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—

THE CONTEXT OF PARENT TRAINING PROGRAMS

Programs designed to train mothers to teach school-related skills
to their young children have proliferated rapidly in the decade since

Head Start was first fundcd. The scope of these efforts varies greatly,

from the federally funded Home Start program operated by the Office of

Child Development with sixteen programs each serving about eighty
families, to nonfunded programs run locally by volunteers. The extent
of this movement is not documented and pfobably cannot be, but on the
basis of informal eﬁidence gathefed in the course of this review, it is
likely that hundreds of preschool programs exist in which parents are
given‘some training to be teachers of their own children. A number of
these programs have been evaluated. This ié a review of the results of
these evaluations.

Parent;centered educational programs for young children are only
one form of parent participation in prekindergarten education. Others
aré ‘i)lﬁarénﬁé és policy makers‘(sometimes célled‘"commﬁnity control
or "pérent control"), 2) parents as supporiing resources for the school

in the form of volunteer aides, cleanup or maintenance groups, etc., and
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3) educational activities that presumab}y provide parents with knowledge
of child development or parenting in order t>» ilmprove their competence

as parents. These categories of parent activity follow closely those
proposed by Gordon (1968). Although these types of parental involvement
are central to many programs and are in some instances included in Jegis-
lation covering state ur national programs, they are not included in this
review.

Programs that try tc assist>parents to become better ;eachers specify
desirable new parental behaviors whiéh,are intended to support increased
cognitive and social development of children. Parents are considered
crucial in the child;s development, and diregt efforts are applied to
pérental behavior as a way of réaching the child. Education is brought
into the family relationshipé. These programs iﬁvoke an implicit stand-
ard of parenting that is considered most likely to produce intelligent,

well-adjusted, academically successful children.

Some Historical Comments about Paren; Education

Efforts to educate parents are not unique to the 1960's and 1970's.
Sfudies'of the history of parent education (Brim, 1959; Sunley, 1955;
Schlossman, 1976) show the idea to be an old one. As early as the
eighteeﬁth century (Brim, 1959), reports of child-rearing advice were
cémﬁunicatéd‘ﬁo ﬁotheré“througﬁ pambhlété; Organized ﬁofhers' gfdués'
existed previous to 1820 (Sunley, 1955). These groups, called Maternal

Assoclations, met to discuss child rearing problems. The women were
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usually Protestant-Calvinist mothers who were concerned about the religious
and monal education of their children. The middle cless status of the
women involved has been a feature of parent education in the United States
through moe; of its history. These early efforts in parent education,
hovever, were characterized by a religious bias and ideology of child-
rearing which reflects their time period.

In the late 1800's, three national groups developed that greatly
increased organized efforts in parent education: The American Associa-
tion of University Women, the Child Study Association of America, and the
National Congress of Parents and Teachere. All these groups attempted to
educate parents in child‘development to help them become more effective
child-rearers. Mothers themselves were instrumental in forming the Child
Study Association. As with Maternal Associations, the parents themselves
songht,education on child rearing, looking to professionals for assistance
rather than depending on self—educaeion. During the early 1900's, profes-
sional groups also initiated effores to offer education to parents. The
National Congress of Parents and Teachers, for example, was formed by
philanthropists, religious and political leaders who expressed a desire
to stimulate parents to leafn more about child rearing. The efforts of
the three national organizations typically reached middle and upper-class
women. The NSSE Yearbock of11929 stated that the parent education programs
at the time were not remedial programs for underprivileged families but
were ''supporrted by parents already giving thoughtful consideration to

training" (NSSE Yearbook, p. 276). Participation of underprivileged
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mothers was through the‘settlememt houses being established during the
same period.

Both Brim and the writers of the NSSE Yearbook indicate tﬁat tﬁe
‘period‘1925—1935 was one of expansion of interest in parent education (and
with early education). By'i920 there were over seventy-five major organi-
zationé conducting parent education prograﬁs. These included national
private organizations, university-based research programs, teachers' col-
leges, state departments of education and vocational gducation, publiic
and pvivate school systems, social agencies, child guidance agencies,
health‘agencies, and reiigious groups (Brim, p. 328). Im a bulletin from
the United States Bureau of Education, Mary D. Davis (1927) expressed the
emerging identity of the field: 'Parenthood is ﬁécoming a real profession."

The focus of parent educafion'effoits chaﬁged between 1820 and the
present. Ir the nineteenth century, the central interest wag in children's
moral and religious development. In the twentieth century, the focus
shifted to children's emotion:t and personality growth, then included
ph&sical health, and ultimately mental health. The most recent and still
current éhase of parent education is organized around cognitive growth.
This emphasis on cognitive and school-related behavior was not evident
until the early 1960's. It was developed with the educational ngeds‘of
low income children in mind. Nonetheless, middle class parents continue
td be‘major<bartiéipan£s in pafehfreduéétioﬁ efforte. Even the corcern
ﬁith devel&éing skills that would prepa:e the young child for successful

school performance has not been confined to programs designed for low



Parent Training Programs

3

income‘parents. Major public media corporations offer education~oriented
records, toys, magaéines, and televisibn programs oriented toward middle
income families. - '

The parent participation programs reviewed heré,?however, are those
that define low income families as the target population and increased
‘cognit1v; dévelopment and school achievement for the children as the goals.

These programs ‘are another expressicn of the compensatory education

movement .

The Characteristics of the Programs

Parent training programs have several feéﬁures in common. They are
developed by professionals forrthe purpose of instructing parents in tech-
niques for preparing their own young children in schoéfvrelevant skills.
The twenty-eight programs included in this review employed several differ-
ent methods for instructing parents. UJUne method of working‘ﬁithmparéﬁfs.

~was direct, didactic téaching. This approach was used most often in one-
to-one sessions between a teacher (paraprofessional or professional) and
a mother, ' The teacher usually instructed the mother in specific tech-
niques to use‘with her child. A less didactic method for presenting new
teaching techniques was demonstration: Mothers were expected to learn by
watching while the teacher interacted with the child. A third method for
>chang1ng parents' teachlng techniqués waslobsefvation in preschool class~

rooms. By observing trained teachers at work, paren:s were expected to

learn about teaching; by observing their own chiid, parents might gain
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knowledge about the child's development, learniﬁé: and personality.

A common feature in many parent teaching activities was an emphasis
on the use of educational toys and materials to generate stimulating
parent/child interaction. Many programs‘provided toys and books to
mothers or helped mothers construct educational stimuli out of materials
around the house. In addition, programs often provideq_information
about child development, health and nutrition, or community fesources.

The twenty-eight parent training programs (Table 1) were identified
from several sources: ERIC Clearinghouse ta computer information re-
trieval facility), bibliographies of parent participation and compensa-
tory education programs, references included in evaluation reports, and
correspondence with staffs of projects or agencies known to be involved
in efforts of this kind. Two cfiteria guided selection. One waé the
availability of an evaluation; the other was the adequacy of the infor-

mation on the working details of the program.

Insert Table 1 here

%

Beginning in the spring of 1973, staff members of each program were
contacted to solieit current evaluation data. No néﬁ reports were con;
sidgred‘after fall, 1974. Each of the programs were described in terms
of working details, evaluation plan and resulté, in an earligr#monograph
(Goodson and Hess, 1975). Program sponsors were invited to review these
descriptions, which!were then revised in response to comments and

criticisms.
7
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TABLE 1

Identification of Program Cohortsl’2

Mother-Child Home Program (A)3

1. 2 years home visits
2. 1 full year + 1 short year home visits
3. 1 full year home visits + 1 year modified (''partial") home visits
4, 1 year home visits —- age 2
5. 1 year home visits -- zze 3
6. comparison 2-year-olds
7. comparisqn 3-year-olds ™
8. comparison 4-year-olds

Houston Parent-Child Development Center (B)

1. home visits -~ one-year-olds

2., comparison oﬁe-year-olds

3. Center‘progrém for mother/chiid pairs -- 2-year-olds
4, comparison two-year-olds |

First Generation Mother Study (C)

1. home visits
2. comparison group

Infant Intervention Project

1See bibliography for program sponsors and references.

2"Cohort" is a single treatment or comparison group within a program.

3Capital letters indicate programs; numbers indicate cohorts.

