.

Results of the Abbreviated Henderson Environmental

Tearning Prucess Scale for parents and the Deveiapmental

Check—list for ehildren (used by the project staff for quan—
titative evaluation) were not cbtained for inclusion in this
report. However, the tests are included in. the appendlces. -
The project evaluator visited. Lenox Elementary Sehool -
roughly six times from April thraugh May 1976 to cenﬂuct on=
site’ observat;ans and 1n?erviaws Fith parents and project staff.
At each visit new data was collected aﬂd often crass-valiﬂated

" with old data obtained through the instrumentation Process,

To maximize returns, questionnaires were hand-carried to the
suﬁaal and personally collected by the project director.

No samples were selected for the questlonnaireés. With
thé exception of parent samples used for the interviews, the
total population was small enough to be properly used at all

_other instances of data collection.

14
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CHAPTER 3
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

I. Teacher Questionnsire Findings

During the year, the staff included one teacher-
eaardingtar, one teacher-tutor ‘and three teacher-aides.
However, of thase five involved in the gragram, only three
eampleted and returngd the questlenna;re.

The pragram caardlnatcr was an experlenced teacher
‘having the expert;se needed to train and direct parents, as
well as the tutor and the teacher aides. The innovative
methads develaped by theﬁgaefdinatar were adopted by parents
for working at home w;th their children. and set the tene of
‘the«pragram-thrcughaut the year. In working with their
Eh;ldran at home Pérentsealsg used.'with gfeé@ guéggss,
instructional materials developed in the program.

Teacher ratings of variaﬁs aspects of the LECOFP
program are enumerated in Table __J .

The numbers in the table reprasenf thg ratings of a
teaeher, a tuﬁur and a teacher-alde for the partieular
itema listed. Sincg only thrga of the five. teachers
ccmpleted the questionnaire, pareentage caloulations in this
case were deemed unnecessary as well. as possibly distarting-

Therefore, percentages were not calculated for this group.

15



Excellent Good
Parental Involvement. 2 1 -
Earen;al Interest : 2 1 s -
Family Participation 2 - "1
Teacher Parent ’ « o
Cooperation ~ 3 : - -
Materials and Supplies - 1 2
Paréﬁt Training 2 -
Home Yisitation L -{,l 1 1
Daily Schedule of o
Activities : ] ) _2 1 -
Facilities , -1 ' 2. -

A 5-point scale was used to ra%a the Progrémg ‘Since
none of tha respondents rated any item 1933 than "average,"”
| the table includes ~only the three highest ratings on the acale.

Two of the respondents rated the parental invalvement.
parental interest, community partlcipatian, and the daily
schedule of activities és excellent, All three teachers.
indicated that teacher @argnt cooperation was excellent.

The lowest rating, with two "averages" and ‘one "good,"
was made in the area of materials and supplies. Although the_~
project was conducted @n;§ small scale th%; minimizad the
demand for Eupplias and materials, administrative delays in

16
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obtaining neaéssaryfitems seems to have had m?derétely
adversa effecfg upon prcaect operations.

Both the Pg*ental training program and classroom
facilities received high ratings from the regpondents, with
two "good™ and one "excellent" r%ting each. Although these
ratings indicate an encauiéging response during the inltial
year of Prééraﬁ ageratian. a lack of concurrence in the grea
-of home visitation suggeste that teachers elther were ssmewhat
unclear about the Speelfzcs of" theéhnme v;sxtaticns or that
‘they were, to an -extent, dlssgﬁisflgg with procedures initiated
for this component cf’the Eﬂtire projﬁcf?f-ﬁatihgs for home
visitation were evenly lelded, with one vote each in the
three response categories,'"exeellent.“ "good," and "average."

Teachers were generally ccnfldeni nf gtudent imprevament
to a'~gfeat'ex%ent"=in a majarity af the traits listed on the '
questionnaire. A complete enumeratiqn of the frequency
of teacher responses for each’ trait is 1isted in- Eable 2 .
Teacher opinion seems to indicate thut the p;ﬂgram vwas
beneficial to fhe_stuégnt’populatian at large, since the
response eatégary;,‘na extent,” was left completely blank.

In the apinie; of teacher resﬁgﬂdents, students improved
‘at least to some extent in all traits.
Haﬂever. teacher epinien represented. in Table _g;ﬁ_

17
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Teacher Ratings of the Extent of Impr

I}

a)

o)

c)
a)

e)

Vocabulary

-Understanding problems

Asking sentible questions
Cooperating with others

Physical activities in
gchool

Personal manners

Discipline in the class

Color recognition
ﬁﬁmber reéogﬂitien
Shape raécgnitian
Singing songs

Daneing to rhythm

Fiixding own solutions to

problems

Observing things and events

Relating stories or .
incidents '

Good table manners
Language -
Playing new games

Understand’dire;tians for
clagsroom activities

" Attitude toward school.

