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This paper describes a strategy for the develorment
of Parent-Child Development Centers (PCDCs) directly involving
parents in preschool programs for children up to three years of age.

‘ T™he five-part strategy has been implemented through: (1) a proposal
phase, for three comprehensive-program centers for low-income
families and (2).a four-year model-development, implementation and
evaluation phase, and is now in (3) a replication phase for programs
in new,  sites, Remaining phases will provide for (4) external
evaluation of programs and (5) overall assessment of results, prior
to wider dissemination. The three original PCDCs are described.
Birmingham and WNew Orleans programs, described briefly, are
center-based, with children from 2-3 months to three years of age,
The Houston PCDC is described in detail. Involving urban
Mexican-American families, the two-year program begins at the age of
one year with home-based mother and family involvement. The second
year, for two-year-olds, is center-based, with a bilinqual staff.
Common elements are seen in evaluations of all three centers.
(Approximately 80 to 100 experimental subjects and comparable numbers
of controls are involved for each center.,) At the end of a progranm,
significant intellectual differences were found, with program
children ahead of controls 'in general intelligence, language
development and conceptual usage. Significant evaluation results have
been obtained with mothers, their behavior meeting desired goals in
all three centers. Houston program mothers, compared with controls,
showed more positive behavior and obtained higher scores related to
the home as a learning environment. (BF} "

)

4

s E@cumen}s acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished materials not available from other sources, ERIC makes every
effort to obtain the best copy available, Nevertheless, itemns of marginal reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the

gi;alityi of the mis:gfighe and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS).
EDRS is not responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from

Q ginal, . )

IToxt Provided by ERI



e

u\

=i

=i
T
LT

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Us DEFARTMEHNTOF HEALTH,
EDUCATION & WELFARE .
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

ECUCATION

Thihs DOCUMENT, HAS BEEN HEPHO-

DUCED EHACTLY &5 HECEIVED FHOM =
ATIHG IT BOIKTS OF VIEW OB OFHIONS

STATED DO WOT MECES%AHILY HF FRE-

SEMTOFFICIAL HATIOMAL INSTITUTE OF

EQUiATION BOSITION DR POLICY

\__ ﬁ .
Tn the 1960's, American psychologist's directed their attention
J2EED.

to the problems of poverty in America and ~specially to the often

noted disparity in educational achievemeni between social class
jevels. This disparity was then--and still is--one of great magni-
tude. For example, the Coleman study of Equality of Educaticnal
Opportunity found that for sixth graders, there was a two year diff-
erence in test achievement between the highest and lowest social class
guartiles (Dka@g,'CDhéﬂ & Mayeske, 1972)., This same disparity has
been found on peasures of learning aptitude or intelligence. The
Stanford-Binet results reported recently by Broman, Nichols and
Kennedy: (1976) for 26,000 four-year-olds are red agentative. For
white children, those in the lower socilal class guartile were 15 IQ
points loweér than those in the uprer quar+ile and for Black children,
the' same comparison yielded a difference of 10 10 points. These are
social class differences of about one standard deviation and there-
fore highly significan: in every sense oI the word. i

The concern of the time with improving.the condition of the p
and increasing the poor child's educability led to the creation cf
large number of special programs, among which were many intended -0
p¥ovide preschool compensator education. Of these, Head Start is
most famous and largest. These were Drimary pravention efforts with
children at risk educationally.

These compensatory educational efforts produced similar results
when evaluated. Children who had participated scnrad hicher than
controls at the end of the program, bur, when the same children were
followed into school the group differences tended to disappear. It ‘
me apparent that continuity of enriched educational experienge was

o0r

I+ is worth noting that . in designing these programs a decision
was 'made to have especially trained teachers, professional ox para-
professional, worth with the ehild. The choice could have: been made
to work with the parents of children; but it was not. Just why this
occurred is not clear, but of course the body of evidence on the role
nf the family in determining educational achievement was less solid
then +han now and educational goals for children were blended, perhaps
with a desire %o provide day care soO mothers could work.
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e 1960's a few educational the
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Dirents, hese pioneers were Susan G a
a tein, They
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don, Merle Darnes; Phyllis Levens ichar

w ldren im waya that
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béqan working with parents of disadvantaged chi

