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Chapter 1: Problem

Are there lasting effects, into the school years, of an early

child stimulation through parent education prgramfor children from
P

three months to three years of age? Children andpaients from such

a program had been fo (.-)wed to age six ((;ordon and Guinagh, 1974),

but the critical question of effects beyond that point, after children

enter school, remains. The .issue is of both scientific and social

importanct. (Bronfenbrenner, 1974). It is of national significance as

,states move toward the creation and implementation of organized early

.childhood.edmcation programs which emphasize parent education and parent

involvement. If there is a lasting effect into the school years, then

the program developed at the Institute for Development of Human Resources,

University of Florida, offers a possible model for application.

Research has demonsteated that the influence of the home seems more

critical than the.qUality of education the child receives at school in

.affecting school achie ,ent (Coleman, 1966; Jencks et al., 1972;

Mosteller, and Moynihan, 1972; Mayeske et al., 1973). "The

association of achieveMent with fami.ly background..:shows that about

85 percent of the variati n in average achievement between schools is'

associated with.measures ofthe family background of children

attending the schools (nayeske et nl., 1973. 0. IV)." Therefore, while

the surest route to the American dream is through the schools, the most

important element a child's success in school remains in the

child's family. The Florida Parent Education Program specifically:

focused on the family-so that the support,system for the child's

intellectual growth'might endure in the family. The program has
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succeeded as the child entered school at age six. However, it is

important to determine if the program has an influence on the child

and family which is still present in the early grades of schbol.

Therefore the research strategy is an ecological investigation of

actual school performance and home-school relations. The objective

of this study is to see if the effectiveness of the program demonstrated

at age six is maintained in the children's achievement in the schools.

Re1ated_Re5tarch

Bronfenbrenner (1974) stated that Parent-Child Intervention

.programs, such as the Florida Parent Education Program, have the

greatest success in terms of long-range results. However, few studies

Ilave followed children into the public school after a parent educa-

tion program. In a summary statement BronfenTnner (1974, p. 53)

concludes.

arent-Child intervention resulted in substantial gains

in IQ which were still .evident three to four years after

termination of the program (Gordon 1972, 1973; Levenstein 1972a).

In none of the follow-up stUdies, however, had the chijdren

yet gone beyond the first grade.

Reviews by Goodson and Hess (1975) an.d Gordon et al. (1975) also

echo the lack of longitudinal assessment in most parent education

efforts. Many of the efforts were not designed to test long-range

effects, or began too recently for such effects to be assesSed.

Howeven, some research has demonstrated the success of a parent

education apliroach. Phyllis Levenstein's (1971) program used non-

professional wimen called "Toy Demonstrators" who visited the homs

(or semiweekly, half-hour home visits. karnes, TeSka, Hodgin,- and

Badger (1970) l'eport posttet IQ scores 16 points'above a mat_



control group. The .treatment coilsisted of a weekly 2-hour meeting

held over a 1S=month period where mothers Werc Instructed in teaching

techniques to be used with their child at. home. No follow-up on the

children to determine the stability of these scores is available.

Those projects that have followed children into school have had

equivocal results. For example, the Perry Preschool Project at

ilanti, Michigan, (Weikart et al., 1970) found that children in

a preschool program may lose their superiority in IQ test performance

in comparison to children from a similar background, but may gain

ground with respect to the,national norm. Other studies have not

found this relative gain in IQ scores, but have found that the

differences between the control and experimental groups have been

J

maintained. In the Early Training Project at the Demonstration and

Research Center for Early Education (Gray and Klaus, 1970) , differences

between experimentals and controls on the Stanford-Binet IQ were

still significant at the end of the third year after; however when

intervention ceased, both groups show a decline in IQ after the first

grade, hut the declines Lend to he relatively narallel.

The Florida Parent Education Program differs from the work of

Gray and Klaus and from Weihart in three significant ways: (1) The

project began when the children were much younger, in our case at

three months while the above programs began at lifree years of age.

Bronfenbrenner's review Finds early intervention important: "The

magnitude of EQ gain was inversely related to the age at which the

ent:.red the program, the greatest gain!, being made by children

enrolled as.one and two year olds Wronfonbrenner, 1974, p.



(..:) The above programs were equally rocused on a child-centered

program as well as the parent education program. In the Florida

Parent Edneation Program, the focus was always on parent education.

When the children turned two, the children did have a group experience

for two hours a day, two days a week, for.one year, Ina the focus

still remained on the parent. Bronfenbrenner's (1974) review or early

intervention notes the importance of focusing on the parent as the

primary teacher of her child:

'Gains from parent intervention during the preschool

years were reduced to the extent that primary responsibility

for the child's development was assumed by the staff member

rather than left with the parent, particularly when the

.child was simultaneously enrolled in a group intervention

program (Gilmer et al., 1970, Karnes' et al., 1969c)."

( hronfenbrenner, 1974, p. 53).

(3) At the end of the project, the children in the above programs

went directly to school. In the Florida Parent Education Program,

the children were too young to go to school and only a few have been

in a variety of organized group settings, most of which have not had

an educational focus.

The Florida work differed from Levenstein in our use of parapro-

fessionals, in beginning at three months rather than two years, ip

our use of non-commercial materials, and in a schedule of once-a-week

visits for the entire time of participation.

Background of Florida Parent Education Project. The Florida

'arent 'ducation Project began work with mothers of children of 3

mo-ths of age in September. 1966. The sample consisted 'of 150

ex,erimental and about 60 control families in 12 counties in northern

Florida. Families were randomly assigned to control and experimental

1 0



groups. The families were classiried as below tlie,pcverty level by

the loeal hospital where the children were born. L;ghty pe:.ent of

the families were Black and.20 percent were white. Tlie intervention

consisted of home visitS by paraprofe!isional parent educators who

'Imonstrated specifically designed Lome learning activities to the

parent once a 'week sd that the parent in turn would engage in instruc-

tional interaction with her child. 1:a.ch parent educator worked with

approximately ten Families. 'The initial year of the parent education

program was an crigiyiecr.ing effort to develop a
delivery system and

create a set of miteri'als --or the parent to teach the child (Gordon,

1967).

In the second year of the program, half the original experimental

group was tandomly assigned as a new control group. The third year

of the project, half of the children in each group were randomly

assigned to the experimenta: And half to a control group. New

families were also recruited. All of the intervention had been of

a home visit nature, on roughly a. once-a-week schedule (Gordo, 1969).

When the children turned two, a group experience was addeu to

the home visitation program. The chAdren were placed in what were

called home learning center, or backyard Lenters, five children at

a time, for c'eur hours a week in two 2-hour periods. These were

homes of mothers in the project and were a mixture of urban homes in

a housil,g project in the Gainesville area and rural homes around the

12-county area. in some of thL Gainesville situations, these were

homes nely opened in housing projects. The mother who lived in thc

home was eniployed as an aide to the hachvard center director who was



tro parent educator, liach parent educator worl,ed with

metaer-; and ten children; :die met groups in the center %%hilt' continuing

wet with the mothers 00 a 011Ce - -wyck bas I NeW ,,o- year -01 dC

ll.d 1101 hek.01 Ill I lIcly hel't added CO t hat t he el feet of

:.tarting the program at age two could be asses!..ed. This created

. ,

e1 ell I rtl I iiii'ii t rOUpl; aS Shown 00 Table 1 (Gordon and Guinagh 19(0)-

7,

19741.

Although the intelvention orogram ended when the children Were

three, ..ssissment of the chilOren and the parents on the child's

fmirth, fifth, and sixth birthday continued. ihe Lult of the

klren turned six years of age in November, 1973.'

Icesults of the LonLiludinal Study Through Age Six. To understand

reults at age six, it must be remembered that all phases of the

intervention wore completed three years previously. Some of the

...hildron have been out of the program for.as long as five years.

Les1.1t:.: at age six showed that children in the experimental group for

HI three years or for two consecutive ywrs were superibr to the

:ontrol gvoup on the Stanford-Binet. [See Appendix A (Gordon and

Loinagh, l)74, p. 27A. These differences were evident at Jeast

three years after the termination of the project. 'The longitudinal

trend in the fQ scores can be seen in Table 2. There were differences,

ard the differences did not fade as is the case in many preschool

:rograms after the -. programs terminate. The differences are in the

neighborhood of .7 or S IQ poir!-s.

Other results at.age six andi cated that the families have been

1Crycted by the Florida Parent Education Prgr:!: . interviews were

12
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Table 1

Longitudinal Study - Treatment Design

Child's 14p by Months

Group 3-12 12-24

all 3 years Home Visit

2. first 2 Home Visit

3. second 2 Control )

4. first & third Home Visit

5. first only Home Visit Control

Home Visit

Home Visit

flome Visit

Control

6. second only Control Home Visit

7, .HLC
1

8. controls Control Control

24-36 48, 60,

Home Learning Center/Home Visit Test

Control Test

Home Learning Center/Home Visit Tesi

Home Learning Center/Home Visit Test

Control

Control

Home Learning Center/Home Visit

Control

Test

Test

Test

Test

,3-12 and.12-24 month phase supported,by the Fund for the Advancement of Education (1966767)

and.Children's Duren', HEW (1967-69) (Gordon; 1967-69) .

1Consisted of children recruited e age 2, not in previous control groups.

13

111



2 .

Means and Standard,Deviations on Stanford-Binet at ages 3, 4, 5 and 6

and Bayley at Age 2 by Numher of Years and Timing of

Participationin the Stimulation Program c,

GrOup Years

Age 2 Age 3 Age 4 Age 5 Age 6

-
SD X S6 I SD SD X SD

1 all 3

first 2

3 second 2

4 first & third

first only

second only

HLC

controls.

Total .