Q ‘ | 8
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Table 1 (continued}
Second Generation Mother Study (D) |
1. home visits by professionals
2. home visits by paraprofessionals professionaliy-supervised
3. home viSitélby paraprofessionals supervised by paraprofessioﬁals
4. comparison groub
Study of Intrafaﬁily Effects (E)
1. maximum impact group -- classes for children and for mothers
2. curriculum group -- classes for children
"3, home visitor group -- visits to mother/child pairs
4. -home visitor group
5. éomparison group
Ypsilanti—Carﬁegie Infant Education Project (F)
1. structured home visits |
2. unstructured home visits
3. comparison group
Early Child Stimulation through Parent Education Program (G)
1. 3 years of home visits: E/E/E
2. 2 years of home visits: E/E/C - (Each cohort participated
3. 2 years of viéits: C/E/E for thré; years, with
4. 2 years of visits: E/C/E systematic patterning of
5. 1 year of visits: E/C/C experimental (E) and
6. 1 year 6f viéiﬁsfﬁUC/E/C control (C) status)

7. 1 year of visits: C/C/E

8. comparison group: C/C/C
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Table 1 (continued)

Three Home Visiting Strategies (H,

1. home visits ~- focus on maternal stimuiation of cognitive deveiopment
2. home visits -- visitors worked with child on cognitive tasks

3. home visits -~ focus on maternal stimulation of sensory-motor skills
4, local comparison‘group

5. comparison group in neighboring region

Birmingham Parent-Child Development Center (I)

1. Center activities for mother/child pairs

2, comparison group

New Orleans Parent—Child Development Center (J)
1. Center activities for mother/child pairs
2. comparison groups

Parent-Child Course

Mothers' Training Png;am x)

1. training classes for parents (without children)
2. comparison group

Home~Oriented Preschool Education (L)

1. Demonstration Site I -- TV program + home visits +‘prescﬁool-
classes for children

2. Demonstration Site II -~ TV program + home visits + preschool
classes for children

3. Demonstration Site III - TV program + home visits + preschool
classes for children

4, comparison group
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Table 1 (continued)

Early Training Projéct (M)‘
1. 3 years éf summer preschool classes + winter home visits
2. 2 years of summer preschool classes + winter home visits
3. ldcal comparison group
4. comparison gfoup in neighboring region

Special Kindergarten Intervention Program (N)

1. kindergarten + SKIP classes + home visits
2. kindergarten + SKIP classes

3. kindergarten-only comparisoﬁ group

© Ypsilanti-Perry Preséhool Program (0)
1. preschool classes + home visits
2. comparison group

Ypsilanti Curriculum Demonstration Project (P)

1. cognitive curriculum

2. 1language curriculum

3. unit—basedg nursery school curriculum
4, cognitive curriculum

5. 1language curriculum

6. unit-based curriculum

Spanish-~-Dame Bilingual Education Program

' Ypsilanti Early Education Program (Q)

1. classes for children + activity-oriented classes for parents

2. classes for children + lecture~discussions for parents

11




3. classes for
4, classes for
5. classes for
6. classes for
7. classes for

Programs from the
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Table 1 (continued)

éhildren; parents unavailable for activities
children; parents refused to join

childreq'+ home ;isits + small group parent meetingé
children + home visits to parents

children + home visits to child only

University of Hawaii Center for

Research in Early

Childhood Education (R)

Program I -~ 1967

Program II -- 1968-69

Program III -- 1970-71

1. language/motivation curriculum components in preschool classes

2. motivation parent participation

3. quantitative/motivation curriculum components

4, motivation curriculum component

5. parent participation/quantitative curriculum components

6. language/quantitative curriculum components

7. quantitative curriculum component -

8. all components combined

Learning to Learn

Program (S)

1. preschool classes for children + parent meetings

2. comparison group

Structured Language Program

12
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Table 1 (continued)

Parents Are Teachers Too (T)

1. dévelopmentél language group =-- home visits focused‘on maternal
stimulation of language development

2. struétured language group -- home visits focused on maternal
teaching of specific language patterns

3. traditional parent education

4, comparison group

Teaching Parents Teaching

Project Early Push (U)

1. preschool classes + parent participation as aides, observers
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Assumptions Underlying the Programs

 The developers of most of these programs share several assumptions

- about educational intervention and parent involvement. The first, which
we call the home deficit assumption, is that the home‘in a low income
community often is an environment that fails to prepare the young child
adequately for successful entry into the first grades‘of public school.
This assumption is based on research showing that lower class orllower
income homes are different from middle class homes on a number of vari-
ables presumably significant .in a child's development, such as type and
pattern of stimulation, language style, pattern of parent/child inter-
‘action, motivation, etc. The research results, hoWever; are not uneqnivo-
cal and are still the subject of much controversy.

The second assumption, drawing from research on critical periods in
development, is that the early years are particularly important in setting
the pace and direction of cognitive growth. The~choice of preschool chil-
dren as the target population is often justified'by,citing research on
intellectual development which claim that a child's intellectual standing
relative to peers is predictable.by age four (Bloom, 1964). Program spon-
sors cite research showing the rapid development‘of‘important intellectual
functions, such as language‘ability, during the preschool years. Conse—
quently, it is assumed that intervention in the cognitive and language‘
development of low income chi1drenm;on1d(have‘ma;imum effect duringﬂthe

period of the most rapid and important changes -- the preschool years

‘(Hunt, 1967).

14
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The third assumption is that the impact of the family is not usually
overcome by later schooling. This belief is drawn from research which
shows that the family has a major effect upon the_éducational outcome

of children, especially in comparison with the impact of differential

.. resources in different schools (Coleman, 1966; Hess, 1969} Jehcks, 1972).

The influence of the family is not,'it seems, greatly modified by experi- v
ence in school. These reports help support the argument that the most
effective channel for boostiﬁg school performance of children is through
intervention in the family when the child is relatively.young. Pafents‘
whose own educational opportunities were limited mighﬁ benéfit, and thus
assist their own children, by becoming involved in programs to train them
as teachers of their own chiidren. |

These three assumptions represent a particular period of thinking in
compensatory education. Most of‘the programs reviewed in this paper were
initiated in the middle‘and late 1960‘8, at a timg when the concept of
intervention in the ﬁomes of low income families was accepted as an efféc~
tive way to equalize opportunities for children. More recently, in new
programs that have been developed and in modifications of older programs,
the éssumptions and approaéh nave changed. Some program sponsors prefer -
to consider themselves as "facilitators" rather than as "interveners."
They attempt to help parents identify their own goals and then help
parents plan and impleﬁeﬁt appropriate educational programsvwith their
children. The educational interchange between parents and professionals
seems to be mofing toward a‘sharing process, away from didactic

intervention. :
15



Parent Training Programs

‘ | R | 15

Plan of the Review

The summary of evaluation results is organized by three major
topics: the immediate and long-term effects of individual pregrams;'
the contribution of five features of the parent ﬁarticipation -
activities to program effectiveness; and the effects of programs upon

parent behavior. Q

THE EFFECT OF PARENT TRAINING PROGRAMS ON CHILD OUTCOMES

The evaluations of programs selected‘for review were\internal}
asgessments, planned and condueted by tﬁe,staff of‘the‘programs them-~
gelves., It is important to recogﬁize that the inieial purfpse of
thuese programs was to have an impact on the children‘involved; the
cvaluation effort typically was seeond priority.  The weight of the
evidence from these evaluations comee from the feet that, in a general
sense, they represent replications. 'Jamieon,‘Suppes and Wells‘(1974),
in their review of evaluations of educational innovations, assert
that the quality of evaluation designs is uncorrelated with the
results. This gives the consistency of thevfindings from these etudieS‘

a particular significance.

16
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In evaluating parent training programs, one feaéure that contributes
to credibility is the nature of meaéures used. The staffs of the projects
described in this report used ad hoc énd nonreferenced asseésment instru-
mehts to examine the impact of their curricular efforts, as well as stand-
ardized intelligenc: tests. There are obviously sound arguments for the
ugse of specially developed tests and for criterion—referenced devices;
these measﬁres serve specific purposes for the program staff. To facili~
tate crdés—program comparisons, however, this summary relies for the ﬁost
part on instrumenté that are more widely known and for thch,some normative
information is available. We recognize, of course, that the norming proce~
dures for many "sgandardizédh tests may be faulty, particularly with regard
to. the inclusion of low income and ﬁinority children, and data from the

tests must be iﬁterpreted with caution.

Overall Effects of the Programs

The criteria used in evaluating the effectiveness of the programs
focus on outcomes assumed to be relevant to school performance, since
increased school performance is the ultimate goal of these intervention
efforts. The criteria are

immediate advantages on intelligence tests for
program children compared with control (nonprogram)
children; |
long-term advantages on intelligence or achievement
tests for program children compared with control

children;

17
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performance in school for program children compared

with control children.
The summaries ef the evaluation results are grouped by (a) immediate out-
comes in children's performance; (b) long-term outcomes; (c) level of school

performance in both academic and social areas.

Immediate Outcomes on Intelligence Tests

Of the twenty=-eight programs shewn in Table 1, all but three1 evalu-
ated the perfornance of progren children or program and control children .
on‘norm-referenced inteiligence tests. Among the twenty-~five programs
using IQ tests, twenty-two produced either significant differences between
program and"eontrol children or significant gains for progrem children by
" the immediate.end of the intervention. In addition, the programs that used
either nconstandardized measures or measures other than standardized intel-
ligence tests also reported significant gains for progiam”children‘at the
end of intervention. Thus, programs that train parents as teachers of
their own children are apparently successful in producing significant
immediate edyantages for children. The twenty-one programs that reported

both pre~ and posttest scores are shown in Figures 1 and Z.

1'I'he Structured Language Program compared program and control children
but did not use a norm~-referenced test. The evaluation of the Parent-Child
Course used questionnaires and a criterion-referenced test; no control group
was formed. The sponsors did not want to operate thelr program in an experi-
mental mode, i.e., using community participants as "subjects" and forming a
control group that received no treatment. The available reports on the
Teaching Parents Teaching Frogram did not include data on children's

performance.
18
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Insert Figure 1 and Figure 2 here

Figure 1 shows immediate pre-post test gainsbby program cohort.