Interest in coming to school
Overall child development
Other (Specify)-- Ability to
share & live together with

AL e d dear

Extent

Great

Extent

3
1

=

wowWon

[C RV RV I

LY T W T ]

2
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Teachers indicated the greaﬁest amount of student
improvement in the aréas ofs vocabulary, discipline, color
recognition, shape recognition, singing séngé; observing
things and events, 1anguage, new games, attitude taward
school, 1nterest in coming to school, and overall development
of the child.

Student !mprovement was more moderate in tﬁe areas cfs
undersﬁanﬂing problems, asking‘sensible questions, nugber
recognition, finding 6Wﬁ'éaluticns to problems, good table
manners, and understanding directions for classroom activities.
_ Althaugh teacher response indicates the prggram 's greater
suceess in the affective ateas, where there is the most atudent
1mpravement in pereeptual and matar skilis, some teachers were
equally enthusiastic about their Etudent's impravement in
other areas, and indicated that improvement in these other
areas was also to a “greaf eitent.“ Géﬂsensﬁs of opinion is .
affirmatlve with some variation in “teacher raspensea_

, While a maacrity of teachers found improvement to a
. great extent in the areas of cooperating wi#h=¢thers,‘physieal
activities in school, personal awareness, dancing to rhythm
and relating stories or incidents, some teachers discerned
only some impravament in {the same areas.

‘Other student improvement {to a great extent was 5pecified
as the ability to share and the ability to live together with

dignity.




Unfortunately, thé data provided in Table _2 _ is
insufficient to draw final canglusicné about specific areas
of the program curriculum. Teacher opinion is esﬁeéially |
paradoxical in the area of verbal skills. Both vccabulary
and 1anguage reee;ved the highest rat1ng frcm all three
;esPendlng teachers, which suggests that the program is
highly effective in the area of verbal skills. ié%;“ifathés

were entirely the case, the ab;l;ty to understand verbal
classroom directions and phrase questiang shquld have received -
a more enthusiastic resyonse from teaehers- The incluslgn of
more Ltems relatlng to verbal skills in the list af traits
for appraisal might have allowed for a more decisive conzlusion
in this area. | . | -
All three teachers agreed that instructional materiais
develaped by parents at h@me and under the suparvisien uf i
he teacherscoardlﬁator were génerally excellent. Flnslly, By
" mable 2 signifies derinite student imprgvement in the
?ragram. according to the opinion of three prajéét“tgachers;
- Program teachers strangly récommended the continuation
uf LECOPP., One teacher, who worked with parents and their’
children during the 1975-76 academic year, enthuslastically
praised the valuabla role parents were asked ta play in the
LECOPP 9ragram: nAfter ten months of experlence with this
program, I have seen parents come to the realizat;en that
they really have a part in this socletys. Our society needs
individuals who can help ta develop the minds of eh;ldrenz
therefore, this program needs to be continued.”




According to teachérs, some of the salient achievements
of the program mlude; camrmity eacpe:étien. p:s,renﬁg;i.
involvement in les:zung new techmg_ues for instruction of

the:.r children. and suecessfu.l cgaperaticn and unde:standing

‘among the ycung students.
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II. Parent Survey Response
The parent resyeﬁse to the Survey was 51mllar to the
teachar respaﬂse in many ways. Most parenﬂs reacted favarably |
to the program and .seemed to be enthuSLQEt;e about program |
.aet;v;t;e§; 2L (54, 5%) af the 44 parents originally enrolled
in the pragram, parﬁlclpatad in the survey. Many of those
" parents who did not respond to the survey had curfalled
_ active partlc;pat;@g gometime before thé.endaof thg schgal year.
| -ResPéndenfs are those wﬁgiparticiggted'iqst actively in
fhe program throughout the year; 29 of thé érigiﬁal Ll
lparents iid'ncf have %heir*awﬁ chiléren enrolled in the program,
but helped develop instructional materials for LECOPP at -
home. Only 2 ?arents who completed the qgasti@nnaire,did
not hévaAé‘é£ild_ar grandchild in the program. 3
Parent respéndeﬂts revresén% eight sch§51 distriét areas:
from Lenox, John Tyler, Ruth Webb, Brent, Seaton, Buchanan,
Watklns and Edmonds Elementary Schools. While a ma;cr;ty -
of the parents came from the" 1mmedlate Lenax neighbarhaad.
’ parental interest in the prcgram was spread aver a wide
geographical ared. ' __ ’
At the end of the 1975-76 school yaar. appraximately
75% of parent partic;pants were involved in the program for .
one year or 1§ss: By and large parents were informed of the 
_ program's exlstence by friends, teachers or relgfives.
: altheugh some came into the prcgram after their own personal