20 87.2 14 1 98,1* 16.7 98,4** 21.3 98,4* 13,6 97.4** 12,1

10 83.7 12.7 93.2 14.9 98.7* 11.5 93.7 11,1 99.5** 12.3

8 86.8 5.9 97.5 12.8 98.1** 11.8 94.0 13.4 94.8 6,1

7 800 8.6 91.0 10,6 90.6 14.3 93.6 13.7 89.6 11,4

9 86. 3 14.3 8,8 97.1 15.5 101.6* t4.0 94.4. 12,1

10 91.9. 17.7 91.5 '10,6 86.,7 12.8 90.4 14.7 93.4 13.5

37 87.6 14.9, 96.5 13.7' 96.3* 11.6 93.0 19.7 95.5** 11.9

89,3 14.1 92.0 J0.9, 90,5 .12.3. 91.5 11.2 90.2 10-J

142

15

**Significantly greatn than control at .025 for one-tailed test.

*Significantly greater than control at .05 for one-tailed test. 00

16
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.renducted with mothers at the time'of testing at the child's sixth

'year. A significantly higher percentage of experimental mothers

reported involvement in an educational program after project termina-

i

tion,,ftigher educatiorril,expectations for her child,and more purchasing

oF toys and use -of the toys in direct instruction of her child. There

was alsa more personal activity by the mother in her use of community

resources such as the library. These results are reported in the

1974 final report in Appendix. A.

The Present Study

The present study was planned as a longitudinal extension of the

measurement of effects. The objectives are.

ObjeCtive 1: To determine if differences found at age six between

IQ scores of-experimental and control children are maintaired into the

,c:Irly school year:

Hypothesis 1: The performance on the Metropolitan Achievement

Test will be significantly higher for those children jn the_experi-

mental groups. when compared with the'control.group.

Hypothesis 2: Fewer of the children in the experimental

group than in the control group wilI-have been (a) .assigned to Special

cducatien. Classes, (b) referrals for discipline problems, (c). singled

out by teachers for psychological help,.(d) held back a grade.

Hypothesis 3: Teachers will,view the-experimental children

as exhibiting mere positive social 'behavior and more positive task-

oriented behavior than the control group- as mea8Imed by the ClassrdOm

Behavior Inventory,(Schaefer and Aaronson, 1965).

7
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Objective 2; To determine if differences in parental attitudes

and behaviors between experimental.and control families are enauring-

into the early school year,.

Hypothesis 4: Teachers Will report that parents in the

experimental group attend p4rent-teacher conferences and visit the

classrooms morefrequently than parents in the control group as

measured by the Teacher Report of Parent Behavior (Schaefer et al,

1.975) .

Hypethesis 5: Teachers will view parents in the experimental

group as more interested-in their child's rogress in.school than

parents in the Lontrol group as measured by the. Teacher 'Report of

Parent Benaviur,

/8



. Chapter 2: Procedure

:Hie original sample was from Al.:Mla and the 11 surrounding

ic and were coded "indigent'!. at the University hospital where

the cilildren were born. In addition, the infants were single birth,

not hreech or Caesarean delivery, no- complications io the mother or

infant, no evidence of mental retardation and no evidence of mother's

incnt al i 11ness .

New families were added into the original population beginning-

ovembcr 1968. These children were two years old..and Were not

previously in the program. Criteria for.the seliction of the new

.popubition were less stringent than those for the original popula-

; on. However, the economic background of the family was similar

'to ..jie ornal population,

inal Treatment Plan

-Tab]e 1 shoWs the treatMent plan from age three months to six

The firSt two years of the program consisted solely oF weekly

' m( vi -The third year continued the weekly home visit to the

:)lus experiences for the children in a small group (five

Thiljren) setting in'a home twice q week for.two houfs each time.

trLacment variables.were: presence of instrUction and the length

::!1L] 'Aming of instruction.

e:

11re were seven different treatment groups and a control group

-t.u(lY at age six. Results at age six, as shown'in Table 2;

indicated.that children were benefiting.from the treatment if.their

19
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Families were in the program two or more consecutive years (Group .1,

3) or they were in the third year only, the Home Learning Center

Wroup 7) , When compared-to the Control Group (Group 8).(Gordon and

(uivagh, 1974). The other groups were not significantly different

.From the Control Group. In the present study, Groups 1, 2, 3 have

bL,ea combined for the analyses and are referred te as tht Longitudinal

.f.:,1:oup. Groups ,4, 5, 6 could not'be combined because of their dissimi-

.1arity'and cannot be studied individually because the sample size is

so small (5, 5, 4 respectively):- The Home Learning Ce..ter Group

(Group 7) and the Control Group (Group 8 continue As previously

Attrition.

The Oteryention phase of the parent education program endca at

ji.eLnrt26. At that timt, 192 children were in 8 different

.gpoups. Three years later, after only yearly testing, there were 179

ci,i1(11..en In the study. These,children.became six years old between

06ne, i;)72 and.Novomber, 1973. The,data in the present study'was

co11e'eted 'in the spring of 1976. At this,time 104 of the families
,

1.;.2-O contacted and agreed to participate in the follow-up. No families

reCused participation for this-present'study.

At age 6, there were 55 children in the Longitudinal Group (Croups

2, 3) and in'the present 'study there are 32, ln the .Home _Learning

center there were 50 and now there are. 38. In the COntrols there

k:r(1 51 and. now there hreP21.- These are maximum sample sizes. ,Some

the dlt:i is missing since we were not able to .get data from the

-;k-rso:s or from the teachers for somC-of the measures. The attrition

2 0
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rite is different for the three groups. Twehty-three children have

been lost from the Longitudinal Group, or 42% attrition. In the

Nome Learning Cent,:r Group, 12 have been lest, or an attrition rate

of 24.. En the Control Group 30 have been lost, or an attrition rate

of:

examiaed the IQ scores for the children at ages 2, 3, and 6

,

that were Still in the study compared.to the original sample. There

were no significant differences between these groups (see Table 3)1.

Thus, although there has been considerable attrition, the present

sample is representative of both the original group and those who

1%ere measured at age 6.

Instruments

.'easures. on-Children

Achicvement At age six the results showed,that children in the

experimental.gnup for all three Wars or for two censecutiNe years

(the Longitud;nal Group) were superior to Control children on the

Staniord-Binet. Children in Group. 7, the Home-Learning .Center, who

t,.ere only in the program for the third year,- were also superior to'

the Control Grnup.

There has been discussion of the need for wh'at Might be termed

ecOiogical measurement, that is, measurement of the Child's-performance

in tne actuat setting over time, rather than on an 1Qtest. air

strategy,.therefore, was to see what had actually happene(i to the

ChiAdren in school,. how they were actually doing. This meant the use

of a combination of school records and achievement measures rather

than a continuation of Stanford-Binet or other individual intelligence

,testing:

2 1



Table 7,

IQ Means at Ages 2, 3, and 6 for Original Group and Present Sample

Original Group 1975-76.Group

_
X S.D. N X S.D. .N

Group 1, 2, 3

Bayley MDI1 85.59 11.64 53 85.85 12.66 32

1-
S. B. .)- 97.25 14.84 48 95:75 15.00 31

S. B. 6 96.16 11.98 45 94.82 13.35 32

Group 7,

90..0 18.74 . 74 85.50 12.86 38
Bayley

- S. B. '3 94.16 19.85 -62 91.71 19.68 38

S. B. 6 94.23 12.71 - 49 91.44 .13.05 37

Group 8

Bay,2v 90.68 18.94 55 .88.00 14.69 21

S. B.73 91.1-9 10.92 50 : 9.0.58 9.78 21

S. B. .6 88.(2 10.22 51 89.92 11.97 21

IBavlev :4enta1 Development Index

2. B. = Stanford Binet

2 2

\1

14



Data collected by the schools was used. Seventy-five .of the

children took the Metropolitan Achievement Test, 11 took either the

SAT Or the CTBS. Some children did not receive a test because they

were in special 'education classes or were ill.

Adjustment to School - The adjustment the child was making to

school was ekamined by looking at the school files of the children

for the number of children assigned to special education classes,

referred for discipline problems, singled out by teachers for..

psychological help, and held back a grade.

Teachers' View of Children - Teachers filled out the Classrobfk,

Behavior lnVentory (CBI) , Short Form, .1(-12, by Earl schaefer

and Ma.y Aaronson on the children in their class who 1tad been in the

p rogram. The teachers also filled out the Cbl on other children to

15

keep their views as unbiased as possible. Ninety teachers.in_30,

schools,,fiiled out 104 questionnaires. In addition, one child in each

class who was not in the project was selected at random from the class

roll and the teacher:filled out a CBI on this child. This data was

not used. It ;a.s collected so that the teachers wOuld be unaware of

Aica cHildren were ia the project. The teachers were told in general

-about thc longitudinal nature of the program and our interest in

learning how the (children were presently functioning in the School.

Measures on Parents
.

Teaciier Report of Parent Behavior - Teachers also filled out the

Teacher Report of.Parent Behavior by Schaefer, et al. This is a 70

item queStionnaire that was filled out on parents by teachers. .

Teachers also filled out forms on childrep not 'in the project in order

2 3
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eliminate bias. Some teachers were only able to partially f.11 out

tH., questionnaire for the parents because they did not know the

i'arents.
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Chapter 3: Results

Hypothesis 1: The performance on achievement tests will be

ignificantly higher for thasechildren in the experimental groupt,

when compared with the Control Group.

The school districts outside Alachua County ,did not use the

'Iutropolitan Achievement Test (MAT), but used the Stanford Achievement

Test (SAT) or the.Compreheasive Test of Basic Skills (CTB). This

.affected 11 of the children. Since the tests have different norms

and different subscales, we were not able to combine the tests.

However, we were able to combine the two subscales that were present

on ail tests, 'Total Reading and Total Math.

