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Chapter 1: Problem

Ave there lasting effects, into the school ycars, of an carly

child stimulation through parent education program for children from

.
three months to three years of age? Children and paients from such

a program had heen fc ~owed to age six (Gordon and Guinagh, 1974),

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

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

" importance (Bronfenbrenner, 1974). It is of national significance as
states move toward the creation and implementation of organized carly

childhood education programs which emphasize parent education and parent

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

the p1ogram developed at the In<titute for Development of Human Resources,

University of Florida, offers a poss1ble model for application.

Rescarch has demonstvatcd that the influence of the home secms morc

critical than the-quality of education the child receives at school in

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

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

association of achievement with family background..;éhows that about

85 percent of the variati a in average achievement between schools is

associated wiéh mcasureé of‘thé family background of children P
attending the schools (Mayeske et al., 1973. 0. IV)." Thercfore, while

the surest route to the Amériqan dream is through the schools, the most
important element i: a child’'s sucéess in school remains in thd

child's family The Florida Parent Education Program oncificallf

focused on the family -so that the \upport .svstem for the Chlld'

intol]ectnu] growth‘might endure in the family. Fho program hd\
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succeeded as the child entered school at age six. llowever, it is
important to determine if the program hasban influence on the child
and family which is still present in the carly grades of school.
Thcfcfore; the rescarch strategy is an ccological investigation of

actual school performance and home-school relations. The ohjective

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

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

e N

Related Rescarch .

- 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

have followed children into the public school after a parent cduca-
tion program. In a summary statcment Bronfenbgenner (1974, p. 53)

concludes.

’ - -

~®arcent-Child intervention resulted in substantial gains
in IQ which werc still evident three to four years after
termination of the program (Gordon 1972, 1973; Levenstein 1972aj}.
In none of the follow-up studies, however, had the children
yet gone beyond the first grade.

Revicws by Goodson and Hess (1975) and/Gordon et al. (1975) also
echo the lack of longitudinal assessment in most parent cducation

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

" effects, oy began too recently for such cffects to be assessed. ¢

HoweVeﬁ, some research has demonstrated the success of a parent
cducation apégoach. Phyllis Levenstein's (1971) program used non-
professional wngn called "Toy Demonstrators' who visited the homas
for semiweekly, half-hour home‘visits. Karnes, Teska, Hodgin- and

Badger (1970) report posttest IQ scores 106 points above a mat. .l

[h)
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control proup. ‘The treatmemt consisted of a weekly 2-hour meeting
held over a 1S=month period where mothers were mmstructed in teaching
techniques to be used with their child at home, No tollow-up on the
childreh to detemine the stability of these scores is available.

Those projects that have followed children into school have had
cquivocal results,  For example, the Perry Preschool Project at
Ypeilanti, Michigan, (Weikart ot al., 1970) found that children in
a preschool program may lose théir superiority in 1Q test performance
in comparison to children from a similar bngkground, but may gain '
ground with respect to the.national norm. Other studies have not
found this relative gain in 1Q scores, but have found that the
differences between the control and experimental groups have been
maintained.  In the Early Truiniﬁg Project at the Demonstration and
Rescarch Center for Early Education (Gray and Klaus, 1970), ditferences
between experimentals and controls on the Stanford-Binet IQ were
still significant at the end of the third year after; howcver when
intervention ceased, both groups show i decline in 1Q after the first
erade, but the deciines tend to be relatively purallcl?

The Florida Parent Education Program differs from the work of
Gray and Klaus and from qukurt in three significant wayé: (1) The
project began when the children were much younger, in our casce at
three months while the above programs began at taree years of age.
Bronfenbrenner's review finds carly intervention important: ''The
magnitude of IQ gain was inversely related to the age at which the
¢hiia entered the program, the greatest gains being made by children

enrolled as.one and two yearn olds (Sronfenbrenner, 1974, p. 55)."



.

(2) The above progrims were cquarlly focused on a child-centered

™

program as well as the parent cducation projram. In the Florida
Parent Edveation Progvam, the focus was always on parent education,
When the chitdren turned two, the children did have @ group experience
for two hours a day, two days a week, for.one ycar, but the focus
still remained on the parent. Bronfeubrenner's (1974) review of carly
intervention notes the importance of foensing on the parent as the
primary teacher of her child:

"Gains from parent intervention during the vreschool

vears 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 simultancously cnrolled in a group intervention

program (Gilmer ct al., 1970, Karnmes ct al., 1969¢) .M

(Bronfenbrenner, 1974, p. 53).

(3) At the end of the project, the ¢hildren 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 huve beon
in a varicty of organized group scttings, most of which have not had
an cducational focus.

The Florida work differed from Levenstein in our use of parapro-
fessionals, in beginning at threc months rather than two years, in
ou~ use of non-commercial materials, and in a schedule of once-a-week
visits for the entire time of participation.

Background of Florida Parent Fducation Project. The Florida

‘arent - ducation Proiect began work with mothers of children of 3

. . . . y A -
mu “ths of age in September. 1966. The sample consisted ‘of 150
experimental and about 00 control families in 12 counties in northern

Florida. Familics were randomly assigned to control and cxperimental

i@
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groups.  The families were clussificed as below the, peverty Tevel by
the loeal hospital where the chitdren werve born.  Lighty percent of
‘ - %
the tamilies were Black and 20 percent werd white. ‘Me iatervention
consisted of home visits by paraprofessional parent cducators who
immonstrated specifically designed home learning activities to the
parent once 4 ‘week sd that the parent in turn would cngage in instruc-
tional interaction with hcr.chi}d. Larch pnrént educator worked with
- N L

ipproximately ten fFamilies. ®The initial year of the parent cducation
program was an engi ecring‘cffort to develop a delivery system and
create a set of mdterials Tor the parcént to tcach the child (Gordon,
1967) . |

In the sccond year of the program, half the original cxpevimental
group was tandomly assigned as a new control group. The thivd year
of the project, half of the children 1n each g;aup were randomly
assigned to the experimenta: and haltf to a control group. New
tamilics were also recruited. 'All of the intcyvcntion had been of
a home visit nature, on roughly a once-a-week schedule (Gordon, [1V09).

When the children turned two, & group experience was addea to
the home yisitution program. The ch ldren were placed in what were
cilled home learning centers, or backvard centers, five children at
a timc;rfor rour 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 housing project in the Gainesvillb area and rural homes around the
[2-county arca. In some of the Gaincévil]c situations, these were
homes newly apened in housing projects. The mother who lived in the

home was oﬂploycd 4s an aide to the bhackvard center divector who was

’

perd
hd



tiw narent cducator.  Each parent educator «till worked with te
mothers and ten ehiLheeny she met groups in the center while cont inaing
to wmeet with the mothers on aonce~a-weck basis,  New two-yemr-olds

Who head ot been in the study were added so that the effect of

starting the program at age two counld be assesued.  This created

coten treatment groups as shown on Table 1 (Gordon and Guinapgh 1909~

i

174y,
Although the diptewvention program ended when the children were
thiee, wsscssment of the childeen and the pavents on the child's
) fourth, tifth, and sixth bhirthday continued. ‘The last of the
¢hi Ldren turned six years of age in November, 1973.

Results of the Longitudinal Study Through Age Six. ‘To understand

Che results at age six, it must be remembered that all phases of the
ftervention were completed three years previously.  Some of the
~hildren have been out of the program for as long as five years.
Lest it at age six showed that children in the experimental group for
&ll three years or for two conscettive years were superior to the
sontrol group on the Stanford-Binet. [Sce Appendix A (Gordon and
Cuinagh, 1974, p. 27)].. These differences woré cvident at lcast
three vears after the termination of the project. "The longitudinal
tread in the Id scores can be scen in Table 2. There were differences,
and the differences did not tade as is the case in many preschool
~rograms after the. programs terminate. The differences arc in the
neighborhood of 7 or 8 1Q poirrts.

Gther results at.age six indicated that the families have been

Affected by the Florida Parent Education Progro. Interviews were

ook
e
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Table 1

Longitudinal Study - Treanent Design

Child's Age by Monfhs
Group W10 1 -3 i, 80, 72
X 1. all'} years l‘Homg Visit  Home Visit Hone Learning Center/Hone Visit | Test
L fist?  Home Visit  HoneVisit  Control Test
;3.' second 2 Control ﬁg\l Home»Visit " Home Learning Center/Hone Visit Test
4, first § third Home Visit 'Coﬁfroi hHome Learning Center/Home Vigit 'Test
5. first only  Home Visit 'Confr51 | Control Test .
. hsecond'only' Control | - Home Visit Coptroi' Test
."VHLC1 | | | :Homé Learning”Center/HomeiVigit' '.Tegt
8L  controls  Control Confrélv o  _CohﬁrQi o ) Test

: lCon51sted“of,ch11dren recruited a* age 2, not' in prev1ous control gfoupSI
: L - | el | SR

312 and 122 month phase supported by the Fund for the Advancement of Education (1966 67)
. ad Children's Bureau, HEW (1967- 69) (Gordon, 1967 69) . .



Tabio 2.

Means and Standard Deviations on Stanford-Binet at ages 3, 4, 5 and 6
and Bayley at Age 2 by Number of Years and Timing of
Participation.in the Stimulation Program ¢

Age 2 Agel Age 4 Age 5 . Age

Gowp Yews ¥ X 0 X ®H X »H X %X 8

a3 I I VR R R (Y A98.;1** 2.5 98.4% 13,6 97.4** 121
) first 2 ‘, 100857 127 9.2 4.9 B OIS 9.7 ‘11.1.' 99,5% 12,3
_3A”hsec,ondz- T § 8.8 5.9 9.5 128 9l il.s 94,0 1.4 98 6.l
. <first“athird 7 8030 5.6 91.0‘ 10.6 90;6. 103 93.6“‘ 3.7 8.6 114
S first only - o 84 103 07 88 9?.4 15,5 1006+ 4.0 .4 | ,12.1‘
6 secodonly 10 99 107 OL5 106 867 128 904 14T 954 | 13.5
7 HC 8.6 M9 %5 3.7 96.3* 116 B0 100 .5 11..9

§ controls -l 8.3 10 9.0 109 805 1237 905 1L W2 I

v

Total . 142

**Significantly greater than control at 025 for one-tailed test. o
*Significantly greater than control at .05 for one-tailed test.