'+ deserve tao be 1lled innovative in that they, for Flf t time,
emghaSLEEd parent education in concrete, realistic ! rather
than in more abstract group discussicns with children tid kept
away. They have contributed enormously to the field in their devel-
opment of educational techniques, tests of such questions as how
lmna proagrams need to be and at what age they are of most value,
and in their demonstration that parent education programs can achieve
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x
long-lasting effects. These programs included evaluation, with co
trol groups and follow-up studies. It must be said, however, that
with few exceptions the evaluation designs were flawed to such an

extent that solid conclusions cannot be drawn. There was little use
of random assignment to groups, the numbers involved were often very

small, and the independent variable, the training itself, was typi-
s+ cally not well describecd. vaez_heless, taking the results with

some reservationsz, we still find differences between the lasting
effects of these parent-oriented programs and the child-oriented
programs that were active at the same time. The test scores of child-
ren whose parents were trained tend t@ rise and stay up at levels -
that would seem-to enhance the likelihood of school success, instead
cf declining after the special program ended. ) y

The Q@ntlnulng need for early Eduﬁatla nal progr ummlﬁq
tantative success of the plonser prodrams ises difficult Bﬁll_ﬁ
questions. Ehéuld public funds be spent on parent-education in an <.
attempt to upgrade the educational achievement of young children
Should vast programs, such as Head Start, or even larger, be,insti- -
tuted? Should parent education be supported at the expense of other
approaches? Thése questions and others are being seériously considered
now at the national, staté, and local levels of government. If ra*tion-
al :esearahiﬁased decisions are to be made, they must be made on more
than demonstration prDjE?tg or on programs =t have had inconclusive
evaluationa. Much sounder sources of data are reguired and to attain
these, new more extansive aﬂDrDZCth to program development are needed.

WA stratégy for developing effective parent education programs was

devised in 1969 by Mary Fobinson, then a program of:ficer for thﬂ
Office of Econcmic Opportunity. and now in-the same role with (0}
:0f Child Developma: The success of thE Parent-Child Development
Centef programs rly a matter of her insight into the nature of
the problem, init 1 in developing a program stratecy, and persis-
tence in maintai: g the necessary standards of guality. ‘

Thﬁ‘ Stfat@qf YhWag five Paftg* 7 |
A numbet' Of dH‘U’f 15@1"’1“*'111*,‘1{ criented Troups ould be
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hensive; that is, variety of support
medical and socia eas to to Famili
2) Each group llowed four years ve ] I
put 1t into practice luate the program's early effective-
ness. The models developed from availeble research. evi-
dence on parent-child relationships and parent education. Each was
v to have carefully atated goals and clear links between and program

elements.
3} When these pfograﬂb were developed and ev aluat;d they would

be replicated in new sites. This phase would also call for a new
lev el of management and a Replication Management Organization was

included to oversee the entire replication procedure making sure

that the essential ¥eaFufas of each model were faithfully included

r[j"‘

i

and 1mp1em§ntad in the ﬁgw ngEa.

18 also reguired. That is the external
both original and replications. Scien-
tifi® objectivity requires that those who have developed programs
and are emotionally invested in their success, not be required to
evaluvate their effectiveness. - : -

5) Finally, the plan calls for an overall assess 1€
o=} . If they appear solid, the programt wi
ready for wider dissemination.

This unigue strategy of program development has been fDllQWé,
carefully and the programs are now in the replication phase. The
-three existing model centers in Birmingham, New Orleans, and Houston
have developed programs and evaluated them. Curriculum -materials
have been prepared in detail, staff have been trained, process
measurement procedures have been instituted to assure the continued
qu;llgy of the programs, and guite importantly, significant numbers
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of families have completed the programs.

The Replication Managesmert Organization is the Bank Street
College of Education. New sites are active in InalanapoL s, Detroit
and San Ant@ﬁié and Dthers will be selected this coming vear.

