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NATURE,AND PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

The purpose of this reportis to present the results of an Evaluat:on
of the Lothian Region Educational Home Visiting Scheme.

Thepurposeof an evaluation is to assess the effects ofa programme
of activity with a view to doing two things: firstly, finding outwhetber
it represents a justifiable expenditure and, secondly, i‘mdmg ways in
which it might be improved. /

To assess its impact, two styles of research have been utilised. One
strategy made use of ‘an “itluminative” approach. This meant
developing a better understanding of the practical operation of the
Scheme with aviewto disoermng what its effects were likely tobe., The
other strategy was miore traditional, anq;nvolved comparing the
answers Home Visited mothers gave to a seties of interview questions .
with answers obtained from other mothers drawn from the same areas
of the city as the mothers who had had Home Visits and a contrasting
sample of High Status mothers. Since it cannot be claimed that these .
two groups represent control groups in the strict sense of the word,
they are referred to in this report as “bench~-mark” groups. -

Three strategies have been adopted in our quest for ways in which
the scherne might be improved. First, we have attempted to clarify the
possible theoretical bases of some of the processes of development
and social functioning with which the Educational Home Visitoss
have been trying to grapple. Secondly, we have examined-our data on
.. the effects which the scheme appears to have had, and nothad, witha
" view to obtaining clues as to ways in which it might be improved.
Thirdly, we have examined the data obtained from the two bench-
mark samples with a view to abstracting what it has to el usabout
parents’ priorities in chlld-reanng, the causes and implications of
variance between, parents’ priorities, and the types of intervention
~ which might be appropriate to different sorts of family in different
* circumstances.

In the chapters w\}uch follow, the illuminative material will be
reviewed first. After reviewing its possible implications for the long
term development of the children, communities, and society
concerned, we tumn 1o the statistical data on the impact of the -
programme on the mothers directly involved. Finally, we review the
material obtained;from the two bench-mark samples with a view to
.discerning what, [f anything, it may have to tell us about the dcmgn of
Home Visiting Programmes




THE LOTHIAN REGION EDUCATIONAL
HOME VISITING SCHEME

]




+ CHAPTERI
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A BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE LOTHIAN REGION
EDUCATIONAL HOME VISITING SCHEME ‘
- AND THE EVALUATION N,

This chapter will provide the reader with abrief—ifsomewhatover-
*  simplified—picture of both the Lothian Region Educational Home
Visiting Scheme, which was established by Ian MacFadyen, Lothian
. "Region Divisional Educational Officer, and the Evaluation, which
was undertaken by the Scottish Courcil for Research in Education.
Tﬁe Camext af the thh:an Region Educational Home Visiting
Scheme
The Lothian Region Educational Hore Visiting Spheme had its
roots in a number of research traditions. The first of these was that
. associated with the Plowden Report (1966), the' work of J.W.B.
"Douglas (1968), Elizabeth Fraser (1959), and the National,
Children’s Burean (Wedge et 2l (1973)) inthe U.K. and the Coleman
Report (1966) in the United States. These studies showed that many
- children seemed to do less well at schoni than even their measured
intelligence would predict. The second was the widely held view,
promulgated by Peaker (1971), Coleman (1966}, and Davé (1963),
that some two-thirds of the variance in school performance among
pupils of the same age counld be attributed to home background. The
third was the equally wldel,' held view (largely attributable to Bloom
(1964)) that the variance in cognitive/academic ability was well
established by the time children were five years ofage. Taken together
with the conclusions of the two previously mentioned sets of research,
this suggested that variance in educational performance-had some- -
thing to do with early ‘experience in the home. The work of Bernstein
(1971) and Tough (1973) suggested that the relevant early
experiences had something to do with theuse of language. Fifthly, and
finally, Bronfenbrenner’s {1974} review of the research literature on
_ +he effectiveness of intervention programmes designed to boost
cognitive development and educauonai perfonnance had suggested
. that their effccts were less likely to “wash out” if the mother were

o
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in‘:rolved directly as an agent of intervention. Levenstein’s (1970, |
1972, 1975, 1976, 1978) and Kellaghan’s (1977) programmes of
intervention, in particular, seemed to hold out great promise.

The Lothian Region Educational Home Visiting Scheme
- The scheme-began with a single Educational Home Visitor who
was attached to a nursery school which made a particular effort to
promote parental involvemert, At the end of the first year of Visiting,
“Ian MacFadyen interviewed nany of the parents who had been
visited and Was so impressed by whatthey said that he recommended
that the number of Home Visitors be increased to six on -an
experimental basis. In order to assess the value. of the experiment he
aiso arranged for an independent evaluation to be undertakes by the
Scottish Council for Research in Educadon with funds from. the
Scottish Education Department. At this point the original Home
Visitor ceased Home Visiting as such for personal reasons, but
continued to provide support for some mothers’ activities, and was
later appointed as “facilitator” for weekly Educ l}lmnal Home
Vishtors’ Meetings. Five of the six new Educational Home Visitors,
who were all I.ramed teachers, were appointed to the staffs of five
schools in areas of the Region which wzre judged to be socially
. disadvantaged. The sixth worked with families who had handicapped
children. Their brief was, in the context of the research literature
alluded to above, to work with two- to three-year-old children in their
homes and in their parents’ presence for about one hour a week. The
length of time the visiung would be kept up was left open, but has
turned out to be about nine months on average. The objective of the
weekly visits was to encourage the mother to play a more active role in
promoting the educational development of her children. It was
aSuggested that the Educational Home Visitors should begm by
involving the chil in aotivities in which language was used to extend
his imagination, and then seek to involve the mother in such activities.
However, it was envisaged from the start that, as the Home Visitors,,
became mure comfortable in their new role, these activities would be
extended to include encouraging the mother to take a moreactive role
in relation to the formal educational system and to participate in
activities which would lead iier to become more confident and
outgoing. Tt was envisaged that this would in turn influence the
development of her children,

The Home Visitors each visited about ten fmm‘hes per week, Thus,
about 180 famlhes were visited in the first two years of operation. Th:s
made the Pro_iect one of the largest of i its kind in the world:
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The Educational Home Visitors (EHVs) were encouraged to
exercise their professional judgment as to how best to interpret the
briei they were given and the research materials they read. They were
also encouraged to decide how best to relate their activities to the
needs ofindividual families, schools, and communities. It is recognised

“that this would lead to considerable variation between the Home
Visitors, and an effort was made to select Visitors who, while open to
feedback, would have sufficient confidence in their ownjudgment not
to require” continual reassurance or direction.

The extent of the variance which did occur is documented in other
reports on the evaluation (McCail, l980a, I980b) but a hint of it may
be given by saying that the first Visitor “agonised”’ overthe Kellaghan
and Levenstein approaches but found that they “left her cold”. She
discussed with her Head Teacher whether she should tell Ian
MacFadyen this, and they decided not to do so.

The formal criterion for selecting families for visiting was that they,
should be likely to benefitin some way from the visiting. It was made
clear that this benefit might be social—such as the mother becoming
more outgoing—as well as educational in the narrower sense of the
word. In practice, many, but by no means all, of the families
reccmmended for visiting by the schools, social workers, or health
visitors were “‘deprived” or “‘problem” families. Nevertheless it was
emphasised that it was important for all the EHVs to visif a cross-
section of families. Indeed, despite its location in socially dis- '
advantagad areas and its focus on “farnilies who might benefit”, the
EHVs were given explicit instructions to avoid families in which the
soctal problems might prevent them focussing on the educational
activities which lay at the heart of the Project. Thus the families who
were judged to be the *most likely tobenefit” were not necessarily the
most “needy”. .

As the study progressed, these social problems, the mother’s
inability to lead her hfe satisfactorily, her isolation, and her inability
to get satisfactory treatment from the social services, have come to be
seen as more axl more central to the achievement of the Project’s
goals, Although one of the Home Visitors did manage to stand out
against this broader viewpoint for about two years, she became the
most anxious of all the EHV's about her apparent inability toinfluence
the children’s cogaitive development, and has now come to believe
that isolation and depression are central to the mother’s unwillingness
to become involved in the activities she is trying to encourage.
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“% The evaluauon was sét up as a one-man, two-year Project, without
“other research back-up. It was set up as a “descnpuve and
“filuminative”, rather than a statistical, study although it was
intended that some questionnaire and test data should be collected.
Not only was it intended t© monitor the development in the EHVs
understanding of their task, it was also intended toassess theimpact of
the Project on the schools concerned, the subsequent development of
the children,”and on the wider communities in which the Home
Visiting took place. It was intended that this should be done oy
studying the operation of the Project and setting it in the context of
other Home Visiting Projects in Britain and the United States.

Despite the general agreement that the Project should be
“illuminative” and *descriptive”, rather than statistical, the ambiguity
of these terms, the desired breadth of the evaluation, and a Ievel of
ﬂ.mding which made it impossible totackle more than a fraction of the
issues, made for continuous unease about the evaiuation. This was
exacerbated by the fact that the researcher who had prepared the
original, agreed, research proposal for the SED left after working on
the Project for three months and was replaced by the author, and his
colleague, Gail McCail (who has prepared a companion publication®
describing the activities of the Educational Home Visitors in some
detail) who each worked on a half-time basis. We both had rather
different backgrounds, orientations, and research styles from the
researcher initially appointed to the Project.

The unease about the evaluation was further exacerbated by Ian
MacFadyen’s desire for “hard” data on the effectiveness of the
programme. He had a number of precise questions to which he wanted
answers T although he acknowledged that the questions were difficult
and recognised that answers could not be obtained within the two
years allocated to the Project. Initially, e had seen the administration
of IQ tests to the children as a major part of the evaluation. Having

* McCail (1980)

t Ian MacFadyen makes his reasons for seeking tqhave the project evalualed clear in
the following quotation:
“A number of precise questions however remain unanswered. For example:

(a) Towhat extent, if any, will the programme enable the children to take greater
advantage of the later educational oppdiiunities available to them?

() To what extent will the programme improve and exiend the support of the
mother for the child throughotit his educational career?

f¢) To what extent, if any, will the programme encourage in the mother a more
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been convinced that the prior task was to examine the impact of the

programme on the parents, he repeatedly asked what methods were to

be used to assess that impact, and the context in which he raised this

question implied that he had not fully acc ~ted the “illuminative’
- evaluation model.

The author joined the Project because he saw it as anopportunity to
develop the methodology which was required toprovide accountability
in relation to social and educational policy. At the time of joining the
Project there seemed to him to be no way in which an evaluation
which would pravide answers to the sort of question being asked by
Ian MacFadyen (eg about the long-term effects of the programme on
the children’s cognitive development and school careers) could be
carried out with the resources currently allocated toit. However, both
the Home Visiting Scherae and the evaluation were set up in Such a
way as to imply continuity of funding and he therefore expected that,
in the longer term, it would be possuble to answer a number of such
questlons "

The S:a:is:ica! Srudy

In point of fact it rapidly became clear that there were, many
questions which could be tackled through aformal evaluation exercise

if funds could be obtained.

it also became clear that the funds to develop relevant question-
naires and collect background data from the areas in which the Home
Visiting' was taking place might-be obiained under the Job Creation
Programme. Although these funds would cover only inexperienced—
and changing—personnel, they were the only funds available and,
withthe agreement and assistance of the SCRE Advisory Committce
on the Evaluation, they were sought and obtained.

oul-gotng auitudc to her own Jife? What effeci will that have on the children,
and on the family?

{d} What elfect will the programme have oa the ocvgmuve aclivity, the intefleciual .
development, and the use of language on-the part of the child?

{2} What will be the elfect of the programme on the mothet/child relationship and
what effect will that have on the mpther and the child separately? .

In an atlempt to answer some of these difficuli quesiions, the Education Commitice.
has asked the Scottish EducauonDepaﬂment;o setup aresearch project to abserve,
monitor, and evaluate the home visitor programme. a research project which will

*take some twofihree years 1¢ conduct but the results of which may well be of major
significance in the educaiional world.”

It may be commened that thete is no way in which “bard" answers to some of these
questions could possibly be obtained without a longitudinal study lasting more thantwo
to three years'

—
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Under the circumstances, it was decided at the outset that the
personnel appointed to the Job Creation Project should be kept well
away from the Home Visited mothers. However, having seen the
interview schedules which were evolved, and having read the interim
reporton the Job Creation Project, Ian MacF adyen became convinced
that parallel data should be collected from a sample of Home Visited
mothers as soon as possible. He utged that this data should be
collected immediately despite the author’s feeling that the interview
schedules Should first be modified to-collect data on the parents’
perceptions of the Home Visiting itself. Whenit became apparent that

* additional funding would not be obtained, the author reluctantly
concurred and collected the data despite its known inadequacies.




CHAPTER 2

-

THE BACKGROUND TO, AND OPERATION OF,
‘THE LOTHIAN REGION EDUCATIONAL
HOME VISITING SCHEME

TAN MACFADYEN

In Chapter 1 reference was briefly made to the main research traditions
which provided a context for the Lothian Region Educational Home
Visiting Scheme. In this chapter the Divisional Educational Offcer
mponsfbk Jor initiating gnd running the Project gives hic own refro-
specrwe account of the background to thescheme. Thechapter isan edited
version of a Paper prepared jor the Edication Section Conferenceof the
Bntisn Psychological Socfery, in the autumn of 1978.

The Background to.the St eme

B—— - -———Towards the end of the *60s and during the easly "70s a number of
generalised movements weré beginning-to-present-as_mote_clearly
delineated expressions of concern. The cognitivists, now firmly
establishad as a group—in the USA- at jeast-—were claiming that the
traditional provision for early childhood education, with its emphasis
on affective aspects of growth, ignored the cognitive development of
children and thus was “selling the children short”. The mote extreme
disciples of the movement, like Bereiter and Engelmann (1966), and . ..

_Omar Kayham Moore®, we.¢ demonstrating what could be‘achieved
by intensive, highly structured and totaily dehumanised programmes
of interveantion. Of more interest to me in this movement was the work
of Levenstein (1970, 1972), who conducted what she described as “a
Verbal Interaction Programme’. She hypothesised that, in- the

_crucially important phase, of educational development before the_
child began formal schooling, the most influential factor was the
“caretaker”, usual!y the mother. Thus it would be appropriate to.
improve the capacity of the mother as the agent of educational
development. Levenstein therefore employed what she called .Foy

* * See Pines (1969), pp 68-86.
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Demonstrators, ‘who were iniually trained social workers, to visit the
mothzr in the home. The basic intentions behind the visits were

to demonstrate how one might obtain the maximum educational,
perceptudl, conceptual and motor stimulation frorn com-
smercially available toys and books;

te demonstrate how one might exploit such matenals for verbal
interaction with the child;

to reinforce feelings of competence in mother and child;

. toencourage the educational relationslip between mother and
_child, . ,

The experinient was of parncular interest in that. not only did it

~ demonstrate that'the gains in IQ scores were Iongerlastmg than those

in other experiments, but much more unponantl}, it did so within a

setting which was comprehensible and natural, ie within the family

setting. The project accepted that the major factor influencing the

child’s educational development was the mother and set out to
enhance her relationship with her child,

Another major influence leading to the establishment of the project
was the results of the studies o the 1957 cohort by the Natinpal
Chiidren's Bureau. These were t¢ have a profound effect upon the
society in general and educational thinking in particular. Onepiece of
evidence which was of particular significance was that which appeared
asthe report From Birth to Seven (1972). The evidenceindicated that
certain socially disedvantaged children—even below the age of seven
years—had parents who were less likely to consult the teacher, were
themselves more destructive and aggressive, were more prone to
maladjustment, were more likely to speak unintelligibly and have poor
oral ability;- were more likely to have poor general knowledge, were
poor readers, were poorer at arithmetic and were fess creative.

Not only that, but these socially disadvantaged children demon-
strated these disadvantages very shortly after beginning formal
schoolmg. This suggested that, for wha!,ever reason, children were
arrivingat school apparently i unprope equippedto cope with school’
activities, The Nationa! Children’s Bureau suggested that while,
demonstrably, the children were not equipped to cope with the school
1t was possible that the school, with its middie class charactmshcs, -
* was designed for one set of ch:ldren rather, than the other. But,
whatever its cause, the Bureau highlighted an apparent .nus-match
~ between the efforts of the s¢hool on the one hand antd the attitudes of
the parents on the other.

-+
~

“d
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At about the same time Joan Tough (1973) was conducting
exterxled observations of young children’s language. Eventually she
concluded that whereas all children use language to protect their
rights, demonstrate inerests, indicate pleasure, needs, and frustrations
and direct their own and others actions, the educal.lonally advantaged
children were able to demonstrate a more extensive use of language
to_—report on past experience

~—cqflaborate towards an agreed aim

—predict and anticipate events

—sge casual relationships

—problemise in.aginatively

—create symbolic representations

—justify their behaviour

—reflect on their own and other people’s feelings

We recognise those as the very linguistic skillswhichare demanded

by the learning experiences created by the teacher—and not anly in
the Primary Schecol. The Nursery School appears to make similac

demands without fully comprehending the difficulties faced by the _ .

children who have not mastered such complex skills.
Joan Tough also .emarked on differences in the verbal interaction
of the mother-child dyad. In the case of the educationally advantaged

child the mother shares meaning with the child. Her comments are--

designed tolead the child to further thought. She makes comparisops,

_ encourages recall, encourages concentration and attempts to explain
“situations. In the case of the educationally disadvantaged child the

mother engages in this activity to a much more limited extent,
- Jsan Tough’s sarly work has been the subject of much criticism.
However, it can be said to have made a highly 51gmﬁcant contribution
to an understanding of educational development in childrenand to the
nature of the educational experience provided in schools.

Mention may be of one other influential, local, factor. On the one
har.d there appeared 1o be a new, groundswell of interestin education.

Parents were no longer content io &2 informed by schools of their -

children’s “progress" Parent-teacher associations were beginning to
sprmg up in various places; community groups began to demand a
voice in educational affairs. Education Committees found themselves
the somewhat unwilling bridegrooms at the altar of “consultation.
Schools began to falk of parent involvement. The Playgroup move-
ment, which had struggled to achieve recognition on the educational
stage, suddenly found itself at the centre of a political storm.

]
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More disturbingly, there appearéd to be an alarming situation in
relation to young margieclcouples, particularly young wives living in
high flats. It wasn’t simply that they appeared tb be isolated and very
lonely, it seemed as if they dld not have the will toovercome theirmost

"* acute problems. The conventional and’well tried methods had preved

fruitless; they avoided any kind of social activity, including cc.tact.

with ncighbours, The traditional *“evening class” was an anathema io

them, even when designed specifically as a result of their suggestions.

They avoided contact with schools, nursery, primary and secondary.

It was as if, having been married, had children, been housed in local

_ authority developments, they had literally accepted their fate.

‘Butthe problem wentdeeper. There appeared to be indications that

a number of young mothers saw themselves as having failed with

regard to their children. The reasons for this were imprecisely stated

but were variously expressed as, for example,

- —an inability to cope with childish activities *

—disappointment that chﬂdren were not as the advertising media

displayed them

—lack of assistance from grandparents, neighbours, older siblings,

schools, doctors and other professionals

—inability to live up to the expectations of others including their

own children

—disappointmem at not being able to provide the best-for their

“children (whatever that might be)
. —a feelmg of guilt at having negative sentxmcnts in relation to their
-children.

And yet they were not without personal ambition for their children.

A small survey conducted in 1974 in the Lothian Region indicated

that, contrary to popular bzlief, 99% of parents described themselves

as Vinterested in the education ‘of their children”.
This led to two thoughts: _

1. It was difficult to imagine that those parents accepted such a
situation willingly. Education might not be able to provide a
ready solution, but it could be argued that it had no smali partto
play in assisting young parents to overcome their difficulty.

. It was difficult to imagine that such a situation would provide

- fettile soil for the inteliectual growth of the yousgsters involved.
The degree of commitment and the effort availableto promote the -
educational developmentof their childr+n wouldin all probability
be in direct ratio to the enthusfasm or otherwise with which they
viewed their own situation.

B
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These then were the major factors which led to the establishment of
the Educational Home Visiting Project. That these factors could be
challenged on a number of grounds did notseem to be a great obstacle,
one might wait for years before hypotheses were finally turned into
peneralised truths, It seemed that the subject matter which these
factors cevered was pressing enough to warrant some action. The
question was: What kind of action?

The developt.ents which have been summansed Sseemed to point
" separately and collectively to some initiative which would bnng
together the educational world and the parentsin the parents’ home 1t
siuch away as to encourage arid enhance the educational development
of the child: hence the insticution of the Lsthian Home Visiting
Scheme. . :

The Operation of the Lothian Region Home Visiting Scheme
The Visitors are attached one each to a nursery school or to a

primary school with a nursery class. ;
The reasons for adopting this pattern were three-fold.

1. Similar experiments elsewhere in Britain at that time were
marked by the temporary quality of their ¢xistence or by the
indeterminate place in spaceof the Visitor. Such ““insecurity’” of
tenure did not seem to be in the best interests of staff and hence of
the project itself.

. The nursery school or class provided the nearest educational

- equivalent to serve as a home base for the Visitor with all that

. that entails—services, colleagues, professional communication
and refreshment.

In the Head teacher the Visitor could find a helpmate, a guide,
someone to discuss problems with. .

Each Visitor has approximately 10-12 homes which she visits
weekly, spending about an hour per week in eachhome. The remainder
of the time is spent recording resulis, discussing findings with the
evaluators, working in the nursery school or class, or in organising
parents’ meetings and other activities designed to promote the growth’
of the mothers’ feelings of motivation, confidence or competence and
involvement in the formal school system.

The Visitor visits homes of children at the pre-school stage, ie
betweerf two and three years old. We felt this tobe the optimum point
of contact in that the educational relationship between the child and
the mother would be unlikely to have crystallised. The child is young
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enough to adapt to a changed patteln of activity on the part of the

mother, the mother not yet far enough into motherhood to be unable to

reflect upon the quality of the interact}gn with her child,

- The express purpose of visiting the 'home is to encourage and

enhance the mother’s unigue and irreplaceable role in the educational

development of her children. The Visitorsl\egin by working with the

child but move as quickly as possible to an iniyolvement of the mother

in the activity. Quite ofien the mother expects the Visitor to “teach”

her child and does not expectto beinvolved otherthan asaninterested

bystander. The Visitors get over this prob‘l“em in a number of

ways _ .. \

~By structuring the activity tp include the\mother

~By encouraging the child to involve his mother

—By talking to the mother about her cliild, her home, and the
activities of the visit ‘ \\

—DBy leaving books and other materials behind ~

—By discussing activities undertaken by the mother with the
child between visits - - -

The Visitor normally takes with her some concrete object in order

Jo give focus to the visit, Sand, water, coloured paper, building bricks,

toys, playdough~-anything in fact which will draw the attention of the

child and mother. At the same time, however, the Visitors are

themselves encouraged to persuade the mother that any object, and

any household activities—such as making beds, washing, hoovering,

and ironing--can be used to focus the attention of her and her child,

The use of language plays a very important part. The mothers are

encouraged to use language in such a-way as to share meaning with

their children, to collaborate in activity, to predict, to explain, to

- hypothesise and to test that hypothesis, to demonstrate casual

relationships, and to rtretch the imagination of the child, At the same

. time, however, mothers are encouraged to avoid 100 great concentra-

" tion ot such activity because it is taxing for both child and mother.
It was the intention that the Home Visiting aspect of the project

e —would be supported by th* school-in a-variety-of ways:This has

happened to a greater exten: ' some areas than others. In the most

active schools, the mothers are invited to visit the school, to use the

mothers’ room, to join in work with the children in the school, to

.. devise and take part in-a variety of what might be called informal

further education activities, ie classes in hostess catering, flower

" arranging, family swimming, keep-fit, and child development. In

addition th?y are encouraged to take partinsocial activities organised
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by the school/ coffee mornings, fund-rdasmg activities, parents’
outings, chlldren s outings. The purpose of such activity is on the one
hand to close the gap between home and school and on the otherto
provide sonte opportunity, however small, for the mother to participate
in activities outwith her own home. In other words what begins as an
interest int her child may well continue 25 a determination to promote
her'own opportunities for self-fulfiiment, which, it is hoped, will have
a profound rejuvenating effect upon her life and in turn on the
educational development of her child, o

No Home Visitor is expected to work in homes where there are
special problems of relationships. Occasionally ore comes across
homes in which the maritat relationships are very unsound and even
some cases where the mother-child relationship is distinctly odd. The-
Visitors, bemg on the pioneering periphery of educational develop,
ment, have quite enough to cope with without entering intosome of the
most dlfﬁcult areas of human activity.