15,
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‘cenducted with mothers ap the time’of testing at the child's sixth

‘Gcar A significancly higher percentage of experimental mothers
reported anolvement in an educational program after prOJecL termina-
tion, [Migher educationul. _expectations for her child, and more purchas1ng.
of toys'ap& use pf the toys in direct instruction of her child. There
was alsd more personal activity by the mother %n her use of commupity
resources such as the library. These results are peported in the
1974°fina1 report in Appendif_A.

lhc Present Stqu

The present study was planned as a longltudlnal exten51on of the
measurement. of effects. The“objectives are;

Objective 1: To determine if differenees found.at age six between
10 scopcs of experimentai and contrel;children are maiptaired into the
.carly school yeer; - L h

-

llypothesis 1: The performance on the Metropolitan Achievement

Test will be 51gn1f1cant1y hlgher for those children in the. cxpcr1-—

mental groups ‘when comparcd w1th the control. group

~

Hypothe51s 2: Fewer of the ch11dren in the experlmental

4

‘ﬂxoup than in the’ control group will have been (a) ‘assigned to special
'lucutlon classes (b) referrals for d1sc1p11ne problems, (c) singled
out by teachers for p%ychologlcal help, (d) held back.a grade.

Hypothes1s 3: Teachers will.view the. exper1mental ch11drcn

as e\h1b1t1ng more positive soc1al ‘behavior and more’ p051t1ve task-
oriented bchav1W than the control group as measuxéd by the Classroom

Behuvior Invcntory (Schaefer and Aaronson, 1065)

et
q .



) . . - _ 1o

Objective 2: To determine if differences in parcntal attitudes
and behaviors between cxperimental. and control families are enduring-
into the early school year-.

llypothesis 4@ Teuchoré Will report that parents in the

. CXpUElNLHt&] group atterd parent-teacher conferenccs and Vlle thc

cluassrooms more- frequently than parents in the control group as
measured by the Teacher Report of parent Behavior (Schaefer et al,

L1075

"Hypothesis 5: Teachers will view parents in the experimental
~garoup as more interested”in th01r child's progress in school than

HllC)tH.nn the Lvntlol uroup as meqsured by the Feacher Report of

Parent Behavior.

.

5F

O
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Chapter 2: Procedure
sumple
“Phe original sample was from Al.achia and the 11 surroundiné
countics and were coded ”indigcntﬂ_at the Univcrsity hospital where
thie children were born. In addition, the infants Qere single birth,
net breech or Caesarean delivery, no-complicaeions to tne mother or
infant, no.evidence of mentai retardation and no evidence~of mother's
.mental illness. |
New families wereladdea into the eriginal populatidn beginning-
Lo novemher 1968, These children were two years old. and were not .
- proviunsly in the program. Crlterla for the select1on of the new
population were less stringent tlan those for the'original popula-
tion. ‘Howcvcr, the cconomic background of the family was sinilar

‘Lo the original population. s

fvipginal ireatment Plan

P

“Table 1 shows the treatment plan from age three months to sik

yonva, f1rst two years of the program conslsted solel) of wecklv

i

Some visits, lhc third year contlnued ‘the hcekly home visit to the =
rarant plus experiences for the children in a small group (f;ve

qulen\ sctt1ng in a home twice a week for: two hours cach time.

- . N

CUne tyeatment variablcs.werc; presence of 1nstruct1on and the length

qnd tuaing of instruction.

. a3

“\‘r\‘\:.' to S - ’ N ' ) .'
Pre<ents Sample . - _ :

&3

~ ’ .
fhore were seven different trearment groups and a control group
anlor study at age six. Results at age six, as shown in Table 2,

indicated -that chi}dfen wére benefiting from the treatment if thcir

O . ' ) : T N
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. 12
familics were in the program two or more consecutive years {Group 1,

3) or they werce in the third year only, the lome Learning Center

=

{Group 7), when compared to the Control Group (Group 8) (Gordon and

Guionagh, 19745, The othér'groups were not sigﬁificaﬁfiy differenﬁ
trom the Control Group. In the présent study, Groups i, 2, 3 have
been combined for the analyses and are referred to as fhg Longifudinai
.'Urouﬁ. Groubs;4, S, 6 could ﬁot‘be combined because of their dissimi -
“larity and cannot be studied individuallyibecause the sample size is
so small (5, 5, 4 respectively).” The llome Learning Ce .ter Group

{Group 7) and the Control Group (Group 8 continue .s previously

cradied, T ~ oo .

Attrition’

The

iatcryention phase of the parent education program ended at

N\

see thrcé. At that time, 192 children were in 8 different

~. .

‘wroups. Three vears later, after only yearly testing, therc werc 179

ST ciiifdven in the study. These,children became six years old between
June, 1v72 and.November,l1973. The ,data in the present study ‘was

collected in the spring of 1976. At this time 104 of fhe families

wow¢ contacted and agreed to participate in the follow-up. No families

refused participation for this-present 'study.
a At age 6, therc were 55 children in the Longitudinal Group (Groups

£, 2, 3) and in the present study therc are 32. 1n the Home:Lcarning

tonter there were 50 and now there are 38. lii the Controls therc

were’ 51 and now there Are? 21.° These are maximum sample sizes.  Some

C . [N - - , .
2 the data is missing since we were not able to get data from the
scb s or from the teachers for some~of the measures. The attrition
. . . st L ' . :
‘ AT
) " ' ’
. 2 0 R Toe
O
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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
" ilome Learaning Center Group, 12 have been lost, or an attrition rate

of 24%. In the Control Greup 30 have been lost, or an attrition rate

ol 39%. -

We examiaed the IQ scores fér the children at ages 2, 3, and 6
that wére.Stilliin the study compared to the original saﬁﬁic. There
were no significan; differences between these groups {see Table 3)%
Thus, although thére has been considerable attrition:che éresent
sample 1s representative bf both the original group and those wha
were mcusuréd at age.b.

Instruments

Measures on “Children

Achicvement - At age six the results showed, that children in the
- L : ' o
experimental group for all three years or for two consecutive years

¢

(the longitudinal Group) were superior to Control childfen on the .

’

Stunford-Binet. Children in Gr5up_7, the Home ‘Learning Center, who
were only in the program for the third year, were also superior ‘to

thc Contral Group.

There has been discussion of the need for what might be termed

ccotogical measurgmenc, that is, measurement of the child's performance
in the actual setting over time, rather than on an 1Q. test.  Our

strategy, . therefore, was to see what had actually happened to the
tﬁi{drcn in s;ﬁoél; how they wc;e qctqullf.doiné This meant the usc
et a cémbjnut{on of ;chool rccords and achievement mcésurcs rather

than a cont inuation of Stanfbrcl—éinct or other individual .intcl"l.i gence

N

testing.

ERIC | :
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Table 3

1Q Means at Ages 2, 3, and 6 tor Original Group and Present Sample

-

Originai Group

X s.D. N
'Group 1; 2, 3
Bayley MDI1  85.59  11.064 53
©S.0B. 32 97.25 14.84 48
5. B. 6 96.16  11.98 45
Group 7. o
Bavley 3 90. 30 18.74 . 74 .
S8, B. 3 94.16  19.85 62
5. B, 6 04.25  12.71 . 49
Group 5 ‘
Buay ey 90.68  18.94 55
S.B.¥3 91l 10.92 S0

S B. 6 . 88.¢2 10.22 51

IBayley Mental Development Index

25, B. = Stanford Binet

14

1975-76 -Group

X S.D. N
85.85  12.66 32
95775 15.00 31
94.82  15.35 32
85.50  12.86 38
91.71 - 19.68 38
91.44  13.05 37
88.00  14.69 21
. 90.58  9.78 21
89.92  11.97 21
a
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Data collected by the schools was used. Scventy-five of the
children took the Metropolitan Achievement Test, 11 took either the
QAT or the CTBS. Some children did not receive a test because they
were in spocial-cducation classes or were 111,

Adjustmént to School - The adjustment the child was making to

school was examined 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.

Teuchers' View of Children - Teachers filled out tne Classrogg

Behavior inventory (CBI), Short Form, K-i2, by Earl €. schaefer

and May Aaronson on the children in their class who had been in the
program. The teachers also filled out the CBL on other children to
Keep theii views as unbiased as possible. -Ninety teachers»ipwiqmw
schools fitled out 104 questionﬁaifes. In addition, onc child in cach
class who was not in thé projecf was selected at random from the class

roll and the teacher £i118d out a CBI on this child. This data was

not used. It .as collected so that the teachers would be unaware of
PR ) A\

whichr clii ldren were in the project. The teachers were told in general
J

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

learning how the «<hildren were presently functioning in the ‘school.

I

Measures on Parents .

Teacher Report of Parent Behavior - Teachers also filled out the

Teacher Report ofs Parent Behavior by Schacfer, et al. This is a 70

itom questionnaire that was filled out on parents by teachers.

»

teachers also filled out forms on childrep not in the project in order
. s



16
'~ c¢liminate bias. Some tcachers were only able to partially fill out
th questionnaire for the parents because they did not know the

parents.

ERIC 24
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Chapter 3: Results

livpothesis 1: The performance on achievement tests will be

significantly higher for tha«:chi]dreﬁ in the experimental groups
when compared with the Control Group.

‘The school districts outside Alachua County did not use the
Hctroﬁolifan AchicvemcntoTest (QAT), but used the Stanford Achievement

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

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

and different subtscales, we were not able to combine the tests. -
[lowever, we were able to combine the two subscales that were present
on ail tests, Total Reading and Total Math.

Slncc children in spec1a1 educatlon classes such as TMR and

'

A :
MR were not tested, in order to include them in the data, we looKed
“

4t the number of children at or above ''grade level."

He.nssumcd that children so assigned would be functioning at
least an academic year below grade level. If we had ruled them out,
this wdﬁld havc_inéroduced a systematic bias into @ur test score
uﬁalysis, since a higher proéértioﬁ of Cdntrol children (see Tablc 8)
were 50 assigned. / |

‘Two standards of grade level werce used:” actual grade lcvel

(2.4, 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 can

be seen in Table 4, few dlfferences between treatment group% are

present at the more rigorous grade level standard. Although *hc

percentage of longitudinal children at or over grade level is higﬁcr

than Contrdl children on eight of the ninc scales, none of these reach.,

v
)

statistical significance.

6

25 a
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" Table 4
Pgrccntages of Children- Above Grade Level\(z 9, 3.9 or 4.9)
in 2nd, 3rd or 4th Grade on MAT, or CTB )
LONGITUDINAL .c ' HOME.LEARNING CONTROL\
No. : No. No.