Most of the programs included more than a single treatment and comparison
group in their evaluation design. These "cohorts" are deécr;bed briefly
'in Table 1. The columns in the'charts in Figure 1 list the program co-
horts identified with a given magnitude‘of gain. The.cdhorts included

:‘in‘E%gure 1 are grouped by the 1e§e1 of‘pretést 1Q. fhe data are arranged
in order from lowest to highest initial IQ level. _Datavfor programs are
summarized in Figure 2. The advaﬁtége of éil experimental groups over
control groups is clear from the data of Figure 1. This advantage is
greatest in groups whose initial level of'IQ‘is relatively low, but holds
for all groups.

A methodological concern with respect to>pre-post‘gains in studies
of intervention with low income children is the possibility that regres-—
sioh to the mean“accounts for the change in mean IQ level, thus creating
a false impression of prégrém effecegt«MThis seems not to account for
gains in these programs. The cila‘riges in IQ in control groups is near
zero regardless‘of initial IQ; the gains that occur are mﬁch lower than

the gains of treatment groups (Figure 1).

19
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Long-Term Outcomes

Follow-up testing was part of the evaluation plaﬁ of eight»p;ograms.
Foﬁr additional programs have indicated their inténtibﬁ to carry out
follow-up testing in the fﬁture. As used here, "follow-up testing" refers
to assessmént after the program intervention has ended. Time lapses be-
fore (or between) follow-up testing sessions for the ﬁrograms inclﬁded in
tilis summary range from thfee months to five years. 1In summariziné long-
term results, programs are.grouped roughly into intermediate and long-
range categories, ac?ording‘to the time intervals between the end of the
program and the firsﬁ follow-up testing.

Results from standardized intelligence test performance. Eight pro-

grams . carried out follow-up testing of chii&fen's intellectual performance.
Seven of the eight programs reported positive or significant differences
favoring the program children in follow-up testing over varying lengths

of time. Figure 3 shows the results obtained by the sixteen program co-
horts on IQ tests (usually the Stanford-Binet).

Two of the programs carried out follow-up teéting four or more years:

aftér the intervention ended. In the ' »3ilanti Perry Breschool Program,
childreh were tested several times up to the‘end of Grédg III, by which
time they had been out of the program for four fears. In third grade,
there was not a significant difference between program and control chil-
dren in average IQ score, although there had been signifiéant,differences
previous to that poin;. Children in the Early Training froject were foi—

lowed through Grade IV, five years after the preschool intervention had

20
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ende&. Theré was a small but significant difference betweén pfogram and
control children at the end of fourth grade. In both the Early Training
Program and the Perry Pfeschool Program, the between-group differences
that were significant at the immediate‘end of intervention gradually
declined after intervention ended.

Three programs carried out follow-up testing two or three years after

the end of iatervention: (1) Childreﬁ from tﬁe Early Child Stimulation
through Parent Education Program were followed through first grade, three
years after termination of participation in the program. At the end of
Grade I, prograﬁ children remained significantly superior to control chil-
dren in average IQ score. The magnitude of the betweenfgnoup‘differeﬁces
was similar at the end of intervention and the end of Grade I. Children
who had participated for the full threebyears of the program fetained
nearly all of their original ten point gain in IQ score. Children with
fewer years of participation declined in score, although all but one group
of program childrer scored higher th;n their control group. (2) In the
Mother-Child “Home Program pfogram children were followed through first
g;ade. Children who received the full two years of intervention have
maintained nearly 100% of the large‘gains sho&n in immediate posttesting.
The difference in average IQ‘between‘the program and control children at
‘the end of Grade I was significant and similar in magnitude to the differ-
ence at the end of the inﬁervention. (3).Tw6 years after thelr program
participatién ended, children #n the Learning to Learn Program were in

third grade. During the twc years after the program, the difference in

21
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average IQ for program and control children remained large and significant.
Both groups, however, declined slightly but consistently in IQ through.
second and third grades.

For three programs, follow-up data were obtained on children one year

~ after intervention ended. (1) In the Ypsilanti-Carnegie Infant~Education

Project, follow-up after one year showed no significant difference between
program and control children, although program-children did have a higher

average score. Both groups scored above the national average. (2) One

- year after their participation in the Ypsilanti Early Education Program

children who had attended the preschool classes and whose parents had
participated in classes and home visits continued to gain in IQ score (on
the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test) and scored higher than children who
had received preschool ciésses only. This same trend.was not confirmed
on the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children. (3) The Bi;mingham
Parent-Child Development Center obtained test scdres from four~year-old
children who had been in the program for one yéar only and for whom one

year had elapsed since the end of the intervention. Program childran had

"a significantly higher éverage IG score than control child;en. The between-

group difference in IQ appeared to increase with time: Thét is, program

children were increasing in average IQ score, while control children were

decreasing.

Insert Figure 3 and Fizure 4 here
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As a group, parent training‘programs‘gave'childfen at‘tefﬁiagfion of

intervention an advantage over control éhildren in average IQ score. In

‘the programs that carried out follow-up testing; the'adﬁantage was sus=-

tained into grade schbol. .In gbout.dﬁa-half of thg prcgrams‘that assessed
lbng—termvperformance; however, there was atgradu#l‘dec:ease in IQ score
from a high score at the immediate end of‘tﬁé'iﬁtérvehtion, Tﬁ;sidecliné'
w;s usualiy mﬁch less than the initial géin (Figufé‘S);“Bofh pfogram_and
control children declined;the score; prograﬁ éhildren uéﬁaliy\cohtinued.to
score higher. The declipe was siﬁilar ih‘magnitude.écrosslIQVel of pre-
test IQ. |

Figure 4 shows post treatment changes in IQ points for cohorts with

‘three different levels of initial pre-post gains (4.5; 10.5} 19.9). The

group of cohorts with the lowest average gain at program end were still
slightly above their posttest score at Fhe third pause of follow-up. The
cohorts who showed the greatest galh at posttest suffered some loss in
follow-up (about‘S IqQ points);_this decline was only about one-fourth of

the magnitude of the initial gains.

Results from achievement test performance. Three program evaluations
included school grades or performance on ;ﬁandardized achie@emeht tests.
These were the Ypsilanti Perry Preschool Program, the Learning to Learn
Progrgm, and thé Eafly Training Project. All three’showed‘positive results.,

The Ypsilanti Perry Preschool Progréml;eported'data on achieveﬁenﬁ
test s;bres for children through the fourth ‘grade., On the Califorfia

Achievement Test, program childreﬁ scored higher than control children
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at each year's posttesting, although the difference.was significant only
through third grade. In third grade,'none of ;he control children scored
above the 50th percentile on the test, while half the program‘chiidreh k
did. Also, 72% of the program chilaren were at their gxpected grade level =
by third grade, comﬁared with only 60% of control children. Substantially
more control children had been assigned to special remedial classes.  These
differences in performance were evident even though the scores on‘standard-
ized IQ tests in third grade did not show a significaﬁt difference favor-
ing program children.

In the Early Training Project, program children significantly out-
scored control children on é standardized achievement test through secoﬁd
grade. By fourth grade, the difference remained but was no longer
significant.

School grades of children from the Learning to Learn Program wafe
compared with the grades of control children. At the ;;&-of third grade,
92% of the program children.Were receiving passing grades while only 607
of control children were.  Twenty-six percent 6f program children were at
or above theif expected grade‘level, compared with 8% for the control
group. Only 37 of the program children had falleﬁ more than a year and
one-half below grade level, compared with 32% of control children. Chil-
dren in the program were consistently superior to children in the controi
group in grades in reading, arithmetic, and language ability, On achieve-
‘ment tests in reading, arithmetic, and language, more than ﬂalf the pro-
gram children scored at or above their expected»leﬁei; less than 207% of

control children did so. 24
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Few of the evaluations included evidence of long-term differences
between program and control children‘in academic achig?ement. Where
evidence was obtained, it sﬁowéd an advantage for‘child:eh wi;h'ﬁhe spgcial
preéchool experience. Two effects showed up consiétéﬁtly:i'Pfogféﬁ‘Chili"
dren were more likely to maintain-performance at gra@e"IéVgi énd were less
likely to require special classes. These benefits are obviously central to
the evaluation of impact where the ultimate goal is to affect performance
in school. fhe data from the Ypsilanti Perry Preschooi Program suggesf that,
even where IQ differences between control and proéfam chiidrén become in;igF
nificant, there may continue to be a significant impact upbn school |
performagce.