Since children in special education classes such as TMR and

FMR were not tested, in order to include them in the data, we looked

at the number of children at or above "grade level."

We assumed that children so assigned would be functioning at

least an academic year below grade level. 'If we had ruled them out,

this would have.introduced a systematic bias i.nto our test score

analysis, since u higher proportion of Control children (see Table S)

rc so Issigned.

Two standards of...grade level were used: actual grade level

3.9 or 4.9 on spring test administration) and only nine months,

behind grade level (2.0, 3.0 or.4.0 on same administration). As ean

be seen in Table 4, few differences between treatment groups are

present at tlie more.rigorous.grade level .standard. Although the

jercentage of [ongitudinal children at or over grade level is higher

Contr61 children on eight of the nine scales, none of these reach,..,

statistical significana.
r,

2 5



'Table 4

Percentages. of Children-Above Grade Level (2.9, 3.9 or 4.9)

in 2nd, 3rd Z)i- 4th Grade on MAT, or CTB

LONGITUDINAL HOME LEARNING CONTROL'

18

FNo.

Fest/Subject* N
Ab.. Gr.

Level 1 N

No.

Ab. Gr.
Level

No.

Ab. Gr.

Level

Word Knowledge 30 6 20 36 2 6 14
c

0 7

,Reading 30 2 36 4 11 13 1 0

Total Reading 33 4 12 38 3 8 20

Language 29 3 7 32 4 12.5 14 1 0

Spelling 28 7 25 35 7 20 .13 1

Math Competence 30 2 7 35 5 14 14 1 7

Math Concepts 30 5 17 35 2 6 14 1 7

Math Problem
._Solving

30 3 10 36 3 8 13 1 8

lotal Math 33
f

4 12 30

* All tests are MAT, except Total Reading and Total Math.which include 11

chi1(44.-Cn who took CTB's orSAT.,

2 6

e."
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Table 5 shows the number df children that are nine months or

less behind grade level. This analysis shows Reading significant at

p ipld Total leading (also.combining pther tests in addition

to the.MAT), Math Concepts; and Math Problem SolVing to be significant

at p,.15.; .05.- This is graphically,diSplayed.in Figure 1. The Longitudinal.

.Group is the most successful, followed by the Home LearningCenter

Croup, followed by the Control Group. The hypothesis is confirmed for

, the Longitudinal Croup. There is a trend for.the Home Learning Center

Group to have higher scores than the Control Group but nis difference

is nrt statistically significanL.

Hypothesis 2:. Fewer of the children in the experimental group

than in the Control Group will have been (a) asSigned to special

education classes, (b)' referrals for discipline problems, (c) singled

out by teachers for psychological help, (d) held back a grade.

Most of the children (83 Out of 91) were in the third.grade. Table 6

indicates,the number of children tW that grade who were assigned to
If

special education other than Gifted or Peech and Hearing.

As Seen in Table 6, for the children in third,grade, two children

had be_41 assigned to special education (Educable Mentally Retarded,

Trainable Mentally Retarded, Specific Learning DisabilitY, Emotionally.

Mentally Retarded) in the 'Longitudinal Group, four in,the Home Learning
,

Center Group, and six from the Control Cisoup. A test gives4

5.63 which is significant at the p 1,(see Table 6). By

grouping both experimental groups together a 2 x 2 matrix can be analyzed

(see Table 7). A test (Siegel, 1956, p. 107, formula 6.4) gives

' = 3.74 which is significant at p ±F: .10, _The Chl Squaretest is a,

27



Table 5

Number of Children Within School Year of Grade' Level

in 2nd', 3rd, and 4th Grade in Spring, 1976 (2.0+, 3.0+, and 4,0+)

LONGITUDINAL HOME LEARNING CENTE .CLNTROL

Tost/Subtest* N

No.

Ilt G,

Level

% 2"
,

P N

No,

at G.

Level

No.

at G.

Level

%

Word Knowledge , 1 14 .452 1 05 NS 36 222 14 4 .286

Reading 31 12 .387 2.05 .025 36 222 13 1 .077

Total Reading 33 12 :364 1,67 .05 38 9 .237 20 3 .150

Language 30 1.1 .367 '.53 NS 32 9 .281 14 4 .286

Spelling 29 14 .483 1.06 NS 35 12 .343 13 4 .308

Math Competence 31' 13 .419 .85 NS 35. 16 .457 14 4 ;286

Math Concepts 31 14 .452 1.87 .05 35 9 2 7 13 2 .154

Math hob; Solv. 31 13 .419 1.69 S 36 10 .278 13 2 .154

Total Math 33 13 .394 1 47 NS 37 11 297 20 4 .200

* All tests are MAT, except Total Reiding and Total Math which includes 11 children who took CTBS

or SAT.

** Comparison of Longitudinal with Controls, onel-tailed test.

NOTE: There are no significant differences between the Home Learning Center and Control groups,

28
29
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*Total includes 2 Longitudinal; 2 Home

Learning Center and 7 Controls who took

CTBS or SAT, not MAT.

**P 45, One-tailed test,.differ from

Controls

Longitudinal (2 or 3 years from 3 month§ to 36

months of aft)

Home Learning Center Only (from 24 to 36 months)

Controls

WK Rdg. Tot. LA -SP MatOath Math Tot.

Rdg.* Comp. Conc.,Prob. Math*

Solv.
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Tabl'e 6

Number of Children in Third Grade Assigned to Regular or to Special.

Education (Educable Mentaliy,Retarded, Trainable Mentally Retarded,

.Specific Learning Disability or Emotionally Disturbed) by Treatment

0
Groups

Assigned-to
Special Education

Not Assigned
To SE* TOTAL

Longitudinal 2 28 30
,

Home Learning Center 4 30 34

Control 6 14 20

TOTAL .12 72 84

)(-=5.63, 2 tiF, p: .10

*includes three longitudinal children assigned to gifted program
andthree in speech and hearing-,- one control in speech and hearing.

3 2
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two-tailed test; our hypothesis watirectional, so that the probability

level is. more approximately .05.

Table 8 shows-the children in third grade who were assigned to

either EMR or TMR. Grouping bath experimental groups together, a 2 x 2

matrix give:: a )( 2 = 5.13 which is significant at P 4.025 for a one tail test;

Three of the experimental children had been assigned to Gifted

classes. None of-the other children had been so assigned. Another

way to look at.assignment to special education is to see what happens

to individual children. Table 9 indicates the number of children

and the number of years they were so assigned. Inspection of this

table indicates the tendency for Control-children to Spend more time

in EMR. classes than were the Longitudinal children who had ever been

assigned
%,

to EMR.
i

Table 10 gives a more detailed description of these children.

This table shows the individualchildren's IQ scores over time and

how this score cOmpared to the mean of the group to which the child

was assigned. It is clear that Griffith's scores at age one wer

inadequate predictors of school assignment. The mean on the Griffith's

ton Longitudinal and Control children who were not assigned to special

education was- 107, for those assigned (excluding Gifted) it was 112

The Bayley and Stanfor&-Binet do somewhat better, but it is clear

that something:other than score accounts for sch'ool assignment.

(See Appendix B for individual scoresof the remainder of the children).

Ther'e were no significant differences between the groups in the

number of children referred for discipline problems (none so referred),

singlecLout for psychological help or retained at any time (see Table

-11).

Hypothesis 2 was confirmed for assignment to EMR classes.

3 3
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Table 7

Number of Children in Third Grade Assigned to Regular

or to Special Education Classes (Educable Mentaly.Retarded,

Trainable Mentally Retarded, Specific Learning Disabilty,

Emotionally Disturbed) by Combined Treatment and Control Croups

Assigned-Ap
Grou s S ecial Education

Assigned to

Re:ular TOTAL

Treatment. 6 38 64

Control 6 14 20

TOTAL 12 72 84

X2=, 3.74, ldf, pf-C- .05, one tail test

3 4



Table 8

Number of Children in Third Grade Assigned to

Educable Mentally Retarded or Trainable Mentally Retarded by

Combined Treatment and Control Groups

Groups

Assigned to
EMR or TMR
Classes

Assigned to
Regular
Classes TOTAL

Treatment 3 61 64

(Longitudinal
and Home
Learning Center)

Control 5 1'3 20

TOTAL 84

= 5.13, df = 1, p .025, one tail test

c

3 5
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Table 9

,Number of Children Assigned.to Special Education,

Years Assigned, and Type of Assignment

LONGITUDINAL GROUP, (N=32)

Number
of Years EMR ED SLD TMR SW

1 3 () 0. 0 1*

1+ 0 0 0

3 0 0 0 0 1

4 0 0 0

G

0

3

0

* One child was_in EMR in 2nd grade, Sfill in 3rd grade, regular

4th grade classroom.
Child previously in SLD for one. year.

HOME LEARNING CENTER GROUP (N=38)

Number
of Year's EMR ED SLD TMR

0 0 1 0 2+ 0

2 0 1 0 0

3 1 0 1 0

4 0 0 0 0 0 0

One child previously i SLD for one year.

CQNTROL GROUP (N='21)

Numher
of Years EMR SLD TMR ,S&11

3

4

1

1

0 0

* Two children in third grade:only.

3 6



*Longitudinal Group.

Table 10

IQ Scores or' Those Assigned

to Special Education

(1:MR, TmR, SLD, Su, ED, ()+

.
0 .0

Th
47:: 410

(45'

cky0 ...40 cy e:0 e, 0 d)0 e, 0 Co e
' (bf

c,
4.1 y ns.

C'J C'J
oa ite .0

27

1. M 100

.

79

.

96

.

96 98 96

EMR in grade T only, now
in grade 4

3.