. . Ab. Gr. ‘Ab. Gr. Ab, Gr.
lest/Subject* N Lével % N Level % N Level %
Word Knowledge | 30 6 20 | 36 2 6 |14 o |7
Reading 30 ~—‘2 7 36 4 11 13 1 0
Total Reading 33 4 ‘12 38 3 8 |20 0 5
Languagc 29 3 7 32L 4 12.5}14 1 0
pcumg“ 28 7 25 | 35 7 20 |13 1 8
Math Comp;;;nce 30 A 7 135 5 14 14 1 7

‘Math {oncepts 30 o5 »17 § 35 2 6 |14 - 1 7

_hxth Problem 30 5 10 | 36 3 8 |13 1 8
Sol\Lnﬂ :

Total Math 3% 4 12 } 37 2 e O 30 i 5

~

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

children who took CTB's or ‘SAT,

26
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Table 5 shows the number of children that are nine months or
less behind grade leVel.' This analysis'shows Reading significant ut

p £.025, and Total Reading (also 'combining other tests in addition

to thc.MAT); Math Concepts, and Math Problem’SOIVing to be significant
at p.< .05.- This is graphically displayed. in Figure 1. The Longitudinal

Group is the most successful,'followed by the Home Learning Center

Group; followed by the Control Group. The hypothesis is confirmed for

- the Longitudinal Group; There is a trend for'the Home Learniag Center

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

is net statistically significantc.

Hypothesis 2:. Fewer of the children in the experimental group
than in the Control Grouo will have been (a) assigned to special

education classes, (b)" referrals for discipline problens, (c) singled

R,

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
1nd1catcs the number of children irt that grade who were assigned to

special eﬂucation other than Gifted or,Speech and Hearing.

As scen in Table 6, for the children in third, grade, two'ohildren e

v

had be.n assigned to spec1a1 education (Educable Menfally Retarded,
Trainablc Mentally Retarded, Spec1f1c Learning Disability, Emotionally
Montally Retarded) in the Long1tud1na1 Group, four in. the Home Learning

Center Group, and six from the Control Group A X test gives

2 .
):“ = 5.063 which is-significant at the ;)55 alv(see Table 6). By .

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

(sce Table 7). A )\ test (Siegel 1956, p. 107, formula 6.4) giveé

VAN

1

{ “ = 3.74 which is 51gn1f1cant at p £ .10. .The Chi Square_ test.1is a_,x)



Table 5
\ ‘ Number of Children Within School Year'of Grade Level

in'2nd, 3rd, and 4th Grade in Spring, 1976 (2.0+, 5.0+, and 4.0+)

}

LONGITUDINAL HOME LEARNING CENTERY -CUNTROL
| | No. 1 No. . No.
Tost/Subtest* | N [atG| % | 2 [ P [N |atG| % [N a6 ¢

Level

ford foowledne . | 51 | 14 s | 105 | N | % | 8 |0 |4 4 |86

Reading Tsi | |87 | o205 | 053 | 8-].222] 18] 1 .07

| Total Reading gl w [ |ne | s [ ] s |aw|al s [0

Language - o b L | sy | ows {2 | o9 s || 4|28

Spelling 90 14 gz | 106 |oons 43| o.Mz |13 4 |.308

Math Competence 30 13 | 419 ] L8 N | 35 | 16 | .457 | 14] 4 |28

Math Concepts gl bas | Le s oo par )2 s

A vath prob. Sotv. | 31| 13 |19 | ne9 | .05 |36 | 10 .78 | 18] 2 |14

7

| Total Math Vsl i3 L | o1ar | N |37 | o [0 ]20] 4120

* ALl tests are MAT, except Total ReaHing‘aﬁd Total Math which includes 11 children who took CTBS
or SAT. : ' o

** 7 Comparison of Longitudinal with Controls, one-tailed test.

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

J

20
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Figure |

“Percent of Children Scorinh 2.0+, 3,0+, and 4,0+ on MAT,

Spring, 1976, When in Grades 2, 3 and 4

55
50 * i ' y ' R
‘ | Total includes 2 Longitudinal, 2 Home
. . Learning Center and 7 Controls who took
ol . N . CTBS or SAT, not MAT, |
. A .
, \\\:y//// \\\\\' **p = 05, One-tailed test,.differ from
40' S G e ;Qi\_ Controls - |
\ /( T ' Longitudinal (2 or 3 years fron 3 months to 36
| \5‘\43 /’ A nonths of age) g
35 : L '
/ \
o , /| \ .
30 ‘ ‘/;:,4"\;\\\ \ - Home Learning Center Only (from 24 to 36 months)

PERCENT
~J

L
—
s
.

0 \ _ /

. \'.. ! . ‘ r
\\ —+ 1 Controls .

10\

5
0Ll -
. WK Rdg. . Tot. L& -SP Math.'Math- Math Tot.
Rdg.* ~ Comp. Conc. Prob. Math*-
o C “

Solv. .

S £
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. Table 6 '
Number of Children in Third Grade Assigned to Regular or to Special.
Education (Educable Mentallys Retarded, Trainable Mentally Retarded,

Specific lLearning Disahilityuor Emotionally Disturbed) by Treatment

Are

1§ Assigned to " Not Assigned
Groups Special Education To SE* - TOTAL
Longitudinal T2 , 28 , 30
Illome Learning Céntér - 4 ‘ 30'ﬂ  : 34
Control 6 14 20
TOTAL | . 12 _ 2 | 84 .

Y 2
)( "=5.63, 2 Jf, p< .10

*includes three longitudinal children assigned to gifted program
and ‘three in speech and hearing;  one control' in speech and hearing.

~



two-tailed test; our hypothesis was- directional, so that the probability
level is-more approximately .05. .
Table 8 shons thc‘children‘in third grade who were assigned to
cither MR or TMR. Grouping both experimental groups together, a 2 X 2
matrix gives 5 )(2 = 5,13 which is significant at p 65_025 for a one tail test.
Three of the experimental childrén had been assigned to Gifted |
classes. None of‘the_ether children had been so assigned. Another
way to look at.essignment fe special education"is to see what happens
- to individual children. Table 9 indicates the number of children
and the number of ycars they were so assigned. Inspection of this
table indicates theltendency for Control children to spend more time
in EMR classes than were the Longitudinal children who had ever been:
assigned to EMR. : ‘ \ »
Table 10 gives a more detailed description of these children.
This table shows the individual.children's 1Q seores over time and
how rhis score cbnpared to the mean of the group'to which the:child’
was assigned.. It is elear that Griffith's seores at age one werd
inadequatc pledictors of school assignment. 'The mean on the Griffith's
for Longitudlnal and Control children who were not a551gned to special
odueation was 107, for those assigned (excluding Gifted) it was 1123
The Bayley and Stanforc-Binet do somewhat beffer, but it is clear
‘ that something~ether than’scoreéeccounts for scnool assignment.
(See Appendix B for individual scores-of the remainder of the children).

~

Thcre were no 51guf1cant differences between the groups in the

nunber of children referred for disc1pline problcms (none S0 referred),

sing]ed4out for psychological help or retained at any time (see Table

11y,

llypothesis 2 was-confirmed for assignment to EMR classes.

[
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. Table 7
Number of Children in Third Grade Assigned to Regular
or to Special Education Classes (Educdblc Mentally Retarded,

Trainable Mentally Refarded, Specific Ledrning Disabilty, .

'Emotionally Disturbed) by Combined Treatment and Control Croups -

‘Assigned-to Assigned to _ |
Groups Special Education Regular TOTAL
Trcatment 6 ‘ 58 64
Control 6 - ‘ 14 20
TOTAL 12 72 81 |.
X2=\ 3.74, 1df, p< .05, one tail test |

. A , -
/
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Table 8
Number of Children in Third Grade Assigned to
Educable Mentally Retarded or Trainable Mentally Retarded by

*
4

Gombined Treatment and Control Groups

‘,ﬁ"
" Assigned to Assigned to
EMR or TMR Regular
. _Lroups (lasses Classes TOTAL

Treatment ) 3 61 64

(Longitudinal

and llome : ‘ .

Learning Center) .
Control 5 15 20
TOTAL 84

X3 = 5.13, df = 1, p £ .025, one tail test

S _ 35
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Table Y . )
. Number of Children Assigned to Spcciul Education,
Years Assigned, and Type of Assignment
LONGITUDINAL GROUP (N=32) 3
Number
of Years IIMR ED SLD TMR S&H G
1 3 0 0. 0 1* 0
2 1 1? 0 0 o 3
3 . 0 0 0 0 1 0
4 0 0 0 0 -1 0
* One child was_in EMR in 2ud grade, SGll in 3rd grade, regular
. 4th grade classroom.
Child previously in SLD for one year.
AT " 1IOME LEARNING CENTER GROUP (N=38)
\ Number - N
of Ycars EMR ED SLD TMR S&H G
1 0 o 1 0 2t 0 N
2 2 0 1 0 o - 0 '
3 1 0 0 1 0 - 0
4. 0 0 0 0 0 0o
,* One child previously in SLD for one year.
“ CONTROL ‘GROUP _(N=21)
Number Do
of Years EMR : SLD TMR S&l G
1 2% o\‘ ] 0 >0 0
2 1 0 N\ o0 0 1 0
. . N
3 .1 0 ‘1 o 0 0
- \
4 1 0 00" .0 0 0 3




Table 10
\

1 Scores foreThose Assigned

to Special Education

+

" (EMR, TMR, SLD, SH, ED, G)

‘Longitudinal Group

s .
Y
G
EMR in grade -1 only, now
l. in grade 4
2.0, M 115 74* | 75* 64* | 83* 74* |SH in grades 2, 3, 4
’ P SLD in 2, Sif in 3,
5.00M 119 100** | 85 66* | 91 | 93 | pegular program in 4
! i . . EMR in 2, 3, regular
4,- 1 M- 120 , 88 ' 75* 94 110 |100 program in 4 :
S 1 ; I
5, 0 107 0 72* | 77* 66* 74* . 85* [Sliin‘K, 1, 2, 3
i - | . j ‘
6. 1 r [ 105 8 {8 190 | 80¥ . 8o [EMRind only -
' t i ! i MR in 1, regular class
7 M 114 P 73* | 89 82 81* $ 97, in 2, 3, 4
i R s <
s, ¢ | 120 |87 i1 Jies jios  ; -- (S in 1, EDin 2 &3
. ? i ; ‘ R
0, M | 117 | 91 |130** [129** |129** ;128** |gifted in 3, 4 ook
i i o _ T
10 F ool 123 0 —-  [114** [115** |109  (111** |gifted in 2, 3 e\ g
11. £l o122 J112%* [118** |133** |114** [113** |gifted in 2, 3 A
* = more than one SD below  roup mean
** = pore than 1 8D above mean '
+ MR - Lducable Mentally Retarded
TMR - Trainable Mentally Retarded
b - Emotionally Disturbed '
SLb - Specific Learning Disability
Stt - Speech and learing
G - Gifted