Results from measures of school social behavior. Three evaluations

included teachers' assessment of éhildren's classroom behavior. Allvthree
showed that chiidren who had received preschool intervention had an advan-
tage over the nonérogram children. For the children from the Ypsilanti
Perry Preschool Program, soclioemotional ratings by teaﬁhers in Grades I
'éﬁ&wil significantly favored program children. By Grade III, the program
children were rated higher but not significantly so. At each age of
follgyjup testing, children from the Moﬁher—Child Home Program were given
abové average ragings by teachers on their school psychosécial behavior.
Ratiﬁgs for program‘children were consistently higher than those for con-
trol children. In the Learning to Learn Program, teacher ratings favqrgd

program children: 70% compared with 537 of control children were rated

& .
as having an "appropriate' self-concept. On ratings of achievement

Lo
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‘ motivation; all program children'from:the Learning to Learn Program were

placed above the minimum level considered necessary‘for school success,

while only 8% of the control children received at least the minimum rating.

Conclusions
These intervention programs were successful in providing children
with both immediate and long~term advantages in skills that are relevant L

to school performance. These are'represented in initial gains.in 1Q

scores, which, although they decline a bit, still show gains maintained

over the length of time spanned by these evaluations. The results from

achievement tests, grades, and grade placement were “highly consistentnin‘¢:

displaying evidence of gains from thevprogran. Although not of central

.concern, teacher ratings of children'sksocial adjustment also consist-

ently distinguished between program and control children.

Differential Effects of- the Programs'on'Children's IQ;Scores

Five features'of the‘parent;participation‘were3identified as'poteth‘-
tially important to program effectiveness. These werej
;l),vimportance of the instruction—to-parents phase in‘the
total program;‘ |
2) curricular focus of the parent teaching activities;
3) teacher/parent ratio in instruction-to—parents;
4) degree of structUrerin the parent teachiné activities:

5) degree of Specif1c1ty in the instruction—to—parents.
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Differences among the programs in immediate and long—term,effective—:f
ness were examined in relation to program variation on the five features.
In investigating the effects of these features, we grouped the programs

into levels (e.g., "high," "medium," and "low") on each (see Table 2).

Insert Table. 2 here’

This grouping invelved assumptions of.éiﬁilarity among progtam§ £Hé£ are;‘v
not entirely justified. First, the‘grouéing was based on déécriptioﬁs '
provided by sponsors rather than on‘observaﬁions. Ihe spetific'featufes
under consideration may not be comparable across prograﬁé. ‘Secdhd,‘éven
where there is comparability, thé total programs may differ‘from one |
another in other respects. Obviously we must be cautious. On the other
hand, these programs are treatments that share characteristics such as

staff enthusiasm and commitment, a high level of program planning, and

the interest stimulated by a new program.

Emphasis on Instruction-to-Parents

¢

Is the amount of emphasis on the instruction-to-parents reiated to
program effectiveness? Emphasis is here defined as the pfoporéidh‘of -
program efforts allocated to instructing parents, ranging from total con-
centration on parents to instruction for parents that is secondéry to pre~
school classes for the children. The twenty-eight programs”weré divided
into two groups; thirteen programs (Set I) were judged to have "high" em-

phasis on the parent teaching component. Program formats in Set I included:

27




Table 2
Predictors of Program Effectiﬁeness

Curricular ~ Teacher/  Degree of Degree of

Impbrtance ~ Focus of Parént Structure Specificity
of the B the Pareﬁt ‘Ratio‘in in the Parent 1n the
Instructidh— . Teaching- -~ Instruction Teaching B Instruction
Piqgram Title “ to-Parents  Activities tb*ParentS‘ Activities | to Parents "~
Early Training Projebt | Home visits
| preschool Cognitive -1 © Medlm  Mediun
Special Kindergarten |
Interveﬁtion‘Program Home visits
preschool  Cognitive = 1-1 Medimm  Medium

Ypsilanti Perry Preschool Home visits  Cognitive

Program | - preschool (Verbal) 1-1 Nedium ¥ediun
Ypsilanti Curriculum Home visits
Demonétration\Project preschool Cognitive 1~ 1 | Nedium _3Medium -

1Ratings do not imply exclusive emphasis but rather dominant emphasis in a program,

Le
 smeaxfoag SuTureily JusSIRg

2"(1--1)" refers to infrequent one-to-one parent/teacher‘meetings that are not the dominant mode in
the program. '




Table 2 (continued)

preschool

Curricular  Teacher/  Degree of Degree of
Iﬁportance . Focus of Parent Structure . Specificity
of the the Parent  Ratio in i the Parent in the
Instruction—‘ Teaching ‘Inétruction Teaching Instruction-
Progran Title to-Parents B ketivities toParents Activities to Parents
) Spanish'Dame'Bilingual ~Home #isits |
Education Program preschool with Cognitive
parent present Vefbai‘ 1 -Al | Mediun | Medium
Tpsilanti Eérly Education Home visits
Program | © parent classes l1-1
preéchool Cognitive ~  l-group Medium Medium
University of Hewaii ‘Parent classes | |
Progran I parent aides | 1-group
~ preschool Cognitive  (1-1) B Medium S\Medium‘ .
‘University of Hawaii Parent classes
Program II parent aides  Cognitive | 1-group |
Child Devel, (1-1) Mediun Medium

ac
. sn;‘e::So:ta: Sarureaxy JIualdxeg
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- Table 2 (continued)

Degree of

L~growp

- Curricular Téacher/ - Degree of
Importance Focusof Paren;l , Structure  - Specificit&
of the the Parent  Ratio in  in thePafent in the
Instruction- Teaching o Iustrhction Teachlng Inséruction
Progran Title to-Parents | *‘Activitiés- o ?arents AﬁtiQities to Parents
University of‘Héﬁéii ‘ Parent clésses = |
Program III parent aides 1-group
preschool Cognitive  (1-1) Mediun Mediun
Leamning to Learn Program Parent classes |
e conferences . Cognitfbe‘ 1-group
preschool Child Devel, (1-1) Medium Medium
Structured Language Program  Parent clasées | l-grbup
preschool Vefbal‘ (1-) Mediun  Hgh
 Teacher Parents Teaching Pafent classes 1-proup
| | preschool  Verbal (1-1) Medium | High
Parents are Teacheré Too: Parent classes 1st: Verbal
Pfogram | preschool  Zud: Sensory-
| motor - High | ’.High

62
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Table 2 (continped)

Degree,df  .

Medium

Curricular - Teécher/ Degree of :
Importance  Focus of ‘Pa:ent Structure
| of'the the Parent Ratib;iﬁ‘ in thef;renf dnthe |
Instruction- Teaching InstructionTeaéhingﬁ. Instruction
Program Title to-Parents Activities fo Pérénfé f Activities  ‘f to Parents
ProjectEarly Push - Parent classes - | l-group = -~ ‘ |
| " cont, preschool Cognitive (1) v.:.Medium ‘,.‘ Medlm
- MNother-Child Home Program Home visits Vetbails | c1-1 ~ High :; lHigh .
Houston Parent~Child Year 1t |
Development Center | Homevisiés Cognitive 11 o high Mediun
Year 2t
Parent classes,
preschool *Cognitive  I-group Nedium Nedium
| Fifst Generation Mother Studyl Home visits  Cognitive 1-1  Yedium Nedium
InfantInterveﬁtion Project  Home visits ‘Cognitive 1-1 Nediun Medium .
S&md@mmumMMMrﬁwymmvmns - Cognitive 11 Yedium Mediun
Study of Intrafamily Effects Home visits Cognitive 1~1 ‘ Nedium

o€

‘fSpéCifici;y o
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Table 2 (continued)

: Curricular Teacher/  Degree of  Degree of

suré.:tﬂo'.xa SuTrureaxy JUSDSIEBG

Importanée‘ Focus of ‘Parent - Structure - Specificity |
of the | ‘the Parent Ratio in ~ in the Parent in the
Instruction-  Teaching Iﬁstruction Teaching - iInstruction
Program Title ‘ to-Parents ‘ Activities  to Parehts‘ Activities “to Parents -
Ypsilanti-Carnegie Infant |
Education Project - ~ Home visits ~ Cognitive 1-1 Vedim "Medium
Early Childe:imulation‘
Through Parent |  Sensory-
Education Program Home visité‘ motor 1-1 "High | Medium
Three Home Visiting ~ Cognitive
Strategles Home visits Sens-zotor ‘l -1 ‘Medium ~ Hediun
Birmingham Parent-Child ~  Preschool classes |
Development Center for both mother‘&‘ 1-group
* child together  Cognitive‘ (1-1-)2 Mediuml Mediun
New Orleans Parent-Cﬁild ?reschool classes Cognitive
Dm@mﬂMn MmmmM&mMM&bmw »Q
36 - child together or o | (=) .Mediuin‘ | | Nedium :

home\viSits .




Instruction-

“Cufridplar  Teacher/ ‘Degfeé of S
 Focus of
| the,Parenf

Teachiﬁé \

"Pafentff' | TStructufe“;

Table 2 {continued) =

Ratio fn . in the Parent

Instrudtion'Teaching'

:Degreé ¢fi l‘ |

in the Vi

;Iﬁsttnctiqnf o

‘ ‘ Program Title

: ~‘{<;\‘Paren;?Child Course -
" Mothers Tréining Program“‘

Hone-Oriented P:eschool

" (Verbal)
 Home visits

i\ pfogfgms

Activities

© Cognitive

,_’Cpgnitive,

* Cognitive

to Parents Activitles

Loy

W oowe

1-1  Medim

to“Pﬁfentsva* L

fotim -

 Medivn

zEe

‘.:jj‘-‘}a .-A = .