invastigation; . ,
, ‘ 22 S



T Table 3

Number & Percentage of Parental

' Representation By School Districts

#_of Parents
Lén&x ,14'r
Jahn-Tyler'
Ruth Webb

I I N

Brent

Seaton
Buchanan, -
Wwatkins |

. Edmonds

S

No Response - -

Total 7 N - 2k

N = 24




Major Skills Learned By Parents Through LECOPP

- Skills

Developing Teaching Aids 21, . 87.5

- Games and Play for N | |
-Children 23  95.8

Teamwork with Other A o
Parents and Teachers B - 2h . 1lo0.0 -

Learning'Chi1é>BahaviQf ¥- | 22 o 91.7
Arranging Group FunciiagsA 1?'_ 13 . S 54.2
Teaching Activities ‘ 20 - 83.3
Disciplining éﬁildréﬁx 19 o 79.2
Singing Songs . | . 2k 100.0

Other = 1 b2

F.)

N = 24




1. working with Children 10 817
2. Ear}y i:aining - i} 1l2.5
.3+ Entire Program : 3. 12.5.
s pParents and Children - o o
5; Teamwark with Parents ) : .,- - "
- and Children ‘ | =2 843

6. Ipachers Coming Inﬁa
the Home . .

[ |

8.3
7. Togetherness of Children | - . 7
and Parents 1 4,2

8. Neaded in_thelccmmuﬁif? | B L B2

N =2b

A ma;ar;ty of parents (41:?%) apprac;ated most the '~
opportunity that LECOPP afforded them ;n warking with their
own children. ‘LECOPP provided parents with expert and |
systematic guidaﬁee to appreeiaée the‘rale:they_mighf play
in fgcilitgting ehildreg in their mastery of impértaﬁf.
fundamental studf skills.  Table __5 lists’ other majar
- features of LECOPF" in’ the™ erder af‘thair Impaf;?l

ge %o

parenis.

29




, Only 21% offthe parental resyandenfs beliév%d %hat

t‘ne project needed to be changed, ‘to provide for addl'bional
Laterlals or the 1mplementatlcn of the Prggram in cher ;
schools. 79% of the parents either had no Qplnlan or
.opposed making any changes in the prag:am

Parents prov;ded revealing insights into their enthu51asm
for the program, when they were asked to ;den*;iy the
changes they notlced in their children. Table ;ﬁéﬁ_ 115%%
’Athe frequency and per;enfagg ni parent resPQnses to- 1tems
1nd1catlng var;cus aspeets of child grawih- '

The four areas in which a majority of parents noticed
changes werei “ebéérve things ﬁgrs“_(a?-E%), “ﬁla{s\with
other children" (8?;5%)1 "intarést%§ in sghacl“g(a?;j%) -
and: "learned more werds“_(83¢3£)- The_remainiﬂg‘behavier31,
| changes received a Pagitive response %fam 5Q£-Qr.mére of
the parents. o |

Approximately 17% of Parents fepnrtad additipnal
characterist;es such ass "sitting s%ill,“ “racagn151ng

!th;ngs " “interested in cuttlng and pasting, and '1cst
 shynessl" ‘Table _6 . signifies that LECOPP children . .
have attained substantial skill in percaptuai, mgtnr and
Verbal areas durlng the;r participation in the program
th:oughcut the school year. LEGOPP also increased parental
involvement in assisting children in the ééve;gpmentlcf :

proper readiness skills.
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FrEﬁuencv and Pércenrgge of Parental Response to Child Grcwth Items !
) i o — od

“Frequency Percentaﬁe 7

". Ansver questions fasters 16 6647
2. Observe things more. 21 87.5
3 MSre active. : 17 70,8
4, Dance to rhythm. 18 7540

lays with other children. 21 8745

L%
o
I-d\

6 ;Sp eaks in complete _
sentence. ‘ 13 sh,2

7. Recognizes shapes. _ 17 ' 70,8
‘8. Completes puzzles. , LI 58.3
9. Sings songs. 21 - 87.5
10. Ask inguisitive questionsg 17 , 7D;B‘J

¥

11, Finds scolutions to own : , : :
problems. A T 29.2

12. Obeys better. 18 /7540

13. Understands problems ) -

14, Good table manners. 17 70,8
15. Does coloring wells ., 13 54,2
16, Interested in sehool. . 21 : 87.5
17. Rezognizes colors.’ - .18 7540