37



Tnhlg 10 - Continued

-

llomo Learning Center Group

N
Y /
> °/.
U s
POYRIS
N
VS
& ®
1. SID in 4
2. Sl in 4
5. SLD in 2, 3
4. TR in 1, 2, 3
' i !
5. M -~ 1 82 1106 @ 92 103 99 SLD in 3, Sll in 4

' ‘ i - . EME in 1, 2, 3, regular
6. M -- 111**: 109 | 107 101 :85” | program in 4
; ' : EMR in 1, 2, regular

62* ' 65%* | 80* | 74*- 85 |program in 3

7.0 M - .
| 3 i EMR in 1, 2, regular
8 F -~ 1 8 ' -- 90 93 188 | program in 3
; 3 i
‘ ! )
! ! :
Control Group ! 5 i , . e
| | ‘
! ; ; 5
.| F 111 ;84 ! 92 103 87 i91 |EMR in 3
! R
2.0 F 99 74* . 77* | 74* | 69* !72* EMR in 1, 2, 3, 4
i i T -+ -
. .' ’ H .-'o
3.0 M 122 98 . 96  [105 96 . |93 |EMR in 2, 3
T T
4.5 r 110 .91 96 74 {72« lgz |SLDin 1, 2, 3 .. )
| ' ] ~
5 r - '88 . 84 . 82 196 185 |'EMR in 2, 3,4
. ‘ : P i SH in 2, 3, regular
6. F -- 391 i 89 | 90 89 94 program in 4 .
H | i ! : | N -
7. ’ M - j96A Eloz §1og 107 ;91 SLD in 1 only, now in 4
I ' ! i ‘ ' B
» i . Lt =
8.« M T aa lgs ‘101 ; 78*% 78* 82 EMR in 5 .

more than one SD below group mean

nore than 1 SD apove mean

38 -
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' Table 11 . R
Number of Children with Various Problems L
y * ‘
Singled Out .
for Psychological Retained
. Groups : A Help: at ‘Any Time
- v ' ! '
Longitudinal (N-32) 2 - 3 .
Home Learning Center (N=38) 2 2
. , N ; 14 ¢ .
Control (N=21) , 2 3 2 -
-Au(\
]
t ? -
s - .
A
- o A
]
! A
' 7
S «
] ;
+
v
L -

o

ERIC . - - )
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tlypothesis 31 Teachers will view,the oexperimental children as

cexhibiting more positive social behavior and more positive task-

oriented bhehavior than the Control Group as measured by the Classroom

Behavior Inventory (Schaefer and Aareonson, 1965) .

'

The 90 teacliers in the 30 schools which contained experimental
and contral pupils were .asked to fill out the 18 item Classroom Behavior
Inventory for these childvent and an additional number of children in

their clussroom so that the teacher was unaware as to which particular
LY ' » '

¢hildren were from our population. They were told about the background

of the program and purposc of’ the present information. The responses

—
(%2

were examined item by item. as well as by factor score. Tables 12 and

present the item scores and factor- 4cores by group. {tems- on this

scale were combined based upon Schaefer's (1975) analysis of the
. }‘,c

.~ .
.

inventory. ‘The three factor structures are llostility versus Consider- -
y :

ateness, Task-Orientation versus Distractibifity, and Extroversion

3

versus Introversion. There were no significant differences among the

groups; the hypothesis was not confirmed. Y -

. '

-Hypothcses 4 and 5 both use the Teacher choft of Parent Bchavior:

s
‘

Hypothesis 4, Tedchels W111 1eport that parcnts in tgc expcrlmcntal

group attended parcnt tcacher conferences and visited the classrooms .ap

more frequently than parents in the Control Group.

prothcsis.S: Tgachers Qill view parents in the experimcntal
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@hav;or. !

This i.strument was developed by tar! Schaefer. Our personal

purréspondeﬁcc with him did not yiecld any reliability or validity

0 |
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Table 12

Item Scores by

ne

Longitudinal

Home Learn-

Group for Classroom Behavidr'Inventoryf

i

31,

Coﬁtrol

_Item ing Center
o ~ ? . E
1. Laughs and smiles,easily and 3.28% 3,32 . 3.52
spontaneously 1n ‘class. (N=32).. - (N=38) (N=21)
2. Works edrnestly at his classwork; 3.00- » 3.19 2.62
doesn't take it lightly. (N=32) (N=37), (N=21)
3. llas a low, unsteady og uncertain 2.25 2.50 .3.55 >
: voite when speaking to" teacher or + (N=32) (N=38) (N=20).
a groqp of classmates: : e
4. Is quickly dlstracted by events’ 2.91° 1 2.74 3.19 .
- in or outside the classroom. ‘N=32) (N=38) . (N=21)
5. Tries to get even child with whom - ©2.50 2.47 2.55.
*  he is angry. ¢ . (N=32) (N=38) (N=20)
. - 3.03 13.24 ' 3.19
6. Awaits his turn w1111ng1y (N=32) | (N=38)—-| —(N=2T)
“ifA'}::usually sad solemn and-serious . 1.84 1.95 1.85
-looking« - : (N=31) . (N=38) (N=20)
. - ) 2.81 2.61 2.70 .
8. Likes: to express his idea$ and views. (N=32) (N=38) (N=20)
9. Somctimes pays attention; othér times 2.58‘ 2.51 3.14
must be spoken to constantly. (N=31) (N=37) ;(N=21)
10. Watche< carefully when teacher or 2.94 2.97 2.65
classmate is show1ng how to 8o, some- | ... (N=32) (N=38) (N=20)
thing. : C -
11.  Gets aﬁgry quickly-when others do 1.97 .2.05 12.35 -
not’q&ree with his bpinion (N=32) (N=38) (N=20)
12. Noes not wait for others to approach 2.41 2.55 2.95
him, but seéks out others. (N=32) (N=38) (N=20)
13. Tries not to do or say anything wh]ch .2.58 2.84 2.86
would hurt others. : . (N=31) (N=38) " (N=21)
14. .Oftcn cannotﬁanewer a QUestion; ) 2.56 2. 42 2.71
because his mind.has wandered. _ (N= 32) (N 38) (N=21)
* 1 = Very Much Like, 2';.Somewhat Like, 3 = Very Lmttle Like, 4. = Not at All Like’

id .
R .o N

o’

LTS



Table 12 - Continued

. 1o Home Learn-
Item ' - o ' Longitudinal; ing-Center Control
15. Gives the other an opportunity to ~ 3.06* 3.38 2.90
express his point of view. B (N=32) - (N=37) (N=20)
16.. Ridicules and mocks others without 1.91 1.82. - 2.00
regard for their feelings: - (N=32) . (N=38) (N=20)
17, Tenés to withdraw and isolate him- 1.88 ' e 2.05 1.90
. self even when he is supposed to be (N=32) (N=38) . (N=20)
. working with a group.. i
18. - Sticks with a job until it's fin- 2.75 2.8 . 2.67
- " ished, cven if it is difficult for | (N=32) . (N=38) (N=21)
him. ) . ' T .

* 1 = Very Much Like, 2 = Somewhat Like, 3 = Very Little Like, 4 = Not ‘at All Like.; o

<)
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Table 13

Means and Standard Deviation for

e Factor Scores for Classroom Behavior Inventory

Home Learn-

33

=

7. Longitudinal | ing Center Control

Factor N=32 N=38 N=21 "F
Hostility vs. Considerateness -2.22 (4;5) -3.03 (4.2) -2.23 (5.0) '] 0.3

(Items 5, 11, 16 minus 6, 13, 15) . ‘

j i : :

Task-oriented vs. Distractibility 0.72 (4.6) 1.29 (4.4) -1.23 (4.1) 2.2

(Items 2, 10, 18 minus 4, 9, 14) : - e
Introversion vs. Extroversion —2C59 (4;$)A -1.97 (3.8) -2.90 (3,8):. 0.4

(Items 3, 7, 17 minus 1, 8, 12) o

F tests N.S. at .05

i)
1
42 "
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informétion. We are unable therefore to estimate whether the response
! Tek ' jat T o .

o

we reéeivedifrom teachers is typical of such respénse or not. Since
'*bnly.lo of the 61'ifems-éhowed'significéht‘difference between the
éxperiﬁcntq} and Control Group, no.furthef.analysis wa$ Tun sincé’this
 finding may be a'functioﬂ of chance (see Table 15). Tablés 14 and 15
give the 'data for all the items on.the instrument.

Items i through 17, with the excéption of 5, 6 and 7 in Table 14
relate speéifically to Hypothesis 4,.%parents in- the. experimental -
gyoup will attend parent-teacher conferehces and Qisit the claséroom

more frequentl} than parents in the control group.'" In general, the

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

weré'filled out during the middle of thé 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 gréups, the number of mothers who

dropped by never exceeded 26% (Table 14, Itemﬂi). Only 28.5% discussed -

the needs or problems 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.inﬁbooks, pictures, plants, refreshments, etc. for the

glussx(Téble 14, Item 17). As indicated above, we have no base -line -

T

. oo :
or reference data to know whether these percentages 4re€ typical either

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

public school population.