The Visitors builé up their lists of children to be visited from &
number of sources. The intention is t1at lists should be varied and not
filled with what might be termed problem children or familles. In fact
It is posltively beneficial to the group as a whole, and to the Visitor, to
have within the group atleast one r who is relatively outgoing in
her personality, Quite often the local social worker or health visitor
will suggest that a mother and her child be added to the list to be
visited.

A place is available at the nursery school o class when the child
reaches the age of 3-3% yearsifthe mother requires it, Thisis as much
a precaution as anything else. A series of Home Visits having been
begun, it would make little sense if the parent found that there was no
opportunity for communication with the educational world between
the age of three and five. It is still a matter of choice of coursa whether
the child attends part-day or full-day.

The precise point at which the Visiting should cease is a matter of
debate. The original thought was that it should cease when and if it
became clear that the mothers had understood what'the Visitor's
message had been. This has proved nnpractzcable fortwo ﬁmdamental
reasons: p

In many instances the mother and the ch:ld have come to regard
the Visitor as a friend and as an_md;spensable part of their lives.

The announcement by the Visitor that she would have to stop
visiting has led on numerous occasions to tears, particularly on
the part of the. mother. This seems to suggest that one of the major
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objectives of the scheme, to increase the sénse of self-sufficiency
in the mother, may not have been entirely successful,

. 'The Visitors seem now to be convinced that the intense contact
cannot be replaced simply by some kind of loose communication
between the mother and the school, It will need to be replaced by
a much more carefully structured system of communication
between home and school not only at nursery level but at pfimary
school also. What form that should take, it is, as vet, difficult to
foresee ahhough anumberofideas are now beginning to emerge,

The Visitors are all qualified teachersf The reason for adopting this
policy was that teachers, by and large, would be able to think through
the theoretical basis of the project and i its practical application more
qmckly thanotherpeople by virtue of their knowledge and experience.
This is not tosay that other workers could not be equally effective. We
have, like Levenstein, tegun to use non-professional volunteers—
mothers who have themselves been through the programmes. Whether
they will be effective remains to be seen, -

Mote importam than the o+ _ications of the Visitors was their
degree of sensitivity. Eac.. visitor was selected above all else for her
capacity to work with adults in their homes without displaying an
intolerant or patromsmg air, for her capacity to offer her professional

skills without giving offence or undermining the confidence of the

-mother, for her capacity to be critical of her own efforts, and for her
capacity to engender conf' dence, trust and 1 pos:tlve ‘response from
the mothers. -
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'CHAPTER 3

~

THE DESIGN OF THE ILLUMINATIVE STUDY
" AND THE AUTHOR'S ORIENTATION

Aswe have seen, the évaluation of the Scheme fell into two rather
separate parts. The first was an illuminative study designed to
-examine the operation of the project with a view to discerning what its |
effects were likely to be. The second was a statistical study in which
the attitudes and behaviour of mothers who had had Home Visits were
compared with the attitudes of two bench-mark samples. In this
chapaer tye objectives and methodology of the “illuminative” study
will be reviewed and followed by some information about the
background and interests of thc aufhior. It is hopedthat thisinformation ™

_ will enable the-readerto set the author’s views in an appropriate
_ context. The design.of the statistical study vnll be discussed in
{ " Chapter 14,7
The objective of the “ﬁlumiua . oor “descnptwc” study was to
develop a better theoretical understa. Jing of the processes which
were involved in one way or another in the schems. Setin the context
of existing psychological and sociological research and theory, this
undcrstnndmg was expected to enable Us {o discem what the effects of
the scheme would be l:kely to be. Such an approach has a large
number of merits. One is not confined to talking about effects which
can be messured with the resources and methodology currently
available. Thus, we would be able to provide someinformation onthe
probable effects of the scheme on outcomes which we would be unable
to assess, siatistically, with the resources available to us. For .
exaniplc, we would b2 alMe to estimate its effects on schools,
community members, and sdministrators not directly involved in the
Project; We would also be able to provide mfonnauonm itsprobable
long-term effects on the families, children, schools any nnmcs
concerned. If we had mounted a conventional longl inal stu
would have been necessary to have waited vears before we coul\a
provide such informatiog§Ve would also be able to talk about the
! . probabie effects of the programme on outcomes for which reliable and
;. valid measures do not exist at the present time. Such outcomes might
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include the probable effects of the progremme on the development of
initiative, self-confidence, and inter-personal sensitivity on the part of
both mother and child. In this way we would be able to avoid the lop-
sided natuge of many evaluations which fail to discuss what are oft2
the most important outcomes of the educational processes winci: are
being evaluated because those outcomes cannot be “measurs3" with
the techniques and resources to hand. Wewould be able to dizcuss the
probable effects of PartIcular “styles” of vnsning althou;is these
effects would get buried in @ mass of “non-effects” in any s\atistical
study which it would be possible to carry out in & Project of thy; size.
To parual out such effects and extricate them from possible cortam-
inating variables would require not only an extremely large resvarch
design but also extremely sophisticated analytic procedures. Last, but
not least, it would be possible to provide feed-back to help the
Educational Home Visitors {EHVs) in their work, long before it
would be possible to provide them with the results of any statistical
study which “‘showed’” what was working and what was not working.
By making theoretically important processes explicit, the long-term
objective of any evaluation—improving the services which werebeing
offered—would be achieved more quickly.

None of the above should be taken tomean that we are unaware of -
the need to check inferences fiom theory and personal observation
against fact and systematic observation by more people. It is simply to

o state the case for supplementing traditional research styles with
Hilluminative” research. -

“For this part of the study, data were collected in a number of ways.
Open-énded interviews were carried out with the administrators
responsible for the intervention and the evaluation, the EHVS, other
members of the staffs of the schools to which they were attached, and
some of the parents who were visited. The parents were sometimes
interviewed in groups, sometimes in the presence of the EHV
concemed, and sometimes alone. The evaluators attended several of
the mothers’ group meeungs and virtually atl the weekly meetings of
the EHVs. At these meeungs they contributed to on—goingdlscusslon,
sometimes in provocative ways, and also raised specific questions for

. discussion. The Educational Home Visitors kept notes on their visits, -
dtanes of their activities, and prepared reports on their progress with
all the families they visited, They tape-recorded some of their visits
and the evaluators accompanied them on others.

None of these methods of collecting data was expected onits ownto

. give an objective account of the operation and impact of the Project,
and a1t methods of collecting data wete expected to “contaminate”
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the operatlon of the project in some way: the EHVscouldnotbeé™
expected to give a comylete and accurate account of t"eir objectives,
activities, and difficulties in a single interview. The presence of note-
book and pencil, tape-recorder, or an observer could always he
expected to influence what was said and done in interviews, in group
meetings, or on Home Visits. The mere asking of questions of
administrators, head teachers, mothers, or Home Visitors was likely
to make certain issues more salient and influence the difection of the
project, s
Nor was the objective of providing a complete and accurate account
of everything that happened necessarily thought to be desirable. What
one observes, records and describes is inevitably influenced by one’s
“implicit or explicit theoretical framework and one’s assumptions and
by what one axpects will have a significant effect. The effects which
one can label and think about are themselves a product of the current
state of development of one ’s science. If, in a project of this sort, we
could give an impression of the general flavour of what seems to most
of those involved to be significant aspects of jts operation and
impact—and draw attention to a few variables, processes, issues and
impacts which have been overiooked in previous studies, our work
would, we thought, be fully justified. :
In order to get a better grasp of the aspects of operation of the
* project which should be considered significant and the effects that the .
project was likely to have, an attempt was made to Gome to terms with
the vast early-chlldhood intervention literature, Visits were pald to
many other projects in this area in the United Kingdom and in the
United States of America. It was also hoped that these visits would
enable us to discover formal evaluation instroments which could be
incorporated into later stages of this project. Unfortunately this hope
was not fulfilled. Rather, we gained an impression of a field permeated
by studies which had, on the whole, made use of poor conceptual
frameworks, research designs, methodologies and instrumentation.

‘The Assumptions and Theoretical Perspeitives of the Author

In order to help the reader to ““objectivis2” thenecessarily selective
account of the project which will be presented, and inorder to help him
to understand why the author has collected and focussed on certain
sub-sets of data, an attempt must now be made to share with the reader
some of .the author’s assumptions, his theoretical stance and his
reasons for adopting particular viewpoints. The remainder of this
chapter therefore tells the reader about the author and not about the
project. It is hoped, however, that it will give the reader some insight

!

[




- " AUTHOR'S ORIENTATION - . 21

into why the author js tefling him oertam—tﬁings about the Project and
omitting others. Those who are interested only in the Project may
skip over the ‘remainder of this chapter. :

The author Jomed the Project for two main reasons: First,, he was
acutely conscious of the need to greatly increase investment in the
evaluation of social, and parhculari)r educational, policy. Secondly,
he wes particularly mterested in trying to find ways of assessing the -
impact of educational programmes on values, attitudes, percepuons, ]
expectations and behaviour. As he saw it, the project was aimed, in
the firstinstance, at influencing the actions the mothers thought it was
important to undertake with their children, the qualities they wanted
their chifdren to develop, their expectations of the consequences of
undertaking certain activities with their children, and thelr actual day-
to-day behaviour.’

The author was anxious to work on the evaluation of soctal policy
for aaumber of reasonsolg'snrstly, he had realised (Raven, 1975, 1976)
that control of the way in whicl, something like 75% of GNP is spent
now rests with *“The Government” (i e national and local government
and their associated bureaucracies). Thus the economic market-place
as the means of evaluating the quality of provision, providing gnd
administering variety of provision, and influencing the direction in
which development will take place has, for the bestof reasons, largeiy
been neutralised. But the political sysu;m s the only alternative
means of formulaung, administering and evaluating policy in such a
soctalised economy 15 grossly overloaded. A system to replace the
economic market-place and supplement the pohtlcal must therefore
be developed: In such a system, he felt, social scientists had a crucial
role to play in helping scciety to develop the concepts, understandings,
structures and tools which are required to formulate, administer and
evaluate policy—and, in particular, to administer and evaluate
policies whichallow people with different pﬂoﬂtle stobe catered forin
different ways,

To come closer to the present prq;ect, his research had also
suggested that the measures which were needed to assess the
adequacy with which the educational system was reaching the goals
which the large majority of the pupils, ex-pupils, parents, teachers,
employers, "and . employees set for it were measures of values,
motivational dlsposmo:il , perceptions, expectations, and feelings of
confidence and perso: eﬁicacy The memodology required to
assess these qualities was in many ways similar to thiat needed to
assegs the n‘npact of the Lothian Region Educational Home Vlsmng

-—Prdlect on just such quaimes The Lothian Region Project was in

:
|
|
|
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effect an adult education project which was intended to influence
values, perceptions, expectations, motivation and behaviour.

In addition to these Beneral attitudzs toward policy evaluationand -
education, the author also brought with him‘some beliefs amii
expectations (again detived from his previous research) much more
closely related o the subject matter of the present project.

In the first place, he was extremely sceptical about the widely held
vlew that home bact.ground was responsible for the lion's share of the
variance in academic attainments. He had in fact carried out a path
analysis of some data in which Davé’s questionnaire had been
administered to a sample of parents of primary school children and the
results correlated with a wide range of measures of the children’s
school attajnment(Raven 1977). What he found was that some 75%
of the variance in school performance could be predicted from what
Davé(1963) had labelled “home process” variables. But 67% of the
variance could be predicted from scores on a verbal intelligence test.
‘When the effect of IQ was partialled out, only 8% of the variance was
left to be accounted for by “home process™ variables. Given the high
level of inter-correlation between the variables, it was not possible to~
choose between an explanation of the variance in school performance
based on variance ift parental attitudes and an explanation based on
I1Q. In terms of its practical implications this is most unfortunate—
because it is widely assumed that while parents’ attitudes are open to
influence, IQ is not, It also emerged that many of the **home process’’
variabjes were themselves arguably best thought of as surrogates for
the child’s ability. Thus, parents’ estimates ofhow Jong they expected
their children to $tay at school were bound to be influenced by their
estimates of their children’s ability.

Having carried out an extensive path analysis on this data—using’

" each of the 19 parental attitude composite variables (some of which
would be expected to be more dependent on home process variables
than others)—without advancing understanding of the importance of
home background one iota, he concluded (@) that the case for
asserting that home process variables were primarily responsible for
the variance in educational performance of the children was far from
established, and (L} that the only way to proceed toward a better
understanding was 1o make use of an experimental design in which an
attempt would be made to influence educational outcomes. He
therefore saw the Lothian Region Educaﬂonal Home Visiting Project
as an attempt to do just this.

Secondly, other aspects of his previous research had made him
extremely sceptical about the assertion that parental attitudes and
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values were primary determinants of school and life performance. His
research had corfirmed the widely held, if not well documented, view
that the qualities which parents wish then' children to develop, and
which pupils wish to develop, vary markédly with socio-cconomic
status. However, it also showed something else. When one studied
secondary school pupifs who expected to be upwardly or downwardly
mobile, one found that the qualities which pupils wished to develop
were s characteristic of the groups they expecied to enter as they
were of those they were leaving. Thus, downwardly mobile pupils,
who had presumably been brought up in homes which, like other high
socio-ecomonic status households, stressed independence, originality,
responsibility, and thinking for oneself (see data reported below),
were much more likely than othets fiom the same backgmunds to
stress the importance of developing obedience and conformity, and
huving rules to guide the;r lives 1aid down for then1, which tend to be
charactenstic of low socio-economic status families, Similarly, pupils
who expected to be moderately upwardly mobile were more.likely
than others)—without advancing understanding of the importance of
and responsibility (Raven, 1976, 1977). (It should be stressed that
thisis not a complete summary of the results—for example, upwardly
mobile pupils who were Jumpmg several statis categories were less
interested than any of their peers in the development of such qualities
as an interest in the communities in which they were going to live).
Thus, while confirming the relanonsh:p between social and
educational attitudes and socio-economic status found in thz literature,
and oonﬁnmng the ecological relevance of these aftitudes and
expectations (which had been so much emphasised by Kohn {1959)),
his data (like that reported by Havighurst (1962), and the Newsons
(1978)), had suggested that, in many cases, children’s attitudes did
not simply reflect their parents’ attitudes. Rather the pattern of
relationships suggested some anuclpatory socialisation effects similar
to those noted by Kinsey (1948) in relation to sexual attitudes and
—behaviour. As in Kinsey's-case; it-appeared-that-the- attitudes-and—————|
behaviours involved could have been learned neither from parents nor
from membersof the status groups which the pupils expected toenter.
Something pretty fundamentat taerefore seemed to be operating, and
this challenged both the notion that such aftitudes and values are -
simply transmitted to children (and, as a result, affected their school
performance) and the view that it was important to encourage more
*workingclass™ children to acceptthe “middle class’ value system so
that they could ““take advantage of what-the school system had to
offer”, Rather the results suggested that it was important to respect
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this variance in vaiues and attitudes when making provision for

education and that, by so doing, one would ot rus the risk of creating

a caste society-—provided one created flexible structures in which

pupils could move from one valve system to‘another as they
. developad,

A third set of perspe ctives-which the author brought with himto his
task-—and which structured the way in which he saw the Project and
his intespretation of the data he collected-—had to do with his previous
work on the value of schooling. Essentially, this research shows that
teachers, pupils, ex-pupils, parents and employers are right to belizve
that the primary objective of education is to foster such qualities as
initiative, confidence that one can deal with new situations and new
people; and the ability to learn without instruction. And it suggests
that-their view that the current educational system—for understand-
able reasons—does very little to foster these qualities is alsé correct.
However, it also shows that schools are rightto do what they do do—
to focus on getting pupils through examinations. This is because these
certificates are mpomm prerequisites to a decent way of life despite
the fact that the activities required to obtain them confer few benefits
on their pupils. The backwash of this pre-occupation to infant level
.was noted by several of the Educational Home Visitors. )

What these results show is that teachers, parénts, pupils and this
Project have a serious dilemma. Children must be helped to pass
examinations because of the extrinsic benefits conferred on them by
these certificates. But the activities which lead to the acquisition of
these certificates confer few educational benefits on pupils—and may
actually stunt the growth of the children’s competence. Thus schooling
in one sense (getting examination certificates) isextremely important, _.
whilst, in another sense {promoting growth.and-development} i is -
probably unimportant, Thus, the project’s goal of leading parents to.
“value” schoollng and to do with their children the things which need
tobe done in order to help their children to adjust to school and do weil
there;-isyin a-sense; extremely questionable. But equally, in another
sense, it is extremely important—for, 4s most parents, pupils and
teachers know, school success is extremely important as a key to
gaining respect and material well-being in our society.

Knowledge of this dilemma naturally led the author to ernphasme
the importance of collecting particular data on the impact of the
Lothian Region Educational Home Visiting Scheme and to interpret ,
that data in particular ways. Italsoled hitm to be particularly sen‘.%?\gx
to those who argued that ore of the mostimportant goals ofthe p
was to lead the parents concerned to a position from which they could

-
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argue that schools should change so that they could help pupils to
develop the qualities they needed to lead their chosen way of life

ather than force them to opt in to a way of life which they did not
particularly value in order to gain respect and a minimum standard of
living in our society.

A fourth fact about the author which should be recorded is that he
has, for many years, been pre-o¢cupied with the conceptualisation,
. assessment and development of motivational dispositions like

- adaptability, innovativeness, and creativity. As we have seen, most
people believe that these qualities lie at the heart of educational
objectives despite the fact that, at least, in Ireland, Belgium, and the

United States they are sadly neglected in practice (Ravenet al, 1959,

1969, 1973, 1975, 1977). The author has been rather more heavily
‘involved in research in this area than in research dealing with the
conceptualisation, measurement and development of abilities or
attainments like intelligence, veading or science. This iong standmg
interest has naturally Ted him io be more receptive to remarks which
could be construed as relating to these pre-occupations and concerns
than other researchers might have been. Since his theoretical
formulation ofthe nature of these qualities and their development also
. asserts that they have centrally to do with values, indeed that the most
important problem facing educationalists is to come to terms with
values, it is to be expectéd that he would be more sensitive than other
researchers might have been to those aspects of the present project.
which have been concemed with the_growth-of general competence
— ratherthan focussing o ofify on success in the school system, and that he
would be more aware of the value-related issues which permeate the
project despite its avowed emphasis on cognitive development—
which is often assumed, despite the work of Spearman and Piaget, to

“be relatively value-free.

. Afifth and fina! perspective which the author brought with him to

" his task is derived from his work on creativity and innovativeness

(Raven and Molloy, 1969; Raven, 1975; Ravenand Dolphin, 1978).

This suggests that advance in scientific undelstandmg comes about

most quickly, not by following the British civil service type tradition

Whlch emphaslses a cautious quest for certainty before publishing

one's tentative conclusions, but by assembling material to argue a

position which then leads to public debate. The author’s primary

concem is, therefore, not to be right, but to argue;a position which,
" through publlc debate, will lead to advance in understanding, He

therefore does not feel obliged to consider every possible altemative

explanation and interpretation of his observations and results before

-
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publishing them. This, of course, conflicts with the expectations of
those who commissioned this study—for this Report cannot claim to
be impersonal, tomplete, and “objective”. And not only because of
the puny resources avaitable tothe researchers but also because the
attempt to be complete and objective is misguided. Such an attempt
would mean focussingon data and interpretations which, while highty
selected, pretended to be value-free and non-controversial. It would
therefore mean neglecting crucial ~ sues for which an adequate
theoretical framework, concepts and measures have not been devel-
oped. In other words it would mean failing to discuss the most
important issves and failingto report on the most important things one

has leamed (Donnison, 1972). The set of data we have chosen to .

collect and publish—whether statistical or descriptive—has been
selected because we, personally, perhaps for some barely understood_
reason fe!t that it was important, and what we saw in it and chose to
_highlight is also a subjective decision. More than that, we have built
“the scraps of information we have collected togetfier into a pattern
which is at the same time a great deal more than, and a great deal less
than, what we observed. The author makes 1.0 apology for this. He
believes that the notion that a single social scientist, working in a field -
as important, as open, and undet-researched as this one, could be .
objective is totally disfunctional. What we need is more. people with
different pre-occupations and perspectives researching the area and
hotly debating their conclusions, not a more pedantic approach tothis
particular publication which, after all, represents but a drop in the
ocean.

7




CHAPTER 4

- -

THE INTERNATIONAL CONTEXT OF THE LOTHIAN.
REGION EDUCATIONAL HOME VISITING SCHEME
AS AN EVALUATED EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAMME

‘The purpose of this chapter is tb provide a briefreview of evaluations
of intervention programnmes which have at least somethingin common
with the Lothian Region Educational Home Visiting Scheme. It was
originally intended to provide both a map of related programmes—
whether evaluated or not--and a fairly thorough review of Televent
evaluation studies, so that the probable effects of the Lothian Scheme
could be more_readily assessed and compared with altematives. To
this end the author visited a large number of relevant programmes in

" the United Kingdom and the United States and read- through a

mountain of evaluation studies. For a vdriety of reagons—including
constraints of time and space, as well as the quality of much of tiie
material—it is not possible to include a thorough review of this
material here. A review of the United States material collected
together by the author is, howcver, being published in Van der E yken
(1980), where a review and evaluation of several British Studies will
also be found. A summary of the range of programmes available also
appears in McCail (1980). Here brief veference will be made to a
number of the most relevant programmes.

‘ T?:e United States Programme
" The US intervention programme has three main components:

- Headstart, Follow-through and Homestart:

The scale of the operation may be indicated by the fact that, since
1965, between ten and two hundred billion doltars has been invested
each year in such programmes. Qver $ix million children have been
involved at a cost, at current prices, of something of the order of three
thousand doltars each. Some two hundred million dollars have been
invested. in the evaluation.of these : programmes.

The particular variant of the scheme which is initiated at any sitc is
chosen, administered and evaluated on a local basis. Whit typically
happens is that several groups of academics and practitioners proffer
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a number of altemative programmes from which one or two are
chosen by local groups for implementation.

Headstart was initlated, not by the Office‘of Child Development,
but by the Office of Economic Opportunity. In those early days
community development objectives loomed large—and remarkably
‘successful the programimes were in achieving them (Marris and Rein,
1972). However, in the wake of the movement, best signalied by the
names of Bloom (1964) and Colemar (1966}, toward a belief in the
central imporiance of early environment, Headstart was increasingly

" seen as being primarily concerned with educational activities with a

- cognitive emphasis. The original focus became secondary. A quote _

from Zigler, the first Director of the Office of Cluld Development,
which states the educational/cognitive point of view particutarly
clearly, will be found below. Some argue that the change of emphasis
from controversial but attainable goalsto non-controversial but hard-
to-attain goals was deliberate: the Commurity Development
programmes were foo successful in enabling people to bring effective
pressure to bear on authorities, and this threatened vested interests.
{Thc same point has been made in relation to the British Community
Development programmes).