18, Understands the names of : .
different parts of the body. 17 0 70.8 /

19. Runs faster. 13 54,2

20, Learmed more words. 20 83.3

M‘
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" Table _6__ (Continued)

~“Frequency and Percentage of Parental Response to Child CGrowth Items

2l. Does not depend on me

22,

as much. S ' 16
Others (please list)

1. Recognize things :
- better in LECOPP 1

2. Sitting still 1

3. Interest in cutting
and pasting 1

4, Tost shyness 1

Fercentage

66.7

b,2
o2
k.2
h.2

A frequency of 1 (4.2%) no response was made for each item.

23
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Table __ 7  indicates a high degree of enthusiasm for the
innovative LECOPP program. 70% or more of the parental
respondents rated 6 (40%) of the 15 different program aspects
as "excellent"s parental training, LECOPP teacher coordinator,
parental involvement, parent-teacher caaperéticng team work,
and teacher aides. Program asPeéts that received the highesﬁ
parental scores were those items that most facilitated the
maximum amount of participation by parents.

The areas of food and field trips received the lowest
parental ratings. However, 66,6% of all parent respondents
rated field trips either "good" or "excellent," and only one
parent rated them as poor. Furthermore, this item received
no response from 3 (12.5%) parents, indicating that it is
perceived as being less vital to the well-being of the program
than other items. 54.2% of all parental respondents. rated food
éiﬁher “good" or ﬁexcellent,“ and no parents rated ‘this item
as poor. Again, 3 (12.5%) parents did not respond to this
aspect of the program. ‘

Project personnel received excellcnt ratings from a
majority of the pa;ental regpendents. 15 (62.5%) of the
parents ratéd,tha ﬁerformanéa-af the project director "excellent."”
20 (83.3%) of the parents rated the performance of teacher-
‘coordinators "excellent.” Parents were more apt to have .
furthered acquaintance with teacher-coordinators than with
the director through participation in the program. 13 (54.2%)
parents rated tﬁe LECOF): tutor-secretary "excellent.”

§
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Table __ 7 _

Parent Opinion of LECOFP

| 7 Below | | No
Excellent| Good Average | Average, Poor Respc

Y R I I E TS

H f

l. Parental training| 19 [79.2 | 3 |12.5 ir§

2. LECOPP teacher- 7
coordinator A 20 183.3 | & [16.7

Y
it R B ol Eaatataniet PP
] ] I"‘”
| ]
-~
n| ©

g
| ©
L1
LW ]
[}
1
1
|
=
[
L ]

3. LECOPP director | 15 |62.5 | I | 1647

L T

4. TECOPP tu*ur- D
secretary -], 13 | 5%.2 | 3 |12.5

| o

| W

|\
[ ]

5. Space | 13| stz | 6250

[
F
et
=
»
™
¥
1

6. Instructional BN ,
materials - 10 { 41,7 |10 | 41.7

7e Parental ) ' e , ]
involvement 18 | 75.0 | 4 |16.7 |2

)
[

‘M

VY
[}
I
i

i |
(RTINS SIS T

o

{ =
wl

1

I

1

8. Home visits by =
LECOPP teachers | 10 | 41.7 | 4 [16.7 |5

o
o
L
o
e
=
L]
¥
1

- | 4|16,

e VEarent-t%ééﬁéﬁ‘fr ’
;gg?e:gﬁian \ 17 [.70.8 612560 |1 ¢ Be2| =t = |ul a |af a

10, Team work | | 17[70.8 [. 6 |25.0 |1 | k2| < |- |- |- |of -

li; Community in-- o
volvement

% T
s
[ ]
|
l‘_\l“
| &
-
L o
i
[
]
18]
[ ]

13. Field trips | | 8] 33.3
TR RIS

15. Daily schedule | 1 B N =T

1 @

5

12. Teacher-aides {Wﬁ 18 L.75.0 | 3 |12.5
8
9

W
w
-
w
o Flww
-
™
»-..J
1
)
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=
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No project personnel received ratings of below average or
poor, and no teacher~coordinators received ratings of less

than good.