--1-

M 115 74* 75* 64* 83* 74* SH in grades'2, 3, 4

M 119 100** 85 66* 91
i 93

SLD in 2, SH in 3,
rezplar program in 4

4. M 1,20 88 75* 94 110 100
EMR in 2; 3, regular
program in 4

5.

6.

F 107 72.* 77* 66* 74* 85* 'Su in.K, 1, 2, 3

U 105 85 85 90 80*. 80* EMR in 4 only

m 114 73* I 89 82 81* ! 97.
EMR in 1, 'regular class
in 2, 3, 4

8. .F 12o 87 111 105 105 '_._. SLD in 1, ED in '2 6 3

(J.

0.

, l 1T7 91 130** 129** 129** 128**

4

aifted in 3, 4 ...*

F 123 -- 114** 115** 109 111** gifted in -2

1. F 122 112** 118** 133** 114** 113** gifted in 2, 3

* . more than one SD below roup mean

** more than 1 SD above mean

4-, EMR Educable. Mentally Retarded

- Trainable Mentally Retarded

EH - Emotionally Disturbed
.S1D - Specific Learning Disability
SP - Speech and Hearing
G - Gifted

3 7



Table 10 - Continued

r
HoMe Learning Center Group

4 , A., 0
/

,
/

et,

'

/4.
.t7I 0%,

/ 4
117

o o 4 0
% (0.? % (05) %ft' err err/

rty rty rty Os, rty
rt,

(,)
et,

o / {.
'Ne

,,7 ' 4") 4: k° /
41:1 /

,...r
. , cl/0 es.'s C., / vt,

cc0 et,tto .4,,, et7

Aso fty C,,,

C')

28

1. M __ 87 84 1
76* 92

!

i81* SLP in 4

z.L....F

3.

4.

NI

1 M

-- 71* 84
.

, '94 94 131'1 SH in 4

-- -- 80* 86 , 74* '76* SLD in 2, 3

M -- 64* -- -- 60*
1

,66* IMR in 1, ', 3

5. M -- 82 106 92 103

,

:99 SLR in 3, SH in 4

111** 109 107 101

74*

85"'

, '

EMR in 1, 2, 3, regular
program in 4
EMR in 1, 2, regular
proaram in 37.

--I-

S.

M -- 62* 65* 80*

F -- 85 -- 90 93
I

188

.

EMR in 1, 2, regular
program in 3

.-

.

0

.

Control Group
,

. j
F 111 : 84 92 103 87 .91 EMR in 3

,

, . 99 74* 77* 74* 69* 72* EMR in 1,

3. M 122 , 98 96 105 96 93 EMR in 2, 3

4. ; F 110 91 ' 96 74* 72* 182 SLD in 1,

!

r 1.) . i -- 88 84 82 96
I

185 TOR in 2, 3,-4
t

1

6. F

,

91 ! 89 90 89 ,94
SH in 2, S, regular
program in 4 ".

7. M
!

1

,

96. 109

784

107

78*

1

!91 .SLD in 1 only, now in 4
1

8. : M --

.:_1102

!88 !101 182 EMR in 3 .

* more than one SD below group mean

-** = more than 1 SD above mean



Table 11

Number of Children with Various Probl'ems

Singled Ont

for Psychological

Grous 1161p%

,Longitudinal (N-32) 2

Home Learning Center (N=38) 2

Control (N=21) 2

3 9

,

Retained

at'Any Time

'L

2

2
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Hypothesis 3: Teachers will view.the experimental children as

'exhihiting"more positive social behavior and more positive task-

'oriented behavior than the Control Group as measured by the Classroom

Behavior Inventory (Schaefer and Aaronson, 19(5).

The 90 teachers in the 30 schools which contained experimental

and control pupils were ,asked to fill out the 18 item Classroom Behavior

Inventory for these children and an.additional number of children in

their classroOm so that the teacher was unaware as to which particular

children were from our population. They were told about the background

6f the program and purpose of the present information. The responses

were examined Ltem by item.aS welt as'by factor score. Tables" i2 and 13

present the item scores and factor-seores by group. Items.on this

scale were combined based upon Schaefer's (1975) analysis of the
,

,J

inventory. The three factor structure are Hostility 'versus Consider-

ateness, Task-Orientation versus Distractibility, and Extroversion

versus introversion. Mere were no signdficant differences among the

groups; the hypothesis was not confirmed.

Hypotheses 4 and 5 both use the Teacher Report of Parent Behavior:

Hypothesis 4: Teachers will report that parents in the_experimental

group attended parent-teacher conferences and visited the classrooms

more frequently than parents in the Control Group.

Hypothesis 5: Tdachers will view parents in the experimental

group as more interested in their child's progress in school than

parents in the-Control Group as measured by the Teacher's Report of

Parent B'ehavior.

This iAstrument was developed by Earl Schaefer. Our personal

,urrespondence with him did not yield any rellability or validity

40

et.



Table-12

Item Scores by. Group for.,Classraom BehaviOr Inventory

Item , Longitudinal

Home Learn-
ing.Center Control

.

1,

4- .)

Laughs and smiles,easily and
montaneously in-class.

-

3.28*
(N:=32)

..3.32
_.

- (N=38)

1

3.52
-(N=21)

,

2.

.,

&Works earnestly at his .classwork;

'doesn't take it .liglitlY,

3.00-
(N=32)

, 3.19
(N=37),

2.62
(N=21)

J. Has a low, unsteady di., uncertain
voite when speaking tos:te.acher or

a group ofclassmates:

225
- -(N=32)

.

2.50

(N=38)

2.55 ,
AP
(N=20).

4.

,

Is quickly distracted by events*
in or outside the classroom. .

2.91
'N=32)

2.74
(N=38)

.

3.19
(N=21)

.

'

,
Tries to get even child with whom ,
he is angry. .

.:

2.50
(N=32 )

2.47
(N=38)

2.55'.

(i=20)

6.

,,

).

Awaitg his turn willingly.

3.03
01=32)

3.24
_____(N=-38)----

3.19
------(N=-21')'

.
Is usUally sad, solemn and serious
-looking: .

_ 1.84
(N=31).

1.95
(N=38)

1.85
(N=20).

8: Likesto express his idea§ and views.

2.81
(N=32)

2:61

(N=38)

2,70
(N=20)

9. Somotimes pays ttention; other times
must be spoken to constantly.

2.58,

(N=31)

2,51
(N=37)

3.14
(N=21)

0.

.

,

Watches carefully when teacher or
clasmate Is showing hoy to do,some-
thing.

_

2.94
,',(N=32)

.

.

2.97

(N=38)

2.65

(N=20)

.

1.

,

Gets angry quickly-when others do
not agree with his Opinion.

1.97
(N=32)

:205
(N=58)

2.35
(N=20)

2.

.
-

DoeS not wait for others to approach-
him, but seeks out 'others. ''. .

.

2.41
(N=32)

2.55
(N=38)

2.95

(N=20)

.

3. Tries not to do or say anything which
I

would hurt others-.

.

,2.58
-, (N=31)

2:84
(N=38)

2.86
'(N=21)

4. Often cannotanswer a question
because his mind.has wandered,

2.56
(N=32)

2..42

.(N=38)

2.71

.(N=21)

* 1 = Very Much Like, 2' = Somewhat Like, 3 I Very Llittle-iike, 4. = Not at All Like' .

..

4 1
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Table 12 - Continued

Item s.'

. Longitudinal Iii.T.Cle=- Control

15.. Gives the other an opPortunity.to 3.06* 3.38 2.90

express his point Of view. (N=32) (N=37) (N=20)

16., Ridicul.es and mocks others without 1.91 1.82 - 2.00

regard for their feelings: (N=32) (N=38) (N=20)

V

17. Tends to withdraw and 'isolate him-
,

1.88 2.05 1.90

self even.When he is supposed to be
working with a group..

(N=32) (N=38). (N=20)

18. Sticks with a job Until it's fin- 2.75 2.82 2.67

ished, even if,it is difficult for
him. !,

(N=32) .(N=38) (N=2I)

* 1 = Ver* ktuch Like, 2 = Somewhat Like, 3 = Very Little Like, 4 = Not 'at Ail Like

4 2
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Table 13

MeanS and Standard Deviation for'

FacioT Scores for Classroom Behavior Inventory.

..

'.

Factor

Longitudinal
N=32

Home Learn-
ing Center
N=38

Control
N=21 -F

Hostility vs. Considerateness
(Items 5, il, 16 minus 6, 13, 15)

-2.22 (4.5) -3.03 (4.2) -2.23

,

(5.0) 0.3

r

Task-oriented vs. Distractibility
(Items 2,.10, 18 minus 4, 9, 14)

0.72 4.6) 1.29 (4.4) -1.23 (4.1) 2.2

Introversion vs. Extroversion
(Items 3, 7, 17 minus 1, 8; 12)

-2.59 (4.'5)

.....

-1..97 (3.8) -2.90 (3.8 ) b.4

F tests N.S. at .05

4 3
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information. We are unable therefore to estimate whether the response

we received.from teachers is typical of such response or not. Since

-Only 10 of the 61 items Showed Significantdifference between the

experimcntal and Control GrouP, no further analysis waS run since this

finding may be a function of chance (see Table 15). Tables 14 and 15

give the.data for all the iteMs on the instrument.

Items 1 throughi.7, with the exception of 5, 6 and 7 in Table 14

relate specifically to Hypothesis 4, "parents in-the.eXperimental

group will attend parent-teacher conferences and visit the classroom

more frequently than parents in the control group." In general, the

amount of contact between home and school was minimal. These forms

werefilled out during the middle of th6 school year, so perhaps later

in.the year there would have been more _contact. The number of parents

contactipg teachers was so small that no statistical test can be run.