Zigler's Headstart was based on the belief that what happened to
children before they started schodl was of critical importance to their
subsequert educationatde velopment. A variety of centre-(institution-)
based and home-based programmies were therefore initiated to
demonstrate what could be done to boost childreny’s de velopment in
the early years. Later, the Federal government initiated Headstart
Planned Variation to place more emphasis on assessing the relative
merits of alternative programmes rather than “showing what could be
done”.

It was recognised from the beginning that Headstart alone would be
unlikely to have a permanent effect on children’s educational

development. Provision was therefore made, in Follow-through, for a,

varievy of further activities to strengthen and build on the gains the
children were expected to make.

The term “Homestart” referred to a specific type of Headstart

programme. This involved home-based intervention designed to
encourage the mothers to play a more active role in promoting the
educational developmem of their children.

Reflecting their origins in the Office of Economic Opportunity, and
despite Zigler's somewhat narrower orientation, all Headstart
programmes were multi-pronged, involving educational activities for
parent and child, kealth care, and improvement of the economic,

€
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social and physical’environment, DeSpite the variety of models, all

Headstart programmes were supposed 1o follow guidelines laid down

. by the Office of Child Developmem whxch included the follomng
ducational objectives: ~ -

Provide children with a learnmg environment and living environ-
ment which will help them to develop socially, intellectually,
physically and emotionally . .

Involve parents in educational activities to enhance their rolé as
pnnclpal influence on the children’s education and develop-
ment -, o e e 7 e T

child growth and developmem

Build ethnic pride, develop g__g_sitwe self concept, enhance
individual Strengths . .

Enoourage children to solve problems, initiate action, explore,
experiment, question .

Provide adequate indoor and outdoor space, materials, equipment
and time for children to use large and small muscles . ‘

Provide for on-going observau.on, recording and evaluation of each
child’s growth and developmient for the puipose of planning
action suited to individual needs .

Provide for parent participation in plannlng the educational
- programme . . . and classroom . . . and home activities . . .

Prowide parent tra:mng m the observation of growth and develop-
ment.

'I"he health component includes: , .
Provide acomprehensive health scheme. .. medical, dental, mental
health, and notrition . . .

Provide the child’s family with the necessary skills and under-
standings . .
Providefora thorough health screening.. vision testing. . . hearing
. iImmunisation . . .
Provlde extensive community mental health care.

- The-nutrition component-includes:
Provide food to meet nutritional needs . . .

Educate parents in the selection and preparation of food, money
management, consumer education. .

- 38
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. 'l‘he social service component includes:

Furnishing information about available community schemes and
. how to use them .

Follew up to assure delwerg of needed assistance . . .
_ Establishing a role of advocacy and spokesman of Headstart
families . . T~ — _ .

Helping . . . parent groups work with other nelghbourhood and
.- commumty groups with similar concerns .

Help to ensure beter. co-ordination between commumty agencies.

The parent involvement component includes:
Direct involvement.in decision making . .
Participation in classioom activities |

Providing methods and approaches for mvolvmg parents in
experiences which will lead to enhancing the developmént of
their skills, self-confidence, and sense of independence. ’

This comprehensive approach was retained in Follow-through.
And yet the Stanford Research Institute were able to identify over
eighty different models of mtervenu:m——each replicated at s:tes all
over the country,

The range of models is breathtakmg, ranging from pnmary
emphasis on encouragmg -the aduit members of the communities
concerned todevelop the civic perceptions, expectations, and abilities
. required to gain control over the wider polmcal and administrative

process, t.hrough glvmg parents the right to hire and fire teachers,

assess pupils’ progress in school and determine school curriculum (in

. order to ensure their relevance to the needs of their own culture),
having parents come into classrooms to model effective human
behaviour for the pupils, project-based education designed to er’.ance
motivation, and conventional but indlvidualiséd programmes based
on one-to-one instruction, to lughly structured programmes des:gned,
to teach children particular words and phrases.

Altogether, well over ten thousand programmes have been rup and
evaluated, and the very variety of the programmes and evaluations
has helped to ensure that it would be difficult to systematme, analyse
and dssess them.

. Given the variety of the goals pursued by project sponsors, _
attempts at national evaluations have, not surpnsingly, proved
difficult. At one point the Stanford Research Institute, whichhad been
awarded the contract for the national evaluation of Follow-through,
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started trying to' develop evaluation instruments geared to the goals of
the sponsors (o, it must be admitted, animpossible time scale) only to
finditself confronted, first, by an edict from the Office of Child
De[:r}{gpmentto concentrateon assessing the programme’s effects on

IQJ “academic ; performance, and, subsequently, with the loss of

their contract.

DeSpnte the activities of his cblleagues quoted above, Zigler, the
Director of the Office of Child Developmént defined the goals of the
programmesg as being to enhance “the ability to Thaster formal
concepts, to perform well at school, to stay out of trouble with the law,
and to relate well to adults and other- children” (1973).

. Several thousand evaluauan studies have-been-carried-out. It is
clearly impossiblefor any single researcher, particularly one engaged
in substantive.research of his own, to get hoid of, let alone evaluate
these reports. To facilitate the process of evaluation the US Depart-
ment of Health Education and Welfare has commissioned a number
of reviews of the literature emerging from this vast enterprise. These
reviews are, unfortunately, flatly contradictory. Thus, whereas Mann
et al (1977) concludes that, of 62 schemes selected for their quality,
49 showed a beneficial effect and only 13 did not, and Brown(lQ??)
came to the conclusion that the 13 studies which did not appear to
show a beneficial effect-were unsatisfactory for one reason or another
(thereby concluding that there were o studies which did nof showa
benefit). Hawkridge et al (1968) and McLaughlin (1977) came to

«exactly the opposite conclusion, Hawkridge et 4l concluded that, out
of over one thousand studies, only twenty-one met a criterion i
improved academic or intellectual function, while McLaughhn ¢t al,
afterreviewing forty “exemplary” studies which had at one time or
another reported-benefits (in cludmg the studies referred to in more
* detail below) concluded that:

“At the outset (of this exercise) it was expected chat a major
proportion of the effort would involve reconciiiation of different,
but apparently valid, studies: however, this tumed outnotto be a
-substantial problem. . . . The major problem was to draw any valid
.substantive conclusions from any of the studies”.
: Nevertheless, notmthstandmg all the arguments, a number of
Lo conclusions doremerge from this literature: :

‘1. Despite the breathtaking range of programmes, involving
manipulation of every conceivable set of variables known to the
author, nodramatic effects of any of the programmes have been
demonstrated except that perhaps, given a little encouragement,
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“deprived” adults are very good at comingtogetherto bring such
effective pressure tobear on thebureaucratic and administrative
machinery that steps have to be taken to put a stop to such
programmes of adult education.

mNohe of the programmes has been able to have a dramatic and
lasting effect on ¥Q. It is not the case that, as was widely
bel ved at the siart of the programme, simply doing such things
atking to children would dramatically raise thei IQs and

sc ool perfo rmance. Whatever the variance in school pesform-
ance is sue to gt is not principatly due to any of the obvious
variabJés which were thought to lie behind it when the program-,
mes were implemented. (We may note in passing that one .
reason why the designs of the evaluation studies look so poor is
" that these studies were based on the assumption that the effects
of intervention would be dramatic, and therefore deménstrable
Aespite minor defects in expenmental design and instrumentation).

3. Ifthey are able toopt mto the programmes, highsocio-economic
status_children benefit more from the programmes than do low
_socig-economic status children (Palmer (1976), Jensen (1974)).
4. The ré’ﬁge of outcomes which has been assessed does not do
Justice tothe range of outcomes which one would expect to follow
from such programumes. Thus one finds Love (1976) emphasising
that thousands of parents kave learned important things and
cometo feel, and to ve, more competent and capable of leading
their lives in the way they want to lead them than they were
before, but that this effect does not show up inthe smd!es which
have been made:

. 4. No oné style of intervention has been shown to be superior to
others (although Stallings’ (1974) evaluation of some of the .
Follows-through programmes does show that traditional school
programmes depress the: ability to perceive and think clearly,
while “open” education programmes enhance this ability but
depress performance in the three Rs).

6. One of the reasons for the messiness of the area is that
programmes have notbeensufficiently clearabout whether they
were service-oriented or research-oriented, Thgresult has been
a lack of theoretical basis in the interventions, fluidity in the
processes the effects of which the researchers were'supposed to
be studymg, and insufficient funds for the development of
.appropnate instrumentation (Haney, 1976). -
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7. While the Lothian Project represents but a drop inthe oceanin
comparisont with the vast US involvement in such programmes,
in terms of the evalyation studies it is one of the largest, most
theoretically based, and most systemaucaliy evaluated projects
in the world.

8. Whereas. Headstart began a commumty-development
orientation, and, as a result pf political rows, found itself
deflected on to the less threatening goal of promoling cognitive
development, the
cogmt_we development, and, as a result of the Home Visitors®

«£xperiences, came to see the eommumty-development goal as
central to the achievement of its cognitive and. educational .
'. objectives.

Srua'les of Particular Relevance

Despite the fact that pressures of ‘space have led us t¢ omit most of
the material*we have reviewed, it is necessary to summarise a few
studies that are of particular importance from the point of view of
evaluating the Lothian Scheme -

AMERICAN PROJECTS B

Homestart, one of the best evaluated programmes, was aimed atthe
poor. Through regular weekly visits lasting about an hour and a
quarter each, the families in the project were encouraged not only to
play with their ch:ldren, butto u'nprove their heaith care, nutrmon and
to inake better use of community. resources.

_Each Home Visitor worked, on average, with about ten or eleven
families. The visitors thernselves, though they were paid, were given
.. very little (slightly over $5,000 a year) for work that often involved
them in 50-60 hours a wegk. They were called “para-profess:onals
in that 909 of them had little or no formal training, and did not
generally have much experience of working with families or of
providing the varied child development, nutrition and health services
tiiat the programme called for. *In fact”, said the Final Repott on the
project, *‘not bemg professmnal’ was viewed by many project staff as
an asset, makmg it easier to establisha close and trusting relationship
with parents”.

Homestart set out, through its home visiting programme, its group
meetings and its back-up service of professional workers, to change
the attitudes and child-rearing practices of parents, and at the same
time to make families mote self-reliant in their use of community
facilities. As compared to a control group, Homestart families, after

Le
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onlyayearin the programe certainly showed changes of behaviour.
They were more inclined to let their children help around the home,
spent time reading to their children and helping them with drawing,
provided more books and toys, taiked to their children more often,
were more involved in the community, and were generally doing those
things which the Homestart visitors had encouraged them to do.
(Although, notably, when asked whether they used specific community
services like housing or job training, Homestart mothers reporied a
greater uptake than “controls” of only one out of 15 poss;ble
agencies). “

The children, too, were significantly ahead of“contmls” interms of
measurements on a Pre-school Inventory, alanguagescale anda child
talk score. There was a statistically significant relationship between
the frequency and length of time of home visiting and both parent and
child outcomes. Where Home Visitors had made fewer than three
visits a month, or where the visits fell below 1%-2 hours, thete the
language development of the children grew more slowly (Love, J. gz
al, 1976). However, children visited for two years did not do better
than those visited for only one year.

When H8mestart families and children- were compared with
children who had gone through Headstart programmes, only small
differences could be detected:

*Although the minor differences that were found suggest that
Homestart’s advantage is in producing a more positive effect on the
'mother-child relationship, there were actually very few (such
differences) . .. it must be concluded that the two programs had very

similar effects on parerts.”
. (Love, 1976)

Bearmg in mind that Headstart programmes were largely centre-
based “‘teaching” projects with a minimum of home visiting or often
even parental involvement, this is thought-provoking, because it
suggests that, while home visiting can of itself result in important
changes, these are quantitatively (and perhaps qualitatively) little
different from changes affected by more traditional methods of
intervention.

Thé nature of Levenstein's intervention programme has already
been summmarised by Ian MacFadyen in Chapter 2. Levenstein’s
research has, however, recently thrown up something which leads one
to re-evaluate the whole of her research, and thus the importance
attached 1o it when designing the Lothian Region programme. While
her research continues t¢ demonstrate marked short-term gains in IQ
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on the part of her expenmema] subjects, it now shows an equally
marked short-term gain in the IQs of her control subjects. This
reminds cne of Weikert's (1978) finding that all three centre-based
programmes which he studied produced results of a similar order of
magnitude, If all types of intervention—including the visit of a
researcher who simply tells one that one is part of an experiment—
produce gains of similar magnitude, why have an elaborate Home
Visiting Programme?

_ Lazar(1979) was responaible for summarising the results obtained
by the Developmental Continuity Consortium. In 1975 a group of
investigators who had been conducting intervention programmes-—
came together to pool their data and consider the long teim effects of
their efforts. The consortia included such well known authors as
Deutsch, Gordon, Gray, Kames, Levenstein, Palmer, and Weikert.
What the consortia results suggest is that, while virtually all program-
mes result in short term cognitive gains, these tend to “wash out” in
all cases, whether centre-based or home-based. However, there are
long terun effects. Children who have been involved in such program-
mes are less likely to be assigned to remedial classes or held back at
school, and their standardised achievement scores rise commuously
with age when compared with those who have not been mvolved in
such programmes.

As will be argued later, the most probable explanaﬂon of these
results is that the children have been taught the specific operations
required to do well in IQ tests for young children. Theyhave alsobeen
taught what to expect of schools, teachers, and other adults. As a
result, the children will be better adjusted to school and less rebellious

_ and disruptive. Not being held back, they will be in the right grade to
study the curriculum on which they wlll be assessed and this will result
in higher achievement test scores. In our opinfon, it is reasonable to
expect from the Lothian Region Educational Home Visiting Scheme
results similar in al} respects.

We cannot conclude our brief review of the American literature
without commenting on the small size ¢ d short term nature of mang
of the studies. While the fupds available to some of the U

_ researchers were sevesal million times the funds available to us, the
US programmes (see Haney, W. 1976} have frequently been
charactensed by wild expectations as to what can be accomplished
both by the intervenors and by the evaluators, by failure to be clear
about whether the programuies being evaluated were best thought of
as services or as a planned varety of alternative programmes the
effects of which were to be compared one with another, by utterly

44
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unrealistic fundings and time scales, and by failure to budget time and

- resources forthe developmentof appropriate instrumentation. Nearly
all the evaluation exercises are based on experimental and control &
groups of less than forty, and most on less than twenty. .

. BRITISH PROJECTS

Tuning now to British Projects, we find the ground covered much
more thinly. Aside from the now widely reported Educational Prority .
Area projects, which mostly involved groups as small as those
reported in the American studies, the number of evaluated schemes
can-almost be counted on the fingers of one hand. Van der Evken will
be reporting on his evaluation of these schemes elsewhere. Here it is
appropriate to say a word or two about the EPA schernes

In the West Riding study (Smith, l9'?5), a Nursery programme
’ supplemented by Home Visiting was shown to have a significant
impact on IQ and the children were rated by the Educational Home
Visitors as more mdependenl and likely to take initiative after the
Visiting, The parents were rated as less likely to make use of verbal or
physical punishment. In addition, Poulton and James (1975) have
reported that the study had a significant impact on the mother’s
attitudes and behaviour. Parents became more likely tosay that it was
more important to use wotds carefully when talking to children, and
more willingto play amore active role inschool classrooms. Teachers
were, however, slow to accept the value of HomeVisiting. The Home
Visitors found their own experiences as mothers the most relevant
“training’ for their jobs, They changed their viewpoint on the locus of
“the problem"” they were trying lo deal with and bedame more
committed to the view that schools, rather than parents, needed to
change. Like most of the other British projects, the EHVs found
themselves drawn into counselling and “therapy” with the mothers in
order to help them cope with their unmet social needs.

Another British project—in Deptford—led parénts to feel more
important as educators of their cl'u[dren, to forge closer links with
schools, and to prof%s:oncls coming to think of themselves as

- enablers of, rather than providers of, leammg. It alsoled to IQ gains
and to the children concemed settling into school more readily
- (Jayne, 1970).

Van der Eyken comments that this project, like the US projects we
have described, caters for the sortof confident, service-seeking family
which can make use of knowledge and skills when they are proffered.

Mention must finally be made of some work on pre-school
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education carried out in Dublin (Kellaghan, 1977; Kellaghan and
Archer, 1973, 1975). Two incredibly carefully thought out schemes
were implemented and evaluated. One involved a centre-based
programme, This mainly provided means of involving the children
concernied in activities which would be likely to promote their
cognitive development, although these activities were supported by
some home-school link activities. The other programme involved
Home Visitors’ going into the children’s homes over a period of time
and encouraging the mothers to engage their children in activities
(such as. reading) which would be likela{ to promote their cognitive
development,

So far, the evaluation of only the first of these sets of activities has
been published. Despite the cognitive emphasis of the programmes
and the care taken in designing.the intervention, the mean IQ of the
participating cHildren inéreased only from 93 at the start to 99 at the
end of the programme. It then declined to 91 three years later. The
programme had no effect on a number of personality variables.

Aside from these results of the evaluation, the study is of interest
because it shows that, despite the disadvantaged nature of the homes
from which the children were drawn, the variance in their IQs is
virtually identical io the variance found in the total population.
Whatever explanation is advanced for the low mean scores of the
children living in the area, that explanation must also account for the
. fact that the children’s abilities are far from uniform. Whatever is

responsible for the variance in IQs, it is unlikely to be the home
backgrounds from which the children come.

The position of the Lothian Region Educationa] Home Visiting
Scheme in this array of possible strategies will, it is hoped, by now be
falrly obvious in a general sort of way. In the next chapters the
activities of the EHVs are deseribed in slightly more detail, and some_
of the issues which the Scheme has raised are discussed inthe context
of the available jiterature. In Part IIC we turn to the task of using the

. literature we have renewed, and the understanding of the issues which
we will by then have built up, to assess what the impact of the Scheme
is likely to be,




CHAPTER 5

THREE STYLES OF VISITING

As we have seen, the EHVs, working within the general framework
outlinéd earlier by Ian MacFadyen, and in consultation with their
HMead Teachers, were encouraged 10 exercise their professional
_ j.dgment about how best to go about their work and how best to relate

e general orientation of the scheme to the needs of the particular

families, schools and communities in which they worked. The

variation in style that this produced, the pressuces which made for it,
and its consequences are reported by McCail in a refated publication

{(McCail, 1980). Here it is Sufficient to give thé reader, as briefly ast
" possible, some inkling of the extent of the variation.

Four styles of Home Visiting may be discerned within the scheme.
Only three of these will be discussed here because the fourth is-a style -
which was developed by the Visitor who works with handicapped
dhildren.

‘The styles which are described below are neithéf “pure” styles nor,

 “ideal types”. The descriptions leave many thing® out, and noone of .
the EHVs would claim todo all ofthe t]ﬁngswhichareincluded under
any one ‘heading. The sketches simply serve to indicate the sort of
variation found within the scheme, To ayoid any misunaerstanding it
should be mentioned that, although only six Home Visitors have been
at work at any one time, owing to two retirements, eight Home

Visitors have infact been associated with the scheme up tothe time at
‘which the evaluation ceased. The number of EHVs at work has

subsequently mereased to fifteen.

——

STYLE 1 .
Style 1 seems to encompass the following components: - .
(@) An emphasis on teaching particular concepts: colours, relation-
ships, nam€s of objects. (Note the implicit theory of “cognitive
devalo t”, As Bereiter and Engelmann (1966) assert, this
view holds that the ability tothink clearly is dependent on hdving
relevant constructs available),
(b) An emphasis on teaching a “cognitive skill”—such as how to
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pay attentzon to shapes, to the imes on bits of jigsaws, etc. The
cognitive skill behind these might be described as the skill of
- observing, reasoning, listening or analysing. This emphasis is, of
course, compatible with a theory very different from that of
Bereiter and Engelmann. This theory holds that the development
of vocabulary, constructs, parts of speech, tenses of verbs, and
linguistic structure is dependent on the pnor development of the
ability to perceive and think clearly, since these abilities are
cssentialto discern the complexstructurz of language, which no
parent or teacher is in a position to_teach children expllcitly
(Spearman, 1927; MacNamara, 1972).
A “teacherish” style in interaction making extensive use of“
closed questions with the right or wrong answers.—-

{(d) An emphasm on encouraging parents to adopt discipline by

. reasonmg, without being able to give aiiy very explicit account
of why this is so important,

{¢) Little questioning of the current programme of pnmary schools
or “middle class values™.

(/) Minimal involvement in helping the parent to think about and
solve her problems (Such activities are felt to be a digression
which is sometimes necessary in order to get the problems out of

the way so that the “real work™ of the visit can go ahead)

&) Involving parents, in a classroom-like sitvation, in group
activities designed to teach them the received wisdom about how
to bring up their children. -

STYLE 2

The Home Visitor who best exemplifies this approach takés the
view that developmental leaming follows interest, It is necessary to
foliow the child’s interest and give him the information he needs to
explore them. He will then come to observe and to think. He will pick
up concepts in the process, and his need to observe and to think about
his interests will lead himto develop these cognitive skills, which he
will then use in order to master }anguage. Thus, like Spearman (1927

and MacNamara (1972), she holds that the ability to perceive and
" think clearly is a prerequisite to the acquismon of language—-not the
reverse (cf Bereiter and Engelmann, 1966). :

Like Bruner (1966 1967, 19?6), Cazden (1973) and White
(1976), her view is that the educazor’sjob istocreate environmentsin
which children can grow. There is no.need to direct their attention or
to “stamp in’* basic ¢onstructs.
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Like Kelly (1955), she holds that the child, like herself, is an
experimenting, anialysing, thoughtful being who is alreaty trymg to
reftect on, andimprove, the effectiveness of his actions, and trying to
understand the world, Thus itis not necessary to constrain his.actions
by rigid rules. Indeedthis is tobe avoided sothat the child can exercise
these abilities.

In order to prevent the mother viewmg the child as incompetent and
ignorant {and therefore as something to be disciplised, trained, and
insteucted), but rather as competent, thoughtful, interested, and
anxious to learn, she is anxious to draw:the mother's attention to her
child’s abilities and to encourage het to develop a great respect for her
child's competence.

Because the child is capable of reasoning, it is important to adopt
discipline strategies which stress reason. But by reasoning with the
child one ajso promotes the development of the ablllty to reason,

question and analyse. The effect becomes cyclical.

In order to help the mother to become better able to model
appropriate cognitive processes in action—for the child to see and
copy—she encourages the mother to mull over the goals of the
visiting, the success with which they are being achieved, and waysin
which they could be attained more effectively.

" In order to help them to think about children's behaviour, styles of
interaction between parent and child, and educational processes, she
encourages parents to visit the nursery school—where they can not

o_“é)’_ﬂ’&!ea,chﬂs—ﬂ"d—chﬂdren imeracting, but also see parents
——————ifiteracting with their own and other children. They can also try out
new styles of behaviour with othe&ieoples children in a situation in

s

which the consequences of a mis
would be with their own children.

Because of the subtlety of her approach to promoting growth and
development she is doubtful about the notion that effective Home
Visiting could be carried out by mothers who have only a minimum of
training and supervision. .

e may be less serious than they

STYLE 3 _
“The third style of visiting is characterised by:

_f_’__’LA_bclleLmat-ltwls necessary (o use language to promote the

developrnent of reasonmg abxhty
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concepts and teach the analytic styles which are required to
evolve concepts.

A belief that an effort to help the mother to cope with her own .

problems will lead her to use language, get heip from other
people, make plans, anticipate the future, anticipate obstaclesto
the achievement of her goals and invent ways of surmounting
them, bring to bear and utilise past experience, and increase her
confidence in her abihty to {ead her life effectively. By doing
these things more often in her child’s presence, the mother will
- portray oosmtive processes in action, and competent behaviour
in general, in a way which it is easy for the child to copy. Indeed,

the child will have & strong inducement to copy it—because he _
will see that the behaviour helps the mother to achieve her goals

effectively, °

A belief that helping the’ mother to deal with loneliness by
reflecting on the nature of the problem and taking effective steps
to deal with it in the way which has just been described is an
activity whiich is directly relevant to the'achievement of the main
goals of the project—and not merely a means of getting one’s
foot in the door or a valuable side-effect of having been involved
in’the project.