Overall parental rating of the LECOPP program is zood
to excellent. Approximately 50% of all parent respondents
did not have any suggestions for improvement, indicating a
high degree of satisfaction with existing project procedures
and strategies for educating the young with the assistance of

vents. Table __8  provides a complete listing of parental

T amendafians for improving the program. For the most
part parental recommendations pertain to increasing the
exiént of the existing program to include more finances,
field trips, dayé of the program, aides and materials.
2 parents suggested that parents should be hired to ?artiaipate
in the program. -

Further comment by parents was especially positive.
Parents commented that the teacher discipline was commendable,
that they were proud of the program and that they were impressed

by the coordinator's abiiity.

pa—
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" able _8

Recommendations to Improve the Progran

1.
20
3e
L,
5e
6o
7o

Continue the Program

No Response 12
Finances for Pregram

1
More. Field Trips 1

More Days of Program
Hire Parents

More aides

W N =N

Additional Materials

Percentage

50,0
he2
L,2
863
a2
8.3
8.3

12.5

Othexr Comments

1.
20

3e
L,

No Response

Teacher Discipline
Commendable : 1

Proud of the Program 1

Im§raséed by the
Coordinator's Ability 1

Percentage

8745

h,2
o2

a2

o
e

- =26~




CHAPTER 4

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In view of the findings, several recommendations are in
order. These recommendations are positive and intended to
further enhance the worthwhile aspects of the program during
the coming year.

1.) The LECOPP program has captured the heart and soul
of parenﬁs’aﬂd the extended community within the very short
durat;ﬁﬁ of its operation. No one assoclated with the program
gseems to be dissatisfied; in fact, the coénsensus eof opinion
is overwhelmingly enthusiastic about the gragram activities

for this innovative pre-school program. It is, ?@ergiérgr

recommended that LECOPP be continued for the next year with

a fuii gstaff and well-coordinated activities.

2.) Parental involvement was the primary factor for the
Parental participation was well-motivated and dedicated to
. the performance of the parental role in fécili%ating pre-
schoolers in the essential preparaticn for academic achievement
in a formal learning environment. Parents provided children
with assistance on a one~to-one basis that gave impetus to
an increased learning pace and reenipraed the entire learning
process. Some parents voluntarily participated in’the program
- throughout the schoel year, everyday of the school week,
“without any monetary support. Nominal remuneration is presently



provided for only two of the parent aides participating in

the program. It is, therefore, recommended that parents who

participate on a daily, in-school basis in the instruction of

children be paid an incentive wage at a level no less than

that wage set as a minimum by the District of Columbia.

An incentive ﬁagé will be a motivating factor for participation

- by some paren%s- Of greater importance, however, is the fiscal

assistance that an incentive wage would provide for parents .
who otherwise could not provide their valuable talent and time

to participation in the program. Incumbent upon the introducti

of an incentive wage into the program, the present “"bus

token" system of parent transportetion should be curtailed.

These changes in the present system of parental reyuneratien
would tend to charge parents with even greater res%fnsibility‘
within the program.

3s) An imaginatife and dedicated teacher ecofainatarg
and a talented project director are chief gsseﬁskte the program
The efficient progress of the program during the last yaér‘ |
can largely be attributéd to the inﬁgresf and initiative taken
by these two educators. Their schievement includess the
improvisation of materials and resources when funds were néfé
available to procure necessary supplies and equipmént; the
motivation of the program staff to maximize efforts, even when
gsome of them were not receiving fhei: monthly salaryzuand ‘the

- inspiration of both parents and children through careful

presentation of imaginative and valuable ideas and suggestions.

/
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However, no provision was made in the budget for in service
training for fhe‘projeéf director, the teacher coordinator
and the rest of the sfaff; when such a training component
would have increased the effee%iveaeés of the faculty effort.
Staff members encountered extreme difficulty in obtaining

travel approval to attend professional conventions important

for staff development of innovative teaching methods.-

professional conference for project staff during the coming

In-service training can be arranged within the school

building by inviting competent consultants to provide
meaningful on-thEQjaﬁ training within a relatively short
period of time.

L.) Alfhaugh the LECOPP project was provided with a
reasonable budgefg the project director and her staff

encountered difficulties in the expenditure of budget monies

for many reasons. Budget sanction was obtained later than

expected; orders placed for materials and supplies were not

.aﬁpraved on time or sometimes were misplaced; ordered materials

often never arrived. For these and a host of other similar
reasons, it was impossible for the project staff to take ‘

full advantage of monies authorized for the project. Furthe:ﬁgre.
the tutor-secretary was not paid a salary for the services:she
rendered to iEGQEP. Thése fiscal problems were unnecessary

as well as frustrating, and could have been avoided through

the institution of more workable fiscal policies for the
39

29




the project. It is, therefore, recommended that the LECOPP

project funds be kept separate from the regular D.C. Public

Séh@qlg appropriations; and that an account be established

in a local bank from which the project director, with the

could draw monies for expenditures required by project related

needs. New fiscal policies for project management in the
D.C. Public School System may be required to implement this
sort of fiscal autonomy.