The init is £ to get under way. So far,
evaluatlon ﬂFqlghE ‘have been drafted and program evaluation is ex-

1l t 3]l &

pectad to change from interna
It is now tlmﬂ to say more
ning first with the program 1

O exter early next year.
bout the programs themselves, begin-
s rmi

Bi ‘ham program ,

and child entering at child a rogr

afﬂuni tbrep nurseries. Mo re ir'chil

first ~ries and lea the other m

ch: i '1a5t nursary when the children are 18 to 36 months

of

' tant feature

is rs. They en

in this r-parvticipant 2 =

‘Then, th a gradual transitio 1 responsi bilities

and sume the role of Mod £} Tt ig paid
the mothers are now che as we a5 arners.
nths, at her request and on staff comm=andation,
Modal Mokt TI.role with higher and more
ilities. F° v, a few mothers mo into & still
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higher position for the last foew months of their

the program. Two basic assumptions underlying thi C : that

carn best when they teach others and thgt thﬁ mother's social
- [ . f .

e
ships are as important as the child's.

o non

As the ear valuaflon results have shown no apparent
iveness for thes vigiting program and it has now bean =
ued, I will de -

This mode
1) Crild Deve : T on child development
is EDmmuDiCBté, to mothers in a group discussion setting. Mothers
share experiences and work through lerstandings of ohild
rearing processes.
2) Parent-Child Laboratory. Actual practice 1in mati-
agement skills is developed 1n this mother-child
3) Home Resource Workshop. This discussion satt ways
in which the mother can develop the home as @ lear: jﬂﬁ anlr@nmen%
It also stresses ways to carry learning from the home .
4) Parent Development. This is largely concerned wi h th; pt’sgnal‘
dEVElem?nt of the parent herself and is made up of many different
elements These include home economics_classes, child and maternal
health eﬂuﬁatlan, High School Equivalency Diploma work, a community
resource workshﬁp, and social service counseling as needéd,

I will describe the Houston progrdm in somewhat greater detail

1

se it i, of course, the program]’ know best.
- The Houston model wads desidned” for urban Mexican-American fam-

e n sponding_to the family values of this ethnic group meant
luding certain: special features. For exampla, it was észéntial to
solve the fathers since about 90% of the families have a father pre-
- and he is very much involved in the child's development. 711 ;
ff members must be fluently bilingual. Also, in view of the
rican=American emphasis or. the role of the mothrr as homemaker, the
gram was designed to provide a home-based educational experience in
First year with a change to a center-based program for the second
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When the child is one ycar of aQ@E ‘an In- Home Educatcr visits the
home weekly for 20 weeks. The focus is on the development "of the
motiier's skills in bec@ming-an effective teaﬁhpr of her child. The
mothar and Educator share their resources, with the mother contributing
from her experience and knowladge ways in which she can promcte the
child's development in language, motor coordination, social relations,
and self-esteem. Some toys and books are lent to the family, others

are given to them and some are made by the moths The mother and
N quiatar find ways in which the child can expericnce the. goy of learn-
ing.- As. the child explores a toy or book, they focus upon such gues-
tions as: What is the child learning? What else could be learned
using this book or toy? How can such concepts as big = ittlc 1
: ts \

Q
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and down be learned? How can the mother use other objects in
her home to teach the child such concepts? Thus the mother is
helped to deneralize such teaching into the home situation.

During this first program year, the entire family is involved
periodically in family socials and workshops. Each family is invited
to at least four family workshops, held at the Center for a full day
on a weekend. The goal is to build the strengths of the family.
Discussions and activities explore family communication, decision-
making, problem-solving, and role relationships. :

During the second program year, when the child is two, mother
and child attend the Center four mornings each week. The children
are involved, in nursery school activities degigned to promote their
general development. Tutorial interactions a¥e-rpart of ‘each daily
session.

The mothers' curriculum is divided between work with their
childrén and adult sessions. Half of the adult sessions center on
home management activities such as kealth, nutrition, consumer purch-
asing, and sewing. :

The other adult sessions are devotad to c¢hild develgpmant The
mothers discuss such topics as discipline, children's self-concept,
and the promotion of children‘s learning. Mothers become aware of
the effects they have upon the child's present and future development.
In small group discussions, the mothers share from their experiences
with the Child Development Educator facilitating discussion and occa-
sionally supplying information from research and practice.

One educational procedure used is microteaching. In this, each
mother and child pair is videotaped using toys, and books. The mother

“helps the ¢hild explore and learn. She views the tape first, and

then, with her permision it is shown to the other mothers. Discussion
centers upon the positive things the mofhﬁr doﬁf to help her child
learn and to enjoy learning.

Evening sessions are held twice monthly Wlth fathers and mcthers

- attending together. Parent selected topics range from consumer buy-

ing and program purposes and practices to resources they can use 1n
the -community. Emphasis is also placed upon cdmmunication with the
public schools so that the schools can better meet their children's
needs.