Specificity .

;”i-gfﬁdp” 8 “High3 “.fg ‘High‘.i‘ s : f"]f' jvrff

smeaSoxg Burureil. JUSIB .




Parent Training Programs

33

Home visits to parent/child pairs | (N=9)
Classes for parents 4 (N=2)
Classes for parent/child pairs (N=2)

Fifteen programs (Set II) are judged to have "medium" emphasis. These
progrémskoffered either:

Preschool classes for children supplemented

by home visits to parent/éhild pairs '(N=7)

ory

Preschool classeé for children supplemented

by classes for parents ‘ (N=8)

A comparison of the immediate effectiveness of Set I and Sey II pro-
grams‘shows that neither group hés a consistent advantage., Therg does
appear, however, to be one aspect of program format cutting acTOgs Set»I
and II that is related to level of effectiveness. ‘Home visiﬁé; either
alone or £n combination with preschool classes for the‘children, appaf—“
ently are associated with higher immediate gains.

The nine programs using home visits only prodq;ed gaiﬁsffanging ffom
0 to 18 IQ points, witﬁ an average level of gains around é pOints; ‘The
programs that combined home visits with preschool classes showed gains
ranging from 9 to 15 points, with an average around 10'point§. The re-
maining twelve programs produced an average gain of around 6 IQ points.

Eight programs reported data from follow-up testing. Four‘fall in
Set I; four in Set II. In Set I, three of the four programs rePoyted théf

children's immediate gains were maintained in follow-up. In the gourth
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program, program chiidren were superior to control children ip%follow-up,
although there was a decline in scores for both groups.

All four of the Sef II programs with follow-up results reported that
program children maintained an advantage over control children, although
both groups declined.

Set I programs produced more durable long-term gains, although the
programs in both sets reported positive effects for program children in
follow-up. There is ohé caution in.this conclusion: The eight programs
are compared regardless of the length of time covered in follow-up testing;
and Set II programs involved longer follow-up periods. Since it appears
that erosion of gains frequently begins in middle elementary grades, the
Set II1 programs may appear less effective because of the timing of follow- -

up tesfing.

Curricular Focus of the Parent Teaching Activities

Is the curricular focus of the parent teaching activities related to
program‘effectiveness? The programs were divided intu three groups:
Programs}with parent activities focused on
children’s verbai development | (N=5)
Programs‘with parent activities focused én
children's sensory-motor development (N=3)‘
Programs with parent activities focused on

children's general cognitive development (N=20)
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Noné of these three categories is clearly rélated to program effec-
tiveness, either immediate or long~term. This conclusion is not a surﬁ;ise,
in the light of previous comparisons of curricula in compensatory education -
(Weikart, 1969). o

‘In three programs, the compariéon groups were formed so as to investi-
gate the effectiveness of different curricular compeonents. In the Early
Child Stimulation through Parent Education Program, twovcurricula for home
visits were compared. One consisted of tasks based on Piagetian theory;
the other‘coqsisted oé tasks develrj2d by the paraprofessional Parent
Educators. No significant differences wefe found between the perforﬁancew
of children receiving the two curricula. In Barbrack's study of Three o
Home Visiting Strategies, training based on sensory-motor tasks was éom-‘
pared with training based on tasks aimed at cognitive stimula;iqn.‘ There
was no signifiéant difference in magnitude of immediate IQ. gains made by
the children of the two groups of mothers. Barbraék concluded that cur-
ricula talen equally seriously by mothers would have similar effects on
the childreu. On the other hand, mothers in the cognitively based grouﬁ
made greater positive changes in their teaching behavior than did the

- mothers in the sensory-motor group. In the University of Hawaii Program
I1, two curricula for parents were compared; one curriculum emphasized
child development principles, and the other emphasized the pareﬁts"role
in ﬁhe child'é cognitive development. Parent participation in the cogni-
tive development program benefited the children (i.e., increased their

gairs), while parent participation in the child development program did
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little to facilitate the children's progress.

On the one hand, it can be cautiously c;;ZI;ded that no one contenf
for parent programs (as described in program materig}s) consistently pro=-
duced higher or more stable gains for program children. On the other haﬂd,
this st#tement by itself is incomplete. Certain factors in parent programs
other than content seem to make a difference. An example is the validity
of the curriculum in the parent's eyes. Further, it seems that the‘content
ofva curriculum may be-less important in detérminihg pfogram effectivénéss
than how the curficulum involvé; parents. In the University of Hawaii pro-
gram, the more effective curriculum emphasized pafents' responsibility in

their child's development, which may have made a difference in the extent

or quality of the parents' participation.

Teacher/Parent Ratio

Is program effectiveness related_to the ratio of teachers to parents
in the instruction-to-parent activities? Is it more effégtive to work with
parents individually in a one-to-one relationshiﬁ, or as a class in a one-
to-group relationship? Both kinds of program organization offer advantages.
One~-toc-one interaction, usually in home visits, offers the possibility of a
more intense parent/teacher relationship and greéter potential fo; personal
rapport; grohp classes offer the possibility of support and motivation

among group members.

In a first attempt to answer the question, the nine programs that used

home visits only (one-to-one gatio) were compared with ‘the four programs
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with parent classes only (one-to-group). The home visit programs produced
home visit programs also showed long-term maintenance of gains in follow-
up. The apparent superiority of the home visit programs is a tentative
fiﬁding, however. We lack data on the four 'parent classes" programs;
only two of the programs reported comparable immediate test scores and
only one program carried out follow-up testing.

A second assessment of one-to-one vs. one-to-group teacher/parent
relationships compares programs that combine preschool classes and home
visits with programs that combine preschool classes and parent classes.
There are seven of the former and ten of the latter type. Average level
of immediate IQ gain appears to be slightly but»consistentiy'higher for
the "preschool plus home visits" programs. Long-term results could not .
be used, since only one "preschool'plus parent classes' program reported
data. The apparenﬁ advantage of the '"preschool plus home visit". programs
in this comparison supports the conclusion that home visits.are an effec-

tive format.

Structure in the Parent Teaching Activities

Is degree of structure in the parent teaching activities related to
program effectiveness? "High structure" is defined as a program that de-
velops a sequence of predetermined concrete tasks for parents. Seven pro-

grams were rated as "high" in structure; the rest were judged to have

"medium" structure.
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- Degree of structure was hot clearly related to 1eve1 of immediate IQ
gains, although it is true that the programs with a high degree of structure
consistently produced at least moderate qhort-term gains.‘ Degree‘of struc- -
‘ture does appear to be related to 1ong-term program effectivehess,:ih terﬁs
of stability of gains. The two programs with the best folloﬁ-up‘record§>_
were "high" structure‘programs. o |

Programs with high structure offer parents concrete acrivities. These .
may serve perehts as clear‘guides for oorkihg“wirh rheirbchildren. Coherete
tasks may motivate parents to practice new hehaviors‘oith‘their child hy
offering unambiguous instructions and activities. InbtermS‘of long-term
benefits, parents who develop a repertoire of specific activities may be
more likely to carry out such activities in the future,”since the tasks
become part of their cohpetence —- understandable and precriced. Con-
tinuing parent/child interaction around these tasks might be one reason
for the maintenance of gains by program children ih the highly structured
programs. On the other hend, less strdcture in a perent component can mean
that the tasks are individualized for each parent; as in the.Ypsilanti In-
fant Education Project. There may be special advantages for less struc-
tured parent components, if less structure implies individual prescription

of tasks.-

Specificity in Instruction-to-Parents

The level of specificity in parent instruction is defined as the

.degree of definition or detail: Are parents trained to use specific
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teaching techniques or is a general style of interaction encoufaged?

Six programs were judged "high" in specificity. The rest were judged
to have "moderate" specificity; Level of specificity is not systematically.
related to greater program effectiveness, either immediate or long-term.

Within-Program Comparisons of the Effects of Parent Training

The designs of a small number of progféms permitted‘mdre controlled
comparisons‘of intervention with and without instfuétion—ﬁbépafenfé..:tﬂOPE
(Home Oriented Preschool Education)] program spon: ors comé;red the efféctsf
of three program components: televised lessons for cﬁildren,.home visits
to teach children and their parents, and small group classes‘for‘children
in a mobile ciassroom. Home visits appeared to be most strongly associated
with the children's cognitive and language development, and this component
was tﬂe onlj one in which parents participated. The evaluation of SKIP
(Special KindergartenvIntervention Prograﬁ) sepérated the effects of the
children's supplementary classroom component, their normal kihdergarten
experience, and a parent involvement componént. The'invqivemént was one-
to-one advising of mothers by a hoﬁe visitor, c§ncentrétinngn changing
the mothers' teaching. The highest scores fof program children at' the
immediate end of the‘program was for group with parent involvement.

In two studies, the effect of parent participation was invéstigated‘
by relating an indicator of involvemgnt -- attendance at parent acti§;fies

-~ to the magnitude of children's immediate IQ gains. In both Project‘

Early Push and the programs from the University of Hawaii, bhildren of
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parents who participated more often in the parent activities outscored
children whose parents were less involved or uninvolved. The ¢onclusion
common to these programs was that greater parent involvement was related

to higher gains.