There does not appear to be any significantly different patterns between

the three groups. Combining all groups, the number of mothers who

dropped by never exceeded 26%. (Table 14, Item 4). bnly 28..5% disbussed

the needs or probleds Of the child with the teacher (Table 14, Item 12).

18.7% volunteered to help during the-year (Table 14, Item 14), and

24%_brought in books, pictures, plants, refreshments, etc. for the

class (Table 14, Item 17). As indicated above, we have no base line

or reference data to know whether these percentages-6re typical either

of the population from which our sample was drawn, or. of the general

public school population.
,

Item 22 in Table 14 ShowsAhat the teachers found that their'

contacts with the mother had been useful with 41% of the families and

4 4



Table 14

.

.

How frequently has this

mother:

1. asked for special

conference

LONGIIIMINAL

--N7r
Ar,

1

HOME LEARNING CENTER CONTROL,/

NoL

20

..

1 2 3 4-9

No

Ans. None 1 2 3 4.9

No

Ans'. None 1 2 3 4.9

1 1

,

1 0

.

8 25 0 1.

,

1 0, 19 1 1. 0 0

77TerePhoned

,

,
. .

1

.

23 0 7 0

3. written a.note (Other

than a reqyired excuse

8 17 4 1 0 1 0 22 2. 1 3 2 0 15 3 2 1

4. dropped by informally

to talk about child.

8 14 4. 4 0 1 8 18 3 3 3 3 0 18 2 0

,

How'frequently have you:

5. 'asked for a special

'conference

8 15 2 0 , 8

.

16
,

6 6 1

,

1 0

q

14 2

6., tdephoned
, 19 "8, 23 5 1

4

1 0 0' 18

7. written a note

.

-,,

10 11

.
.

How frequently has. this

mother:

8, given information

about child's

interests, skills, etc.

8 16 5 1

.

.0

,

1

.

1

,

8 22

.

0 '''; 16

,

5 0 0, 0

9., suggested ways of

.
.workin,g with him

8 19 2 25

.

19

/

40. asked for ways to

encourage the chOes

learnin:

8 , 20 21 0 16

,

,

.

1

11. asked for suggestions

about TV, books, trips,

etc.,

8 20 2 1 0 0 8 26 21 ü ü 0

,

0

-1



Table 14 - Continued

How frequently hn this

mother:

12. discussed the needs

-or problems of the

child

LONGITUDINAL HOME LEARNING CENTER CONTROL ,

No

Ans, None
_ _

1 4-9

No

Ans. None 1 4-9

No

Ans, None 1 4-9

8 15 S 2 1 0 8 17 3 3 0 7 0 16

13. discussed,dissatis-

factions with class

or teacher

8 22 26, 2 1 1 0 0 18

14 volunteered to help

during the year

(parties, field

trips, ett.)

8 17

,

22 18

15, offered to act as a

.resource .erson

8 23 8 30 2 ,

16. sent in resource

.

materials for class

20 26

,

20

17, bought boOks,

pictures, plants,

refreshments, etc,

for, class

15' 20 2

J

2 3 3 17

c

47

*. wa

4

0



Table 14 - Continued

Does this child:

18. . read and study

beyond homework and

assignments

LLONGITUDINAL
; HOME LEARNING CENTER 'CONTROL

No

Ans. Yes

'Don't

No Know

No

Ans, Yes No

Don't

Know

No

Ans. Yes No

DorITE

Know

9
.

10 7 8 17 3 40 1 3

L

10

19. bring in unsolicited

.books and materials

for own use

13 2 7 5 16 10 1 3 16

.

20. watch TV of

educational value

9 5 2 S 8 5 0 25
.

1 3 0 17

21. have out-of-school

learning experiences

such 4s clubs,

lessons, camp, etc.

9 3 7 12 8

.

8 6 16 0 2 6 12

' No

Ans.

Not

Useful' Useful

Ng

Ans.

Not

Useful

,

,

Useful

No

Ans.

Not

Useful Useful

22. Has the contact with

the mother been:

10 10 11 11 9 18

.

2 11

No

Ans,

Too

Little

About

Ri ht

Too

Much

No

Ang,

Too

Little

About

Ri ht

Too

Much

No

Ans.

Too

Little

About

Ri ht

Too

Much

.;.

23. From your point of.

view, has the

amount of contact
. .

been: ---,

9 15 6 1 8

,

,

17

_.

12 1

0

1 16 4

0

4 9
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a

.24. How much contact

have you had with

the child's father:

LONGITUDINAL

Table 14 - Continued

hOME LEARNING CENTER, CONTROL
No No No

Ans. None Some Much lAns. None Some. Much Ans., None Some Much

9_

25. How much contact

have you had with

, the child's other

relatives:

9-1

19 2 8 24

Air I.

18 2

7

15 6 22 7 2 12 7

.

0

th



Item

Table 15'

Means and Standard DeviatiOns fel..-

.Teacher-Report of.Parent Behavior Items

Home Learn-
,

Longitudinal ins Center

1. Expresses an appropriate level'of
interest in her child's progress
in school.'

2.9*(1.2)

N=22

3.1 (.9)

'N=28

39

-Control
-1

2.2 (.9)

N=17

2., Expedts me to train the:Child in
'.. ways in,which she should have

trained him herself.

3. Pushes him too hard.

2.1 (1.1)
N=18

1.9 (1.0)

N=23

2.2 (1.0)

N=13

1.9 (1.0)
N=20

1.8 (.9)
N=26

1.6 (..9)

N=14

4. W 11 not admit her child's
fai1ts.

5: Seems i 1-at-ease with me.

2.3 (1.1)'
N=16

1-.6 (.7)

N=16

1.8 (.8) 2.4 (.8
N=24 *N=12

1.8 (1.0)
N=22

2.0 (1.1
N=10

6. Would bac\ Me up.if I had to
disCipline\her child..

\

3.3 (.8)
N=18 '

3.6

N=23

2.9 (.7)
N=15

7. COoperates with me in teaching
her child.

3.2 (.9) 3.2 (.9

N=17 N=27

8. Tries to influence me too much. 1.6 (1.1)
N=lf

1.2 (.6)

N=25

2.6 (v.8)

N=15

1.6 (1.0)
N=13

9. Do 'ra

;

t accept the Suggestions 1.6 (.7)

N=15

1.8 (1.1)
N=25

1.8 (.7)
N=12

10. Appreciates my Making suggestions
about activities that could
be done at home with her child.

3.3 (.9)

N=16

3.1 (1.0)
N=25

2.5 (.8)

N=12

11. Appreciates what I do for her
child.

3.2 (.8)
N=17

3.4 (.9)

N=25

3.1 (.8)
N=13

12. Expects me to give too much
individual attention to her child.

1.9 (1.0)

N=16

1.5 (.6)

N=23

1.8 (1.0)

N=12

13. Helps me wOrk with her-child
more effectively.

2.2 (.9)

N=17

2.6 (.9)

N=24

2.3 (.8)
N=12

= Not at All Like, 2 = Nery Little Like, 3 = Somewhat Like, 4 = Very Much Like

5 r



Item

Table 15 - Continued

Longitudinal
Home Learn- 1

ing Center Control -

14: 'Seems unconcerned about her
childLs education.

2.2*(1.2) 1.8 (1.2) .2.1 (1.0)

N=19 N=27 : N=13

15. -omes in whenevei 2.7 (1.0) 2.5 (1.1)

N=18 N=26 'N=11 '..:

16. Is doing a gobd job in helping
herthild learn. .

17. Pmvides health and dental care
for child us needed.

2.6 (i.1)

.; -

2.7 (.9)

N=20 . t N=24

2.1 (.9)
N=13

.3,2 (.7.f ! 6.2 (.9) 3.2 (.6)

N=19 1 N=24 N=13

Tells me about her hopèi'and
fears concerning'the child.

h5. Holds back information that
would be useful to me.

2.4 (1.1) 2.3 .(1,0) 1.9 (1.0)

N=16
f

N=21. ; Nr.;13

2.0 (1.0 ) 2.0 (1%0) 2..D (.9)

N=14 N=23 N=10 :

20. Places the right amount of
emphasis on her chi_ld's doing
well in schooL

3.0 (.9) 3.0 (.9) 2.5 (.9)

N=18 N=23 j N=14

21. Expects me to make up for herown
mistakes with the child.

2-1 (1.1) 1.7 (.9).

N=16 N=21

22. Tries to make the child achieve
beyond his ability.

1.6 (1.0) 1.9 (.9)

N=18 N=23

1.8 (.9)'

N=12

1.8 (t.0)
N=11

23. Sticks up for her child, even
Wien it is obvious that the

,
child is. wrong.

1.9 (.9)
N=16

1.4 (.7) L, 1.8 -(1:.0).

N=22 1 NFIO
-

24. Is self-conscious and uncomfort-
,

able with me.

1.4 (.7)
N=16 .

25. Sdpports my methods of discipline. 3.3 (.9)
N=1'3

26: SuppoAs what I try to do'. 3..1 (1.0)

N=17

27. Criticizes my teaching methods. 1.4 (.6)
N=15

1..8-

N=19
(.1) 1.8

N=8

(.9)

3.4 -(1.0)

N=23
3.2 (:7)-,

N=13'

3.4 (.9) :3.1 (.7)

N=25 N=14

1.4 (1.0) 1.6 (.9)

N=23 N=12.

.

* 1 = Not at All Like, 2 = Very Little Like, 3 = Somewhat Like, 4 = Very Much Like

r0 4,
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Table 15 - Continued

. .

o
-Item

-.) uume veill.-n-

Longitudinal Jing Center Control

2g. Is often--'indifferent.to my ide-as

-for her child. .

1.8*(.8)

N=16 -
1.6 (.1)

, N=24

1.9 (.2)

N=13
_

. ,

2,97, Is interested in having my ideas

.. 'about how she can work with her

child.