Bilingual language activities are important as all of the par-
ents speak Spanish, but manv do not yet speak English. The language

“training approach for the children differs from that-ta-.en with the

parents. For children, the emphasis is on developing competence in
one language, whichever is praferreiigy'the parents. Second language
tralning is made available to the mothers in classes and embedded in’
the home management curriculum. Thus, the goal has not been to '
impose English, but rather that communication skill be developed in

both Spanish and English.

Evaluation Metho ﬂf

Cerualﬁ features of the three PCDC's prggram evaluation were

‘similar even though they did not all use the same testing and 1ntPr—.

vlew1ng procedures. The commén elements are: i

. “ -

1) Random assignment to experimental or control groups.

2) fAnalysis of the results of-randomization and attention to
differential attrition of sukjects. . . i} :

=
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3) Af. r’lttf-‘.flti(i)[l to the child's comfort in

change in mothers as well as in children.
en beohavioral as contrasted with verbal-
att 1tud1nﬂ1 measures, although both types of measures
were used. ‘
.6) Relatively larqﬁ numbers o

Taking the child results first, e \'s end at child age

three, the three PCDC's have found intellectual differ-
eénces. All three centers have used rd-Binet and have
found differences favoring the i jacts. The numbers
involved run Lo akout 80-100 oxperim bmuarnblv numbers
of controE in each conter. New Orles 't@n have also used
Palmer's Concept Familiarity Index and have obtal qunlfjﬁdnt
group differences. On a variety of tests, program thldf&ﬂ have
been ahead of controls in gencral intelligence, 1aﬂguaga and con-
ceptual usagp '

- k!

The most impressive evaluation results have Leen obtained with
the mothers, especially the videotaped records of mother=child inter-
action in free play and structured task sessions. Fach of the Cen-

tﬁrs ufed +hlg pr@cedure in a foughly Elmllar way, but each adopted
and obtained dlffvfs

‘Lagh Center selected

ent measures of mather ‘and Chlld béthlDr,
its measures to fit its program goals. .
The first summary statement that can be made is that mother
behavior met desired goals in all three centers. '
For Birmingham, program mothers asked more guestions of their
* children, looked at them (as opposed to looking around the room) and
did more n0hcontralllng talhlng than did control mothers.,
In a comparable situation, New Orleans Experlmental mothers
Dbta;ﬁed higher scores on an index of "good mothering” which was
made up of scales heasuring acceptance sensitivity, cooperation,
use of positive language, and use of- pOSlth? tachniques Not only
were program mothers much higher on this index at pragram s end, but
the annual measurement procedure. showed a atead1ly increas 1nq differ-
ence between the two groups over time. )
The Houston program mothers, compared with controls, in a group
by time analysis, were more affectionate, used praise more, used
more n@nrestrlctiva ~control, fﬂaSOﬂEd mare and weare more, ﬁn(Duldglﬂg

of the child's verbalization. - —
Houston program mothers a obtained hlghef scores on Caldwell's

also
observatiorial and 1nterv;@w measure of the home as a learning environ-

ment.

2

5. The sgmple sizes- .are aulte Small anﬂ
draw any c¢onclusions. but it does appear tha# tbﬁrﬁ ‘has been no
decline in funétlahlnq of. the children as mﬁaaurﬁd by the various
1ntell;gence tests used.

There are other results. but time dgéﬁ not permit description Df
them. SufflGE it to say that in nearly every instance the program
mothers aﬂﬂthllﬂfEﬂ have'-differed from controls in expected ways.

At this point, following canvénti®nal practice of the past decade’
these programs would be r§ﬂard_, as ready for wider dl%aemlnatlan.
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- Washington, D.C.:T U.S. G.P.0., 1973.

8

program g@als have been met, reliable differences have been obtained
between program families and randomly ‘assigned controls and program

" materials have been prepared. But, actually, this demonstration

marks iny the end of the first phase. A critical test yet remains,-
that of determining whether programs can actually be repilcatpd and -
whaether ‘comparable results will be obtained. This test is now in

.process, but the answer is yet several years away.

The cost of the PCDC stratégy is great in terms of time and
money, but the effort is essential for adequate parent education pro-=

- gram development. There are many cuestions yet remaining about the

efficacy of of parent education as a primary prevention procedure
and they too will be answered only with careful program development
and evaluatlen.
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