A belief that schools urgently need to change away from their
knowledge-communicating function to a growth-promoting
function, but that, pending that change, children need tolearnto
take advantage of schools in exactly the same way as mothers
need to learn how to exploit and manipulate bureaucracies in .
order to achieve their own ends.

Despite the attachment to language, this style veers towardthe view
of Bronfenbrenner (1975) that it is important to involve parents and
- children in activities in which the parents use cognitive activities to
achieve their goals effectively. Although still some way fromit, it also
comes closest to the ‘author’s view that the language activities (so
conspicuous toeducational researchers in the past in the parent/child
interactions of competent people) are only a smafl past of the total
- picture, So far as the child is concerned, the parenta! model also
involves planning, monitoring the effects of one’s behaviour and
leaming new things from the effects of that behaviour, and putting
advancmggncsel.ﬁandth&eff’cuve achievement of one’s goalsbefore
attending to one’s friends. These activities may have an impact on
development which js at least as important as the actual language
activities which go on between a child and his mother.
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Concluding Comment

The Objectz\'e of this brief chapter was to gwe the reader a feel for
the different orientations adopted by the Educational Home Visitors.
It was in no sense to give 2 complete aogoum of work of the EH Vsand
the factors which made for differing orientations. This detail will be
found in McCail (19804, 1980b). None of the styles of visiting
depicted here tell the reader everything which it is important to know
about .any one of the Educational Home Visitors and none of the
EHVs do all the things listed under any one head. Nor are the styles
static and discreet. For example, the EHV who most closely
exemphﬁes Style-3 claims to have begun in Style 2, to have been led
by the literature to adopt a Style 1 approach, and, fmally, asaresultof
what she leamnt as she went along, to have.moved into Style 3. The
thumbnail sketches which have been given are useful as a means of
gaining an 1rnpressnon of the range of orientations represented within
the project, but they grade into each other, and change, in endless
ways. - .




PART IIB

.
-

- SOME THEORETICAL ISSUES OF
PRACTICAL IMPORTANCE




R THE NEXT FOUR CHAPTERS discuss a a few questions which lie at the very
heart of the Project. In them an attempt will be made to raise and to clarify a
numberofissues of theoretical and practical importance. Itis hoped that these
discussions, incomplete though they necessarily are, will help others to run
better programmes in the future. As has been indicated, one of the main
functions of any evaluation is 10 generate suggestions f‘or ways in which
programmes can be improved.

These chaplers arise out of topics whichcame up for repeateddlscussnon at
the weekly EHVs' meelings or represent areas of ambiguity Which our

. observations led us to think about. Althorgh the first of these chapters
consists mainly of an extended quotation i*om atechnical report published by
the Stanford Research Institute and authored by Jane Stallings.ef af, it deals
so well with-2-complex and confused area of such great importance to the

- Project that we could neither reascnably leave the question out ner hope to
discuss it 50 ably or succinctly.

The four chapters represent a selection from a largerset. It is hoped that at ...
least two of these other chapters—which relate to the logistics of running
evaluated inncvations and the shared understandmgs which are requiredto

-run them effectively (as distinct from running Educational Home Visiting
Programmes) will be published as journal articles. Until that happens they
can be obtained from the author in a mimeographed form. ;




CHAgEﬁs

. LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT .
As we have seen, the EHVs began thelr work by 1pvolv1ng the

children they visited, in their parents’ presence, in actzvmes in which
- “language was usedt6 extend the 1magmatmn of.the c!uld”

The role of language in thought, and the role of the EHVs in ,
developmg language, was a matter for almost continuous’ dlscu*‘slon
at the EHVs' meetings. One EHV maintained—and continued to ,
‘maintain-that she 7. .er taught language. Another mamtamed that—
although she was not very bothered if the evaluation did not show an
jmprovement in IQ—language was essential in order to recal past
évenis, make plans, anticipate obstacles, think of ways of getting
round those obstacles, and persuade other people. If was, therefore, a
central chiective of the project to lead the parents to encourage their
children to use language in new ways. It might not aﬁ'ect IQ, but it
would certainly affect compétenice.

Since this range of perspectives is likely to be represnnted in any

" similar project, it may-be henpful to make brief reference to the issues
which have been ralsed in this, ‘at times, ﬁerce and acrimomous,
. intemnal debate.

Let us firstJook back -at how Jan MacFadyen saw the situation.

“Language is to be used to extend the lmagmauon He does not

“appear to be saying that danguage is to be “taught” in the sense in

which knowledge is taught, thougi the fact that teaching seems to be
mote closely associated in the public mind with teaching concepts and
conveying information than with developing .new ways of ﬂunkmg,
feeling, and behaving is revealing.

?ut what of the word 1magmatmn‘? A quotauon from Spearman is
he pful‘ !

\

"“IMAGINATION... . . can be mterpreted in two widely' diﬂ'erenl
Y ways, (1) the ability to form moce or less clear and vivid ‘images’.
The importance of these comes chiefly from the view held by many
 ‘psychologists, that’ they constitute the essence even of thinkmg
uself For any suchview, however, but imle upportis afforded
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the forming of images seems to be just the one ability ¢
correlations of which with those involving ‘g’ never_if" any
circumstances rises appreciably above zero! (2) inventiveness or
creativeness . . . Analysis, however, would appear to demonstrate

_ that no such special creative power exists. All three noegenetic
processes are generative of new mental content anr- of new
inowledge; and no other cognitive generation can pssibly be
attained in any other way whatsoever, not thougha Shakespeare, a
Napoleon, and a Darwin were rolled into one. That which is
usually attributed to such a special imaginative or inventive
operation can, be simply resolved into a correlate—eduction
combined with mere reproduction.

From this analytic standpoint, then, we must predict that all
creative power— whether or hiot it be dubbed imagination—will at
any rate involve ‘g’. And such a prior conclusion seems to be
corroborated by all the expenmental evidence™

Whlle later research into creativity reveals that Spearman has
neglect~d its crucially important motivational component, and while it
suggests that at the upper end of the IQ range convergent and .
divergent thlnkmg tend to separate out, what he is saying ls that .
imagination is essenually “basic 1ntellectual ability”. If this is so,
what Ian MacFadyen is asserting is that he w1shes to test the
hypothesis that language usags will develop a child’s IQ. While most
of the EHV’s would initialiy have accepted that proposition, most
would now find it threatening, and not only because they would fear
that—as the United States’ Headstant and Follow-through investi-

egations have confirmed—a tendency of the evaluators to focus onthis
goal would lead to a de-emphasis of other goals.

Itmay helpus totease outsome of the issues involvedin the concept
of language development, and the role of language in intellectual
develg)pment, if we quote extensively l‘rom the work of Stallings et al
(i97 . .

Langnage Skills

Language skills encompass mastery of phonology {the sound system of
language). syntax (the rules for correct choice and sequencing of words),
and Semantics, the latter including both knowledge of the meanings of |
mdividual words and comprehension and production of meaningful
uiterances. Language development occurs at an exifémely rapid rate
between the ages of two, when muliiword utterance” beginto predommate
in the child’s speech, and approximately four, when com lex syntactic
forms close to those of the adult can be found in the child’s discourse.

Obviously\, 1anguage is in part a leamed Skill; children absorb the

\
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language < languages spoken in their social envlronment. However,
current linguistic theory (e.g., Chomsky, 1975) holds that all languages
use gmﬂar underlying rule systems. Moreover, the sequence of stages of
Imgussuc development and the approximate age at‘which each stage
appears are remarkably uniform across cultures (Brown, 1973). The
rapMity and uniformity of linguistic de\relopmenl together with the
umverSallty. complexity, and abstractness of linguistic rules, cast doubt
on the adequacy of ordinary learning processes (e.g. reinforcement,
modelimg) in explaining how the child masters his native tongue. Many
workers in the field ol‘develogmental psydiolmguxsucs concur, at J2ast jn
some degree. with Chomsky's claim that important asﬁcts of the capacity
to acquire language are innate in the human species {INOte that this claim
has nothing to do with genetic effects on individual differences in language,
ability). Direct neurclogical evidence has also been brought to bear in
support of Chomsky's claim (Lenneberg, 1967). It is clear that Ianguage
learning builds on complex cognitive skills that are present very early in
life, whether these are innate or deveioped through experience in infancy
as , some cognitive-developmental psychologists  believe (e.g.,
facNamara, 1972;-Brown, 1973)> . ' .
- Aspects of language that ca# be affected . . . include vocabulary, the
surface details of syntax and pronunciation that constitute ‘standard’
(middie-class) English, the rate of acquisition of more fundamental skills,
and perhaffs the ways in which language is used. These aspects oflanguage
deveiopment can be tested, and they affect the child’s relationship to the
school. Vocabulary development requires litle comment, but the
remaining aspects of linguistic develdBment raise important issues.

The surface variations of syntax and pronunciation that characterize

. ‘nonstandard’ dialects such as black American English arc often
interpreted as ‘bad grammar’ by middle-class teachers who do not
recogaize that nonstandard Engligh is as intricate in rules and as rich in
communicative Poweras their owndialects (Labov, 1970). Thus, mastery
of the surface details of ‘standard’ English is a useful skill for the black
child. who often becomes hidialectical in order to deal with both his own
subculture and the dox. nant middle-class culture in the schodl. To ensure
that the, child makes progress in mastering ‘standard” English while
retaining respect for his own dla]ect is part of what it means to promote
llngmsuc devclopment .

There is evidence that the sheer amount of adult linguistic modelling or
adult-child linguistic interaction is related to various indices of linguistic
maturity {e.g., mean length of utterances, complexity of verb phrases,
variety of sentence types). ... There is &1soreason to believe that the rate |
of acquisition of general linguistic competence and of specific grammatical
constructions may depend on the type of frequency of linguistiomodelling
and interaction that.the child vxperiences . .

(There is no evidence, however, that the chtld's ultimate level of
competence is necessarily related to rate of acquisition).
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Another important aspect of language development that may be
" affected ... i5 the way in which children use language—as 2 means of
communication, as a tool for thmklng, and as a means of expressing and
controlling emotions .

A5 the child rgeaches the early elementary school years, language
becomes a vehicle for manipulating as well as expressing ideas. The
gradual development of this use of language as a tool for thought can be
observed over the preschool period { Vygotsky, 1962}, Whether this use of
languagéis acause ora consequence of general cognitive developmentisa
controversial point. P, aget (e.g.. in Piaget and Inhelder, 1969) has-argued
that it is purely a cons&lquence, that language skills have no casual relation
10 reasoning ability. ‘Vygotsky (1962), Bruner er al (1966), and others
have argued that acquisition of certain language skiils can facilitate
cognitive development .. ..

A final use of language that may be influenced by the. . . environment is
verbal expression of emotions. There is evidence that children who can
express fmstration and anger verbally are able to reduce their levels of
negative affect and avoid aggressive outbursts (Emmerica, 1966;
Feshbach. 1969). In thisregard, language use is intimately related to self-
control and to the regulation of aggression, as already discussed.

Classroom processes likeiy to affect language skills in the four domains

. =—=mastery of *standard’ English, rate of acquisition. use of language as
atool for communication and as a tool for thought, and use of language to
. express and control feelings—may be either formal or informal. Formal
" processes inctude drill, presenting the child - th verbal reasoning or
memory tasks, and expllc it training in grammar or pronunciatign.
Informal processes include language games, stozytelling (by adul!s or
chlldren), reading aloud, and, most crucially, verbal intczactinn Satween
caregivers and children .

It islikely that use of Ianguage to express thoughts and clarify problems
can be facilitated if the caregiver intervenes skiltfully in the relevant
situations, helping the chitd to discover how his own verbalizations can aid
him. As for use of language to express, and thereby control, emotions, the
socialization literature reviewed earlier suggests that impulse control is
best achieved through use of inductive discipline techniques that stress
. explicit verbal reasoning and explanation of rules.

Memory Skills

*Memory’ refers to the capacity to store lnformauon and experience;
obviously, the capacity to remember i5 necessary for all 1earning. Since
babies exhibit lcarning (at least in the form of acquisition of conditioned
responses) in the first weeks of life, it is tikely that some primitive type of
storage capacity is past of man's iinate cognitive equipment. However, .
the capacity to acquire. Store, and retricve information voluntarily
requlres the development of mnemonic skills that depend on experience;
thisis pasticularly truc of memory for veib 1l materials and of memory for
verbal labels aftached to objects or pictures,

T
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For example, when educat:d Western adults are confronted with.tasks |

such as memorizing lists of words or memorizing associations between
pairs of symbols, they typically rehearse the words or pairs repeatedly to
themselves. Rehearsal transforms the items to be remembered from
transicnt ‘shori-term memory’ into more durable *lorig-term memory’.
{See Atkinson.and Shiffrin, 1968, for a review of much relevant evidence
and a theoretical overview of thisprocess). Preschool children are unlikely
to rehéarse verbal materials spontaneously, and as a consequence their
performance on verbal memory tasks is poor. The tendency to rehearse
and the ability to recall verbal matedials or verbal Jabels for objects and
pu wres show significant increases with age from the pre-school period
into the elementary school years (Flavell, Beach, and Chmsky, 1966;
Flavel), 1970b; Hagen, 1972) Clear}y the mpemonic skills in such
experimeital tasks are useful for some of the leaming that occurs.in
schools and preschools, Mcmonzmg the alphabet or the muitiplication
table, or learning the pairing between written letters and their names, are
but a few examples of school-related rote memory iasks requiring verbal
rehearsal skills. ,
. Verbal rehearsal has also been implicated jn learning tasks of a
+ somewhat more conceplual nature. For example, preschool children do
poorly on tasks requiring them to discriminate relative sizes of objects
{Kuenne, 1964) or to shift flexibly between responses based on size and
colour of objects (Kendler and Kendler, 1261). Kendler (1963) has
offered evidence that older children are able to distover and remember tae
relevant attributes of objects in part because they name the attributes to
themselves when performing the leaming task. '

Verbal rehearsal is not the only school-related mpemonic skill that
children acquire. Other, examples of memory strategies employed by
educateC adults include imposition of meaningfutl structure on lists of
items {0 be remembered {Bousfield, 1953; Tulving, 1966) and use of
visual imagery, rthymes, or narrames toconnect lists of items (Bower and
Bolton, 1969; Bower, 1972). Unschooled, non-Western adults do not
spontaneously use all of the various mneinonic strategies in the same way
as do their, educated Western counterpaits or children from their own
cuitures who have receivedsa Western education (Cole ef 4, 1971).
Therefore, it can be inferred that some of these strategies are learned and
that their acquisition probably depends on discovering their usefulness in
the school or preschool situation.

Perhaps the most provocative work on memory development in young
children is that of Piaget and his colleagues {see Piaget and Inhelder,
1969). Piaget conceives of memory as a process of active reconstruction
rather than retricval of static mental records of past events. He argues that
the child’s capacity to reconstruct depends on the cognitive operations
available to him. Thus memery improves with age, not only because the
child acquires specific task-related stratcgies such as verbal rehearsal but
also because his cognitive capacities undergo major, sualitalive, structural
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reorganization. The changes in memory skills and cognitive organization
are especially striking between the preschool and early clementary school
years (lhe transition from ‘preoperational’ to ‘concrete operational
thinking, in Piaget's termgs). Piaget has demonstsated that pre-school
children can reconstruct Simple scenes (e.g., an arrangement of sticks .
ordered from smallest to largest} more accurately after a delay of many
mopths than afier a delay of only a few days, if they have acquired new,
relevant cognitive operations (the eapacity for “seration”) in the
meantime. While thes¢ experiments present certaio problems of inter-
pretation, they lend credénce to the view that. memory devclopment in
young children is part of a broader process of eognmve growth and is not
merely due to acquisition of specific mnemonic tricks.

Finally, a good deal of recent work on children's memdry (e.g.,
Kreutzer, Leonard, and Flavell, 1975) deals with what has been cdiled

'metamemory’ skills. Such skills include knowing what ong knows or does

not know before one searches one's memory for the parucular information
or knowing what kinds of strategies will help one retrieve information (as
Qpposed to mere!y using such strategies unthinkingly). Research on such
*metacognitive” skills is in its infancy but promtses to be amajor new area
of developmental psycheiogy.

Insum, the memory literature gives ample reason 1o believe that specifie
mnemonic skills are acquired in response to particular schoo)-related
tasks. The literature further suggests that memory development may be
linked 1o more fundamental changes in cognitive structure with age. While
the literature clearly demonstrates that preschoolers differ dramaticalty
from older children in mnemonic strategies and metamnemonic skills, the
literature is somewhat less elear in tracing the development of these skills

- through the preschool period . . ..

Reasoning Skills and Concept Learning
_ In their broadest interpretation, reasoning skills and concept learning
encompas$ almost the whole of cognitive development. They eonstitute
not one cutcome variable but a massive eomplex of variables. Reviews of
research performed before 1970 (Besdyne, 1970; Flavell, 1970a)
" demonstrate the volume and intricacy of theoretical and empirical work in
the two areas. To dojustice to the issues relevant to the two fields would be
impossible here; only the briefest of sumimaries can be attempted. °
Thereare two major approaches to cognitive development, one derived
from a ‘European rationalist/structuralist tradition most cleasly
exemplified jn the work of Piaget, the second from an American
behaviourist/empiricist tradition associated with Watsen, Hull, Skinner,
andmany others. The latter sehoo! views the development of coneepts and
reasoning abilities as the accumulation of specific experiences; for this
school, leaming consists of appropriate sequences of stimulation,
response, and reinforcement. (In some variants of the approach, modelling
is also given a role). The Piagetian tradition views intellectual develop-
ment as a series of qualitative changes in intellectual structure. Leaming is

VU
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assumed to be inteinsically motivated in chikdren; extrinsic reinforcement
is,not a condition for its occurrence. Environmental gtimulation providesa
necessary input, but it does not.alone determine mental structure; mental
structure is shaped by the mind’s activities upon the data of experience.

Needless to say, these two views are not the only ones possible; many,
perhaps most, developmental psychologtsts adopt +hybrid positions,

drawing on both traditions.

Cognitive Style Variables

Whereas cognitive skill variables refer to the child’s acquired inte)lec-
tual abilities and knowledge, cognitive style variables refer to the manner
in which the child acquires knowledge and overcémes obstacles ... The
style’ variables—reflectivity, task persistence, generation of ndeas
problem solving, and curiosity—are less directly tied to the school andto
the middie-class culture embodied in the school. In fact, prominent
psychologists have argued that some of the characteristics captured by the
style variables are part of every child's basic make-up. For example,

White (1959) has postulated that man is endowed from birth with

‘competence motivation’. a desire to understand and master the enviren-
ment, which is in part reflected in his curiosity, persistence, and problem-
solving activities. . . %

Wlt]‘l Stallings’ review of the literature fi rmly in our minds we may
return to our examination of the EHVs’ work in the language area.
Those EHVs who encountered children who had language problems

. —whether those problems were to do.with phonology, syntax or
semantics—found themselves unexpectedly impotent, If the child's
prograraming was somehow defective—for whatever reason—then
their formula “talk to the child and gncourage him to study relation-
ships’* suddenly turned out to be inadequate. .

Ata less extreme Ievel, some of the EHVs regarded the teaching of
the syntax of standard Engllsh as domehow .unethical, perhaps
because it smacks of “imposing middle-class values”. Others
considered it to be important to do this sothat the children concemned
would be able “to take ad.fantage of what the school system has to
offer”, o

“Formal" processes to promote tbe*acquzsmon of syntax and to
facilitate the use of language as a tool for thought'and communication
were favoured by some. “Informal” processes were used by others
"Both appear to have advantages and-disadvantages.
Some of the EHVs made efforts to develop the atility to memonse
and recall, though none made use of the rehearsmg {echniques’ which

would seem to be mdlcated by Stallings’ review. .

As to promoting reasonirg and concept leaming, some of the EHVs

+ n
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have fol]owed what Stallmgs calls the American Behaviourist model
—~—of teaching pamcular bits of information and associations—and
others the “European” tradition. Clearly both have their advocates.
Those EHV’s who have taken the “European” perspective—that it
is necessary to be able toobserve and think clearly inorderto agquire
language—have, on otcasion, argued that it is necessary to teach
“cognitive skills”—like observing, classifying, aad looking for
relationships. Some have tended to do this with materials they or the
mothers have chosen—such as jigsaws—and have encouraged the
children to reason about the shape of the piece that is needed, or what
is implied by lines etc. which are llke]y to continue on to the missing
piece. Others have tended toward the view that it is important to allow
. the child to define the problem—so that he is “motivated”—and then

toencourage himto think and leamn in relatic ,towhatever he happens -

to be interested in at the time. Those who have adopted this
perspective have also been inclined to argue that, by following the
child's interests, one may encourage him to develop the habit of
ncantrating for longer periods of time on particular objects, to
lndmduate spgcific aspects of his environment from their back-
grounds; and to develop the habit of tolerating the frustrations
involved in trying to generate new concepts and understanding,

“Cognitive Style” variables have also been frequently discussed by
the Educational Home Vlsnors— and they reached as little consénsus
as did Stallings in her review of the literature. One of the problems is,
of course, that many of the variables which Stallings refers to as
1¢” are not in fact correctly described as cognitive style
variables at all. They involve cognitive activity, but they also involve
behaviour and’ emotions as well. They are complex motivational
dispositions which involve finely balanced patterns of cognitive,
affective, and motor activities. Yet, complex as they are, these are.the
_ qualities which parents are most likely to influence—wittingly or
unwittingly. Andthesé arethe quallues whichthe EHV’s may be most
able to influence. The problem is that, if the author is right (Raven,
1977), these qualitics are intimately bound up with values—about
influencin gwhich the members of our socn:ty are, not wnhoul rcason,
extremely ambivalent.

In the light of Stallings’ review it would seem that there are good
grounds forthe EM Vs’ feelings of bewilderment. Both the meaning of,
and the roie of, “language development”, both as a dependent and as
an independent vdriable is extremely unclear. Future projects may
well like to give priority to trying to establish some consensus on the
perspective which was going to be adopted and tested before going

———
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into the field. And even ifthey do not wish todefine that perspective,
then they may still like to draw the project staff’s attention to the
enormous variety in viewpoints which is represented wltlun the
. literature.

The EHV’s also stumbled acrossa number of questions wh:ch are
" not raised in Stallings’ review. One of these is whether Stallings is
right to assume that the ability to adjust to schools is dependent on
familiarity with Standard English Syntax and Semantics— or whether
it is more dependent on such things as willingness to answer teachers’
questions (whlch often differ from most of the questions asked by most
other people in that they are primarily des;gned to test, and assess, the
person who is quest:oned by finding out whether he'’knows something
which the quesuoner already knows, rather than to find out from him
something which is of instrumental value to the quesuone'r) Where
children are not famihar with such questions, the effect may be to
discredit the_questioner in the eyes of the child—for if the teacher _
doesn’t know the answer she must be stupid and if she does know the .
answer she must be equally stupid to ask questions to which she
knows the answer! Once his teacher has been discredited in this way
the child may not be strongly motivated to pay much attention to her!

Another set of questions not particularly highlighted in- Stalhngs
review came to light with the publication of Donaldson’s Children's
Minds (1 978) which challenged manyofthe EH'Vs' assumptionsand,
inparticular, their assumptlon that language was a pre-requisite tothe
development of reasoning, rather than the reverse. But other fascin-
* ating questions which her book poses have as yet barely surfaced. How
does one foster “disembedded” thmkn;gwhllst avoidingdisembedded
thinking becoming thinking which is bound by a “pedagogic
" boundary” because it is never reality-tested? How doesone teach, or
facilitate the acquisition of, meta-languages for thinking abour suck
things as the structure of fanguage, disembedded thinking itself, the
strategic . one would vse to discover principles and how toinnovate—
how to venture successfully info the unknown?