-

o

Item 22 in TabIe'14 showsthat the teachers found that their

\

contécts with the mother had been uSeful‘with 41% of the families and

Y
f( _.'

v



Table 14~ -

f " =
j H , . '

[ . ' . . s "/ ) .
P LONGITIDINAL . " | HOME LEARNING CENTER CONTROL,” . N )
[ e o e T | ‘
! R A, B LﬁZ . 3 149 | Ans. [None l. L A“_f,;m“e L i 13 49

How frequently has' this

mothet: - ! ' : i
|, asked for special o TR 0 O I T - T 0 U O Y I A A P B I
- conference % N P N N |
7, telephoned | BRI R A A A R AR A

T vrittenanote fother | 8 | 11| 4| 1] 0] tfojata] b3 2af 0830yl
than a required excuse ‘ . ST 1
¢ T oty nforally [ § | W[ 4] 4] O] PR [B S| S I3 p OBy 0
to talk about child. ‘ -

" How Erequently have your | o ' | ‘ |

5, "asked for a special ABUEERARANI NN RN R N
conference 3 1 | ; A gk :
e | 8 0] 31.0] 0 I8 B s L[ F| 0| OB U]T[ T[T
R A RN I R AR R RN RN A R
Y Y ' - : '
How frequehtly has this | : , S PR B o
" nother: - | : ‘ | | |

'y given information | 8 [ 16| 5| T 0 f g e s L]0 s p0l0)o
about ¢hild's ‘ : . .

interests, skills, etc) ‘ ' (; . : . N -
T uggested s of | 8] B 2] 2] 0] 0) 8 |& L[]0 ojmiatofope "
. working with hin B . e - |V :

o0, asked forwaysto [ 8 20 1 Trojofsfatay bty spopwpeprpogl
', encourae the child's _" | L |
. learning

» 11, asked for suggestions | & | 0 [.2 1 1| 0 (-0} 8 1263 opolrpoyapop o0 0‘
. about TV, books, trips) I . .
ete. L
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LONGITUDINAL | | HOME LEARNING CEVTER CONTROL

No No . No
s, fhone |1 [2. |3 |49 fhos. oneil |2 |3 149 fhus. [Hone

How frequently has this
" mother: ~ : : .
12, discussed theneeds | 8 |15 | S| 2| PO 8T 33 O T O8

-0t problens of the -

child - 5
13, discussed.dissatis- | 8 [ 22 | | g1 2 L 100118
factions with class * B
or teacher i ‘ , . :
14, volunteered to help § 117 [ 4 2 INEEEEERE R R

during the yeat
(parties, field
trips, ete.)

15, offered toactasa | 8 |25 | RRE
resource person , : -

-1

16, sent in resource N R
naterials for class ,

17 bought ook, R E
pictures, plants, ' '
refreshnents, etc.
for. class
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Table 14 - Contjnued

M

LONGITUDINAL - }HOME LEARNING CENTER CONTROL
No Don't [No Don't | No Don't
Ans. {Yes |No [Know fAns. {Yes |No {know JAns.{Yes |No |Know
Does this child: : ' :
18. . read and study 9 5110 7 8 {17 3 110 . 1 3|10 7
beyond homework and ‘ . :
assignments "
19. bring in unsolicited] 9 | 7 [ 13 | -2 | 7 5 |16 [ 10 1 I 116 1
-books and materials
for own use .
- 20, watch TV of 9.1 5 2 ) '8 5 0125 1 3 0117
educational value e
21, have out-of-school 9 3 T |12 & | 81 6 |16~ 1 ¢ 2 |6 | 12
learning experiénces '
such as ¢lubs,
lessons, camp, etc. : _ B
| , :
No Not No Not No Not
B Useful |Useful JAns. |Uséful |Useful JAns. |Useful |Uscful
22. Has the contact with 11 1 9. |s18 2 11 8
. the mother been: !
No |Too |About|{Toa |No |Too |About|Too ]No {Tco " |About|Too
Ans. |Little{Right|Much |Ang. |Little|Right[Much ]Ans. {Little
23. From your point of 9 |15 6 (1 8§ |17 12 1 1 16
view, has the ' S _ .
amount of contact | | R
peen: . : . s °
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Table 14 - Continued

HOME LEARNING CENTER,

LONGITUDINAL CONTROL
No , No 4 [ No
¢ Ans, |None |Some [Much ] Ans. | None l§ome- Much | Ans.. [None [Some [Much
‘ === =
‘ o Y .
«24. How much contact S| 1 | 21 [ 8fu s |1 I f | 20
have you had with .
the child's father: :
25, How much contact 9°1 15 [ 6 | 1 1wl 2777]%0 2 |12 7
have you had with .
» the child's other
relatives:.
/ 0
Y
0 L]




P Table 15
. Mcans and Standard Deviations for~

, C - ' . Teacher Report of Parent Behavior Items

-

' [}

Home Learn-

s«Control

Item ‘| Longitudinal |ing Center
1. Expresses an appropriate level of 2.9%(1.2) 3.1 (.9) . 2.2'(.9).
interest -in her ch11d's progress N=22 ' "N=28 ‘ ‘N=17
in school o ‘ .
2., ExpeCts ‘me to train the ‘¢hild in 2.1 (1.1) 1.9 (1.0) 2.2 (1.0)
. ways in which she should have N=18" N=23 N=13
trained him herself. ‘
3\ Pushes him too hard. 1.9 (1.0) 1.8 (.9) 1.6 (.9)
N=20 N=26 " N=14
4. }ﬁii not admit her child's 2.3 (1.1)° | 1.8 (.8) 2.4 (.8)
faults. - N=16 N=24 "N=12
5. See;é\ill—at-ease with me. 1.6 (.7) 1.8 (1.0) 2.0 Ci.l)’
' " N=16 N=22 N=10
6. Would b;ék me up.if I had to 3.3 (.8) 3.6 2.9 (.7) |
d1sc1g}1n$\hor child., N=18 ° N=23 N=15 ;
]
. N ) '
7. Cooperates w1th me in teaching 3.2 (.9) 3.2 (.9) 2.6 (.8)
her child. : N=17 o N=27 N=15 B
8. Tries to influeﬁce me too much. 1.6 (1.1) - 1.2 (.6) 1.6 (1.0)
| - N=1% N=25 N=13
9. Doesn't accept the suggest1ons 1.6 (.7)° 1.8 (1.1) 1.8 (.7)
I make. N=15 N=25 | N=12
10. Appreciates my making suggestions 3.3 (.9) 3.1 (1.0) 2.5 (.8)
about activities that could N=16 N=25 N=12
be done at home with her child. i '
11. - Appreciates what I qo for her 3.2 (.8) 3.4 (L9) | 3.1 (.8)
ch11d . N= 17 N=25 ‘N=13
12. Expects me to give too much 1. 9 1. 0) 1.5 (.6) 1.8 (1.0)
individual attcntlon to her child. N=16 N=23 N=12
13. Helps me work with herchild 2.2 (.9) 2.6 (.9) 2.3 (.8)
" more effectively. ‘N=17 N=24 N=12

. * 1 = Not atiAll Like, 2

51

- Wery Little Like, 3 = Somewhat Like, 4 = Very Much Like



~Table 15 - Continued

, . - tlome Learn-
[tem . g - Longitudinal {ing Center Control -
14. ~Seems unconcerned ahout her 2.2%(1.2) 1.8 (1.2) 2.1 (1 O)
child*s education. N=19 N=27 N=13 -
- . . o
15. -Comes ¥n wheneve: el 2.7 (1.0) 2.5 (1. 1) Lé;s (J.f&
~ | ) N=18 _ N=26 -~ N=11 ¢
T '
16. Is doing a good job in helplng 2.6 (1.1) E ~7 (.9) 2.1 (.9)
her child learn, . N=20 oo 1 N=24 N=13
17. Provides health and déntal care 3.2 077 L 3.2 (L9) 1 3.2 (.0)
- for child as needed. N=19 I N=24 i N=13
= | T
- } !
18. Tells me about her hopes and 2.4 (1.1) | 2.3 (1.0) 1.9 (1.0)
~ fears concerning ‘the child. N=16 ] N=21_ - . N=13
. : : 47 . ; Lo
19. Holds back information that 2.0 (1.0) F2.0 (1.0) ¢ 2.9 (.9)
would be useful to me. N=14 N=23 ' N=10 -
_ ) i B
20. Places the right amount of 3.0 (.9) 3.0 (.9) bo2s (L9)
emphasis on her child's doing N=18 N=23 | N=14 v
well in school. N L
. — ;!
21. Expects me to make up for her-own 2.1 (1.1) 1.7 (.9)° [ 1.8 (.9)
mistakes with the child. N=16 N=21 ! N=12
22. Tries to make the child achieve 1.6 (1.0) 1.9 (.9) | 1.8 .(1.0)
- beyond his ability. N=18 N=23 l' N=11
23. Sticks up for her child, even - 1.9 (.9) i.4 (.7) . L/ 1.&-(1;OT
when it is obvious that the N=16 N=22 I N#10
. child is. wrong. Lt
24. 1s self-conscious and gncoﬁforﬁ— 1.4 (.7) 1.8-(.1) i 1.8 (.9)
able with me. ) N=16 .| N=19 N=8
25. Supports my methods of discipline. 3.3 (.9) 2 3.4 °(1.0) 3.2 (\7)
N ) ' | N=13 N=23 N=1%
26 Supports what I try to do. .. , - -° 3.1 (1.0) .| 3.4 (.9)" 5.1 (.7)
' o N=17 ‘N=25 N=14
. 27. Criticizes my teaching methods. 1.4 (.6) 1.4 (1.0) 1.6 (.9)
: N=15 N=23 N=12

* ] = Not at All Like,

2 = Very Little Like,

o
b

3 = Somewhat Like, 4

= Very Much Like

%



Tuble 15 - Continued

41

= Not at All Like, 2 = Very Little Like,,

N < lome learn- N
-Item Longltudlnal ing Center Control
S —= == ——— e T e
28. Is often-indifferent to my ideas 1:8*(.3) 1.0 (.1) 9 (.2)
- for her child. . N=16 - N=24 N=13
297 ‘I$ interested in having my ideas 2.6 (.9) g 3.0 (1.3) 1.9 (1.0)
, ‘about how she can work with her N=16 i N=23 N=12
' child. i - .
N -
30. Often thanks me for teaching her 2.10(.9) 2.6 (1.3) 1.8 (1.1)
child. } N=16 N=22 N=13
31. Wants mé to make special excep- 1.6.(.8) 1.3 (.6) IIS (.9) ;
tions for her child. , N=16 N=22 N=11 !
32. Provides useful information. 2.2 1.0) | 2.4 {1.0) 1.7 (.9)
about her child. N=17 N=23 N=13
3 I . R -
33. Shows little interest in helping 2.1 (1.0) 1.6 (.9) 2.8 (1.0)
her child learn. N=19 N=23 N=12
34 1Is always willing to help. ' 2.6 (1.0) 3.0 (1.1) 2.2 (.9)
' o .| N=18 N=25 T3
— , {
35, ¢, Provides: educational cxperiences. .5 (.9) 2.6 (.8) 1.8 £.8)
A : N=18 . N=23 N=
v r — ] . ,
36. Provides adequate nutr1t1on for 3.2 (.6) 3.2 (.7) 3.3 (.6)
the child: - N=14 * N=24 N=14
37. Talks over the ch11d's problems 2.1 (1.0) 2.5 (1.1) 1.7 (.9)
w1th me. N=18 . N=24 N=12 )
38.. ‘ Resists discussing things 1 think 1.8 (.8) 1.5 (.9) 1.5 (.8) =~
. "are important. N=17 N=21 N=11 '
39. Motivates the child to do well in 2.4 (1.1) 2.5 (.9) 2.5 (.8)
. " school W1thout pressuring him too N=15 N=21 N=11
: much.
40. Doesn't bother to discipline her 1.8 (.9) 1.2 (.4) 1.9 (1.1),
. child and then expects me to do it.- | N=16 ! ‘ N=21 N=12 °©
41. Demands too much of-her child. 1.6 (.9). 1.7 (.8) 1.8 (.9)
. e . N=17 - N=22" 47 N=11
-