Conclusions

The twenty-eight programs were consistently successful in producing
immediate‘gains on sfandardized inﬁelligehce tests and iasﬁing‘advéntages
in test scores for program children. ThevCOnsistent effectivgness of
these programs suggests that parent training is important to program
success. This is supﬁorted by the data from the few prog;#ms that com-
pared tfeaﬁments-with‘and without pareﬁt training.

The five major featuréérgfutﬁéuprogram are only'modestly related to
magnitude of program effectiveﬁeés. ;They do not account for the very lérge
differeﬁces among effects of differeﬁt programs. Some relationshipsvdd
appear, hbwever,‘and may be summarized as foliows:

1. Impdrtapce of the instruction-to—parentsib Data from immediate
testing favored home‘visits, either alone or in combinatioﬁ‘;ith preschooi
classes for the children. The long-term data also indicated greater effec-
tiveness. for programs with emﬁhasis on parents. Assumingﬂfiéé the programs
identified as having greater emphasis on parents did so in practice, then
it appears that the more a program is focused on the paréﬁfs, the more
likely it is to produce significant and stable IQ gains for children. This

trend in the cross-program comparisons is consistent with the conclusion
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fromvthe ﬁithin-program comparisons.

; 2. Curricular focus of the parentiteaching activities. No single
ccrriculum of parent teaching activities was favored by the outcome
criteria. Although program content that requires the active involvement
of parents appears likely to produce higher gains for children; such
change seems to follow from curricular format rather than content.

3. Teacher/pareﬁt ratio in insttuction-to-parents. Greater effects
in immediate and follow-up testing are produced by a one-to-one parent/
teacher telationship.

4, vDegree of structure in tﬁe pérent teaching activities. High
structure (the use of ﬁredetermined concrete tasks) in parent training
is related to higher program effectivenéss.

5. Degree of specificity in the instruction-to—parénts. There was
no relationship between level of specificity in parent instruction and
program effectiveness.

The trends from tﬁe Cross-program compafisons seem consistent in

underlining the importance of active involvement of parents in preschool

prograﬁs.

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF PARENT TRAINING ?ROGRAMS ON PARENTS

Overall Effects of the Programs

Although the primary interest of evaluation studies of these programs

~was in child outcomes, about half of the twenty-eight project staffs also
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assessed the impact.ﬁpon péreﬁts.‘ The resul;é are even mofe‘diffiéulf‘;o
compare'aéross progfams than are asseésﬁehts of child outcomes;‘since ,: 
there are no éfandafdizeé,and féw widely uéed instruments fof meaéﬁfiﬁg
changes in parents that might be expected és a reéult:dfipafticipétion[%
A summary of progrém‘effects upon parents must be baséd‘on’results‘frbﬁ
instruments for which infbrmétion oh norms, reliaﬁiliﬁy aﬂd‘vélidify is  3‘
not available. Such‘expefiﬁgntal instrﬁmépts; ﬁowevgf, do ée:ﬁit cé@pa;%; |
sons within programs betwéen participa#ing parents and pareﬁfsiin §on;rq1
groups. | | " |

Even though a variety of instruments'were qseﬁ in‘these évalﬁéfiohé,‘;
thére are m2jor areas of parent behavior thét wére coﬁmonly‘examinedvin
the evaluations: Parent attitudes, parent/child intéractiqns,’aﬁd home
environments. It was in these areas that changes wére expecped.
| ' Outcbme data for parents are availablevonly for‘immediatejposttest-
iné; so far, follow-up data have not been reported, although they are
being collected in some programs. Such follow-up data dn pérents are
obviously impbrtant to indicate whether the programs create.a relatively
permanent change in thé”child's”hbﬁé'énvironmént and thus offer continu-
iﬂg impact upon the program childrenwand upon. other childfen in the family.
Perhaps most crucial, evidence of effects upon parehts addresses the ques-
tion of whether or not the impact of programs uponkchildren come from the ‘
contact of the child with his parent or from contact with tﬁe home visi-
tof or other staff memberé. If parents display no new behavior or atti-
tudes, it is difficult to dismiss tﬁe alternate hypothesis that the pro-

gram staff has a direct influence on the child.
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Immediate Outcomes in Parent Attitudes

The two parental attitudes for which significant changes were moét

oftén found were (1) sense of peréonal efficacy or control over one's own
- 1ife, and (2) attitude toward one's child and his/her‘deQelqpment.

In three programs, Early Child Stimulation throﬁéh Parent Educationb
Program, Program II from Hawaii Center for Research in Early Childhood:
Education, and New Orleans Parent~Child Development Center,‘mothefs;who
participated in the training significantly.i#cfeased their‘sénse éfupef+'
sonal efficacy'compared‘to their pretest level, or scoréd‘éignifiéantly
higher than control mothers. In the Hawaii Pfogram, the more active
_parents were in the training, the greatef was their sense qf personal
efficacy by the end of the program. 'Change in parents' sense of internal
control appeared in data frbm é variety of instruments. |

Program sponsors also expected parents to acquire more realistic and
flexible expectations about their éhild's development. Evalqation.of fouf
programs found evidence that mothers became more flexible during the inter-
vention. The Ypsilanti Early Education Project and:thé Birﬁingham Parentf:’
Child Development Center used the Parent Attitude‘Reseafch Instrumeht
(PART). Méthers in the Ypsilanti program decreased on tﬁe Authoritatianism
subscale, and th; amount of change was related to the intensity of the
mother's participation. Mothers in the.Birmingham pfogram made greater

- “positive changes’ than control mothers in ten of the PARI sﬁbscales. The
Birmingham Parent-Child Developmeqt Center and the Houston Parent-Child

Devzlopment Centér found evidence of changing developmental expectations

50




Parent Training Progréms

44

‘of their children on different measures. The Ypsilanti Carnegie Infaﬁt
Education Project did not find that the program altéred the pafents'
developmental expectatibn of their child.

Of the six programs that assessed-changé in parent_attitudes, five
found positive evidence, although the results were not élways statistiéaily
significant. There was a consistency across pyograms andbinstrumgnts in
the attitudes most often found to have changed -- sense of person;i powef,
authoritarian attitudeé tbward 6né's‘own child, and develdﬁﬁenfal e N
expectations.

Changes in these attitudes conceivably could contribute to gaiﬁs in
child performance, assuming Iivir pi2y represent shifts in parent behavior.
‘The possibility of a relationship between changes in parental attitudes and
gains in children s performance was examined in only one study (Gordon and
Jester, 1972) and no relationship was found. This is obviously not a,baSis

for conclusions about these studies.

Immediate Outcomes in Parent/Child Interactions

Parent‘training programs apparently affect the pattern‘of interaction'
between parents and children. Evaluation designs which ihcluded assessment
of changes in parent-child interaction found significant program effec;s in
both parents' verbal and nonverbal behavior (e.g., teaching style or level

of responsiveness).

Verbal behavior. Several different instruments (often experimental)

were used to assess parents' language during interactions with their child.
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The results consistently showed evidence of change in parents' pa;terﬁs of

.....

behavior that were most commonly‘assessed were (a) use of language to're?';“
inforce or support the child's efforts, and (b) use of syntactically com~"
plex or varied language p#tterns. |

In three programs the effect of the intervention updn freqﬁency of use

of supportive language was assessed. In all three (Ypsilanti Infant Educa-

tion Project, Teaching Parents Teaching; and Secpnd Gengration Mothe: S;udy)
program mothers significantly increased their use‘of verbal réinforcement
or positive feedback while teaching their»éhildren. In the 1att?r twok
studies, program mothers also decreased their use!ofﬂnegatiye feédbéék.

In three programs (Strqctured Language, Parents Are Teachers Too, New
Orleans .Parent-Child Developmenf Center) some aspect of the syntax of
parental language ~-~ variety of sentence types, specificity of language,
_syntactic complexity -- was assessed. The Structured Language Program

trained mothers in speqific new language patterms. These“mothers, by the
end of the program, used a more‘advanced syntax and é gfeater range of
ianguage interaction patterns than did controls. 1In the‘Parents Are
Teachers Too Program, parents in language intervention groups began to
use more specific language to help their child on taské. In the New
‘Orleans Parent-Child Development Center, the language of program mothe;é
‘became morerélaborated, and :he~mofﬁer5”mo:e often expanded on their
child's verbalizations and elicited verbal responses from their child.v

In six progfams, parents' language behavior was asseésed in parent/
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child teaching situations. Positive change was found in each case on at. .
least one aspect of language. Most of the measureé used included several
subscales, and, typically, change was found on only éomé of_ﬁheée subscalesgyy;,

Nonverbal behavior. A variety of nonverbal behaviors during ﬁafent/ f{‘

child interaction was alsc assesséd. The instfuﬁents typiéally uéed were
experimental obseryation techniques;

One major‘aspect oﬁ\nonverbal behav;o? studies was the spéial»fespgﬁ- g;
siveness of the parent to the child. In thfee;prdg?ams (tﬁe Yﬁsilﬁnti K
Infant Education Project, the Houston Paren;-Child'Develoﬁmént Center, and
the Birmingha@ Parenthhild Deﬁelopment Centef), pérents were judged to be
more responsive, warmer, more sensitive, or more relaged with their chil-
dren when compared with control parent/child péirs at the end of or during
intervention.