5.) Project funds should be made available early in the
school year so that all %he:necessary supplies and materials
can be acquired before the start of the school year and to
allow for program QPerétiaﬂ from the first day of classes.

6.) Presently, students are not selected for pafticipatiaz
in the program according to any selection criteria. Interested
parents who have somehow heard about the program contact the
school to eniéll their children. This sort of a selection

process often fails to regéh the most deserving children.

and that these

_therefore, recommended that specific selection criteria.

be established for children snd their parents,

criteria be printed in the bruchure annowncing the continuation

of LECOPP in the nexﬁrgghaalﬁyegggV This-mode of publicity
should attract more deserving and intéfested parents and childre
to the program.. w o o
7.) Hgﬁa;stgdy centers are an infeéeéfi;g and especially
innovative aspect of the LECOPP gragram- Erajé:t staff
36
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. full-time tutor be hired to work with parents

members visit the homes of children whose parentz cannot

come to ‘the school on a daily basis. The tutor-secretary
viéits these parents on a regular basis for the purpose of
dispensing teaching materials and new instructional ideas
devised by the project staff. The home=-study Céﬂter ccmpanent
of the program provides an invaluable service to parents and
children by enabling the maximum dissemination of information
4o the LECOPP population. However, one tutor-gecretary is
jnsufficient to meet the needs of approximately 30 parents and

their children. It is, therefore, recommended that a second

at homes

Thig person should be properly tralned d by the coordinator and

ﬁhevpresent tutor-secretary before ‘being sent out into the the

field. An active LECOPP parent might be especially well—sulted
to thls new position. ‘ ’

8.) Child proficiency in perceptaal, motor and verbal
skills was measured by means of Qriter;en Referenced Tests

admin;sfefed’by the school psychologist. However, the results

- of the pre and post tests were not available to the evaluation

team, when the growth level achieved by project children
was of Spécial importance in eam;hg to some conlusions about
the degree of progress efficated by'ﬁrajéct'ma%hods'and
procedures of instruction. Although both absérfétien and
interview techniques of evaluatlan have revealed that the
project children have grawn according ta thsir age level,

these galnﬁ-cannct be ascertalned;in measurable terms

.
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ﬁiihcui the actual CRT pre and post test score data. The

lack of “releésé time"” for %he psychologist to score the

tests and report the results has been cited as the major reasol
fér this deficiency. Nevertheless, the CRT pre and post test
‘score data remains the major measure of perceptual, motor

and verbdl skill gains by program children. It is, therefore,

recommended that sufficient "release time" be provided %o the

authorized persons to interpret those test scores that can

Egcvide sgggial,f,'flﬁtgﬁigtc thé,iplligxﬁgnffcgiﬁrggzass

pr@lert staff, and the entlre D.C. Publlc Schools Systems

9.) LECDPP made an imprésalve presentation at the

D.C. Public Schools “l976‘5ieentennial Expo." The presentatio
was refreshing and highly informative, especially té those |
persens 1nterested 1n positive aspects cf their schools'
activities., Publlcjty for innovative programs such as LECOPP
through me%;a and public displays is an excellent public
relations effort. It is, therefore, recommended that the .
project staff make use of every opportunity %o pﬁblicly
display thE'saliEﬁf aspect of the program through all the
avallable channels of" communications. |

-10.) The LECOPP pragram provides parents W1th a sense
of personal worth and belcng;ng, and relieves the tension
and monotony of being shut away ?ram.ﬁhe rest of the world
2t home. For many parents LECOPP is the only eammunity,’(

,functlan +9o which they contributes it is, therefore,

recammended *hat LECOPP shcul__gg_?lda an 1ncn§asin';f

. Vqrtun;tjffg;,j_rents +to coope raﬁa _in communlt; asﬁlvltles—'

38 o
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discuss problems and issues that confront them, take leadership

in small community projects, and above all, to educate theixr

$
i

youngsters. It is further recommended that at least one or

two social events be arranged during the academic year to

give parents the opportunity to demonstrate their artistic,

1la)’ Most elassroom instruction was conducted in small
gréups_whazé‘schedule of activities was properly sequenced and
oriented toward the development of affective and psycﬁcmaf@r,

s well as cognitive domains. 2Problem solving techniques wexe
also used in the LECOPP project. Parents worked as far as
%assible on a one~to-one basis with children. Discipline was
superb, and student interest was unquestionably highe The
training program for the parents was adequate, providing them

j with sufficient skill to deal with their children in a beneficial
/ way. It is, therefore, recommended that the ﬁréSEﬂt seﬁédulev_
[ of acfivities be maintained, and that parental involvement |
be canfinued.é Well Qrganizad training programs for both
parents and other project staff will be a welcome addition to
the program. : ¢

12.) Children from urban schcals,_surrcundéd by huge
limited exposure to the natural environment. Televigion is
a major source of information that gi%es a distorted view of L
the natural condition of man and his environment. The urbann t
-child is a?i to have a 1iiited undérstandiﬁgréf the outer

|
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world. Very littl. provision in LECOPP has been madé

for educational trips that open up the thinking and feeling -
of children to the real world, nature and its wonders.