2.6 (.9)

N=16

3.0 (1.3)

N=23

1.9 (1.0)

N=12

\

30. Often thanks me for teaching her

child. ;

2.1 (.9)

N=16

2.6 (1.3)
N=22

1.8 (1.1)

N=13

31. Wants me to mak_e special excep-

tions for her child. .

1.6. (.8)

N=16

1.3 (.6)

N=22

1.5, (.9)

N=11

32. Rrovides useful information,
aboa her chilli.

2.2 (1.0)
N=17

2.4 -(1.0)

N=23

1.7 (.9)
N=13 ,

3 ,
Shows little interest in helping

her.child learn. .

2.1 (1.0)

N=19

1.6 (.9)
N=23

2.8 (1.0)
N=12

d

34: Is alway willing to help.
,

,

.

2.6 (1.0)
N=18

,

3.0 (1.1)
N=25

2.2 (.9)
_a

35:' Provides educational experiences.
-:, -..

2.5 C.9
N=18

2.6 (.8)

N=23

1.8 .8)

N=

36. Provides adequate nutrition for

the child:.

3.2 (.6)
N=14

3_2 (.7)
' N=24

'3.3 (.6)

N=14-

37.. Talks over the child's problems

with me.

2.1 (1.0)

N=18

2.5 (1.1)

N=24

1.7 (.9)

N=12

,

38.. 'Resists discussing things 1 thihk

'are important.

1.8 (,8)

N=17

1.5 (.,9)

N=21

1.5 (.8) ,.
N=11

39. Motivates the.,child to do well in

school wiihout pressuring him too

, much.

2.4 (1.1)

N=15

2.5 (.9)
N=21

2.5 (.8)
N=11

,
40. ijoesn't bother to discipline her

cchild and then expects me to do it.-

1.8 (.9)
N=16 1 '

,

, 1.2 (.4)
N=21

1.9 (1.1)
N=12

' a

41. 'Demands too much of,her child.
.

1.6 (.9).

N=17 ,

1.7 (.8)
N=22'

1.8 (.9) ,

N=Il

4,

1 = Not at All Like, 2 = Very Little Like,.3 = Somewhat Liker.r. 4 = Very Much Like

5 3
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Table 15 Continued

.

Item Longitudinal

1.9*(1.0)
N=16

!Home Learn-
ins Center Control

42. Feels her child can do no wrong. 1.4 (.6)
1 N=21

1.5 (.7)
N=11

43. Hesitates to talk with me. 1.7 (1.0)
N=17

1.9 (1.2) 2.2 (1.1)
N=25 N=11

44. Accepts my methods of classroom
management.

: 3.1 (1.0)
N=16

3.5 .'(.7) 3.1 (.7)
N=21 =11

45. Is my allj, in the'child's

education.

2.9 (1.0)
N=12 c

2.8 (1.1) 2.6 (.9)
,N=19 N=11

46. Tries to force her ideas on me. 1.4 (.9)
N=16-

_4

1.3 (.7). 1.6 (1.0)
N=23 'N=13

47. Doesn't want herr) from me.
.

1.5 (-.'6)

N=16 ..-,

2.3 (1.0)
N=16 .

1.5 (.9) 1 1.7 (1,-..2)

N=24 j N=12.:

3.0 (1.2) 2.2 (1.0)
N=24 1 N=I3

48. Wants me to tell her how.to help
her child learn, ..

49. Is good aboUi letting me knoW
that;she appreciatts my efforts.

2.0 (1.0)
N=17

2.6 (1.2)
N=25

1.8 (.9)
N=13

50. Thinks her-child shouldpve
speciai privileges. .

1.8 (.9)
..N16

1.5 .(.7)

N=22
1.6 (1.0)
N=11

51. Has helped mê'understarid her -

child better. . ''..

2.1 (.9)
N=19

2.7 (.9)
N=23

1.9 (.7)
N=12

52. Does little to endourage the ,

child to do well in school. -

1..8 (.9)

N=17
1.8,(l.1)
R=22

0

2.0 (.8)
N=11

53. Cooperates in every way:
.

2.-7 (.9)

N=18,

3.1 (1.0)
, N=24

2.1 (1.0)
N=11

54. ProVides books and educaiionai :
'material for the child.

2.5 (1.2)*
N=16

2-.6 (1.1)

N=19

2.3 (10)
N=9

55. Gives ihe child:good physidal r,

, care. .-

3.4 (.8)
N=16

3.3 (.6) ,'

N=23.
3.2 '(.6)

N=13

56. Tells me agbut things that concern
her in relation to the dhild or

.,

the school.

2.4 (1.2)
N=17

,2.3 (1.0) ..

N=21
1.8 (1.2)
N=I2

.

111 * 1 = Not at All Like, 2 = Very Little Like, 3 = Somewhat Like, 4 = Very Much,Like
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lable 15 - Continued

:1

Item Longitudinal

Home Learn-
ing Center

,

Control

57. Isev.asve abopt.the child. 1.8*(.8) 2.0 (1.2) .2.3 (1.1) I

N=14 N=22 N=9

58. Has never taught her_child to 2.0 (1.1) 1.2 (.5) '2.0 (1.3)

respecf-authority.but expects me
to be able to handle him well.

N=18 ,N=22 N=13

_

59 Gives me credit for helping her 2.7 (1.0 ) 3.0 (1.1) 2.3(1.0) F

child. .
c:.-2 N=15 N=23 N=11 t

_

4

60. Takes little responsibility .for 2.3 (.9) 1.8 (,9) 2..4 (-.8) !

motivating the child. .

N=16 N=22 N=11 1

I

61. Is secretive about the child. 1.6 (.9) 1.5 (1.0) 2.2 (1.1) i

N=14 N=22 N=10

* 1 = Not at All.Like, 2 = Very Little Like, 3 = Somewhat Like, 4 = Very Much Like
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not-useful with 33% of the families. Fiir the remaining percentage

there was no contact (26%). -Without comparative data,,one cannot

say that the general level of home-school relationships is exceptional..

but the pattern is one of loW contact.

The.teachers reported on four items of child behavior which arc

reflective of parental interest of child.progress in school. That is,

teacher'S knowledge that the child reads and studies beyond homework,

brings in unsolicited materials., watches educational televiSion and

has out-of-school learning experiences. For the purposes of analysis,

the know and don't know categories were combined to make a more

conservative estimate. A chi-square analysis was performed on the

"yes" versus the combination of know and don't know. Only one item_

-(child reads and studies beyond homework) proved to be significant at'

better than the 0.5 level (chi-square = TIVe numbers indicate

that the Home Learning Center only group is responsible for.this

difference. There should have been only 10.5 expected and there

were 17 yes answers.. On the basis of the two teacher.report instru-

ments, Hypotheses 4 and 5 are generally not sustained.

Summary of Results

The.hypotheses may be grouped into two Categories: "hatd" test

score and school assignment data and "soft". teacher rating of child

and parent behavior data. The results indicate thati on thc former,

there are cleqr lasting school achievement and performance effects

. .

for children who were in the parent education programowith their

parents for two or three consecutive years ending when they were two

or three 'years old. This effect has lasted up to six years after the

6
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end of the program. It is demonstrated both in achievement test scores

and assignr to special education. The results are less p-rofound

for those,who were in the prograni for only one year from age two to

three. The effect is demoi rted somewhat in school assignment, but

is not clear-cut in achievement test .scores.

The rating scale Aata do not indicate that, as far as teachers,

can tell or, rate, that parent OT child behavior was differen1 as a

function of the program.

5 7



Chapter 4: Discussion

Longitudinal Effects

The data presented above indieates that the Florida early child

stimulation through parent education projects for the parents

and their children beginning when the child is three months of age

until he is three years of age has long term effects on the school

achievement and performance of the children: The most effectiVb

.results were achieved by those children whose families were in the

Trogram for a minimum of two to the maximum of three consecutive

years beginning Either when the child 'was three months old or one

year old. The-previous study (Gordon and Guinagh, 1974) had indicated

that this group consistently exceeded the control population and

InaintainediAhis steady path up through age.six as measured by the

Stanford-Binet. The present study indicates the Continuation of these

effects,in an even more profound manner. Why more profound? First,

because the'effects are still present.an additional two and a half

years later, and second the effects are clearly visible in the-school

situation, Specifically in the school's assignment of children to special
_ . . _

_educat4on

A further discussion of our selection of achievement criteria is

in order. We chose'to u3e grade equivalence rather than percentiles

for the analysis of the achievement test scores because this permitted

us to 'include data from children who did not take the achievement test

because they were assigncd to EMR or TMR. Although we werE sure these

'children were below.grade level, we had no way to assign them a

percentile score. In addition, percentile scores are affected -Severely
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by the grade level of the child. Our choice was to look at grade

equivalence, but to treat the. data In categories (either above or below

the'particular grade equivalent), Tather.than as continuous data. The

categorical approach gives a clearer picture of. the number of children

peforming at a particular level. Ideally it would be uWul to know

how children in the school system with similar demographic characteristics

to our population were. performing. At present, this is beyond 'the

Capability of the school district.

Another base line reference we atteMpted was to find the total

population of those with similar demographic characteristics, in special

programs.or assigned to mental retardation clas'Ses. We received-some

general information from the Alachua .schopl'system that approximately

20 percent of the children coming from the social and economic back-
,

groundi of our children would be expected to have been assigned to

speCial education in the third grade. A glance at our tables would

indicate that our experimental groups were considerably below that

expectation While_the_contre-igroupwa's .a)ove it.