3 = Somewhat Like, 4 = Very Much Like



Table 15 - COntinued

\

Home lLearn-

42

Item Longitudinal | ing Center Control
42. Fcels her child can do no wrong. 1.9%(1.0) 1.4 (.6) 1.5 (.7)
' N=16 N=21 i N=11
43. Hesitates to talk with me. 1.7 (1.0) 1.9 (1.2) | 2.2 .1
’ N=17 N=25 v N=11
44. Accepts my methods of classroom 3.1 (1.0) 3.5 (.7) 301 (.7)
managemcnt. N=16 N=21 i R=11
45. Is my ally in the child's 2.9 (1.0) | 2.8 (1.1) ! 2.6 (.9)
educatlon N=12 »  -N=19 P N=1l1
. i
46. Tries to force her ideas on me. 1.4 (.9) 1.3 (.7)° i 1.6 (1.0)
: N=16 N=23 | 'N=13
47. Doesn't want help from me. 1.5 (;6) 1.5 (.9) | i.7 (1x 2)
. N=16 ‘- N=24" | N=12.°
- N “ i
48. Wants me to tell her how to help 2.3 (1.0) 3.0 (1.2) . 2.2 (1.0)
" her child learn. N=16 ' N=24 cloN=13
T i |
49. 1Is good about letting me know 2.0 (1.0) 2.6 (1.2) 1.8 (.9)
thatsshe appreciatés my efforts N=17 N=25 | N=13
- 50. Fhlnks her’ child shouldcpave 1.8 (.9) 1.5 (.7) 1.6 (1.0)
special pr1v11eges -N=16 N=22 N=11
51. Has helped.mé“understaﬁd her - 2.1 (.9) 2.7 (.9) 1.9 (.7)
child better. . N=19 N=23 N=12
. . v [
52. Does little to encourage thé 1.8 (.9) 1.8 (1.1) 2.0 (.8)
child to do well in school. N=17 N=22 N=11
53. Cooperates in every wdy. 1227 (L9) 3.1 (1.0) 2.1 (1.0)
 N=18, . N=24 o N=11
~ 54. Provides books and educational 2.5 (1.2) 2.6 (1.1) 2.3 (1,0)
‘material for the child. . , N=16 N=19 N=9
55. Gives the child good phy51ca1 « | 3.4 (.8) 3.3 (.6) 3.2 {.0)
, care. - . ’ N=16 N=23 N=13
56. Tells me about thlngs'that concern 2.4 (1.2) 02,3 (1.0) . |.1.8 (1.2)
N=17 N=21 N=12 .t

her in relation to the ch11d or
the school

s

L | . 54

. ‘ " " o, “1 .
= Not at All Like, 2 = Very Little Like, 3 = Somewhat Like, 4 = Very Much, Like
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L ¥
A - | llome Learn- K
Item Longitudinal | ing Center Control
57. ~ Is evasive about the child. 1.8%(.8) .| 2.0 (1.2) 2.3 (1.1)8
< ' N=14 N=22 N=9 i
 58. lias never taught her_child to 20 0.1 1.2 (.5) 2.0 (1.3)
respect” authority but expects me N=18 * N=22 N=13 !
to be able to handle him well. J
59. Gives me credit for helping her 2.7 (1.0) 3.0 (1.1) 2.3°(1.0) |
- child. & N=15 N=23 - N=11 i
.60. Takes-liétle responsibflity,for 2.3 (.9) 1.8 (»9) 2.4 (.8) g
motivating the child. ; N=16 N=22 N=11
61. 1Is secretive about the child. 1.6 (.9) 1.5 (1.0) 2.2 (1.1)
- Lo 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 hlth 33% of the families. FOr the remaining percentage

there was no contact (26a). ~Without comparative data, one cannot

-,
3
'

- say that the general level .ot home-school relatlonshlps is exceptional

t

but the pattern is onc of low contact.
The. teachers reported on four items of child behaaior which arec
reflective of parental interest of child,progress in scﬁool. That 15,
teaoher s knowledge that the child reads and studies beyond homework,
brings in unsollc1ted materials, watches educational television and |
has out-of-school learning experlences For the purposes of analysrs,
“the know and don't know categories ‘were combined to make a more

cooservatrve estimate. A chi-squarc analysis was performed on the ;
”ycs”.versue the compination of know and don't know. Only one item
(child reads and studies beyond homework) proved to be significunt at
better thag_;he 0.5 level (ch1 square = 8. 75) Tﬁé'numberé indicate

.~ that the Home Lcarn1ng Center only groop is respon51b1e f01 this .
difference. There should have been only 10.5 cxpected and there
were 17 yes answers. On the basis of the-two teacher’ report instru-
ments,aHypotheses 4 and 5 are generaily-not sustained;

¥

-Summary(ﬁfResults e

The- hypotheses may be grouped into two categories: ”hard” test
score and school a551gnment data and ”soft” teacher rating of child
and parent bchav1or data. The results indicate that; on thc formcr,'
there are clear lastlng school achievement and performance effccts
for ch11dren 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

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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end of the program. It is demonstrated both in achievement test scores
and assignont to special education. The results are less profound
for those who were in the program for only one year from age two to

three. The effect is demor .rated somewhat in school assignment, but

is not clear-cut in achievemcnt test scores. .

The rating scale data do not indicate that, as far as teachers.

]

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

function of the program. _ o .

Q : . . )

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Chapter 4: Discussion

Longitudinal Effects

\

The data presented above indicates that the Flori@g-earlx child

stimulation through barcnt cducation projects tox tlic parcents |

dnd their children beginning when the child is three moﬁths of age

until he is three ycars of age has long term effects on‘th?”§ch§oi

échjevement'nnd pefformanpe of the children. The most cféectiVb o

results were achieved by thosglchildren whosc families were in fhe
‘.program>for a minimum of two to the maximum:of threc consecutive

years Bcginning ¢ither when the child was three-months old or .onc

vear old. The"previods study (Cordon and Guinagh, 1974) had indicated

that this group consistently exceeded the control ﬁopulatibn‘and
.wfmaintainedrthis sfeady path up thréugh age six as measﬁred by the
Stanford—Binct. -The p?eéent study indicates the continuution 6% these
effects in an even more profound manner. Whylmbré profound? First,
‘because fhe"éffects are stiil 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 a551gnment of children to SpQClal»n——~~—"

S — ——
A -

____education programs.
A furtker discussion of our selection of achievement criteria is
in order. We chose to use grade equivalence rather than percentiles

. <
for the anaiysis of the achievement test scores because this permitted

\w

us to ‘include data from'éhildren 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

ERIC » ’

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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e

by the grude‘lcQél of fhc child. Our choice was to look at grade
equivulehcci but to treat the data In categories (either nonc or below
the’ particular gradclcquivulcnt),lTather'than.as continutous data. The
categorical approach gives a cledarer picture of the number of childrcn;-
péfforming at a particular level. Idcaily ié would be useful to knoQ

how children in the school system with similar demographié éhéfucteristics
to our population were performing. At present, this is peyond'thc
capab111ty of the school district.

" Another base line refcrence we attempted was to f1nd the total
populat1on of those with similar demographic character1Qt1cs, in special
programs or aSslgned to mentdl retardatlon classes. We received- some
gencral information from the Alacgua school system that approx1matc1y

20 percent of the ch11dren comlng from the social and economic back-

»grounds of our chlldren 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 con51derab1y below that

>y e

'expectatlon while the contre%—group’ was above it.

\

To what do we attrlbute the last;ng effects on children? We can

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

the impact: of this program on the family. The previous pfoject_(GOfdon

and Guinagh, 1974) “included intcrview data“on“thé”paigﬁzgwﬁhich indicated

differences in.the home learning environment for the Longitulinal

_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 reading

~

from Control parents.

59
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iR

wé are taxrly tonfrdent that the part1cu1ar stlVlthS demonstrated
to thc parents dld not opCrate in any one-to-one fashion with the
.current school.achicvcment measures.” Obviously the types of khowledgc and
' ski}iﬁ"meuSurcd oh.muth'subscaicsuoflthe MAT do not relate closely

to infant or toddler act)vities.: However, our general emphasis through-

)
e

out the program was on improving communication, partioularly the verbal

-

communication, iq/thé‘home between parent and child through cognitively

oriented activities. These activities are contalned in BabxﬁLcarn1Lg

M s

Through Baby Play (Gordon, 1970) ‘and Child Learn1ng Through Ch11d Play

(bordon; Guinagh and Jester, 1972). What is more likely is that the | ¢

program brought about. a change in the mother's perception of hersclf

and her child, in her role 2s teacher of her ch11d and some change

in the motivational as wcll as c0un1f1ve <y<tem of the child.
. 8 -

Results also indicaté that effc.ts are a function of the length
. 3 . 3 M il /
of t1me in the program. ItﬂEEEQE_thl§_$¥pf_oﬁ—pfegram’reqp1res involve-

e
e e

e R A
— ment for at ledst two sears in order for lasting effects to be reasonably

expected.. Previods analyses indicated that up until age f1ve the
ch11dren who had been in the program for only one year (3 months to
- 12 months of age) wero.,lgn1f1cantly hlgher than Controls .on -the Stanford~< >>>>> i
Binet, and at age 6 the Homa Learnimg Center” ch11dren (2 years to 3
years of age) were also”higher than the1r~Controla;. Unfortunately -
attriticn maoé ic imposﬁiblo to porsue the first group.. The clearest
picture hOWever, through past ana1v51s, has been the cont1nu1ng effect
of the threr years and the two continuous years in the program )

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

reasén. The program represented a minimal amount of intervention. The

EKTC GO .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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paraprofessional howe visitor was recruited from the community and

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

”

intervention was limited. llomes were scheduled to be 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 nctivitjes'werc simple and made use of objccts already in the homes.