A‘second aspect of nonverbal behavior studied was degree of active :
participation by parents during interactions with their child or‘during
teaching tasks. In the Barbrack study of home visitiﬁg strategies and fhé
New Orleans Parent-Child Development Center, program parents were rated as
participating more actively than control parents during‘intéractioq with

their children.

In all five programs in which parents' nonverbal behavior was examined,

. s : :
significant differences between program and control parents were observed.
The consistently positive results in these two major areas suggest that

these intervention programs did change parents' nonverbal behaviors with

their children in ways hypothesized to stimulate the child's development.
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Immediate Changes in the Home Environment

In these evaluations, the impact of programs upon two aspeCty of home
environments were examined: Ehanges in the performance of Siblings and
changes in the quality of the stimulation in the home.

Changes in siblings in program families. Program sponsors hypothesized

that parents who received training as teachers of their own child yould use
their néw skills with both the "targetﬁ child in the‘program,and Withither 
children. Improvement in sibling performance over the period‘of the inter-
vention, therefore, could be seen as an indication that program Parents were
changing their home.behévior.‘ Siblings in ﬁrogram families Were‘ﬁested in
the Early Training Project and the Study of Intrafamily Diffusion'ﬁffects.
Both studies found that the younger siblings in families where pabgﬁtg
participated in some kind of training sgﬁred significantly higher ﬁﬁan‘
control children on a standardized IQ test. The results supported the
hypothesis that interfeﬁtion produced changes in‘the parents' home pe-
haviors which benefited the intellectual development of all the chjldren

in the home.

Changes in the stimulation in the home. Staffs of five proBrgms evalu-

ated changes in the home environments of program and control familjes, using
the Cognitive Home Environment Scale or Caldwell's‘ﬂome Inventory. Three
programs -- the ¥psilanti Early Education Program, Special KindeTrggrten
Intervention Program, and Early Child Stimulation through Parent Education
Program ~- found that program families cleafly scored higﬁer»oﬁ the home |

measures than did control families or families who had received tYregtments
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that were not focused on training them as - teachers. In the ‘Early Child
Stimulation *hrough Parent Education Program, the differences were: found f[fjv;
at the one-year follow—up testing. In the Houston - Parent—Child Develop—h:‘;}
ment Center, first-year results did not clearly favor program parents;-
. After families had been in the program for two years, a trend emerged |
:favoring program over control families on measure. of home environment.v.
In the Ypsilanti Perry Preschool Program, no significant differences were 1

found between the groups of families at the end of intervention.

Other Changes in Parents

Some of the program evaluations reported an increase in parent
initiative in gaining new SklllS or new positions in the: community. Tite
Birmingham Parent-Child Development_Center, Project Early Push, and the
Study of Intrafamily Diffusion Effects all.reported.that prOgram pareots

| made important changes‘in their lives in the direction of greater self-

sufficiency and effectiveness.

Differential Effects of the Programs on Parents

The data available were not sufficiently comparable toﬁprovide a
basis ior conclusions about whether some programs are"mpre effective than
others in producing changes in parents. . Also, since the programs that did
examine parent behavior were relatively similar in the features of their

parent training, we could not>compare different program features.
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DISCUSSION

The programs summarized here consistently produced significant immedi-
ate gains in children's IQ scores, which seemed to ﬁe maintained in abbut
half of the programs that carried out follow-up testing. They also appeared
to affect school‘performance in a positive direction‘and influence the |
language, attitﬁdes, and teaching behavior of parents. The success of
these parent training programs suggest that parént participation_df this
type is an important component of early intervention programs.

Although almost all of the programs were successful in producing
gains in children, some were apparéntly more effective than 6thers. Tﬁe
reasons for this differential effectiveness were not clearly identified.
The features of parent participation tﬁat were hypothesized to be related
to program effectiveness are noﬁ strongly associated with outcomes,
although some are related at a modest level. In general, hbwever, these
features are not adequate to explain differences in success among programs.

Descriptions of programs provided us by the sponsors indicate that the
programs were designed to be quite different from ohe another in approach,
curriculum, and procedures. These sponsor-defined differences, however,
were not syétematically related to variation in outcome. Since programs
‘were not observed as part of the procedures for this review, there may be
a discrepancy between the written description of activities and their
implementation. However, recent observational records of classroom im-
plementations of early education curricula show that thé tlassroom ac-

tivities often closely match the sponsors' descriptions of program design
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(Staliings, 1976). Even éb, attempts to relate program features to out-
coﬁes yielded only incomplete data.

The lack of evidence for clearly different effects of presumably
distincf trgatment variables might be thought to suggest that the inter-
program variation is random. This seems unlikely, however, for two
reasons. First, progfams that replicated their treatment usually found
consistent results; second, theré is little overlap among’pfograms in the
magnitude of gains produced in multiple.replications.

If such variation among'programs is not randomiy distributed, the
sources are unidentified. Whatever these may be, they are themselves
not randomly distributed across programs. They may, thus, be associatedv
in some‘way with the character of the total program approach. What doesb
appear to be eméfging in these and other data (Weikart, 1969; Miller ‘&
Dyer, 1976) is that it is easier to produce effects in intervention pro-
grams than it is to identify the specific factors which contribute to
success. On ;he basis of our data we would suggest that it is not the
curriculum but the mode of dealing with the mothers, particularly the
degree of specificity in the instruction~to-parenfs, that is associated
with gain.

It is“bossible that the immediaté effect of these programs is caused
by factors unrelated to the specific treatments. All ofwthe programs pro-
vided social reinforcemenﬁ in the form of increased atteﬂtion paid by the
vstaff to the families involved. All projects were experimental and thus

new, with a relatively enthusiastic, committed staff, new equipment, funds,

57



Parent Training Programs

51

and other signs of an exciting and promising venture. Some of these condi-
. tions may have»Created‘a Hawthorne effect in the program staffg.and possibly
in tﬁe families, which may be an eff.<tive feature common to these programs.
The potential effects of nonexperimental factors, such as sociai reinforce~
ment from the“staff and from school pefsdnnel, are confounded with the
treatment effects in most of the evaluation designs. The twoc-group,
experimental vs. control design, usually does not separate the two types
of effects. The impact sf the programs may accrue from these nonexperi-
mental factors. . | | -

A final comment about these programs concerns the eshics of interven-
tion. In the appreciation of the apsarent success of these programs, we
might, ss professionals, consider she role that we have played and the
inyolvement of the families with whom we work. Families were not involved
in the decisions which led to the program design‘and implementation.
Program sponsors made most of the decisions -- theyvssw the need, planned,
initiated, and administered the programs. The families made the decision
whether or not to participate.

These programs usually are designed by middle class prdféssionals;
the parent components are relatively didsctic; the contens of the tr -.aing
is determined by professionals; and the goals for training -- the "opsimal"
‘parenting style —-- are established by the program sponsors. The programs
bring a standard of parenting into the lives of low incoﬁe families that
is modeled to some degree on the middle class family ideal type; This is

especially true of the programs started several years ago; those developed
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‘more recently have moved away somewhat‘from predominantly professional
contrbl to include parents' ideas in planning and parents' own goals.
Parents ghafe the desire to have their children achieve at a satis-

factory level in schools. These programs thus bring together the middle
class professional and the low income families at a point of common values
and aspirations. Perhaps these programs eventually will cémbine in a more

_ reciprocal way the right of éarents to decide the character of their owm
experience and their child's education and the technical‘resources that
professionals can bring to bear on the development of specific educatinnal

skills.
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Figure Captions 

Figure 1. Mean pre-post gains by progtam cohofté, grouped by pretest
IQ level. "Cohort" is a single treatment or comparison group within a
program. Letters refer to cohorts listed in Table 1. Starred cohorts had

not complefed the full multiyear intervention program.

Figuré 2. Mean pre-post IQ gains by programs, cohorts combined.

Starred cohorts had not completed the full multiyear intervention program.

Pigure 3. IQ gaims by program cohorts with scores from pre- and
posttest, lst phase follow-up, and 2nd or 3rd phase follow-up, grouped by
 pretest iQ level. Number of cohorts in each group is indicated in

parehtheses.
Figure 4. Fellow-up changes in IQ level of program cohorts, gziuped .

by level of iaitial gain. Total number of cohertc in each gioup and

number of cohorts for each data point is indicated in parentheses.
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REFERENCES FOR PROGRAM SUMMARIES

The twenty-eight programs are listed in aiphabeticalmorder by titie;
For each program, one or two central referenées are ptovided, raﬁhér than
an exhaustive 1isting of all reports.that are avéilableiand ghatvwere‘used‘
in this paper. The name and‘address of a contact ééfsoﬁ for each program

is supplied, as 2 source for further reports and information}

Dr. Ira Gordbn

Institute for Development of Human Reéources ’

College of Education

University of Florida

Gainesville, Florida 32601

Gordon, I. J. The Floridabéaren; educatioﬁ eérly intervention“

projects: A longitudinal 1opk. ‘institutevfor Devélopmeht'
of Human Resources, Collége of Educaﬁion, Uni?e:éity of

Florida, Gainesville, Florida, 1973.