To what do we attribute the lasting effects on children? We caa

to some degree only speculate, but we would assign the major factor to.'

the impact of thi.S program on the fmdly. The previous project. (GoTdon

and Guinagh, 1974) included interview data on-the parents which indicated

--
differences in:the home learning environment for the Longifulinal

.children 'compared to Controls. The mothers of the Home Learning Center

children also tended to differ on such items as concern for language

development, availability of reading materials and press- for readin...1

from Control parents.

5 9
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We 'are fairly confident that the particular activities demonstrated

to the'parents did not operate in any one-to-one fashion with the

,current school, achievement measures.' Obviously the types of khowledge and

ski1,4-measured On math-subscales of the MAT do not relate closely

to infan.t or toddler act vities. However, our general emphasis through-

out the program was on improving communication, particularly the verbal

communication, in,the home between parent and child through cognitively

oriented activities. These activities are contained in Baby.Learning

Through Baby Play (Gerdon, 1970)'and Child Learning Through Child Play

(Gordon; Guinagh and Jester, 1972)., What' is more likely is that the

program brought about. a change in the mothervs pereeption of herself

and her child, in her role as teacher of her child, and some change

in the motivational as well as cognitive system of-the child.

iesults also indicate that effcts are a function ofthe length

of time in the program. It seems this ALkpv_eprogramItequires involve-

ment for at least twe fears in order for lasting effects to be reasonably

expected. PrevioUs analyses indicated that up until age five the

children Who hadheen in th"6 program for only one year (3.months to

12 months of age) were'significaatly higher_than_Controls_on _the-Stanford

Binet, and at age 6 the Home Leathing Centerchildren (2 years .to 3

years of ago) were also"higher than their.Controls. Unfortunately

attrition made it imppiiible to pursue the first group. The clearest

picture however, through past analysis, has been the continuing effect

of the threp years and the two continuous years in the program.

These results may be.viewed as profound and important for another

reason. Tl.F. program represented a minimal amouat of intervention. The



paraprofessional home visitor was recruited from the community and

worked on a one-to-one basis with parents at home. The amount of

-.intervention was limited. .Homes were scheduled to he visited Only once

a week,.but were in fact visited only approximately two weeks out of

three. The time spent in each visit waS usually less than an hour.

'The activities -Were simple and Made use of objects already in the home!i.

The information conveyed was a demonstiation of activities and encourage-

ment to the mother to not only use these.during the week but to develop

her own. FUrther, we were developing the program'while we were

implementing it so that many of the activities were developed, especially

in the Home Learning Center program, cooperatively by the staff, the

parent educators, and the parents in whose homes these centers were

located.

This program had been conceived originally as an educational

experiment and therefore no comprehensive services were included.

Whatever services were offered.came about in an informal fahion as the

parent'educators developed a sensitivity to the needs of the family and

as they were introduced to the resources of the community during

inservice training.

, Further, our philosophical orientation meant that neither the,

parent educators nor the parents were specificallyArained in contingency

management br other specific teaching behaviors. !lather, t1.3-emphasis

was on demonstrating the activities. The particular teaching style

evolved from the activity itself. The activities were essentially of

a Piagetian orientation, that is, they stressed cognitive, problem

solving types of activity. There was an emphasis on . increasing t4c

6 1
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amount of language interaction between parent and child, However, even

in the language arca there was.no attempt to change the 'parents' style

of expression or type of language 'usage. Rather the effort was on

,simply increasing theamount of dialogue and the use of the aetivities

as a means to that end. That the prpgram was accepted by the families

seems elear, from the willingness of the parents to continue to participate

whenever we are able to locate them for follow-up, and the'low attrition

rate reported in 1974 for_the Home Learning Center Project.

When we began this program in 1966 we.raised three questions.

First, could'a hoMe visit program using paraprofessionals as the key

educators, be sustained for _children frOm three months of age to three

years of age and their mothers? The answer is yes. Second, cdn

materials be developed which can be easily used by the mother and child

when deMonstrated by professionals?' The development and.publication

of the activities leads to the answer, yes. ,,Third, could' Such a

program make a difference several years later? The results lead to

the answer yes.

Implications for Service

What are the implications of these answers? The project has

served as a model for some of the operation of Parent and Child Centers,

Parent Child Development Centers, Home Start programs, Head Start

prograMs, Home Base programs, Follow Through efforts andyekr6rams fdr

special education sponsored by the Bureau of Educationally Handicapped.

Although such use began in the late 1960's, there was the contiaious

question as to its validity. Now we know not only the technology of

such programs, but also that our results indicate that such a program

can be suCcessful.

6 (
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SeveraLyears ago, When concerns were being expressed about

,deprivation versus difference models, questions were raised about

'the appropriateness of OUT materials both for the population with whom

we were working and for similar populations. It is clear today that

the activities developed as a result of both the original. Parent

Education Project (Gordon, 1967) funded by the Fund for the Advance-

ment of Education, Baby Learning ThrOugh Baby Play and-the varioUs

projocts supported by HEW including the Home Learning Center Project,/

Child.Learning Through Child Play are not culturally Specific. They

do not require any'assumptions about cultural deprivation or cultural

difference in order:to be used. The easiest proof of this statement

is that both 'books haVe,been published in England and translated into

Japanese, Italdan and German with plans for translation into Hebrew.

ParenthetiCally it should be noted that all the royalities from Child.

Learning Through Child Play are returned to the National Institute

of Mental Health. Baby Learning Through Baby Play was not developed on

federal funds.

With emerging concern for cross generational efforts and parenting

education programs for high school youth, our program offers a possible

model for the involvement of such youth in a,program that not only

is socially useful in the community but also provides youths with

understanding of families and.of child development in ways tl-at should

impact upon their own roles as parents. It would be rather easy to

incorporate the type of home visit.program we have developed, with

suitable ,supervision, into a variety of high school efforts in which.

high school youth are trained as home visitors. It can easily be

6 3
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incorporated into such progriuns as 4plorins Childhood. Further, in'

the many places in wh*ch infant centers arc located on school grounds,

the aCtivitics developed here lend themselves to use in infant.and

early childhood centers,. Indeed, the materials have been used in a

,

variety of day care settings in the United States, Europe, South Africa

,and,AustraIia

The concept is relatively simple. There are training and super-

Visory requirements, which have been spelled out in previous reports. .

FUrther, since so many OCD supp rted prograMs, Such as Home Start,

Parent and Child Centers, Parent Child Development Centers, and Child

Development and Family Resources, have developed elements of home

training programs, it is possible to utilize this approach as a service

element in virtually any community in this country. It can be located

in community mental health centers, in caamunity action agencies, in

other government agencies or within the'school system.

Implications for Research

Any program of research always suggests additional research.

First, although it is clear that the effects of this prograware

.lasting, it is important that further longitudinal work be done. We

are currently engaged, through an additional OCD grant, in such an

effort. Basic to that effort is collaborative work with other

-investigators as part of the Education Commission of the States task

force on developmenta; continuity who have been involved in early

intervention to see in what ways the results from this study and their

studies can be combined to make a clearer picture of the lasting effects

of early intervention.

6 4
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This project itself needs research replicution. There is always

tho danger of overgeneralizing from, a single study, although the size

M. the sample here is larger than that of most comparable studies.

A new line of research concerned with the process of parent child

interaction emerged from our earlier efforts and has been pursued

through two completed NIMH projects [Instructional Strategies in Infant

Stimulation (Gordon and Jester, 1972), and The Social Roots of Competence

(Gordon, 1974)j and is currently being pursued in a third project

supported by the National Institute of Mental Health entitled Parent-

ChildJransactions and Infant Competence (Gordon, 1976). Our current

concern is to get a finer understanding of the ways.in which mother,

father, and child transact with each other around these activities.

A major question is: What relationships do such*transactions in a

structured activity setting have on the development of the child?

Findings fTom the two completed projects indicate that there are

observable transactional behaviors emerging in the first year of life

which areipredictive Of Bayley Mental Development Index scores and

Piaget-type performances at least at age one.. The present study includes

fathers, who have often been overlooked in child development research

Findings from this new study, and similar ones, 'can easily be fed.into

high school parenting education programs and community service programs

as they emerge. The changing roles of fathers An child rievelopment

requires a considerable body of new research investigations to give us

the data base for coming up with practical programs for assisting

fathers in playing effective roles in the lives ofseleir very young

6
children.
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A further implication, which cuts acrcss b'oth practice and research,

is the fact that thin program was conducted within, a College of Education

and Was begun at a time when infant education was not conceived of as

a part of the usual mission of such a college. There has accumulated

a considerable body of information about the role of the home as an

influence On the achievement of the child in school. Indeed, it was

such information which lead into this project. However, this informa-

tion 1)as not yet been utilized by either schools of education in the

development of both the undergraduate and graduate training programs or

by school systems as they seek ways of working with parents of both

school age children and children as young as 'infants. The results of

. this study and other studies like it should have an impact on the

missions of schools of education and school .,ystems as they come to

grips more and more with the need to deVelop pew modes of home-school

interaction. The Florida Follow Through Troject, which was modeled

upon the home visit progr-,--, is ..but one example of the combination

of research\and inservi, ceded to find linkages in ways which the

school system and the families can supplement each other in assisting

thc ci:: I to reach full,development. Federal requirements for the

(Hukation of handicapped persons also point,the way to changes of

Mission in schools of education and school systems in relating to the

Parents of very young children. We believe the success of tFis program

offers clues as to one way to proceed. We make no claims that there

are'not other valuable ways. -But we know at least that this one works.

This project dealt only with what may be called the micro-system

of the family. The project influenced the performance of the child in
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the other micro-system known as the school. Further service-research

.
combination programs nced.to investigate and create new models for

examining a broader eeologicil view of'the family and child within
.

the social system. We.need Co study such issues as.: In what way does

a local coMmunity enhance or destroy family life? In what way do state

and Federal Programs encournge,or inhibit fmnily-agency interactions?