What the EH Vs did feel was that Donaldson’s own beliefthat these
processes were primarily to be fostered by reading to ch:ldren might
be # little inadequate. And, as we have already seen, what is read to

. children, the values and behaviour pattems portrayed, the insight that

is given by the materialinto feelmgs andcognitive processes inaction,
the feelings and emotions children’s parents express while reading the
material to their children, and what children “read’ and try to make
sense of themselves, may have many more implications for their
future development than the mere exposure to words and syntax,
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The EH Vs have also questioned whethér in promoting an interest
in, and willingness to persist with, intellectual activity, language
activity is anything like so important as, for example, the behaviour
and priorities of the mother. The mother’s example may include
evidence of her brooding over problems and struggling to make
relevant variables explicit, showing an interest in intellectual actwny
on the part of the child and of others, and using intellectual activity as
a means of moving herself tov rd her own goals.

Ifit has done nothing else, t  project has raised serious questions
about the role of language in development in the minds of the
participating teachers—and, through this report, hopefully in the
minds of others. But, whereas the author would maintain that projects
of this sort shéuld enable us to move some way toward answering
these questions, some of the EHVs have maintained that, if the
evidence for the view that the sorts of language activitiesin which they
believe is not forthcoming, then one should not be mnnmg projectsof
this sort at all. Thus, by leadmg ‘them to question chetished
assumptions, the project has, in some cases, led the EHVsto reject a
strategy which would take them a long way toward obtaining the very .
knowledge they need. A moment’s reflection reveals that a line of
thought such as theirs undermines the project in a-much more
fundamental way than is immediately obvious. It rejects the view that
one way lo seek to solve one’s problems is to start trying to do
something about them and reflect on what one leams by so doing. It
rejzcts the view that human beings are experimenters who seek to act
on their environment in order to develop a cognitive understanding of
that environment. It asserts that effective action can only be based on
prior knowledge. It therefore asserts that human beings cannot learn
for themselves, but have to_be taught. By definition, therefore,
mothers are incompetent, and have to be taught. T]‘le mother,
therefore, cannot provide a model of competent effective behaviour
for hier children to copy. Such a viewpaint, therefore, draws attention
to a possible contradiction within the project which strikes at its very
heart. Fortunately, the blow may not be lethal-—for we have yet to
learn how the contradiction is going to be resolved.

- * ' i




CHAPTER 7

DISCIPLINE STRATEGIES AND
. COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT - -

‘Almost as soon as they began their work, the EHVs found
themselves trying to influence the discipline strategies which parents
adOpled To begin with this generated a greatdeal ofunease, but,over— - -
time, influencing parents’ styles of disciplirie came to be seen as -

" something hich was ¢entral to the attainment of their ¢bjectives.
Nevertheles§ it continued to smack of ‘/imposing middle class
values”, and, therefore, indoctrimation. Some of the EH Vs took the

" view that, provzded one believed in something, one was entitied to

~ encourage others to believe in it too. Others sought to make explicit
the link between dlsclplmc strategies and the achievement of the

_project’s goals.

) Here our cbjective is, once more, not to give ablow by blow account

- of the. development of the project, but to share some of the mmghts
which have emerged, so that others can consider them. No claim is
made that the chains of reasoning which are described are necessarily
correct, or even-that they necessarily cotrectly reflect the points of
view of the EHVs who put them forward. They are simply points of
view which deserve to be discussed.

One argument advanced for thinking it is unporlant for parents to
adopt strategies of discipline which rely on reasoning if they are to
promote the cognitive development of their children is that, if the
parent reasons with the chilld, she will cume to realise how competent
heis and, as aresult, not .eel obliged to restrict his questioning and his
exploratory behaviour. As a result, he will gel an opportunity to
fexercise a wider range of his abilities. If all decisions are made for
him, he will never get an oppottunity to dothis. Still less will he get an
opportunity 1o realise that he can do things competently on his own.
By encotraging the child to reason about this process the mother will
encourage him to bring to bear relevant past experiénces, to anticipate
what the effects of his actions will be, to think about the reactions of
others and put himself in their shoes, to make his own observations
about how things work, and, if nccessary, invent appropnate new
concepts in the process. -
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By listening to the child the parent will be able to decide what
information is most relevant to his needs, to discover what the child's
interests and concerns are, and to encourage him to think about
relevant issues. As a resuit of discovering what the child’s interests
are, she will be able to create opportunities for him to pursue those
interests in a highly motivated manner, thereby enabling*him to
acquire necessary information and practise appropriate cognitive

. skills. In the process of doing this the parenit will fnore than likely
discover that the child's complaints are reasonable, and, as a result,
seek to take action on his behalf in relation to the wider environment—
including the school environment.

Whilst reasoning with the child the mothes will give the chlld insight
into herown reasonmg process. She will share herown values with the
child and her understanding of the goals which are important in life . -
and how they are to be achieved. In the course of doing this she will
shate with him her ugderstanding of how society operates, and how
other people react—including the sorts of reactions that she believes
to be worthy of consideration and those which are worthy of only
contempt. The ci.ild will therefore be likely to develop internalised .
controls geared to the mother's values. She can therefore afford to
encourage him to question and take decisions for himself, knowing~
that he already shares many of her basic viewpoints. Because he has
developed internaliséd controls she does not need to check up on him:
he can be left fiee to adventure into the unknown and the mother can
remain confident that he will be able to deal with new situations, as
they arise, in a reasonable way.

In reasonmg with his parents—ie authorities—the child will leam
that he can apply cognitive processes to think out what should happen
and that the authority will listen to the results of his reasoning. In other
words he will be fewarded for engaging in cognitive activity because
he wiil see the effects of his actions payingoff. He will cometo think of
tamself” 2s someone who is entitled to have his own opinions and as
someone who i§ entitled to interact with, and seek to influence, adults.
His strategies for dealing with authority are likely to be open, rather .
than underhand, and this, inthe long run, is likely to make it-casier for
the society in which he lives to respond to new infoniation and new ,
understariding. The child himself is likely to be open to new ideas
because he will not have to refer back to authority to find out what to
think about each new piece of information.

Parents’ views on discipline seem to be closzly related to their
views on respect. Parents who favour harsh discipline tend also to

stress unquestionmg obedience, to de-emphasise inquisitiveness and
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vgntl!rousness, and to equate the chitd’s respect for his parents with
ar of-afid deference toward, them. Parents who stress the
rtance of discipline by reasomng are more likely to think that
y should earn_their children’s respect. The connection between 4
such beliefs and cOgmhve development is worth spelling out.
A parent who is concerned to earn respect \{wll obviously try to
. have in ways which are deserving of respect. He or she. will
: therefore be inclined to behave in a way which is above reproach. He
: ofshe will be more likely to discuss his or her ac ions, the reasons for
’ the{n, and their long térm consequences with the child.
conqnderamns may involve the future of the child, his family, or the
soclﬁgy in which the family lives. To do this he oi‘ she not oniy hasto

talk to the child but also to make his or herown values clear, to share
hiso her understandmg of human behaviour and the workings of the
family'and society with the child, to share his or her understanding of
" cause and effect in human behaviour, and to give the child msighl into
distant causes of immediate behaviour, whether that dlstance isin the .
future or in the past.. ) -
If parental behaviour is to be seen by the child as fair and -
considerate the parent must engage the child in i similarly complex
-set of cognitive activities. He or she must also ake clear his or her
value-dilemmas and thereby develop a tolergénce for cognmve.
ambiguity and complexity, she must make cleanthe ways in which
they canbe resolved, the sorts of iriformation whichitis appropriate to
bring to bear to resolve them, the sortg of behaviours which they
themselves value and the reasons (Or valuing them and the barriers to >
living up to thenr ideals and the ways in which, by talcmg thought, uwse :
barriers '.an be overcome.
*  An effort to treat the child with respect is likely to create
, opportunities for the child to talk, to reason (With authority), to
consntder the long-term consequences of his actions, and to make =
explicit and discuss the values, codes, and long le;-m considerations
which should gulde his actions. Not only will these activities lead the
- clu!d to pracuse complex cognitive activities, they will lead him to _
imagine and anticipate possible long term consequences of his actions
with which he may ot already be familiar, to imagine barriers to his
.achieving his goals, to consider a broad range of possibly conﬂlctzng
consequences and choose berween them, to develop.confidence in his
abllu}aio handle such ideas, to think of himself as someone who is
capable of handling such ideas, to think of authority as something
which is open to reason and which_ he is entitled to seek to influence, ~
and, above all, if the parent.does treat the child with respect and
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respond to his arguments to experience the beneﬁts of sound rational
argument.

In the course of the sorts of dzscussmns wluch are impliedin such a
pattern of interaction between paren: and child, the child will
obviobsly be exposed to an extremely wide range of viewpoints and
ideas. As aresult, he i likely to find any further new idea a great deal
less dnfamiliar and frightering. He will have more pegs on which to
hang it. He will therefore’be more open to new ideas and innovations
and more likely to explore their relevance to his own behaviour.

In short, as the EHVs, Brandis and Bernstein (1974), Hess and
Shipman ( 1965) and others, have recognised, the mutual fespect and
discipline issue is central to the cognitive goals of the project, whilst at
the same time posing senous value-laden problemsfor those whowish
to lmglemem it.

Yet, despite the apparent logic of this posmon that logic may. well
be wrong. Quite obviously any parent who is to encourage respectand .
discipline based on reasoning must himself be extremely competent at

"cognitive activity. It may well be that many of the parents involvedin
the programme have moved into their present jobs and environments,
and come to seek prescriptive moral codes to guide their behaylour, .
precisely because they are less able to reason and cope with complex
*arguments, This hypothesis finds some support in the data collected
by Raven (1976) who found that downwardly mobile pupils, who had,
presumably, previously béen exposed to the child rearing practices
which, aswe will see, are more characteristic of High ratherthan Low
Socio-Economic Status parents, were more likely to wish to have
prescriptive codes laid down for them and were more anxious that
they be firmly enforced. It is therefore of the greatest importance to
find out whether the pattems of relationship we have hypothesised
here are borne out in practice or whether it is possible for people
change their perceptions, expectations and\}iehaviour in this area.




CHAPTER 8

*

TEACHERING VERSUS MOTHERING,

“Ihe overall aim-of the Projedt i$ ... to emphasise the unique and

irreplaceable contribution of the mothertothe educational development of

her children during the critically important formative penod before the

child begins formal schooling”.—IAN MACFADYEN, in a Paper to a

?‘;mmar on Home, Schoo! and Community, Gfasgow University, June
© 1977 - ¢ .

Although there. have been several indications throighdut.. the
duration of the project that it might be important to distinguish
between teachering and mdthering, ‘the issue came to a head when a
Home Visitor, who had been reading over a transcript of one of her
visits, exclaimed “I was hon‘(f ed” by tHat. There I was being a
teacher. 1 was doing all sorts of shings which I would not.do as a
mother”. . B

Further discussion suggested that the distinction revolved around
such thlngs as; the use of closed, “tutorial”, questions designed to find
out whether the child knew something which the Home Visitor
thought the child ought to know, pressure to cover “ground” during
the visits, a tendency to push things along, rather than “respond” to
the child,"and a focus on knowledge to be conveyed rather than
encouraging the child’s personallty to flower and develop. In'a
discussion revolving around the question of whether it was possibleto
follow the child’s interests, and respond to him, the game Home
" Visitor deglared that it was not possible for hrerto respond toachiid's
¥ interests during a Home Visit because she wasonlythere for anhoura .
week and therefore did not have time to become thoroughly familiar
with the sorts of things which tumed him on.

More food for thought was provided on another occasion by a
Home Visitor who remarked that she felt extrethely uncomfortable if
she just visited people’s:houses and encouraged the children to play.
She was, after all bemg paidbyth mé Logdal Authority to visit the houses
in order ta assist in the children’s development. Although she
recognized the basic irrationality of what she was saying, she
therefore felt obllged to “teach” rather than just allow growth to

-
.
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happen. Her sentiments were echoed by the group “‘enabler” whosaid
that in her l:ole as facilitator of community activities, she feit under an
obligation to “make things happen” (which she nevertheless tried to
resist), when what might be best for the mothers concemed might bea
rather slower, and somewhat diiferent, course.

A third indication of the growing realisatic the potential
importance of this issue is contzined in the paper which the Home
Vlsuors wrote for a Lothlan-Strathclyde Meeting on “Teacher in the
Yéar 20007—-Strategies for Change in Education”. In that paper the
Home Visitors particularly stressed the need for a move from
“teaching” to “facilitating children’s development’.

" An Internal Contradiction Within the Profect?

It may be that the Project’s terms of reference contain an internai
contradiction oy tension. One must, of course, hasten toadd that there
is nothing wrong with that. As philosc,aers and leaders throughout
history have emphasized, such contradictions provide starting points
for many worthwhile developments in thinking and society. But
emphasizing the mothers’ “unique and irreplaceable contribution”
implies that they are to be encouraged to do something which is, by |
detinition, different from what teachers do ln nursery schools
However, the EH Vs’ professional expertise was in the teaching area,
nut in the mothering area. Not did they all neCessauly agree that the
mothers’ contribution was “unique and irreplaceable”, for several
emphasized the need to et children into nursery schools, particularly
if the home was “poor”. These reflections suggest that one of our
soaal problems may be that parents know only too well what the

*‘unique and irreplaceable” function of schools is, but that there is no
widespread recognition of what the ““unique and irreplaceable”
function of mothers may be.

k)
Background Lzremture

The tensions of which we have spokenaiso pervade the backgroungl
literature. The fact that some two-thirds of the variance in academic
achievement between pupils of any one age can be accounted for by
home background is videly cited as ajustification for early childhood
intervention. Less widely cited are two other facts. Firstly, as
Moynihan (1966} and Coleman {1966} were at pains to point outin

-relation to their work, the lion’s share of the variance in school
_attainmep een pupils of different ages is almost entirely a
product of the school, not the home. Secon"s , if the effect of IQ is
partialled out before' one assesses the effect of the home, the
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proportion of the variance in school attainment which can be
aitributed to home process variables drops to 5% to 10%. Whilst
most members of our society would be prepared to agree that it should
be relatively easy to encourage parents to treat their children in
different ways, far fewer would be optimistic that it would be
relatively easy to have a subs:’tannal impacton children’s intelligence.
"Confronted with evidence of the statistical equivalence of the
statements: “The lion’s share of the variance between pupils of any
one age in their school attamments can be accounted for by home
process variables”, and “The lion’s share of the variance between
pupils” academic attainments at any one age can be accounted for by
their intelligence”, many people would find their faithin the statement
that research by Peaker (1967), Zoleman (1966) and others has
shown that mothers were their children’s most important educators
severely threatened.

However, there is another sense in which it may be true that
mothers aie their children’s most important educators. In this sense
the focus i§ not so much on school performance as the criterion of
development, but on qualities like initiative, self-confidence,
.adventurousness, and the ability to make use of one’s talen and
abilities. [tisinthis sense that McBeath(1 978), for example, suggests
that parents are their children's most important educators. It isfin this
" sense thatbothC oleman(l972) and Bronfenbrenner (1974) suggest
that parents were in the past their children’s most lmportanle cators
and that there is now a gap in the socialisation process. It in this
sense that parents vary considerably from one to another in the
qualities they think it is important for their children to deVeIOp and in
relation to which the processes that are used to foster deveIOpmem
vary greatly between households. (Further evidence to s port this
.state.aent will be found in Part I1I of this Report). Neverthq]ess, there
is gvidence to suggest that, even in this area, the belief that parents are
their children’s most important educators may be ill-founded. As has
already been mentioned, the stress which pupils place on developing
these qualities is at least as much a product of the destinafions pupils
see themselves bound for, as of the backgrounds they come from.

The tension which we have suggested exists within the present
Project and in the general background literature is also to be found
within specific item:s in the literature on which the Project was based.
For example, the extremely influential Plowden Report (1966) on
primary education contains Gilbert Peaker’s analysis which, as we
have seen, purports to show that two-thirds of the variance\in school
performance at any one age is attributable to home background.
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Nevertheless, the educational outcomes with which the Plowden
Report itself is most concerned are, not academic performance in the
traditional segse at all, but the development of sich qualities as
initiative, the bility {o make one’s own observations and learn
without instructioh, autonomous learning, and the ability to work with
others. As Bernsteih has emphasized, the most important shift to be
discerned within the Plowden Report is from a sinele, explicit,
criterion of performance toward a multiple, implicit, network of
criteria. The Report is no more able than were the participants in the
present project to say what those multiple goals might be, how they are
to be achieved, and how progress toward them is to be assessed. But
Peaker’s work, carried out within the traditional framework (and, as
we have seen, usingthe device of an apparemlyimpersonal regression
equation which stacks the evidence in favour of “environmentalist”
position). is somehow used to lend credibility by associationtoa very
dxfferem viewpoint, albeit an environmental one.

It is, perhaps. because of our inability to make these new goals
explicit that, after the first flush of enthusiasm, there has been
something of a swing back toward a concem with a smaller number of
explicit criteria of school success. This swing—andit is something our
own EHVs were very concerned about—was in fact a product of the
evaluators of educational programmes not being able to measure
progress toward the wide variety of goals which those directly
concerned with the change felt were most importam——oﬂen notata
fully conscious level. Given a definition of science as *that which is
unarguable” the resulting evaluations presented a very lopsided—and
anything bu. “objective” —plcture which failed to say anythmg
significant about the programmes’ ability to reach their main goals.
That this swing may. however, have bgen somewhat premature is
suggested by the work of Stallings (1974). In a sentence or two, what
Stallings shows is that the more classrooms stress traditional goals
like rcading and arithmetic the higher are pupils’ reading and
arithmetic scores. But these same classrooms produce a substantial
decline inthe ability to perceive and think clearly. On the other hand.
classtooms which are systematically directed toward the goals of
“modern” education—the ability to explore, make one’s own
observations, evolve one’s own concepts. and find one’s own
information—do in fact produce a substantial increase in the ability to
perceive and think clearly. (This was measured by a test which had
nothing in common with the activities which were actually taught).
Suchprogrammes did however resultin a decline— which other, more
limited. studies have also rcported—in reading and arithmetic scores,

|
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This study therefore’provides clear evidence that the multiple goals
which parents and teachers can pursue in education ure intension, and
cannot necessarily be assumed to be mutually supportive.

The Project’s Contribution to Making Explicit the Processes which
" are to be used to facilitate Growth

The conclusion to which our discussion thus far may be Ieadmg us
is that the notion that the mother has a unique and irreplaccable
contribution to play in promoting her children’s development may be
a source of confusion in two quite different ways. Ifshe can be taught
by ateachertodo whatit is necessary to doto promote schoolsuccess,
then hercontribution is neither unique nor irreplaceable. Furthermore
if her contribution toward achieving other goals canbe made explicit,
and if she can be helped to develop mothering skills, then the
conclusion is again that her coniribution is neither unique nor
irreplaceable. If goals such as those we have mentioned are made
explicit, and if the procedures which are to be used topursue them are
made explicit, then it may be possible for otherpeople to pursue those
goals with her children. On the other hand, it may not be. It may be
that pursuit of these goals is dependent onsuch a deep-seated p#*" .rn
of relationships, extending over such a long _ riod of time, z..0 on
such intimate knowledge of the child, that it is impossible to conceive
of any way in which the development of such qualities might be
fostered except in the context of a close personal relationship. But, if
that is the case, then it seriously calls into question our current
perceptions of what is desirable in educational institutions. And it
certainly calls into question the widespread belief that it is desirable
for children to attend nursery schools. .

In point of fact, of course, neithe rextreme statement is likely to be
true. What is muth more likely to be the case is that we need to
become clearer about the sorts of qualities which can best bz fostered
ina parent-chfld relationship and the sorts of qualities which are best
fostered 'through formal educaticnal processes. These formal
educanonal processes may, of course, look very differeat from those
with which we are familiar in most classrooms today. They may
involve, for n:xampln:s on the one hand, community-ofiented, project-
based educational programmes in which parents and children work
together to solve some of their joint problems with the assistance of
other member“ of their communities, and, on the other, educational
exercises designed to cnable the participants to experience particular
patterns of thinking, feeling and behaving, and try them out in new
sitiiations which are not so threatening as normal home situations.
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The Project suggests that the quality of family rzlationships, the
abili'y of the mother t¢ amuse her children and to keep them out of
mischief, her relationships with a wider network of friends and
relationships, and her opportunity to work jointly with other equatly
ignorant people in seeking a solution to her problems are all important
determinants of the effectiveness of any educational process orientated
toward facilitating growth than “teachinz”. It also suggests that the
role of ““tutorial questions™, in which quesuons are asked in order to
discover whether the “learner” knows something whick the person
- asking the question already knows, deserves to be thoroughly explored. -
Such questions assume that the person who asks the question knows
what it is important for the learner to know. As such, such questions
reinforce the notion that “authority knows best what you should be
doing”, and, as a result, tend toward the acceptance of upiform goals
and treatments. They therefore tend to reinforce the notion that it is
possible to sove our present social problems through centralised
analysis and rigid plans and centrois. As Emery (1974), and the
author (1973, 1978), have shown, such a way of thinking may be
disfunctional in the situation in which our society finds itself. It might
{and we wili sec that many of our HSES mothers also advocate this)
be more appropriate to seek a de-centralised solution in which
individual members of ouwr society are encouraged to exercise
discretion in a responsible way, bearing in mind their own
calculations of the long term consequences of particular actions. We
may therefore conclude, as we began, by suggesting that mothers may
have much to teach teachers. Discipline strategies and attitudes to
authority may not only have & great deai to do with cognitive
development, but also with the development of other qualities which
are of critical importance in the future development of our society.
The title of our next Conference should, perhaps, be “Mothering in
the Year 20007 .
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!

_FACILITATING PERSONAL LEARNING

Some pecple, eg Midwinter, have secn Educationat Home Visiting
as a voute toward the introduction of a-new concept of education: a
. —eoncept of education which is based-on people workmg together to .
solve their own problems, and growing and developing in the process.
We ourselves have been anxious to study the adequacy of the weekly -
EHVs’ meetings as a means of facilitating pemonal learning—as a
means of facilitating people in making their own observations,
evolving their own constructs and building up their ownunderstanding
of the problem they are trying to tackle. The Home Visitors too, in
their paper “Teacher in the Year 20007—Strategies for Change in
Education”, predicted that there would be asmove-away from the
_teaching of subject content toward the facilitation of personal learning
by the end of the century. And, as we have seen, and as we will
document more fully later, in their role of “friend”, the Home
Visitors, by working with the mother to help her tackle her own
problems, have led her to feel more strongly motivated to do
something about her problems. They have helped her to grow in
confidence and competence. The question of what the project has to
say about how to facilitate development is therefore of more than
personal interest, .

When we embarked upon our research we had hoped, ﬂ'om our
observation of the EHVs’ weekly meetings, to be able to say
something about the sorts of activities and structures which facilitated
personal learning. Unfortunately, we arenot able todo this. Ali we are
able to do is draw attention to ome or two of the barriers to
implementing such a sysem of education.

We would not wish to give the impression that the weekly meetings
have been unsuccessful. On the contrary, everyone concemed has
made great strides forward. It is clear that, if a school, or a group of
schools, decided to.do something to try to tackle some aspect of the
current ctises in secor lary education, it could, by plunging in, and
simultaneousiy setting aside enough time to mull over its activities
and catch up with developnients elsewhere, be virtually certain of
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making great inroads into the problem. The strucfures which the ..
Project has created are, therefore, generaliseable to other school
settings, certainly for teachers. and almost certainly for pupils.