The Washington area, unlike many American cities, has ﬁany
neighboring areas cupportive of interesting natural habitats,
such as the extension of the C & O Canal area into Maryland

and parkland regions in Soufhern Méryland. It is, ﬁheréfare,

. for out-of-town field trips for children and. their parents.
Field trips can broaden the liﬁited viewpoints cf children
growing up under limited circumstances. |

In ccnalus;on, the evaluators felt that LECOPP is a :
meaningful program that not only should be continued, but
should be introduced into other schools as well. The
program lacks adequate publicity and proper recognition
within the school system. Not only were paren%s!givEﬁ a
sense of belcnging and resPQnéibiliﬁf in the eéucati@n of their
own children, Eutvthe instructional staff also had an épp@rfunii
to become further acquainted with the eduéatiaﬁal’nsedsgaf
chiidren and adults in the schcal community so that they mightj
meet thase needs ~through 31m31Ef and more effectlve means. ’

‘It is the finding of this study that LECOEP has largely

achieved itas stated objectives.,
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EVALUATION OF THE
LENOX EARLY CHILDHGQE QUTREACH PROGRAM FOR PARENTS,
D.C. PUBLIG SCHOOLS .
’a
PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

(D;rect;cn: This questicnna;re may be read to parenfs by the
) LECOPP teacher if they experience any difficulty
and assist them to complete).

1. Pa_rent's Name (Qp‘t:.cnal) S —

2. Which is the nearest publlc elementary school tc your hame@

'
—

3. How long have you been working with LECOPP? ___ 2
_ _ : Years // Months

. How many of your children are now in the LECOPP?_ SR
5. Who referred you to LECOPTﬁ . ?  I i,, S
6§, WHich of the following skills did LECDPP prsv;de yﬁu with?

(Check as many as appropriate)

T4

H

_Developing ieach;ng _ Teach;ng Aetivities

aids. )
. r / X R
______ Games and plnys for - Disdiplining' children
children. . _ ) S :
Team work with other —___ Singing Songs
. i o

______ parents and teachers

______Learning child behavior 3 __E,__iﬁéther (Please list)

#1

Arranging group functions : [ e e




A
— o B
7. What do you like most about LECOPP? ___ I S
- - . - ';;; . —
—— g ——— —— — — ———— = e — — - 7§7‘ p— —

8., Are there things whicg,y@u wobuld iiké changed?__

9.«Please check any of the changes that. you have’ ﬂeted in your
children since they started with LECDP:

Answer questlans faster

Observe things more

More active |

Dances to rhythms

Plays with cther}childfen
Speaks in'cémplete sentence
Reécgﬁizes shapes
'Cémpletes puzzles

Sings Songs

Ask ;nquls;t;ve questions

Finds solutions to own

>

Obeys better

Understands prcblems
‘better

Good tablemanners-
Does coloring well
Interested in school
Recognizes colors
Understands the names
of different parts of
t@e body.

Runs faster

Learned more words

Does not depend upon

— problems me as much
___ Other (Please list)

10.How would .you rate the following elements of LECOPP'in view of
‘your experience with the program this year? (Please circle one)

: Below , ‘
,Excg;legﬁ- Good Average Average Poor

1. Parental training 5 4 3 2 1
2. LECOPP Teacher/ o | ‘ |

- Coordinator 5 4 3 2 1.
3+ LECOPP Director 5 4 3 2 1
4, LECOPP Tutor/Secretary 5 | b 3 2 1

“ ' 42



Question No,10 (Contd...)