. e

In what ways do changes withih the micro-system of a family bring

about changes in the family's,,impact on the social system? Such

questitnis were obviously beyqund our scope as we began this work in

1966. Because of what we have found and done, and because of,what-

others are findingthese questions now become appropriate. We hope

that they will be addressed in further research.

ConclusionS

The results indicate that, vs measured by assignment to EMR or

TMR classes and scores.on scholastic achievement tests, the effects

.of early intervention through parent education persist through the

third grade. The effecis are clearegst for those children whose

parents were in the home visit preigram for cOmbinations of two or

three consecutive years beginning when the child was. either three

months or 12 months old and ending when the child was 36'months old.

The effect:, have thus lasted'aboUt six years. We assume cSanges in

parental and child motivation and competence are the bases for this

result. Implications are diawn for'both practice and further research,

and,for a new view of the misskon of educational institutions.
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Chapter 5; Executive Summary

This 'study was a longitudinal extension of a series of early

intervention 6), Oans of parent education projects. ine purpww was to

see a they were lasting effects on school performance and homer.school

relations as a result of the effort which terminated on the child's

third birthday. School records of 91 children, who We're Cound to

be rept'esentative of the 182 who had been involved at age 2, were

examined. Their present teachers filled out rating forms on classroom

behavior and their perception of parental involvement. There were

three groups o children: those whose families 'had been involved for

two or three consecutive years beginning when the child was either

three months or 12 months old (Longitudinal Group) (N=32), those involved

for one y'ear (24 to 36 months old) (N=3S) and those in a Control Group

(N=21). All children had been randomly assigned at entry.

They were significant differences in favor of the treatment groups

in that fewer were assigned to-special education programs in general

and EMR, TMR classes in-particular. Less than five percent of the

treatment groUp children were assigned to such classes in the third

grade (3 out of 0) while .25% (5 out of 20) of the Control children

were so assigned.

There were significant differences in favor of the Lo4itudinal,

Group on performance oh,the MAT,'SAT or-CTBS in second, third or

fourth grade. This group out performed the Controls on MAT scores

in Reading ..(p = .025),,Math Concepts and Math Problem Solving (p = .05)

and on a com?ination of MAT,'. SAT, CTBS on Total Reading (p = .05)7.

There were no siinificaht differences on teacher ratings. The

results indicate that there,are clear lasting school achievement and

68
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performance effects.for
children who were'in the parent education

program with their parents for two or three consecutive-years ending

when they were two or three years old. This effect has.lasted up to

six years'after the end of the program.

'These results may be viewed as profound and important. ,The-

program represented a minimal amount of intervention. The paraprofes-,

sicnal home visitor was recruited from thp.community
and worked on a

one-to-one basis with parents at home. The amount of interventionr

was limited. Homes wel'e scheduled to bc visited only once a week, but

were in fact visited only approximately two weeks out of three. The

time spent in each visit was usually less -than an hour. The activities

were simple and made use of objects already in the homes. The informa-

tion conveyed was a demonstration of activities and encouragement to

the mother to not only use these during the week but to develop her

own.7 Further, We were geveloping
the program while we were implementing

it so.that maily of the adtivities were developed,
especially in the

Home Learning Center program,
cooperatively by the staff, the parent

,educkors, and the parents in hose homes these centers were located.

When we.began this program in 1966-we raised three questions.

First; Could a home visit program using paraprofessionals
as the key

-

educators be sustained for children from three months of age-to three

years,of age,and
their"mothers? .The anst Second, can

materials b -developed which can be easily used by the-mother and

child when demonstrated . by profbssionals?" The development and publica-
,.-_

_

tion of-the activities lead<to the answer, yes..
Third, could such a

program mae a difference sevai."-- earsJater? The results lead to the

answer yes.

6 9
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The project bas servet as a model for some of'the operation of

Parent and Child Centers, Parent Child Development Center, Home Start

programs, Head Start programs, Home Base programs, Follow Through

efforts and programs for special education sponsored by the Bureau

of Educationally Handicapped.
Although suCh use began in the late

1960's, there was the continuous
question as to its validity. Now

we kilow not only the technology of such programs; but alSo that our

results indicate
that such a program can be sUcdessful.

The activities developed initially on the Fund for the Advancement

of Education funded Parent Education Program (Baby Learning Through

Baby Play) and those

program for children

developed on_the..NIMH funded Home learning Center /.

between 24 and 36 months (Child Learning Through /

Child Play) are widely used in the United States, and have been

published'in Great Britain, JaPan, Italy and Germany.

With eMerging
concern for cr,..,s gererational efforts and parentl ng

education programs for _high school youth, our program offers a possible

model for
the'involvemen; of Such youth in a program

that not only/is

socially useful in the coMmunity but also pwovides youths with under-

standing of families and of child development in ways that should

/

impact upon their own roles as parents. It would be rather easy to

incorporate the type of hope visit program we have developed, With

suitable.
supervision, into a variety of.high school efforts in/which

high-school youth are trained as home visitors. It'can easiO.be

incorporated into such programs as ExploringChildhood.
Further, in

.the many- places in which infant centers
ocated on ;..hool grounds,

the dctivities developed here lond thems(qvcS to use in infant and early

childhood centers.

;
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.Recommendations are made:for further research of a longitudinal

nature and replication, and for fine-grained analyses of the parent-

infant-transactional process, including the father.- In addition,

,ecological research questions are raised concerning the role of the

family vis-a-vis the society.

Implications are drawn for the education establishment. The

results of this study and other studies like it should have an impact

--on the missions of schools of education and school systems as they/I

come to grips more and more with the need to develop new modes.of

home-school.interaction. The Florida Follow Through Project, which

was modeled upon the.home visit.program, is but one example of the

combination of research and in-service needed to find linkages in ways

0

which the school system and the families can supplement each other'

in assisting the child to reach full development.' Federal requirements,

for the education of handicapped personsalso point the way to changes

of mission in schools of education and school systems in relating to

the parents of very young children. .We believe the success of this

program offers clues as-to one way to proceed. Wemake no claims that

there are not other valuable ways. But we know at least that this

one works.
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Appendix A

Means and Standard Deviations on Fout Measures Given

at Age 6 by Number of Years and Timing of

Participation in 'the Stimulation Program (N=176)

Group

Stanford-Binet
Task Oriented

Behavior
Preschool
Inventory

Years X SD

__.

X SD X SD

1 all 3 26 95.8** 13.3 31.7 4.2 53.5 8.6

2 first 2 11 98.0**. 12.7 34.9 9.6 52.4 8.5

Second 2 8 94.8** 6.7 31.0 2.1 53.3 3.4

4 first & third 9 90.4- 10.0 31.6 3.0 48.1 10.3

5 first only_ -1-1- ---91-.-3 14.4 34.6* 7.2 49.3 11.8

6 second only 13 90.5 13.0 31.3 2.9 48:7 9.1

7 HLC 49 94.8 12.2 30.9 3.5 51.7 7.2

8 controls 49 89.2 9.8 31.4 2.2 50.6 9.1

**Greater than control at.025 probability level for one-tailid test.

*Greater than control at .05 probability level for one-tailed test.
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Appendix B

IQ Scores for Those Not Assigned to clucation

Longitudinul Group (N.20)
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1. F 101

.

107**

0

92

.

113 98 106 P
1 in 4, now in 4 -

2. F 102 72* -- 60* 60* 63*

L

R2 in K 9.in 2, now in 3

3. F 112 '74 99 90 - 94 91 now in 4

4. F

,

109 89 101 111 103 103 now in 4

5. M 123 91 84 103 100 97 now in 3

6. 102 78 111 117** 107 106 now in 3

7. F 111 .100** 106 113 100 97

--

now in 3

8.. F 96 81 73* 86 .74* 88 now in 3

9. M '22 01 94 94 94 105" now in 3

10. M. 96 104*' 109 101 98 97 now in 4

11. '.F 103 96

.

111'.

_

111 ' 103 91 now in 3

12. F 114 88 106 105 107 119t* now in 4

13: M 124 81 -- 72* 93 83* R in 3, now in 3

14. M 112 79. 94 107 105 113** now in 4

15. M 100 81 89 113 101 108 now in 3

16.. $1 114 83 84.- 92.1 84 . 'P in 3, now in 3

17. F 115 80 . 84 92 103 97 now in

18. F 118 . 83 76* 81* 80* R in 1, now in 2.

19. F 94. 83 92 ,98 103 86* now in

20. M 115 96 109 109

..

103 100 now in 3

more than one SD below matched data set mean,

** more than one Sp above mean '
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P ='psychological evaluation'
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Appendix B - Continued 

Home Learning Center Group (N=29) 
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12. F t 
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' 

91 , 
now in 3 ' 
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F --. -- 89 9-4 -82* 79* now in 3 

14. M 96 111** 105. 110**_ 97 
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now in 3 

15. F 80 99 88 94 94 P in 2, now in 3 
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16. I F -- 93 104 1PS 103 114** now in 3 

17. F _ 90. 104 
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(Continued on next page.) 

*'illore than one SD below matched data iet mean 
** more than one SD above.mean 

1 
P = psychological evaluation 

-R = retained 
3 
D = referred for disclipine 
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Home Learning 'Center Group (N=29) - Continued
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23. F -- 77 78* 76* 89 85 now in 3

24. F 1- 108** 106 109** 100 91 now in 3

25. F -- 74 84 90 87 102 now in 3
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27. F -- 86 109 94 100 100 R2 in 2, now in 2

28. M -- 109 92 96 92 103 now in 3 *

29. F -- 66* 85 84 84 85 R in 2, now in 2

* more than one SD below matched data set mean
* * more than one SD above mean,

1P =. psychological eValuation
2
R = retained
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Control Group (N=13) 
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