As we see it, the chief barriers to the effective implementation of
such a system are, firstly, the deeply ingrained desire to have
authorities come along and tell one what to think and how to carry out
one’s tasks. Equally deep-seated is the desire for structure. Even
some of the EH Vs who did not wish an authority to come along and
talk, consistently expressed the view that the meetings should be
structured to cover a number of previously planned issues. There was
some impatience with wandering discussion, and the idea that one
would, through such discussion, stumble across new insights and
understandings which no one had previously possessed was an
anathema to some. The value of generating a better formal under-
standing of the processes with which the Home Visitors were tryingto
grapple as a means of improving their own performance was doubted
by some. The task of generating a formal understanding was not
regarded as problematical and it was felt that a format understanding
of these processes would not help to improve practice. Linked to the
desire for authoritative information and structure was the view that
the group leader should act, not as ““facilitator”, but as someone who
took sdle responsibility for seeing that group members did not speak
out of turn, for identifying group goals, aad for ensuring that they were
attained. There may therefore be a case for the group to examine its
own attitudes towards authority and leadership.

But the most difficult task faced by the group was, perhaps, tocome
to terms with the anxiety generated by not having a clear job
definition, by not knowing who was responsible for setting the criteria
against which their work would be judged, by knowing that other
people defined the same job in different ways, by knowing that their
work was being assessed and evaluated, and by not bemg certain
whether they owed their primary allegiance to their school base orto
the central team. In a context like this it may be particularly important
_ for those responsible for an action research project to go out of their
way to provide support for whatever it is that the Home Visitors ata
particular point in time believe to Be important, and todo their best to
make clear where the limits of personal responsibility and discretion
lie. It may be important for them to insist that the achievemants cf
each Home Visitor will be recognised—even though those achieve-
ments may lie outside the area which was originally thought to be
important and even though they may lie primarily in the area of
heiping the *group te clarify its goals rather than accomplishing
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sometlung with the families they visit, There may be a need to
recogmze the frustrations inherent in doing a job such as this, and to
minisnze other frustrations—such as bureaucratic niggles over
expenses, There may be a need to create amechanismwheieby Home
Visitors can palr up with other Home Visitors to try to think through a
problem which is bOthenng them. There may be a need to take great
care to ensure that sufficient trust is built up between members of the
group to permit open confrontation between conflicting points of view,
so that doubts neither continue to gnaw away at theirinsides nor fail to
get expressed because of the fear of hurting others, or because of the
fear of recriminations, In short, it may be desirable for the members of
a group such as thisto participate in an induction programme designed
primarily to make use of trust-butlding exercises, ego-development
exercises, exercises designed to help the participants to develop non-
threatening ways of expressing differences of opinion, participative
leadership, and styles of providing support, warmth, and recognition,
More generally, shese may be important pre-requisites to the general-
1zation of the s1yles of learning which have beenadopted inthis project
tc other educational settings.

Attention may also be drawn to the parallel between what the
EHYs were doing in these sessions and what some of them hoped the
mothers would start to do.in relation to theit own problems and the
cognitive styles they hoped the mothers would be abie to help their
chiidren to develop. To the extent that the EHVs, as individuals or as
a member of a group, found it difficult to make the procedures they
were usmg explicitand anaﬁﬁmxplicnly in such away as to be
able to improve their performance, to the exteni that they found

i .tuitive intervention more effective thanaction based ongeneralised
abstract principles, to the extent that they felt themseives to be
dependent on the teaching of authorities rather than abls to generate
and tcst abstract principles for themselves, tothe extent that they did
not spontaneously search for relevant Ilteralure, constructs, and
" resources which would help them to tackle the problem they were
seeking to tackle, their behaviour paralleled that of the mothers and
belied the most basic principles they were trying to teach.

The role of a “facilitator’* in a group such as this may parallel the
role of the EHVSs as facilitators of parent and child growth—whether
based on a greup or an individual basis-~and this in turn may parallel
facilitation of children’s growth by parents or teachers.

k]
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THE PROBABLE AND POSSIBLE EFFECTS
OF THE LOTHIAN REGION EDUCATIONAL
HOME VISITING SCHEME




QUR OBJECTIVES in this part of our report are to explore the probable and .
possible effects of the Programme, making use of our understanding of the
way it is operating, the cxperiences, hopes and fears expressed by the
Educational Horme Visitors, the notes made for us on the progress of their
visits by the EHVs, and our open-ended interviews with parents,
headmasters, and others. Our aim here is not, and cannot be, to provide
“hard”” data on the effects of the Programme. Rather it is to make-explicit
what we mlghl find—with a greater or lesser degree of certainty—if we did in
fact mount appropriate studies. In many ways, it would be more appropsiate
to present this discussion in terms of hypotheses which might be explored,
rather than in terms of the “probable effects of the Programme™. And this
would indeed have been the most appropriate form of presentation had the
evaluztionbeen viewed as an exploratory study which was carried outprior to
mounting a more statistically-based study. However, despite the fact that the
budget allocated to it was of the order of magnitude of a budget typically
aliocated to such exploratory studies, it was nof set up in this way. The
research proposal laid down that, among other things, the evaluation would
assess “what effects, if any, does the .programme have on the social,
intellectual and emotional development of the children who take part?”
‘Taken at its face value, that statement might be interpreted to mean that
data would be collected to document its impact. However, the proposal goes
on 10 make clear that it is not 1o be interpreted in this way: **The available
research procedures are very weak. There is little, if any, agreement, as to
what should be measured, how it should be measured, or how the results
should be interpreted”. It goes on to suggest that there is a way round that
problem Unfortunately, it does not say what that route is. One can only
surmise thatit wasintended to examine the operation of the Project in order to
discem, in the light of the available literature, what its effects were likely 10
" be. ‘This conjecture is supported by the fact that considerable stress was
placed on the need tothorovghly review the available literature on the impact
of similar action projects in the UK and abroad. But, regardless of what was
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originally envisaged, it is, in fact, extremely important o set down our
impression of the effects of the project for, as the quotation from the original
contract 5ays. the state of theory building and measurement expextise in this
. area i5 so poor that, even with an extremely large project, making use of

measures which would take years to devclop, we would be unable to
document all the processes and effects which it is important to assess. In
policy evaluation it is mor: important to get a rough fix on all relevant
variables than to get an exact measure of any one of them.

The material to be presented has deliberately been kept separate from the
material derived from our statistical study. It was, after all, derived from an
independent source. As we will see, our statistical matesia! on the impac: of
the programme wis derived from two small samples who were interviewed
using differen: inerview schedules. By and large. the results suppoit each

_other. The material to be reported in this section of our Report was derived
from the observations made by McCail and the present writer. On the whole,
we agree with each other, and, in general. with one important exception, our
observations are supported by the statistical data. Thus, small though the
samples are, and subjective though our own cbservations necessarily are, our
main conclusions are based on fow, relatively separate, sets of observations.
There is, therefore, every reason to take them seriously.




CHAPTER 10

%

THE EFFECTS AND PROBABLE EFFECTS OF
THE PROJECT ON THE CHILDREN.INVOLVED

We may consider the impact of the programme on the children
under ¢wo headings: the direct effects which the Home Visitors are
likely to have on the children, and the indirect effects they arelikely to

ave on them via the mothers.

bable Direct Ejﬂ'ecrs

re is little doubt that, had we tested the ch:ldren s intelligence,
theik scores would have gone up. In somie cases this wouid be because
the EHVs had taught the childrén the names of colours and shapes,
how Yo do jigsaw puzzles, and how to cut out shapes. The items in
man intelhgmce tests measure just such knowledge. The Home
isitots also help children to develop the knowledge and skills
measuted in other tests. In other cases the EHVs encourage the
children they visit to reason about things which interest them. All
encourage the children to sit down and concentrate for longer periods
of time, whether on things which the Home Visitors-have selected or
on things‘of their-own choice. Such activities are also likely to aifect
test scores. Thus, because the Home Vi isitors have given the children
they visit practice at the tasks which are set in most intelligence tests
we would expect that this: EHV programme, like most others (see
Love, 1976 Brown, 1977), would affect IQ test scores.:

But, despite its undoubted i impact on such scores, the mterpretauon
to be placed'on this finding remains in doubt. One question concerns
the extent to which the abilities that had been fostered would transfer
to other aspeéts of cognitive functioning. Ourown hypothesis is that
those Home Visitors who focus mainly on creating an environment in
which the child can explore and follow his own interests will be most
likely to have most effect on the ability to perceive and think clearlyin
relation to tasks which have not been dn'ectly practised, and that these
Home V;snors will have the greatest impact on the children’s

\
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motivation, language development, and long-term IQ scores. This
hypothesis is supported by the previously mentioned work of Staliings
et al (19‘?4), which shows that the greatest effect on the ability to
perceive and think cleasly, as measured by a test which had nothing in
common with the activities which had been taught, was produced by
open, exploratory, foi{;ns of teaching.

While other Home Yisitors will aiso have ant impact on such things
as the ability to name colours and-cut ‘along lines we would have
sesious doubts about whether the ability to perform such tasks is a
basis on which future IQ is built. In an untutored situation intelligent
children may well learn to do these things more quickly than less
intelligent children, but improvement in their ability to perform these
tasks niay still not provide a basis on which to build the rather different
abilities which are assessed later in life. Careful study of the

jmmediate and long term impact of these activities is strongly

indicated.

Another probable effect which virtually all the Home Visitors will
have will be to help the children to adjust toschools. The children will
be much more familiar with what to expect of the teacher, and, in
particular, much more well disposed toward teachers and “tutosial”
questions in which teachers ask questions inorder to testthe child and
find out whether he knows the “sight” answer, rather than in order to
get some information which she herself wants.

Not only do the Home Visitors familiarize the children-with a
teachesish style of behaviour, they also orient them toward books. As
Wells (1978) has shown, readmg ability is greatly influenced by the
provision of opportunities for children tc become familiar with the
rules of print and hardly at all by suchthings as verbal and exploratory
behaviour. While many infants teachers do make an effort to help
" children who suffer from the dxsauvantage of not having acquired
these Ybasic attitudes and orientaticns to-overcome it, it is more
difficult for them to do so in a reiatively impersonal group situation
than in a warm one-to-one situaticp like 2 Home Visit,

These processes, taken together, wili undoubtedly have the effect,
documented by Lazar (1979}, Palmér(1977) and Love{1976) in the
States, of markedly reducing the number of children who are allocated

to remedial classes, held back ior 2 year, or designated as **perdlem”
children. The chiidren will be less likely to be “in school” but not
“with” the classroom curriculum. They will be in 2lasses in which the
cumculum is’ appmpnate fo their age and ability’, and therefore get
higher scores on attainment tects,

Thosc Home Visitors who encourage childrer to think for

L o
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. themselves about their own probleins may, however, lead some of the _
children concerned to be more likely to question what goes on at
. school, As Keddie (1971) has shown, one important reason for some
* children's failure at school is, not their lack of intelligence, but their
wrllmgness to questwn what they are told and relate it.to their
everyday expenence and find their teachers’ asgertions wanting, They
break the rule—"the pedagogic boundary’ *—which asserts that one
should not reality-test what one i$ told. Thus, in the child’s eyes, a
teacher may not only discredit herself by asking tutorial questions {“1f
she doesn’ tknow that, there is no point in paying any attention to
anything else' she says"’) but also by not reality-testing her
assertions, e, for living in an academic ivory tower. A child who has
been encouraged by a Home Visitor to make lus own observations,
and think about the things he is dealing with, may, therefore, be pulled
in two contradictory directions. On the one hand he may, through this
early experience, have become well disposed toward, and developed
a great respect for, leachers. On the other hand, he may well find that
the teachers he meets in later life’do not take kindly to children who
check out the statements they make. In anearfier study(Raven 1975)
we found that very few secondary school teachers wanted lhe!r puplls
tobe sceptical about what they were told! A similar conclusion seemg
to emerge from the study of hursery school teachess’ priorities carried,
out by Taylor, Exon and Holley ( 1972) We wouid be most unwilling
to even hazard a guess about the way in which this dilemma will be
resolved. In a small project such as this so much will depend on the

- individual schools the pupils attend and on the particular teachers
they work with, But, if the project were implemented by a large
number of schools and local authorities and a facilitative style of
visiting adopted, we would not expect the consequences for the -
children’s adjustinent to schoo) to be entirely positive.

Altcntion should, perhaps, be drawn (o the difference betweer &
child who has been encouraged by a teacher to question things he is
told and one wha has been encouraged to do so by his parents. The
fatter may be more willing to tolera e the limitations of the teaching
situation and adjust to the differing expectations of the home and the
school, while the former will find that he has to adjust tc discon-
tinuities in teacher behaviour, without the support of the home,

It is also almnst certain that the Project will have animpact on the
childien simpiy by exposing them (o another adult who takes an
interest in them, and who brings with her & new set of interests, styles
of interaction, and coricerns. The children's mothers are not the only
people who have commented on this. As Zajanc (1975, 1976) has

st
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observed, children’s rate of development early in life seems to be
influenced by the number of adults with whom they interact. But this
effect, again, wears off over time. e 1;

Zajonc also draws attentiontot  robable importance of children

having an opportunity fo teach other children. As we‘i'nave seen, some
ofthe Home Visitors seem to go out of their way toallow the children
toteach them. These Home Visitors may not merely have an effect on
he children’s feelings of competence and their confidence that they
know something.which other people do not know, they may actually,.
through putting the child in the position of a teaéher lead him to
become a great deal more explicit about what if is he wishes to
communicate, and thereby develop analytic skills, and the ability to
. evolve, or find, relevant concepts, and the ne_cessml:.r linguistic skills.
JHe may not only be riove willing to answer teachers’ questions, he
may be better motivated to do so because he thinks he really is
teaching his teachers something. {And, of course, if those teachers
make use of project-based, enquiry-oriented, methods of teaching he
will be quite right—a fact which again underlines the conclusion thai
the effects of the project will depend as much on the type of school the
children énter a; on what the EHVs do).

A possibly less desirable effect of the Home Visitors is likely to be
that the children will come torely still more 1. ;avily on their teachers’
_assessments of their ability. The Home Visitors often lead the
children they visit to do things which are worthy of commendation. As
aresult, they are often more positive about the children’s abilities than
are the children’s parents. Now, unfortuitately, both Stones and Fend
have shown (in personal communications) that most teachers give
inost of their pupils“to understand that they are not particularly
coppetent, According to Fend, what typically happensis that LSES
children believe their teachers, rather than their parents, and are
therefore gradually croled out of the system. In contrast, the HSES
children believe their parents (who have themselves got rr .ch batter
self-images, and are therefore much more confident in their judgment)
and this oversrides their teachers’ negative assessments, leading the
children to persi'st in school. What the Home Visitors may have done
is to lead the children t6 be.still more dependent on, and trusting of,
their teachefs’ assessments, and, when these start to be negative, they
could have a much more devasiating effect on the children than would
otherwise have been the casé®This, of course, is a hypothesis which it
would he impossible to test without mounting a substantial follow-up

study.
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Indirect Effects on the Children via the Parents

By and lacge the parents thir* that school success is % important
determinant of their clilldren s future. This position is notonly clear to
them as mdwlduals, it is also culturally accepted, and the Home
Visitors are walklng testimonies *o its truth: they carry badges of
social approval which many of the parents would like. Asa  -ult, itis
* clear from our own interviews that some of the parents st: > dothe
things which the EHVs do—and do so in sufficiently large -ers
for it to be reasonably certain that the effect would show up as a
significant result in a statistical study. They seem particularly likely to

" take up aspects of the EHVs behaviour which are clear, easily

identifiable and imitable, and apparently directly relevant (o the
child’s later school success. They buy books and read them to their
children. They insist that the children sit stil}, pay attention, and use
matetials in the ways in which the Home Visitors used them. They set
about using*play” to feach language. (In at ledst one case the parents
putaway the child’s nursery rhyme books and bought Ladybird books
instead). Thejg ask more “tutorial” questions, designed to find out
whether their, children have learned something which they, the
parents, think’ ‘they should have learned, rather than encourage the
children 1o tell them things which they do not already know. They
make more effort to teach their children the names of things, and the
names of relationships. They stress the importance of knowledge; 1o
knoy the things which adults know is importantin itself, Inall of these
ways they would be expected to lead their children to adjust toschool.
The children will be more likely to know what is expected of them by
their teachers. They will have been taught the “hidden” curriculv n. |

The Home Visitors lead some of the parents to think that scio0l |
success is more importani than they did before and convincethem that
they can do something to ensure that the child succeeds there. The
parents pick up the idea that schcol success can be bought by hard |
work at the tasks set by teachers. It is therefore virtually certain that |
some of the parents will be more likely te insist that their children do
their homework and attend school reg

Those Home Visitors who place emp. . 2= using language for

+ new purposes—in order to help the childre..  tieve their own goals .

~may weil have the effect of leadmg the parents to take up this.
te dency to encourage the child to use language for new purposes, and |
this. in wrm, is likely to promote “chool suctess indirectly by leadlng
thé child fo be able to make his own obs.rvations, find his own,
information, and learn without instruction.

Most of the Home Visitors will also lead the parents to develop
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morte confidence in thelr children’s ability. All go out of their way to
draw parents’ attention to what children ¢an do. For these reasons the
parents are more likely {0 expect their children tc do well at school,
and therefore to take an interest in how well they are doing in the
expectation that they will be told something good, rather than
something bad, about them. They will also be more likely to react
sharply if the children do not do as well as they now expect and
thereafter take steps to help the child te overcome the problem. -
All of the Home Visitors also lead most of the parents they visit to
be better able to enteriain and amuse their children, andkeepthem out
of mischief. The “play” activities they introduce are often perqewed
as a means of keepmg the child interested, and therefore out from
under their pareats’ feet. As a result of parents’ being better able to
amuse, occupy, and entertain their children, family relationships
seem to improve. Parents become less likely to think of the time they
spend with their children as a stressful situation in which they are
forced, against their own inclinations, to spend the time shouting at
and scolding them. In this less strained situation a ‘east some
defiuitely develop more respect fortheir children’s abilities. The long
term effect of this may be,that they will expect them to do better at
school. It seems to us that, 7, a result of the visiting, at least some of
the parents have established a warmer teladonship with their
children and it seems probable that the children concerned will wistito
retain this. They can therefore be expected to strive not to let their
parents down by, for example, allowing themselver - d¢ badly at
school. As a result of both having developed a greater respect for their
children’s abilities and having learned that, if the child is unhap
something can be done about it, the parents are more likely to belleve
that something is really wrong if their children complain or are
seriously disruptive. They are therefore more likely to create a
situation which is conducive to growth, and can also be predicted to
react more positively if the child complains about something which is
wrong at school. They would be expected to be more likelyto seek the
reason for the child's complaints in the environment than in the child
himself—because they know that it is possible for the child to be
happy and behave in a competent way. They will have learned from
experience that, when he compiains, there is scmething wrong. And
they will be more fikely to respect the child’s, rather than his teacher’s,
account of the reasons for his difficulties once he gets to school.
Having established a less strained relationship with the child, the
parents may relativelr automatically move on to activities which
satisfy the developmental needs which come higher ia Maslow’s




78 PARENTS, TEACHERS AND CHILDREN

{1954) hierarchy-—ie they may be able to devote more time to self-
actyalization since they no longer need to devote all their time 10
establishing basic co-existence. They may be able 10 move on to
becoming mote concer- :d with their own, and their child s, growth
and development. )

Most of the Home Visitors have also had an impact ¢on the
discipline strategies of the parents. By demonslratmg. and explicitly
encouraging, discipline based on reaséning, they may producea large

- pumber, of effecis which we have, as yet, been unable to observu

‘In the first place the child may, for the first time, ha:2
opportunity to leaon thas the requlremems and requests of authonues
are not arpitrary and capricious, but based on reason. This may
encourage him to shift from a ter.dency to try to leamn the rules to -
trying to understandthe reasons for them. He may therefore be more
likely to spontaneously study regularities in his environment and seek
logical, rath¢r than magical, explanations of events.

Secondly, a cyclical process may be set up. Because the parent
encrarages the child to reason, she may discover how capable he is
any develop more respect for the products of his reasoning and be
moreé willing to do soraething about the legitimate requests of the
child. This may give the child experience of logical reasoning

producing effects which he desires, and this may in turn reinforce his
tendency to reason about the social situations, and communicate the
products of that reasoning to adults. As Piaget has shown, the child’s
tendency to rkason about social situations is one of the strongest
pressures toward the developmem of abstract thinKing.

But besides encouraging the_child to practise thinking for himsely,
sharing those thinking processes with others, and rewardmg him for
reasoning, the parents’ move toward discipline by reasoning may
confer other benefits. The child may develop increasing ability to
guide his own behaviour by reference ts long term considerations and
principles, rather than the dictates f authority. As a result it may be
safer for him to adventure and be inquisitive. Adventurousness and
inguisitiveness are dangerous if one has not developed the ability to
decide for oneself what one should do about situations that have not
been previously encountered, and the behaviours for coping with
which have not been prascribed.

Those Home Visitors who have estabiished a network of social
contacts for the parents they have visited have, in effect, as Van der
Eyken (1980) has emphasized, created a sort of safety net enabling
the mother to get others to help her with her problems. As a result of
being able to cope with her problemms more effectively, she can move

1
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on from having to spend most of her time gaining a precarious hold on
life to the more personally developing activities which come higherin
Maslow’s Hierarchy (*954). She can spend more time attending to
the child's psychological growth and development, rather than just
feeding him and keeping him warin. This social network also operates
to reduce her ]onehness, thereby reducing depression, enabling her
to become more vivacious and better able to tackle the problems
which beset herself and her children. She can devote more of her
time more flexibly and more developmentally to her children. Her
whole iife styie becomes liginer and miore gro.-th enhancing. She
becomes better able to see her own and her child’s problems in
perspective..She may also have more energy available to do some-
thing about them. The child himself is more likely to be able to devote
his whole energy to thinking about the task in hand, rather than
.worryirg about his parents’ problems.

Those Home Visitors who have moved on to trying to help the
méthers develop the abilities needed to cope with their loneliness and
their problems, rather than just provide a safety net for them, wili
probably confer a whole series of othe. benefits on the children
concerned. As a result of seeing their par:nts use language to thirk
about how to get control over their lives children are likely to learn
how to do these things themsclves. They have a greater opportunity to
share in their parents’ efforis to bring to bear relevant past
experiences, anticipate obstacles that are likely to occur in the future,
think of ways round them, and share in the joys of success and the
frustrations involved in makmg progress They. have a greater
opportunity to participate in ciarifying goal and priorities, thinking
through the jong term consequences of alternative courses of action,
and getting heip from other people. The mother's increasing

" confidence, and her more positive seif-image, is likely to communicate
itself to the child. Sois the mother’s growing feeling that she has a right
io be listened to by those who. are responsible to her for the
environment in which she lives.

For many of the parents this is their first opportunity to establish a
7arm relationship with a teacher. It is sometimes their first
opportunity to learn that many teachers are not the harsh,
authoritarian, judgmental figures they took them to be. For the first
time, many of them realise that teachers are human beings, and canbe
approached on that footing. As a result they will be more likely to

_ approach their children’s teachers later in life. Those Home Visitors

who go out of their way (0 stress the parent’s right to deal with
teachers, and have some say in their children’s schooling, may well
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reinforce this indirect effect, and those Home Visitors who have
further established groups of parents designed to have this sort of
effect may provide a mechanism whereby these desires can be
translated into action. It is unlikely that the parents will go overboard
on this because, as we will see when we turn (o our statiztical results,
many EHVs have cor-wnicated the message: *‘yes—please come
and see us-—but we will only convince you that we are already doing
the right thing”.