‘ ' Below
Excellent Good Average Average Poor

5. Space - ' - 5 4y 3 2 1

6. Instructional \__ | , o : -
Materials 5 Y -3 2

[

7. Parental Involvement 5 4 3 2 1

‘8. Home visits by LECOPP .
Teacher _ 5 L. 3 T2 1

9. Parent-teacher
cooperation

|

10. Team work

= = &

11, Community involvement
12. Teacher Aides

13. Field Trips

B W W W\
WOoWw W W W W
(ST S SO S
e = S ™ S )

= &

14, Food

15, Daily schedule of
activities

n

L
b
P

16. Other (specify) 5 4 3 2 N

e

11. What recommendations do you have to improve the program?___ -

12. Other commentss; if any _(Use other side if necessary)

43
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Appendix B

1

EVALUATION OF THE
LENOX EARLY CHILDHOOD OUTREACH PROGRAM FOR PARENTS
D.C. PUBLIC SCHOOLS |

EL g

TEACHER/TEACHER AIDE/DIRECTOR'S QUESTIONNAIRE

;

1. Name (optional)__ o e

2. Teacher _____ Teacher Aide___ _ Director _______(Check one)

3. How long have you been working with LECOPP? - B
: ‘ Years Months

4; How would you rate the fgllcwing as?ects of LECOPP Program?
(Circle one each) ‘

Exce- Good Average Eelcw Poor
1llent __ Aver., '

a, Parental involvement
b. Parental interest

c. Community participation

oS T AN TR AN N o

d. Teacher-parent cooperation’
e, Materials and supplies

f. Parent training

[} 4N T V|

g. Home visitation

h. Daily schedule of activities
i

(GO Y Y T L. TRV SRR RN )
rF & F F ¥ FFFF
WO W W W W W W W
[ - = T = T N T R S o

o T A

i. Facilities



5. To what extent have the students in LECOPP program improved in
the following areas? .

Great Great Medium No extent
extent extent

2

LA

_a) Vocabulary
- b) Understanding problemshi
c) Asking sensible questions
d) Cooperating with others .
e) Physical activities in school
f) Personal manners
g) Discipline in the class
h) Color recognition
i) Number fecagﬁition
j) Shape recognition
k) Singing sggés -
1) Dancing to rhythm
m) Finding!éwn solutions to problems
n) Observing things and events

o) Relating stories or incidents

] ] ™My [ih] [yh] [ih ] [h ] (i) foh] 5 %) (] ] o] b

p) Good table manners

n
P

e

q) Language

e I T T T e o T T o T T TP

Iy

r) Playing new games

s) Understand directions for
"elassroom activities

Attitude toward school

ot

Interest in coming to school

=
T

WOWw oW Ww

Overall development of the child

Other (specify) .

£ 3

L N . .




6. In general, how do you rate the instructional materials
the parents have developed for their children? (Check one)

Excellent_____ ~ Average_______ Poor

SRR Y ]

7. Would you recommend that the program be continued beyond
‘this year? YES NO____ - ;

Please state your reason(s) for your answer:

9. Other recommendations or comments that you may havet
/ a
e ——— S ———— m— S — ) —— e S
‘7 i -
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_Appendix C

DEVELOPMENTAL, CHECKLIST

GROSS MOTOR DEVELOPMENT (stop when child misses 2)

Runs

Climbs up and down stairs alone
Stands on one foot momentarily
Walks a, straight line

Hops

Uses alternate feet on stairs
Catches and throws beanbag
Skips ,
Bounces Ball

FINE MOTOR DEVELOPMENT (stop when child misses 2)

Towers 6 - 7 blocks
Strings 3 beads

- Imitates block bridge

. ‘'Imitates primitive circle
Initates cross
Imitates square

LANGUAGE AND CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT (stop when child misses 2)

Joins 2 e.3 words

Names 3 -~ 5 pictures

Gives full name and Sex (bay, girl)
, Uses sentences

Names 3 - 5 plctures by use

Rote counts to five i

Counts five objects

PERCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT (stop when child misses 2)

Sorts blocks of 2 colors according to color’ '

Sorts blocks of 2 sizes (large and small) accerding to Eizg
Follows two commands

Sorts squares and circles according to shape

Sorts blocks of three colors acaarding to color

Matches three colors -

Follows three commands

=2 =
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(Faators 11 and IV, which aenﬂunt for mnst af the " .
variance in intellectugl pﬂrfarmance) ' '

VALUING LANGUAGE AND SCHOOL RELATED BEHAVIOR - NEVER _ SOMETIMES _OFTEN

How often do you read the newspaper? _ —

" How often do you explain to your child what'
steps must come firet, second and so on, in
doing some tasks? : e —

How often do you tell your child that _
he/she has behaved well? o N

How often does ycﬂr cﬁild play house? L — — I T

How much do you talk with your child at
mealtime? , R S

PRDVIDING,,A, SUPPORTIVE ENVIR@N;@;ENT FOR_SCHOOL

How often do you tell friends or family
members about some clever thing your child : : .
has said? o — — I

How often does your child see you readiﬂg i :
a book? . e

How often do you ask your child about
what he/she is doing while he/she _
is Playing? 5 ' N ———— S ——— ,T" = v,f ':’ ——
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