Dr. Susan Gray

Demonstration and Research Center for
Early Education (DARCEE) '

George Peabody College fo£ Teachers -

Néshvilie, Tenhessee 37203

Gray, S., &‘Klaus, R. The early training project: A seventh year

report. Child Development, 1970, 4, 909-924.
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Dr. Christopﬁer Barbrack

Demonstration and Research Center for Early Education

George Peabody College for Teachers |

Neehville; Tennessee 37203

Barbrack, C. R., & Hoften, D. Educational intervention in the home
and paraprofessional career ‘development: A first generation
mother‘study. DARCEE Papers and Reports, Vol. 4(3).
George Peabody College for Teachers, Nashville, TN. (ERI&: 1970).

.

University of Hawaii at Manoa

‘Edecation Research and Development Center

West Annex 2

1776 University Avenue

| Honolulu, Hawaii 96822

Adkins, D. C., & 0'Malley, J. Final report on continuation
of programmatic reseerch on curriculer modules for. early
childhcod education and parent participation. University

of Hawaii, Center for Research in Early Childhood Edueation,

Honolulu, HI, 1971. (Also available for 1969-70) s

Adkins, D, C., & Crowell, D, C. Final report on developmeht"
of a preschool language-oriented curriculum with a structured
parent education program. University of Hawaii, Head Start

Evaluation and Research Center, Honolulu, HI. (ERIC, 1969)
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Appalachia ﬁducational Laboratory, Inc. -

Post Office Box 1348

| Charleston, West Virginia 25325

Alford, R. W., & Hines, B. W. Demonstration of a home-oriented
early childhood education prog;am. Final report. Appalachia

Educational Laboratory, Charleston, WV. (ERIC, 1972)

Dr. Hazel Lelar
Houston PCDC
Debartment of Psychology
University of Houstonk
Houston, Texas 77004
Lelaf, H., Johnson, D., Kahn, A., & Brandt, L. "Research report
of the Houston parent-child development center, Uni?ersity‘

of Houston, Houston, Texas, January, 1974.

Dr. Betty Forrester
Demonstration and Research Center for Early Education
George Peabody Cbllege for Teachers

Nashville, Tennessee 37203

Forrestef, B. et al., The intervention study with mothers and
infants. DARCEE, George Peabody College, Nashvillé,

Tennessee, 1971. (ERIC)
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Jacksonville, Florida 32207
Sprigle, H. A, The learning to iearn teacher education pregrém.
Learniﬁg tolLearn Schooi, Jacksonville, Florida 32207,
July, 1974. |
Dr. Phyllis Levenstein N
Mother-Child Home Program
Family Service Association of Nassau County, Inc.
5 Broadway‘
Freeport, New York 11520
Madden, J., Levenstein, P., tevenstein, S. Longitudinéi IQ
‘outcomes of the mother-child home program, 1967-1973.
Verbal Interaction Project, Family Service Associétibn
.of Nassau County, Inc., and State University of New York

at Stony Brook, Freeport, New York, June, 1974,

Levenstein, P. Cognitive growth in preschoolers through verbal
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1970, 40(3), 426-432.
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Dr. Merle Karmes
" Imstitute of Research for Exceptional Children
University of Illiﬂois
Urbana, Illinois 61801
- Karnes, M. B., Studley, W. N., Wright, W. R., & Hodgins, A.
An approach for working with mothers of disadvantaged

preschool children. Merriil Palmer Quarterly, 1968,

14(2), 174-184.

Karnes, M. B., Teska, J., Hodgins, A., & Badger, E. Educational

intervention at home by mothers of disadvantaged infants.

Child Development, 1970, 41, 925-935.

Dr. Nicholas Rayder
Parent-Child Course
Far West Laboratory for Educational
Research and Development
1855 Folsom Street
San Francisco, California 94103
Nimnicht, G. A report on the evaluation of the parent/child
toy—lehding library progr... Far West Regional-Laborétory

for Educational Research and Development, San Francisco,

California, August, 1971. (ERIC, 1971)
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Dr. RobgrtdBoger

Parents Are Teachers Too Program

Michigan State University

College for Human Ecology

Institute for Family and Child Study

East Lansing, Michigan 58823 |

Boger, R., Kuipers, J., et al. Parehts are teachers too: A

curriculum module for increasing positivé'bareﬁt-child;
parént~teacher, and parent-schodlVinteraction. Final
report, Vols. I & II. Michigan State University, Instituté
for Family and Child Study, College of Human Ecdlogy, East

Lansing, Michigan, September, 1973.

Ms. Joan Downey
Project Administrator of Special
' Programs in Early Childhood Education
Project Early Push
420 City hkz:i1i
Buffalo, New York 14202
Project early push: Buffalo, New Yofk: Preschool pr¢::zm in
compensatory education. American Institute for Re:. -rch

in Behavioral Sciences, 1969. (ERIC, 1969)
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Dr. Christopher Barbrack
Demonstration and Research Center fou
Early ﬁeucation
George Pe;body College for Teachers
Nashville, Tennessee 37203
Barbrack,'C. R., & Horton, %. M.  E¢:. - ional intervention

in the home and paraprofasziOﬂ-"‘ureer developmentf A
second generation mothér uytudy with an emphasis on costs
and benefits. Final réport. :n§RCEE Papers and Reports,
1970, 4(4). George Peabody College fox Teachers,

Nashville, Tennessee. (ERIC, 1970)

Mrs. Toni Micotti
Bilingual Education Project
Santa Clara Couﬂty
Office of Education
45 Santa Teresa Street
San Jose, Califormia 95110
Owens, T. R., & Hernandez, R. F. Final evaluation report for
the Santa Clara County bilingual/bicultural education
»eo oot (Spanish Dame School Project). Centar fox Planning

and Evaluation, San Jose, California, June, 1972,
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Dr. Norma Radin
University of Michigan
School of Sozial Work
1605 Frieze Building
Ann Arbhor, Michigan 48104
Final report of the supplementary kindergarten interventian
program, échort‘Z, Ypsilanti Public Scﬁools and University

of Michigan School of 592ie¢l Wevk, September, 1969.

Radin, N. The impact of a kindsrgarten home counseling program,

Exceptional Children, 1969, 251-256.

Dr; Marlis Mann
University of Virginia
College of Education
Charlottesviile, Virginia 22903
Mann, M. The effectséof a preschool language program'on
two-year-cld children and their motbers. Aéizona‘State

University, Tewrnc, Azizona. (£RIC, 1970)
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Dr. Susan Gray
Dr. Barbara Gilmer
Demonstration and Researcﬁ Center
fo; Early Educatian
George feabody College for Teachers
Nashvilie, Tennessee 37203
Gilmer, 3. R{, & Gray, S. Intervention with mothers and young
children: A study of intra-family effects. DARCEE Papers
and Reports, Vol. 4(11). George Peabody College for

Teachers, Nashville, Tennessee. (ERIC, 1970)

Dr. David Champagne
Learning Research and Development Ceﬁter
" University of Pittsburgh
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15260
Champagne, D. & Goldman, R. Development of a training program
to increase use of reinforcement in informal teaching by
mothers of educationally disadvantaged children. Learning
. Research and Development Ceﬁtgf, University of Pittsburgh,

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. (ERIC, 1970)
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Dr. Norma Radin
University of Michigan
School of Social W-rk

1605 Frieze Building

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104

Radin, N. Three degrees of maternal involvement in a preschool '

program: Impact on mothers and childreh. Child Development,

1972, 43, 1355-1364.
Wittes, G., & Radin, N. Two approaches to group work with

parents in a compensatory preschool program. Social Work,

1971, 16(1), 42-50.
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Dr. DaVid Welkart

High/Séope Educational Research Foundation
125 North Huron Street

Ypsilanti, Hichiganv48197‘

Weikart, D., Rogers, L., & Adcock, C. The cognitively-oriented

curriculum: A framework for preschool teachers. Final
report, Vol. I. High/Scope Educational Research Fbundation,

Ypsilanti, Hichigan, August, 1970. ‘(ERIC, 1970)‘

Weikart, D., Deloria, D., Lawser, S., & Wiegerink, R. Longitudinal
results of the Ypsilanti Perry preschool project. Final
report, Vol, II. High/Scope‘Eduqétional Researtthoundation,-

Ypsilanti, Michigan. (ERIC, 1970)

Weikart, D. Ypsilanti preschool curriculum demonstration project,

1968-1971, High/Scope Educational Research Foundatiop,‘

Ypsilanti, Michigan. (ERIC, 1969)
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FIGURE 3. 1IQ GAINS BY PROGRAM COHORTS WITH SCORES. (TEST
TO FOLLOW-UP) GROUPED BY PRETEST IQ LEVEL
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FIGURE 4. FOLLOW-UP CHANGES IN IQ LEVEL OF PROGRAM
COHORTS, GROUPED BY LEVEL OF INITIAL GAIN
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