From what has been said it is clear that, in one way or another, the
Home Visitors, ~Ia the parents, are very Iikely to have a marked
impact on the children’s future lives. What s in doubt is whether they
wili have a substantial lmpact onthechildren’s cognitive deyelopment
as such. Our own view is that the answer to that question is certainly
not a foregone conclusion,

Undes:rab!e Effects

One cannot expect the effects of any mtervmtmn,pl:og:anune tobe
entirely beneficial. This is particularly likely to be true in this area,
because the nature and variety of competence is poorly understond,

. the processes which lead to its development are stll less well

understood, the art of measurement in the area in its infancy, and the
existingliterature extremely unsatisfactory. Further activity alongthe
lines of this intervention programme, associated with critical
* evaluation, is one important way in which it would be possible to
improve on this state of affairs. In such a context it s important to
draw attention to possibly undesired and undesirable side effects
which such a programme may have.

As has just been hinted, the growth of competence may mvolve a
great deal more than what normally goes onin educational institutions
{Coleman, 1972; Bronfenbrenner, 1974). Most mothering may
involve a great deal more than much teaching. Mothers may, in
general, be in 2 much better posiiion to respond $ensitively to child-
initiated activities, without feeling the pressure of time and the
constraints of formal educational evaluation, which are fel: by many
teachers. The bond between parent anc} child may maka available to
then: strategies for reward and punishment which are not usually
available to teachers. They may be better able to handle values issues
directly, because they are less likely to be constrained by our cultural
ambivalence about teachmg values explicitly and openly in schools.
They may be able to give their children insights into the way in which
they think and feel, in ways which would not gencrally be open to
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teachers, Encouraging parents to adopt a “teacherich” style of
interaction mvolvmg closed questions, tutorial questions, direct
teaching of concepts and time pressure may, therefore, in the end, and
on balance,-be uadesirable.

On the other hand, perhaps more likely, is the poss;blhty that, in

__._imany of the families visited, the mothers are at present neither able to

behave in such a teacherish manner nor able to behave in the more
sensitively responsive mannier which is characteristic of some parents
{White, 1976) and which might be more likely to facilitate the
development of a wide range of personal characteristics. However,
the probability that this is the case should not be used to brush the
_ problem aside. There is a real possibility that, at least some of the
EHVs, in at least some of their actions, may be encouraging mothers
to abdicate their parental role rather than encouraging them to play
thetr unique ang irreplaceable part.in promoting the educanogal
devebpmem of their children,

While it is tempting to assume that many of the mothers who were
visited were either unable to dogmuch by way of mothering their
children (because of the environment in which they were placed), or
did not know how to do it, that assumption may beé altogether too
comfortable. While there is little doubt that, as far as we could judge
from our own observations, they were not doing the things which
would be most likely to promote the development of independence of
thought and behaviour, selfsconfidence, a questioning scepticism, and .
the ability to learn without instruction, these qualities may not be
particularly important’in the envirauments in which the children are
most likely tolive, and the parents may be doing just the right things to
promote the development of the dependence, unguestioning
obedience, and rule-following, conforming, behavigur which, as
Kohn {1969) has emphasized, may be required in those environ-
ments. Such a statement will, of course, lead many to protest that we
seem 10 be advocating the establishment of a caste society. While
refecting that accusation (see Chapter 2) we would like to reitefate .
that we think that the question we have just raised—which i$ really
about what children are nrevented from learning if their parents are
encouraged to adop? .ie activities whichthe EHYV. would like themto
adopt—is of the ytmost importance. We h- ¢« av reason to assume
that children who are not engaged in the activities modelled by the
EHVs are learning nothing at all. Th2 EHVs are not going into a
vacuum when they go ntc ** ., nouses. They influence what children
will learn, not whether they learn. Given the ecologic~’ :elevance of
some of the attitudes the EHVs are trying to change there is every
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reason {0 Suppose that the Scheme may be doing xt least some of the
chiidren a dis-service.

The possible disbenefits of this process have, of course, to be set
against the fact that the Scheme has undoubtedly—and intentionally
~-had the effect of leading at least some parents to become moreé
articulate about what ttey think schools should be doing and able and
willing taset aboutensuringthatthey do it. In the end, the parents may
be able to.transform schools so that they are more appropriate to what
they conceive as their ~hildren’s needs. They may be able to get them
to help their children to develop the qualities they need to transform
their communities—rather than the qualitiesthey need tosucceedin a
competitive academic race and to move away from those
communities. They may be better able to get control over their
environment in such a way as to be able to transform it so that it is
easier to pursue theirown goals, rather than feel that they will have to
give up that which they value in order to avoid the disbenefits of that
way of hfe. :

There is another, related, way in which the Project may be doing
parents and their children a dis-service. The Project will undoubtedly
hate a major impact on the children’s subsequent adjustment to
school, and, tothe extent that adjustment to school is associated with
school success, on school success jtself, However, if it is true that an
jndividual's life success is more dependent on his independence,
confidence in dealing with other people and new situations, willing-
ness to adventure and seek information for himself, and willingness to
setout into the unknown, confident that he will find a way throug.h the
maze in front of him, then the balance sheet may be none too positive.
Such qualities may make for school and life success, and yet they are
not stressed in the LREHV Scheme. By encouragin,. the parents to
focus on schooi success, and failing 1o encourage them to focus on
these wider qualities, the Scheme may, in the long run, make for
considerable frustration on the part of the children.

_ At an earlier stage, as has already been hinted, {he Scheme, whlle
making for adjustment toschool, may not have anything like the same .
impact on s.ccess at school. Those parents who have been led to
believe that, by talking to, and reading to, their children, they will
assure themselves of their chiidren’s success, may be in for a
disappointment. If it is not true, as we suspect it is not true, that the
Scheme has a major 1mpact n children’s level of cognitive develop-
ment, then it may be important to create situations which will enable
parents to adjust to unfulfilled expectations. Their already deep
distrust of professionals may otherwise be deepened still further.
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Referring again to the e...sting liferature, Stallings {1974) in the
US har shown that, at infant school level, classroom emphasis on
reading and arithmetic leads to a decline in the ability to perceive and
think clearly. Some of the Home Visitors undoubtedly lead parents to
place more emphasis on pre-reading and arithmetical skills, and this,
while promoting school success, may well lead to a decline in the
cognitive abllny . . )

Finally, it is possible to argue-that, by leading children. to accept
school, the Home Visifors may have the effect of making still more
widespread the undesirable effects of schooling to which some
authors point. The children may bv *~ss likely to protest at the
irrelevance of What they are taught. They may} *more likely to accept
the “pedagogic boundary” and not question w -at they are taught.
They may be more likely to blame their fellows tor not doing well at
school rather than question the institutional structures which force at
least some people not to do well in the race. They may develop
negative self-images, feelings of trained incapacity, and dependence
on books and authorities, rather than positive self-lmages, a feeling
that they could tackle other things, and independence in thought and
behaviour. They may be still more likely tc appeal to authority rather
than take direct action :n relation to their own problems. We will
return to some of theusc q.estions when we come to look at the possible
long term impact of the EHVs o= society.
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CHAPTER 11

THE EFFECTS AND PROBABLE EFFECTS
- ON THE PARENTS

-

We have already seen that the Projéct has had a considerable
impact on the parents, and that it will, through them, have a
substantial impict, for better or for worse,.on the children.» The
mothers have, more in some placcs than others, becdme more
confident, outzoing, and able to cope with their own preblems. In
some cases the Project has contributed to community activity
designed to mprove the schools for the good of all. There-have.been
many group activities through which the mothers get to know each -
other and participate in doing something worth-while in their
communities, developing new skills and more positive self-images in
the process. They have been prvided with a network of social-
contacts which, to some extent, can shield themn from the hazards of

life. They seem to come to feel better able to cope with their own .

problems. ] i

However, just as the effects on the children were not-entirely
beneficial, so some of the effecis on the mothers may not have been.
Many of the mothers seemed to develop a great respect for the
teachers who came to visit them, and came to think that they-would
never be able to do with their children what the Home Visitors were
able to do with them. They felt they lacked the professional's

understanding of the processes involved. In other words they became
more dependent on the professionals’ insights and instructions than
they were before. They came to think that schools were more effective
than they had previously believed, and this in the face of all the
research evidence which points to the inability of schools to have a
differential impact on children who come from homes where the
mothers do not do the things which the Home Visitors thought it was
important for them to do, In this area, atleast, the mather’s feelings of
“trained intapacity’’ save increased as a result of the visiting. As we
have mentioned, this effect may override their increased willingness
. to intervene with the school if their child complains. In soma cases the
effects were more serious still. Because of their other problems, some




EFFECT SON PARENTS

mothers have been unable to do the things which the EHVs led them
to think they shonld do—and this seems to have accentuated their _
. alrdady considerable feelings of guilt at not being able to do the things
" which they know they should he doing with their children.
= Another, quite different, question has to do with the possible effects
.. of he mother coming to feel that she has been step by step walked into
. sgiething into which she only later realises that she did not really
t to be walked, While uneasy, she may not have been sufficiently
aware of what was going on to call the whole thing off, Besides, as we
have seen, the Home Visiting programme may have conferred on her
other bénefits which she did value. We do not know whether any
mothers would have liked the EHVs fo have behaved differently and
whether they felt unable to influence them, But many of the mothers
did make if clear that they regarded the Home Visitors as somehow
different from other professionals, including teachers. Such pro-
fessionals, they often felt, frequently did not understand them, did not
consult them, did not allow them to say what they wanted to say, and
- did notlistento them. The resentmént they exuded oftenseemed to be
much stronger than one would assume if one attended only to their
words, It was not simply that professionals did not listen. They were
frustrated with themselves because they were unable to.articulate
what they wanted to say. Thenrfee!mgs were strong enough—but they
did not have thefingo, the jargon, which would have enabled them to
“verbalise those feelings. Not only did they not have the necessary
words, there would, they thought, have been no pomtln voicing their
opinions anyway—because the . professionals would not have a
register which'would enable them to hear that message. And, even if
they heard it, the structures in which they worked wouldprevent them
doing anything about it. The result was seetiungangerand frustratios,
== net rational argument,

; In this context something wh:ch happened in one of the Evaluators’
meetings may be important, The evaluators asked the EHVs whethe:
they felt that one of the reasons why parents who did not take up tire
things the EHVs would have liked them to was that some of the
parents, held basic values which were in conflict with those of the
Jome Visitors. The EHVs’ response was that there was no such
difference in values. Perhaps the explanation of the EHVs' failure to
notice such differences was that they were. not hearing messages
which the mothers did not spell out for them. What-we:are saying is,

—-therefore, that the way the Scheme is operating suggests that—
. “although we have nu evidence of it—the Home Visitors, qua
professmnals m7y have contributed to the mothers’ feelings of
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frustration and resentment in relation to professionas. I that was so,
and if that resentment was communicated to their children, one might
expect to find it expressing itself in anti-social, or delinquent,
behaviour. Let us tepeat, the Home Visitors have encountered ample
evidence of this aggressiveness, hostility toward, and resentment of, .
other professionals, arising from the treatment mothers get from them
and from the mothers’ inability toinfluence these professionals from a

" position of extreme dependence. The Home Visitors themselves have
on occasion been furious that mothers’ wishes have been ignored and
brushed 2side and that the.mothers have at the same time Seenin a
position of being utterly dependent on the whims of those
professionals-—which often differed sharply from one professional to
another. And, a5 the F{ome Visitors have made clear, the professionals
to whem these comments apply include not only doctors, welfare-
workers, health visitors, school psychologists, and physiotherapists,
but te.lchers as well. The possibitity that the Scheme itself might be
generating precisely these feeiings therefore deserves the most careful
mvest:gahon—although, to repeat, we ourselves have at present no
evidznce at all that it is doing so.




CHAPTER 12

THE EFFECTS AND PROBABLE EFFECTS
ON THE SCHOOLS

.

Given the way the Scheme was set up, w1t]1 close ]mks between the
EHVs and the Heads of their schools, it was virtually certain that the
Scheme would have a substantial impact on the Heads of the schools,
and possibly other teachers. In point of fact there is ample evidence
that the schools have been affected by the Scheme, although they all
" began at very different starting points. At the most basic level, the
Haome Visitors have conveyed tothe Heads of some of the schools, in
quite unmistakable terms, the fact that, contrary to what those Heads -

. saidto usinthe course of their early intérviews, the parents donot lack
interest in the education: of their children. They may not want their
chilldren to develop some of the qualities whichmight make for school
success, and they may not want gome of the consequences of that
success, but of the fact that they want their childgen to pass school
eXampinations if they can do so without spilling too much blood sweat
and tears, there,ds no doubt, and this fact has been relayed in the
clearest possible terms to the Heads of the schools. In some schools
the effects have been wider. In some, many members of staff were
involved in writing a paper “Teacher in the Year 20007—Strategies
for Change in Education’” which the EH Vs produced for a Lothian-
Strathclyde mﬂetmg, There is no doubt that the EHVs had been |
instrumental in implanting some of the ideas which were expressed.

As a result of the Scheme, virtually all the schools established
" activities which involved groups! of parents, At one school this
comprised a hbrary.for mothers and children, At"another it consisted
of the involvement of parents in the actual process of nursery
.educaticn. At apother it involved a whole series of community

* - activities. Although the germ of all these developments may have
existed previously, there is no doubt that the Home Visiting programme
played a mgmf’ cant role in brmgmg them into being.

Nevertheless, in all cases, it is clear that the activities which have
® beeif established for parents are primarily designed to encourage
parents to support what the schools ine doirg, ratherthan to give them

-
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any significant say in fwhat Schools do JoyceWatt's data the Dundee -
EPA study (Watt, 1977), and the general confusio about what is
meant by “parerifal involvement”, would bar ad us {0 expect-
anvthmg else. Nevertheless, some ' of the Home Visitors have been
anxious to try to find ways of encouraging schools to be more tuned‘in
to the variety of chlldren s needs. As thinking on ways in which this

~ could be done develops, it is likely that the Home Visitors will have a

- more suBstantial impact on patterns of formal education.

At least some of the nursery teachers and nugsery nurses have been
markediy influenced by the Home Visitors, and have, in some cases,
become involved in the Home Visiting 1tself At least some of these
have now moved on to other positiciis from which it is their declared
intent toimplement sometling of wHatthey have learned asa result of

‘being-involved in, and with, the Home Visiting Scheme. ~

The Scheme may also have effectson school:i in another way. The
interventionist, open-ended, nature of the Scheme led the Advisory
‘Committee on the Evaluatwn to discuss somg wider isstes. The -
Advisory Committee very quickly became awdre that the Scheme = .

_raised some very general issues about the educational system. What
.are we about in education? How are we going to cater more
adequately for the variety of pupils’ needs? How are we going tobring
about chan &;ucaﬁon" What methods are to be used to facilitate
pils. What is the role of d!fferent@ypes of parental
inver, ament’* satisfactory is the professional basis for educational
acllwty"" Howsatisfactory are the theories on which ®ducational
activities are based? How are we going to measure outcomes insucha
to give credit for the genuine bhenefits and assess the
:;:Lu%i(ts? One view was that discussion of these issues should not
fo of the evaluation. HOWever, -another view was that, without,
" discussion of these wider issues, the Project was worthless. The- °
evaluators’ view was that; although in theory, it would be possible for
a committee which was not involved in the Scheme to discuss these
issues, in practic ulﬂmh a comimittee wouldbe much less llkely to do,
so, the fact of havitig an on-going Scheme which raised these issues’ .
providing an invaluable stimulus to thought- As a result, we have, in
this Repott, attempted to share with others our attempt to set down
some of the issues which many people kept raising in relating to the
Scheme. In some ways, the Scheme provides an exemplar of project-
based education: 4o something andse= What you learn in the process!

/




CHAPTER 13

THE POSSIBLE AND PROBABLE LONG TERM
PERSONAL AND SOCIAL EFFECTS
OF THE SCHEME

We turn now to one of our most difficult and most delicate tasks.
Very many people—even before the Scheme began (see Ian
MacFadyen in Chaper 2)--had expressed doubts about the Scheme's
morality. Ian MacFadyen hoped that the evaluation, by making facts
available, would he&p to resolve some of these doubts. We share his
hopes, and we believe that he-was right. But, although we believe that

the "questions which have been asked are basically factual, these
questios have to ?'6 with the Jong term social effects of the Scheme.
While it would not, in principle, be difficult to collect the necessary
information, and while th2 funds required to do so would be trivial in
comparison with funds currently being invested in Home Visiting

Pro_]ects, it is the case that we had to push the mjnimal resources
available to this Project to their limit in attempting to come to terms
with thése important issues. We shall be speculating about what the
effectsof the Scheme may be in the light of the understanding we have
built up of the operation of the Scheme itself, our own observations
and interviews whilst working with the Scheme, and our knowledge of,
and assumptions about, other social processes.

One possible effect of the Lothian Region Educational Home
Visiting Scheme is that mothering skills may be further de-valued and
undermined. Although, in the end, it may tum out to be the case that
“mothering” skills are no more characteristic of methers than
teachers (and that mothers vary as much from one to another as do
teachers) it may also be that the styles of caretaker behaviour which
promote the development of different qualities in childven have not yet
been made explicit. Certainly, both Bronfenbrenner {1974, 1979) and
Coleman {1972, 1974) believe that mothering skills are both important
and neglected. And the demographic data which both produced
strongly suggest that both mothers and father don’t wish to be
uninvolved in the socialisation of their children. Rather, their
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withdrawal from such activities seems to be a product of wider social
changes. Now the Lothian Scheme, despite its avowed aim of
encouraging the mothers to play their unique and irreplaceable part in
promoting the educational development of their children may, as we
have seen. lead some of the mothers concerned tofeel that they should
adopt a more directive “‘teaching’” stance rather than a more
facilitative and responsive “mothering™ stance, that they are less
adequate at the task than teachers, and that teaching is best done in
nursery schools. However, as we have seen, mothers may be in a
beiter position than teachers to facilitate the development of a much
wider range of qualities and it may also be argued that mothers would
be likely to lead their children to develop a much wider range of
altz-native qualities (all of which may be necessary to our society)
since they. between them, may include representatives of a much
wider range of motivational dispositions than are represented within
the teaching profession. Society may, in the tong run, be the loser ifit
is deprived of a wide variety of human cons ms and abilities. and
deprived, in particular. of qualities like initiativ¢, the ability to make
one’s own observations, and confidence in one’s ability toturn arisk to
advantage, which it may be easier for mothers than teachers to foster.

As we saw when we discussed possible undesired and undesirable
effects on the mothers, the way the Project operates may also lead
some of the parentsto feel that they are pawns, rather than origins, and
this feeling of beinga pawn may be communicated to their children in
such a way that their children react in socially deviant ways. How
much choice do the parents in fact have about whether to enter, remain
Jinvolved in, or drop out of the Praject? At one level, of course, the
question is trite; they should clearly throw the Home Visitors out on
their ears at any time, Bu at another levPl thegquestion is by no means
so easily disnsssed.

Many parents become involved in the Scheme because they are
" told that it is something new which might possibly benefit their
children. They remain involved, not because it helps them to play
their unique and irteplaceable part in promoting the educational
development of their children, but because they see thattheir children
enjoy it and look forward to the visits, because it alleviates their own
feelings of isolation and depression, shows them new ways in which
they can entertain and amuse their children, because the Home
Visitor occupies their children so that they can get n with the
housework, or because it holds out—free—the promise uf helping to
ensure that their children are able to compete effectively in the
critically important business of schooling.
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So there are good reasons for admitting the Home Visitors to their
homes: once they have admitted the EHV because she confers one set
of genuine benefits or another, they may have less choice about
whether they take up the values and styles of caretaker-child
interaction which are modelled by the EHV. The EHVis asuccessful,
prestigeful person who has an articulate values position. The mothers’
value positions may be much less articulate, and certainly much less
prestigeful, The EHV displays many of the badges of social approval
which the mothers themselves wouldlike. It is therefore likely that the
mothers will come to believe that, by doing the things which the EHV
does, they themselves will be able to acquire these badges. The EHV
holds out the promise that, by doing the things which she does, the
mothers will be abie to ensure that their children are successful in the
scramble for the spoils available in society.

So the mothers may, in effect, have very little choice about whether
to let the Home Visitor in, and once in about whether to take up the
things which the Home Visitor advertises. The mothers’ values
position is less articulate, less prestigeful, and, possibly, not even
recognisable as a position by the Educational Home Visitor. Certainly

“none of the Home Visitoss were able to articulate a legitimate values
position which differed significantly from their own and which might
be held by the mothers. ( They 4id recognise that some mothers vatued
dependence and obedience rather than an enquiring mind, but thought
that such a values position was not legitimate and that they should set
about broadening the mothers’ horizons. Indeed, in a sense, som. of
the EHVs saw this as their very raison d’étre). So any feeling the
mothers have of being manipulated may remain unexpressed, and,
possibiy, unexpressable—at least in words which would be understood
by anyone who did not share their feelings and experiences. And itis
entirely possible that those feelings of having been hood-winked and
manipulated may simmer away and find expression in displaced,
agpressive, anti-social behaviour.

Whatever the validity of the argument put forward in the last
paragraph { which rejates to this particular scheme) there is nodoubt
atall that the Scheme was set upin the context.of a general climate of
professional opinion which asserted that experts knew better than did
some mothers about how to bring up children. For many years, the
problems to be tackied by teachers were thought to be within the child.
In due course the “problem’ came to be defined as the child-in-his
social-context—in his family. One had to tackle the "“whole family™.
And this in turn was widened to include the child-in-his-community.
Clearly, the implicit assumption here is that professionais know,
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better than the child, his mother, and his community, what is good for
him and them. A substantial number ofprofessionals had ip factcome
to think of themselves as responsible for their clients, rather than
responsible to their clients. This process is part of a wider picture in
which, it is asserted, many members of our society are ignorant,
uninformed. and lacking in the abilities which are required to tackle
their own problems. The long term effects of such a set of perceptions
and expectations may well be, as Emery (1974) and the author Lave
observed elsewhere, to make it increasingly difficull for society to
adapt to a non-stable environment. They imply that only senior
members of Govemment and our bureaucracies can take important
decisions, and thal the rest must do as they are told and be checked up
on to ensure that'they are doing as they are told. This climate
occasionally finds expression in this Scheme. One frequently hears
that the parents do not know #2ow to play with their children or that
they do not recognise the importance of talking to them and reading
them books. They must therefore be taught to accept the professional's
view-point on these issues. Less frequently one hears that it is
important to convince the parents that obedience, conformity,
depeadence, and toughness (the ability to stick up for oneself) are not
really desirable qualities for their ctildren to develop. , And one
occasiorally hears that, where the families are completely unresponsive
to the EHV’s message, the only thing that can be done is 1o take the
child away from thefamily and into nursery school assoonas possible,
thereby taking (he decisions about what should be done with the
children completely away from the parents.

This is a one-sided picture, of course, for one glsg hears, for
example, that one of the primary objectives of the Scheme is to break
down social barriers so that professionals can realise how competent
the mothers really are if they are given an opportunity to express their
competence, or that the real objec!ive is to give them more choice about
the sort of person thzir child wil become. Nevertheless, it is hard to
aveid the conclusion that the scheme was based ontne beliefthat, in at
least many ways, the professionls involved initdid know more about
certain aspects of child-rearing than did some of the parents. The
effect of this, however well-intentioned it may be, is to diminish
parents’ opportunity to build on their own knowledge and take their
owndecisions. Analtemative way of proceeding might have ameliorated
such effects—for example, by strengthening the elements of the
Scheme which emphasize the need fo create growth-enhancing
environmeris i1n which parents leam to do new things and bocome
more willing and able to take explicit decisions which might differ
from those of the EHVs.
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From this discuzsion it would seem that there is little doubt that
both the climate of opinion in which the scheme was conceived and
the framework of beliefs in which it has operated are likely to have
produced the feelings of anger and resentment which commonly arise
when one is treated as less than competent, responsible and inteliigent,
and to have led, firstly, to the dependence and demand for more
instruction which teaching commonly produces, and, secondly, to the
decline of initiative, responsibility, and decision-taking ability which
one 50 often notices among those who are forced to be dependent on
welfare services. It therefore seems probable—although we Liave no
evidence of it—that, despite the good intentions and indeed the acute
awareness of the problem, which so many of the EHVs have voiced, the
scheme will, by the way it operates, contribute to the very problems
which those involved so badly wanted to avoid. "Whether it does do
this, is, therefore, a question which demands serious, and.urgent,
investigation.