The 1nformdt;on conveyud was a demonstration of activities and encourage-
ment ‘to the mother to not only use these .during the week but to dovclop
her own. .Fdrther; we were developing the prqgr;m'while we were |
melementhg it so that many of the activities were duveloped especially
in the Home Learning Lenter progfém; cooperatlvely by the staff, the
parent educators, and the parents in whose homes these centers werc
located. , i - |

//__,_,__,———, . .
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 fashion as fhc
pa?ent=éducatbrs dgvelopedla sensitivyty to thé needs of the éamilysand
as they:werc‘introducgd to'the_resoﬁrees of thé_;ommunityiduéing |

insérvicc tréiﬂing. .

Further, our philosophical orientation meant that neither the

€

parent ed@cators nor the parents were specifica11y~trained'in contingency
management or other Speulflc toachlng behav1ors;' Rather, tPe*emphasis
was on demonstrating thc activities. The partlcular teaching style
evolved from the activity itself. The act1v1tlcs were essentlally of

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

solving types of activity. There was an cmphasis on increasing the
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amount of language interaction between parent and child. However, cven
in the lunguage arca therc was no attempt to change thc pnrcnt;' style
of expression of type of languagc‘hsagef Rather the cffort was on
simply increasing the-umount of dialgguc and the use of the activities
as a means to that end. That thg program was acéepfcd by the families
scems clear from the willingncsé of the parents éo continue to participate
whcncvcr(Wc are able to locate thcm fo; follow-up, and thc’}ow attrition
rate gepoftcd in 1974 for_thc Homc Learning Ceﬁtcr Project.

When we began this program in 1966 weAYaiécd three questions.
First, could:a home visit pfogram using paraprofessionals as ic key

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

-

years of age and their mothers? ‘The answer is yecs. Second, can
! : : !

materials be dcvcloﬁcd which can be‘easily used by the méthcr and child

t

“when demonstrated by profcssionais?' The development and publication

of the activities leads to the answer, yes. Third, could such a
< .
program makc a diffeﬁence‘éevcfal years later? The results lcad 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 operatian of Parent and Child Centers,

Parent Child Development Centers, Home Start programs, Hlead Start L

programs, llome Base programs, Follbw Through efforts and projrams for
special education sponsored by the Bureau of Educationally Handicapped.

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

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

° i

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

3 v . L.
1

o

can be successful. , : S,
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Several. ycars ago, when concerns were being expressed qhout
.deprivation versus;diffcrencc models, questions were raised about
the appronriutcncss of our materials both for\the population with whom -
we were working and for similar populations. Itlis clear:toduy that
the activifics deveioped ns a rcsult of both the original Parent
Educatlon PrOJect (Gordon, 1967) funded by the Fund for the Advance-

ment of Educatlon, Baby Learnlng Through Baby Play and the various

<

=,

projects Jupported by HEW including the Home Learning ‘Center Projcct,

!

Child Learnlng Through Child Play are not culturally Sp»c1f1c lhey

do not requlrc any ‘assumptions 3bout cultural deprlvatlon or cultural
ﬂdlffercncc in ordcr to be used. The easiest proof of this statement
| is that both books have- been publlshed in England and translated into
.Jdpanese, Italian and German‘with‘plans fo}rtranslation into chrcw.

Parenthetlcally it should be noted that all the royalltlcs frOm Chlld’

Learnlng Through Chlld PL_X_are returned to the National Instltute

of Mental Health. 34_y Learning Through Baby Plazrwas not developed on
“federal.fundé} ‘

With‘cme;ging concern for cross generational efforts and paventing
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 tFat should
impact upon their own ;oles as parents. It wooid be rather casy to
incorporate the type of home visit. program we have developed, with

suituble supervision, into a variety of high school efforts in which _

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

63 )



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

incorporated into such programs as Lxploring Childhood. -Further, in

the many places in wh'ch infant centers arc located on school grounds,
. . v | ’ . . -

the aGtivities developed here lend themselves to use ln intant.and

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

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

Cand: Australja,

The concept is relatively simple. There are training and super-
visory requirements, which have been spelled out in.previ;us reports. .
Fhrthcr, siﬁce so many OCD suppgrted programs, such as llome Start,
Parcnf and Child Ccntb;;, 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 community 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 program are

.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 ctfects

of early intervention.

3
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i
This project itscelf needs rescarch veplication, There is always
A '

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

bt the sample here is larger than that of most comparable studics.

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

intcraction emerged from our carlier cfforts and has been pursued

through two completed NIMi prbjects [Instructional Strategies in Infunt

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

(Gordon, 1974)] and is currently being pursued in a third project
supported by the National Institute of Mental Health entitled Parent-

Child Transactions and Infant Competence (Gordon, 1976). Our current

concern is to get a finer understanding of the ways in which mother,
father, aﬁd child transact with each other around these activities.

A %ajor question is: What relationships do such‘t%ansactioqs in a
structured actiﬁity sctting have on‘khe development of the child?
'Findings from the fﬁo completed project; indicate that there are
obscrvaﬁlqjtransacfional behaviors emerging in the f%;st year of lifc
which arc;prcdictive of Bayley Mental Development Index scores and
Piaget—tyée performances at least at age one.- The present study includes
fathefg, who haQe often been overlooked in child development rcscﬁrcﬁ;
‘Findings‘ffém_this new stuéy, 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 in child developﬁent
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 of stheir véry young

O 1
children.

6o



O

ERIC.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" : 54
A turther implication, which cuts acress both practice and rescarch,

.

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

and was begun at a time when infant education was not conceived ot 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 c¢hild in school. Indécd, it was
such information which lcad into this projcct.v llowever, this informa-
tion has not yet thn utilized by either ;ghoo]s of education in the
development of both the undergraduatciand graduate training programs or
By school systems as they scek’ways of working with purcnts‘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 tystems as they come to
grips more and morc with the need to chciop new modes of home-school
interaction. The Florida Iollow ThroughiProjcct; which was modeled
upon the home visit progr-~, is but one example of the combination
of rcscarch\and in-servi . aceded to find linkages in ways which the
school sysﬁem and the families can supplemerit each other im assisting

i

the ¢i.i il to reach full development. Federal requircments for the

-

¢ ‘nudation 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 tl'is 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 projéct influenced the performance of the child in
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the other micro- systcm knnwn as the school. Turther service-research

combiniation pxogr'mv.nced to 1nveqt1gato and create new models for

examining a broader uco]ogicpl view of the family and child within

the social system. We.nced to study such issues as:  In what way does
¢ i

a local Lommunxty enhance or destroy anlly life? 1n what way do state

. "“

and Federal programs ¢ncourage or 1nh1b1t anlly agency LntcrALtlons?

lt‘ .

In what ways do chahgcs Wlthlh the micro-system of a family bring
about changes in the am11y s, impact on the social system? Such

questibns were obviously bcyqund our 5copc as we began this work in

1966. Bccause of what we have found and donc, and because of what-
othc s arc finding, these questlonb now become approprlatc. We hope

that they will be addressed in further rescarch.
Conclusions ;

The rC5u1t9 indicate that as mcasurcd by assignment to EMR or

-

TMR classes and scorces. on scholastic achievement tests, the cffects

M ’ -

of edrly intervention through parent cducation persist through the

third grade. The cffccts are clearet for those children whose -

parents were in the,home visit program for cémbinations of two oT

" three CODSCCUthC ycars beginning when the child was cither three

v

months or 12 months old and endlng when the child was 36 months old.

.

The effects have thus lasted'about six years. Wec assume changes in
parental and ciild motivation and competence arec the bases tor this

result., Implications are drawn for "both practice and further research,

and. for a new view of the mxssron of educational institutions.
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, “Chapter &1 Lixecutive Summary
This study was a longitudinal extension of a series of ecarly
P \
Jintcrvention By weans of parent cducation projects. The purpose was to
n,""' o ) '

see LE they were lasting effects on school performance and home=school
relations as a result of the cffort which terminated on the child's
third birthday. School records of 91 children, who were found to

W/ . .
be repfesentative of the 182 who had been involved at age 2, were

)

examined. Their present teachers filled out rating forms on classroom

behavior and tlicir perception of parental involvement. =~There were

' -t \
three groups of, children: those whose families ‘had been involved for
two dr three consccutive years beginning when the child was either

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

for one ycuf (24 to 36 months old) (N=38) and those in a Control Group

(N=21). Kll Ehildreﬂlhad been randomly assigned at entry.

They were Siépificant differences in favor of the treatment groups
iﬁ that fewer were assign;d to special education programs in gencral
énd EMR, TMR clasgcs i;-pqrticular.‘ Less than five percent of the
treafmcnt group chiidren were gssignedvto such clgsscs in the third

grade (3 out of 64) while 25% (5 out of 20) of the Control children

were so assigned.

There werc significant differences in favor of the Lougitudinal.

Group on performance‘oh,the MAT,"SAT or CTBS in s;cond, third or

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

in Reading «(p = .025),'Math Concepts and Math Problem Solving (p = .05)
and on a comPination of MAT{'SAT, CTBS on Total Reading (p = .05).

There were no significant differences on teacher ratings. The

results indicate that there arxe clear lasting school achievement and

‘-

@ - ' " ,, 68 -
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performanee effects. for children who were in the parent education

o

program'vith their parents for two OT three consecut1ve years ending

when they were two or{three years old. This effect ha< ‘lasted up to

o

six years- after the end of the program.

a

' These results may be viewed as profound and 1mportant. The
program represented a mlnimal amount of 1nterventlon. The paraprofes- .
sicnal home visitor waélrecruited fromvthe_commonity and“worked on a
one to one basis with parents at home. The amount of intervention -

~was limited. Homes wete scheduled to bc visited only once a week, but

»

were in fact visited only approximately two weeks out of inree. The
time spent in each visit was usually less .than an hour. The activities

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

[

tion conveyed was a demonstration of activities and encouragement to

3

the‘mother to not onlv use these during the week but to_deVeIOp her
own. ' Further, we were deVelop1ng the program while wekvere implementing'
it so:that mény of the activities were developed eSpecially in the
Home Legrndng Center program,'cooperatively by the staff, the parent

educators, and the parents in whose homes these centers Were located.

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

1

o

First, could a home visit prcgram us1ng paraprofessionals as the key ’

educators be susta1ned ‘for childrén from three months of age‘to “three

. —

years\of age. and the1r ‘mothers? The answit +5-Yes. Second " can

",

mvter1als be developed which can be ‘easily used by the. mother and .

.

ch1ld when demonstrated.by profb5510nals7 The development and publ1ca-

x‘\

‘tion of'the dCthltleS leadS\to the answer, YE€sS. Th1rd could such a

.,

.

program make a difference seVeral\vei\j\\ +er? The results lead to the

T

- answer yes. . : . e -

ERIC - o . | T R
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The project has serveﬁ.as a mgdel for some of ‘the operation of —
Parant and Child Centers, Parent Child Development Center, Home Start
vnrogramé, Head Start programs, Home Base programs,.Follow'THrnugh
efforts and program; fnr Special education sponsored by the Bureau
of Educatlonally Handicapped. Although such use began in the late
1960's, there was the continuous question as to its validity. Now ~ ) /
we kaow not only the technoiogy of such programs» but also that our
results 1nd1cate that such a program can be successful. S

&
The activities developed 1n1t1a11y on the Fund for the Advancement // .

~of Education funded parent Education Program (Baby Learning Through -/'

o + / .
Baby Play) and those developed on the NIMH funded Home ‘Learning Center /_

program for children between 24 and 36 months (Ch11d Learning Through /

Ch11d Plaz) are widely used in the United States, and have been /

o f

publlshed in Great Br1ta1n Japan, Italy and Germany ’ /

With emerging concern for cru°s ger°rat10na1 efforts and parenﬁlng

education programs for h1gh school youth our program offers a p0551b1e

i

model for the involvement of such youth in a program that not Onlﬁ/ls
socially useful in the communlty but a150 provides youths with under—

standing of families and of child development in ways thaf should
< ] - ]
impact upon thelr own roles as parents. It ‘would be rather easy to

)

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

suitable supervision, into a variety of high school efforts 13 wh1ch
/
- high school youth are trained as home v151tors It can ea511y be

incorporated into such prograﬁs as Explor;ngﬁChildhood Furéher, in

the many places in which infant centers i@ ipcated on -,hool grounds,
. _ /
the activities developed here lend themselves to use in 1nfant and ecarly

/

childhood centers. . o e

70 ) f' /
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.Recommcndations'are made;for.further research of a longitudinal
nature and replication, and férbfine—grained analyses of the parent-
infant-tfansactional process, including the father.- In addition,
.ecological research questibns are raised concérning the role of the
family vis-a-vis theWSOCiety.
Implications are drawn for the education establishment. .The
results‘of this study and other studies iike it should have an impact
~~ on the missions of schools of education and school sysfems as they?’
come to grips more and more with the need to develop new modeslof.
hpmé-échool'interacgion. Tﬁe Florida Fbllow Through Prdject; 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

[ .
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 persons“also’point the wéy to changes
of mission in schools of éducation and school systems in felating to
the pareﬁts of very young children; -We believe thé success of this

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.

71
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Appendix A
Means and Standard Deviations on Four Measures Given
) ; _
at Age 6 by Number of Years and Timing of-

Participation in the Stimulation Program (N=176)

Task Oriented _ Preschool

étanford—Binet ) Behavior - Inventory

Grbup Years 3(7 SD X SD B X SD
1 all3 26 95.8%% 13.3  31.7° 4.2 S3.5 8.6
2 first 2 11 98.0% 127  34.9 9.6  52.4 8.5
3 second 2 8 94.8%* 6.7  31.0 . 2.1 ° 53.3 3.4
4 first & third 9  90.4  10.0 3.6 3.0 481  10.3
E fiéﬁ?_QQly,ui~llﬂ“’“9173” 1 saev 7.2 49.3 118
e - second only 13 90.5  13.0 3.3 2.9 48,7 9.1
7 HLC - 49 94.8vr 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-taikéd test.

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

T3
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Appendi£\B

1Q Scores for Those Not Assigned to §;.: .. hducation

Lorfgitudinal Group (N=20)

X Xy Xy X
é@\, On, ;?;bfv, b;bv.‘ b/%b’ y © o o
5; é? é% 4;{éb 2§>$§ Q§é£' ¢§$$ ¢§$£ 5$é$ ’
S/ & Nk & é?sé’ g§?$‘ 'g§;$‘ Csiog
1. ¢ lion |1o7ev| 92 |13 |98 |106 | P! in 4, nowin 4 ~
2 F 102 72% -- 60* 60* 63* R'~2 in K “,in 2, now in 3
3 F 112 74 99 90 ; 94 91 now in 4
4, | F 109 89 101 {11 103 103 now in 4
5. | M |123 | o1 | 84 |103 |100 97 now in 3
6. | F.l102 | 78 111 | u7+* 107|106 | now in 3
7. F|-111 | 100** {106 | 113 100 97 ' | now in 3 -
§. | F 96 A2 . 73+ | 86 | .74 | 88 -| now in 3
ol w |22 | ot | o4 | o4 94“_ 105 | now in 3
10. | M | 96 | 104%*|109 V‘;101 | os | 97 now in 4
11, | F 103 96 AR 11 - 103 ". 91 now in 3
12. | F 114 g8 | 106 | 105 |107 |119** | now in 4
13. | M 124 | 81 | -- 72¢ | 93 83* | R in 3, now in 5
14. | M | 112 99 | oa {107 |10s  |113** | now in 4
15; M 160 | 81 | 89 iis 1oi 1 108 now in 3
16| M 114 | 83 | sa. | 92, | s4 a |'P in 3, now in 3
17. | F |us | so ) sa | 92 |103 97 |nowin3 |
18. | cF | 118 | 83 | 76« | s1* | sor | Rin1, nowin2
oo b r | oa| ss | o2 | 98 |10 86* | now in 4
20 | M | 115 | 96 109 | 109 {103 100f'f now.in 30 .
* more than oné.SD below matched data set mean 1p - psychological evaluation’
** more than dhg sn dbove mean  ° ‘ ) 2R = retained




Appendix B - Continued

Home Learning Center Group (N=29)

& & o ¢
- N AL
s S 0\’ 0(» ‘3}, 0"') ‘rb, eﬁ é; 0‘0 oé; q’b ¢
§§ N .éﬁ'éb S;ﬁ oo Ag? g Ag? o ‘éP & $§ o0  é§i5?
S/ S G ETET) LTS
1 F | 106 66* | 92 94 96 94 now in 4
2. M -- 94 101 101 | 89 100 now in 3 ..
5.1 M - | 8 oo | 101 | 92 94 D3 in 4, now in 4
4 F -- 84 02 | o2 96 85 now in 2
5. M -- 88 99 93 -- -- | now in 4
6. | F -~ 80 104 98 96': 89 now in 3
7. |, M -- 88 79* | 94 83* 1791 | P! in 2, now in 3
8. F | -- -- 77+ 80* 93 g2* néw in 4 |
o, | M ' - . lioa | 92 100 88 now in 4
0. F | .- - 09 | 105 |109**| 91 | now in 4
T 72* | 99 83+ |100 04 | now in 4
12. F_ | -- 92 | 92 -- 105 "~ | 91 now in 3
15| F - | -- ] 89 o4 |82+ | 79* | now in 3
14, M —- 96 | 111%* 105, |110%% | 97 now in 3
5.1 F | -- | 80 | 99 88 94 | 94 Pin 2, nowin3 °
16. | .r -- 93 | 104 | 105 [103 | 114** | now in 3
17.| F | -- S0- {104 | 88 91 | 92 now in 3
(Continued on next page.) . ', -

*morc than one SD below matched dqta set mean
** more than one SD above.mean :

1 . ; .
Sb o= psycbologlcal evaluation : .
;R = retained

D = referred for disclipine
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Appendix B - Continued

Home Learning Center Group (N=29) - Continued

'Y o Xy Xy
~y ~y ~y
N v A S SR O
£, o o kg e ) A 4 °/ & W
~°QJ (écr ‘D’og) '\?‘\ q?o Cg,o ‘bog’ éo ‘b'% %O ‘b'og’ éO ‘b'og’ 45?6{??
-5§ é# gy & & 4§‘“ F g ¢§‘“ & & )
v &Y/ o v/ 9 & /o v/ )]
18. M| -- 106** | 101 | -- -- 113** | now in 3
19. r -- 100 106 113** | 98 91 now in 3
20. F .| -- 85 101 107 98 100 now in 3
21. F -- 84 84* 98 | 89 94 now in 3
22. .| F - 89 - 86 | 83 94 now in 3
23. F -— | 77 78* 76* 89 85 now in 3
24 . Fo| - 108** | 106 109** |100 91 “now in 3
25. | F - 74 84 90 87 102 now in 3
26. F - 85 94 101 92 " ]102 now in 3
' . . . . - . .
27. F -- - 86 109 94 100 {100 R® in 2, now in 2
28. M - 109 92 96 | 92 103 now in 3 .
2. | F - ] e6% | 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

= psychological evaluation
rétained '

—
= T
o
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¢ / _Appendix B - Continued

(

Control Group (N=13)

)
<
;55
&,I © 7o
W
& Omog’ qf&‘b"b
& )5 L
> %) 6(1 .4 S RN
1. F 105 now in %
2 F 99 84 | 104%+| 88 |103** | 85 now in 4
3. | F 104 | 98 99 | 109%* |112** [100° | now in 3
4. | F | 106 80 -- 85 74 72* | R? in 1, now i
5. M | 109 89 89 94 87 79% | P! in 4, now i
. 6. F | 102 92 | 101 92 .. |100 77* | now in 4
7. | M | 102 88 76* | 93 94 85 P in 3, now i
8. | M {103 | 134%+| 74« | 82 | 92 79%* | now in 3
9. | F | 102 62% | -- 73% " | 72 | 83 now in 3
10.-) F | 111 | 100 87 84 83 92 R in 3, now i
11. | F | 102 81 74% | 72% | 78% | 82 now in. 3
12. | M | -- 69 | 94 | 86 92 -- now in 3
13. | M - 92 97 90 91 91 now in 3
* more than one SD below matched data set mean
** more than one SD above mean :
1P = psychological evaluation
2R = retained 4
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