Thé Scheme may also contribute to the growing cynicism abow
rational planning in our society. Although this cynicism may
sometimes be based mozre on feelings than on explich considerations,
data in "Stevens (1960} shows that many schoolchildren state
explicit, logical, reasons for being sceptical and cynical about
statements made by their teachers and headmasters. This scepticism
strikes at the heart of education, for the statements they question have
to do with the developmental *“benefits” of schooling. The pupils say
.nat schools do. not cortribute to growth and development. On the
contrary, they say, they operate only to provide a proportion of the
pupils with passports to high status jobs. In this context many argue
that it is legitimate o be deceitful in order to gain certificates, because
nothing of importance is lost by evading the supposedly educational
exercises to the satisfactory completion of which the certificates are
oftentaken to testify. Nordo they object to hoodwinking examiners by
pretending to be farriliar with things they do aot know, because they
' beheve that the kn.'wledge that their teachers tell themis so important
is not, in fact, in itself, going to be of any great use tothem. As we'will
see later, many of the parents interviewed in the present study believe
that schools are much more about getting jobs than about developing
talents and abilities. Thus, if EHVs, headmasters, and others taik
about “the educational benefits of the programme” when the real
benefit lies only in the scheme’s ability to confer on some a head start
in a scramble for qualifications, it may serve to discredit not only the
Home Visitors themselves but the legitimacy of any attempt to base
thé management of our society on rational decision-taking instead of
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the, law .of the Jungle or the unfettered workmgs of a competitive
market place.

Whateverthe answertothe question of whether the Lothicn ¢\eg10n
EHV Scheme does tend to foster cynicism about rational planning,
there is no doubt that the discussion in the last two paragraphs rajses
the question of how unverbalised, and often, hard toverbalise, feelings
are to be handled in a socialised economy. A market economy, with
all its warts, does at least allow some people to vote wi*h their feet on
the basis of their feelings without having to go through the time-
consuming and difficult process of translating those feelings into
words, giving them social legitimacy (for they are often unacceptable
atfirst}). and getting decision-takers todo something about them. How
are such feelings to be given due weight when someone in authority
has decided to offer a particular {free) service which, while conferring
undoubted benefits. has a number of unwanted, undesirable, and hard
to articulate side effects?

This question in turn raises another. We have seen that the Scheme
was initiated in the context of an assumption that public servants(who
are, interestingly enough, more often known as “‘the authorities’)
sometimes knew more about what was good for their clients than did
the clicnts themselv¢s. We have scen that it was often extremely
difficult for the mothers concerned t¢ argue with sueh {if not these
particular) professional public servanis (authorities) because they
were sodependent o them, because these public servants conferred
undoubted baenefits which they did not wish to have withdrawn,
because their own viewpoint was less artieulate and less culturatly
acceptable than that of the autnorities, because they found it hard to
put their feelings into words because, by the time they came to put
these feelings into words a confrontation situation had arisen which
was accompanied by feelings of anger. and be~ause the professioncls
{(and researchers) concerned did not have a register which would have
enabled them *o hear what the mothers were saying cr a brief which
would allow them to act upon it if they did hear, The question which
arises is whether, instead of, or as well as, setting up the scheme in
such a way as fo tend to lead the mothers, and society as a whole, to
see the problem in the way in which Kk was explicitly and implicitly
defined by professionals, those con~erned might have funded an
“advocate™ whose task it would have been to make explicit a counte-
viewpoint and an alternative solution. What is most interesting about
this suggestion is that, clearly essential to raticnal decision-taking
though it is, it tends *c create alarn, among admiaistrators (authoritics,
publlc servants). 1n, this context it is relevant ‘> note that faifure toinake
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explicit provision to fund someone whose task it is to help those
involved to fornwlate a counter viewpoint strikes at the heart of the
EHY scheme in a very basic way-—because it deprivesthe participants
of the very opportunity 1o gain access to any altemnative viewpoint
_ which is as articulate and well worked out as that of the EHVs. It
therefore deprives them of the opportunity to make the meaningful
decisions which are so often said to lie at the heart of the project and
reinforces the trend toward the centralisation of decision-taking in the
hands of senior public *‘servants”. Furthermore, it creates a self-
fulfilling situation which legitimises such centralisation of decision-
taking. For, inthe absence of an alternative viewpoint, all acitizen can
do is vote forthe policy, or display apathy—not suggest an alternative.
Inevitably he is cast in a role of being ignorant and lacking in
understanding. Thus, by setting up a “research-based” project of this
sort one may unwittingly contribute to the development of a society
which is divided into the informed and the ignorant, the rule-
generators and rule-followers, in which the citizenry is unable to
exercise declsion-taking skills, intiative and responsibility in anything
other than a negative manner.

It may be useful to conclude this discussion of the possible long-
term effects of the scheme by drawing attention to one inore of the
implicit assumptions which seems to rin through much {but by no
means all} of the thinking associated with it. This is that itis impotant
to help parents and children to develop the abll'ty to succeed i a
competitive situation. Despite the undoubted ‘“realism” of this
viewpoint, the long-term social consequences of reinforcing it may
not be entirely desirable. One is likely to find that, over time, even
more children strive to get the better of their fellows by doing well at
school instead of juining them in order to Improve the community for
the good of all. One is likely to find that one has set working class
children against each other for, as Hope (1276} puts it. the effect of
“enrichment” programmes in Scotland can only be to advance one
subset of “deprived” children at the expense of another subset of tie
same children. ¥ will not advance those children at the expense of
children from other sectors of soclety. Thus, one is likely to find that
one has reinforced the already widespread belief that “if the poor are
poor it is their own fault—because they did not put in enough effort to
do well at school™. { And it should be noted that the * environmentalist™
orientation of the scheme specifically encourages this belief). And
one is likely to find that one has reinforced the myth that if everyone
does better at school, everyone will get jobs. Acceptance of this myth

inevitably leads to qualification-inflation as it becomes necessary to
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demand higher and higher qualifications to justify refusing jobs to
many (Berg, 1971). This in turn leads to the diversion of more and
more of society’s resources into “education™ ard, specifically, into
Educational Home Visiting programimes which hold out the promise
of increasing some people’s chances of success in the scramble for
qualifications. Nothing could better illustrate the difficulty of
interpreting what lies behind the demand for a service—expecially
a free service—particularly ina socialised economy, and the importance
of putting in hand the social research which is needed if we are to
understand the social processes involved and work toward more
appropriate provisiom.

Conclusion

It would appeéar from what has been said that there are good
grounds for unease about the long-term social implications of the
Scheme. How serious these are we cannot tell without further
research, but it is clear that that research is of the greatest possible
importance for our society, both in a short term in relation to this
Scheme, and, in the longer term, from the point of view of developing
more effective ways of ranning our society. However, in raising the
questions we have raised we do not wish to discredit the Scheme. On
the contrary, it is the very existence of the Scheme in the context of an
evaluationstudy which has led us to ask these questjons. As a stimulus
to upderstanding and thought, the Scheme has been of outstanding
value. While, therefore, jt i hard to arrive at a conclusion which is
both succinct and balanced, itis extremely important to attempt to do
so. Such an attempt might read as follows: while our results fall short — - —
of justifying introducing Educational Home Visiting Programmes as
part of routine educational provision, the Lothian Scheme has shown
itself tr have such potentiality that further action-resear... programmes
should be carried out with a view to evaluating a wide range of
alternative strategies for tackling the extremely important problems in
this area and to providing a better understanding of the processes
involved and a better knowledge of both short and long term
outcomes.
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CHAPTER 14

DEVELOPMENT OF THE STATISTICAL STUDY;
 SAMPLING, SAMPLE SIZES AND
" STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE

The way in which the statistical study evolved was described-in- - —-;

* Chapter 1. It began as an attempt to develop relevant measures and
collect background data, and was only later, under pressure, extended
to involve collecting some data on the impact of the current
Educational Home Visiting Programme. For this reason the number
of Home Visited families who were interviewed was relatively small.
This stepwise, evolutionary, rather than planned, growth also in part
accounts for some of the other limitations of the study.
One of these is that we are unable to make use ofabefore—and—aﬁer
deslgn As a result, when, in the chapters which follow, we speak of
“changes” induced by the EHVs, we are’in fact inferring such
changes from differences between the responses of the Home Visited
mothers and other mothers from the catchment areas of the same
schools (to which the Home Visitors were attached). As will be
shown, there is every reasoitto believe that this inference is justified.

Nevertheless a before-and-after design would have permitted us to be

more conﬁdent that the differences we Wlll I'cPOrt reflect genuine
changes,

" Why did we not make use of such a deslgn" There are-a number of
reasons. Firstly, we did not, at the start oi the Pro,]ect, haye an
adequate understanding of the effects which it was imporfant to
measure, This developed only as we went along, Secondly, even after
we had become cleafer about whatshould be measured, westill had to
develop appropriate measures of these qualities. Thirdly, in many
cases, the Home Visitors’ initial {ink with the families they visited'was
so fragile that it would have been jeopardised by the intrusion of a
researcher asking searching personal questions. Many of the parents
would have felt threatened by questions about topics—such as
discipline strategies-—which, at that point, they would, despite the
close connection between ¢ognitive development and such Strategies

_stressed by wrjters like Hess and Shipman (1965), have thought
irrelevant to the Project. Fourthly, the EHVs and the Heads of the
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schools all saw the Prajectin dlfferent ways, and the questions Which

one Head of EHV believed to be pertinent were likely be thought ]

irrelevant by another. Quesuons which the evaluators, because of

their théoretical perspective on the Project, believed to be crucial

were liable to be rejected by Home Visitors, teachers and parents
+ alike.

So abefore-and-after design was net feasible. But neither, given the
level of funding.and the limitations of the available evaluation
instruments, was a des:gn which sought to contrast a control group-
with an experimental group. After we had developed our interview
schedules we did ot have time to interview a large enough sample of
Home Visited mothers, let alone to interview a matched control goup.
But, again, this was not the only problem: as some of the Home
Visitors visited all the familie s who were recommendet to them, there
was no,pool from which to.draw a matched control group. Even in
other cases, the ways in which the families were sel¢cted were such
that those chosen for visiting would differ in many ways from those
who were not visited. Fortunately, these very processes, and the
demographic data we collected, suggest that the Home Visited group
were, in many ways, disadvantage deven in relation to our Low Socio-
Economic Status (LSES) bench-mark group— who lived in the same
catchment areas of the same schools. If one assumes a continuum in
attitudes from LSES through to High Socio-Economic Status (HSES)
parents, then the attitudes of the Home Visited group prior to visiting
would be expected to have differed even more from these of our High

- Socio-Economic Status bench-mark group than did those of our
LSES group. In point of fact their answers to quertions which related
to the operation of the Project—and only such questions—usually
fell berween those of the two bench-mark groups, thus strongly
suggestingthat the EHVs were respOnSIble for the observed differences
. from the LSES group.

The way in which the Evaluation Pro;ect evolved—obtaining,
uncertainly, and only with difficulty, funds for one small accretion
after another—also accounts for the fact that the number of Home
Visited parents who were interviewed was only 41, the factthatit was
not possible to modify the questionnaires in order to collect data on
the mothers’ perceptions of the Home Visitors and the benefits of

visiting, and th ; fact that, whereas the bench-mark samples had been . h

interviewed in the winter and spring, the Home Visited mothers were
interviewed in early summer, thus, toa degree, invalidating comparisons
between the way the Home Visited parents and children and those in
the two bench-mark groups spent their time,

¥
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Development of the Inverview Schedules

The study went through three phases: exploratory, pilot, and main.
At the end of the exploratory and pilot phases the data were examined
and discussed, and the Questions reviewed and amended. At the end of
the pilot stage an interim report was produced and discussed with a
mimber of interested people, including the Home Visitors and
Advisory Committee on the Evaluation of the Lothian Region
Educational Home Visiting Scheme.

Sources of Questions

The questions which were asked in the structured interviews were
selected because they were felt to be inportant in relation to the
+ evaluation of the Educational Home Visiting Project, because they
related to tentative hypotheses which were being formulated in the
author's mind about the impact of the Educational Home Visiting
Project, because the literature which had been reviewed had empha-
sised their potential relevance, because it was felt that they would
produce data which was of importance when designing educational
programmes, or because they were of value in secking to establish the
relative 1mportance to be attached to extending Educational Home
Vislting projects in comparison with other possible types of adult
. education programme which might make competing demands for.the
same funds. Thus they were selected as much because it was thought
that they would produce useful background data as because they
would be valuable from the point of view of assessing the impact of the
Educational Home Visiting programme. As has been explained it
was, at the time, intended to use the results of this study to develop
interview schedules tailored to the task of assessing the impact of the
EHYV programme. It was not intended to use them as they stood for
that purpose. The way in which the questions were selected and
developed through the exploratory and pilot phases of the enquiry is
described in Appendix D, which is available from SCRE.

In Jhat appendix we also present sonte iportant results which were
obtained by using a “Personality Images™ technique in the Pilot
Phase of the enqulry We were unfununately unable to carry this
section of the interview through mto the Main Study owing to
pressures of time.

\ T?ae Final Interview Schedules

' The questions we had developed and piloted were finally boiled
down to t]le two interview schedules which are reproduced in special

1
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Appendix C, which I5 available from SCRE. These enabl.d us to
cover most of the issues which seemed to be important and to tackle
ine same research questions using a number of different types of

question. The two interview schedules (termed “A” and “B™) were *

administered to altemate mothers.

Samphngj

In order that the data collected should be of maximum value as
" background to the EHV Project, it was planned from the start that the
main study should be conducted in the ca chment areas of the schools
in which the Hormpe Visitors were based. However, in order not tolimit
the number of parents available for the main survey, the exploratory
and pilot stages of the study were carried out in housing areas similar

t not including, these areas. In what follows, areas in which
Educational Home Visiting took place are referred to collectively as
Low Socio-Economic Status (LSES) areas, although, as we will see,
they did contain a proportxon of High Socio-Economic Status
families.

In order that the contrast between what different people said would
druw our attention to previously unnoticed topics, a sample of parents
of children of similar age, drawn from contrasting areas of the city,
were also interviewed. In these areas the families were, on the whole,
more affluent. The houses were larger and owner occupied, and all
had gardens. These areas are referred to as High Socio-Economic
Status (HSES) areas, although they di contain some low income
households. '

It was ani*cipated that fuller docum~ntation of the differences in
attitudes, behaviours, beliefs and expectations of parents from these
two types of area would yield insights into previously unnoticed
factors which might be responsible for the differential growth and
development—and particularly the differential school performance—
of children who come from the-se two types of background. This has
proved to be the case and the ISES sample provides an important
second bench-mark against which to view the dala collected from the
Home Visited sample. . .

Samples for the Main Study

To =elect our final sample, lists of pre-school children in eachof the
selected areas were made available to us by Lothian Region. From
each area a completely random sample was taken, allowing extra
numbers o compensate for any families who had moved out of the
area {as a high turnover of tenants was common in soie areas), and
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for deletion of the names of any families which had been, or were
being, visited by the Educational Home Visitors.

It had already been decided that we would draw our sample from
the five rreas involved in Lothian Region's Educational Home
Visiting Scheme. These areas were Craigmillar, Niddrie, Gorebridge,
Wester Hailes and Broxbum. On certain tables the names of these
areas have been abbreviated as follows:

Greendykes (Craigmillar) -D
Niddrie Mains (Niddrie) —N
Gorebridge —G
Clovenstone (Wester Hailes) — C
Kitkhill (Broxburn) —B

As a contrast to these areas, two other areas were selected, both
areas of private housing. One was in the Fairmilehead area of the city,
and the other was a fairly large area onthe South West side of the city.
This we have described as Spylaw. Abbreviations are as follows:

Fairmilehead — F
Spylaw are. ~— §

In each of the seven areas, forty families were visited, half were
interviewed using the “A” questionnaire, and half with the “*B"
questionnaire. Therefore, for most questions we have twenty
responses for each area, and a total of 140 responses to each question,
though there are exceptions which will be discussed as they arise. The
total number of people interviewed was 280.

Greendykes, Niddrie Mains, Gorebridge, Clovenstone and
Broxburn are all areas where, with only the occasional exception, the
houses are rented from the local authority, are all similar in
appearance and are unlikely to have gardens (although families in
Broxbure and Gorebridge were more likely to have gardens than
those living in the other areas within the city boundaries). Most are
flats, many multi-storey. There are high levels of unemployment and
many families have low incomes.

These areas are known in the report, from now on, as Low Socio-
Economic Status areas, abbreviated to LSES areas, or, in tables
where space is limited, to L. In the other two arear {Fairmilehead and
Spylaw). where families own their own houses whicn have gardens
and garages, most fathers, and many mothers, are professionally
qualified people with much higher average incomes than those who
live in our LSES areas. These areas will oe known as High Socio-
Economic Status areas, abbreviated to HSES areas or H,
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The Sample of Mothers who had had Home Visits

Each of the Home Visitors gave us a list of about a dozen parents
who had been, but were no longer being, visited by them. Qriginally it
was envisaged that all of these would be interviewed. However, it
proved to be more difficult to contact these mothers than the mothers
in the background samples, and, in order to complete the work in time,
we had tosettle for eight interviews in each area, although, before this
decision was taken, nine people had been interviewedin one area. As
we again used both interview schedules, that gave a sample of twenty
on one schedule and twenty-one on the other.

Demographic Characteristics of the Samples

Nen-contactrates and demographic characteristics of the samples
are given in Appendix B. Very few of the families who wers contacted
refused to be interviewed. The following special characteristics have
to be noted:

(1) The householdsinthe LSES samples were more likely than those
in the HSES samples to have larger families: 22% had four or
more children.

(2} Mothers in the samples from LSES areas were more likely to

have someone at home during the day to help with the children.
30% had. These were mainly unemployed husbands or husbands
working shifts. (Many mothers sald that they didn't help very
much!)

(3) More mothers in the samples from the LSES areas lived on their
own, and more were single, widowed, divorced or separated.
(Indeed we only found one such person in our HSES sample).

{4} Few of either group appear to have been isolated. Most mothers in
both areas, saw relatives or close friends regularly, though mothers
living in LSES areas were five times as likely as those living in
HSES areas tosee relatives or friends daily. Only just over one fifth
of mothers living in HSES areas saw relatives or friends daily.
Most nearby relatives or triands were in fact relatives for both
groups, although friends  ne a close second in the HSES area.

(5) The majonty of breadwinners in the samples from HSES areas
were in the Professionally Qualified and High Administrative
class, whereas most breadwinners in the samples from LSES
areas were in the skilled or semi-skilled mamal group. For both
groups, the mothers, on average, had left school earlier than the
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fathers, and the LSES parents had left school or full time
education much easlier than the HSES parents.

(6) The majority of parents in the HSES areas lived on over £70
per week, whereas the majority in the LSES areas lived on less
than £50, and almost a third on less than £35.

The Home Visited Mothers i

It will be recalled that families were selected for Home Visiting
because it was thought that they would “benefit” in some way from
the programme. In practice this meant that they were felt to have some
particular problem or disadvantage. However, it does not appear from
the demographic data that they were seriously dis-advantaged in

Socio-Economic terms compared with other people living in the areas

from which they were drawn although, as we will see later (Chapter

22), it seems from the Quality of Life data we collected that they did

have more problems with their families and in relation to the wider

. society.

The only difference visible in the demographic data seems to be
that, compared with the rest of the LSES group, the Home Visited
mothers had slightiy' less contact with other people outside their
immediate family. In this respect they are rather more like the HSES
group, We do not, of course, know whether the EHV group were still
more jsolated before the Home Visits began, or whether the Home
Visitors have led them to become more isolated--like the HSES
group-~in this respect. As we shalf see later, the Home Visitors do
seem to have led them to become more like the HSE S group in many
other ways.

The families had similar age structures. However, whereas 97% of
the Home Visited families had children aged three or four {or both),
only 87% of the LSE S bench-mark families had children of this age.
The LSES group contained rather more families withslightly younger
children. The LSES group were the most Ilkely to have children at
every age from ten onwards.

Because of what is to follow it is most important to emphasise that
the EHV group was definitely not better off than the LSES bench-
mark group and, because of the way in which the families were
selected for visiting, could be expected to be more likely to be plagued i
by soctal problems of oue sort or another

Sample Sizes and Statistical Signijicance

In survey work statistical significance has proved to be something
of a red herring. This issue is discussed in the note below.
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Note ¢ .

Expenence suggests that carefully drawn samples of about lh;rty
people give fairiy religble estimates of total population descriptive
statistics. This reliability increases with the homogeneity of the
sampled population on demographic variables which are predictive of
responses. Furthermore, the overall, interpreted pattern of results
one obiains over several related items tends to be highly reliable,
provided there are no serious sampling errors. The profile of any
substantial interpreted differences between sub-populations, each
composed of thirty or mo-e individuals, also tends to be reasonably
stable. Percentage differences of fifteen or more on single items tend
to be reproduced when larger samples are interviewed, but, as part of
an interpreted difference, smaller differences can be both revealing
and stable. In contrast to such stability of meaningful differences,

" fadtor structures obtained from groups of less than about 500 are
highly unstable—in contrast to the highly stable factor structures
obtained from larger groups (Raven, Ritchie and Baxter, 1971}.

Inthe present study, the numbers in each background group exceed
thirty on all but a few subsidlary questions. Or single items a ..
difference of about 15% and 20% is required for statistical sigaificance
at the 5% level respectively for the HS£S/LSES and LSES/EHY
comparisons, However, when presenting the results, we have tended
to focus on clusters of itemns rather than on individua; iterns, and these
were often drawn not only from different interview schedules, but also
from questions which made use of differing approaches to obtaining

"similar data. Had the answers obtained by using these different
approaches béen contradictory, it would have been difficult to arrive
"at a meaningful interpretation of the results. Not only were the same
research questions approached in different ways on differe.t interview
sched:! .5, the groups which were compared were, as we shall see,
relativety homogeneous with respect to varjables which are associated
with variance in response to the questions we asked.

The material which follows therefo e deserves to be taken seriously.
There is no doubt at all that the data base should be improved
conceptually, rmthodologically anl numerically. But the one thing
we do not need is more “sophistication™ (eg significance testing) in
the analyses of t4is data. What is needed in this area is more data-
based research.

M
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IN THIS SECTION of our Report we are going to see what can be learmed
about the impact of the Lothian Region Educational Home Visiting Scheme
on parents’ atiitudes and behaviours by comparing the responses of our

sample of Home Visited parents with the responses of our LSES and HSES.,

bench-mark samples. As will appear, those bench-mark samples give
evidence of two very different value systems and sets of perceptions and
expectations in relation to child rearing. The responses from the Home
Visited parents 10 many of the questions tended to occupy a position
intermediate between the two. We shall illuinate these differences from the

LSES group’s responses by reference to the responses of the HSES group. In
doing so we will, on the whole, aftribute the differences between the LSES
and EHV parents’ responses to the impact of the Home Visitors. This
inference that the differences between the two groups reflect an effect of the

Visiting is, of course, a hypothesis rather than a demonstrated fact. To the
exent that the LSES bench-mark group was not typical of the EHV gro
prior to visiting {which it was not}, and to the extent that the samples wi¥e.
unreprescntative, this inference is unjustified.

Attention should, however, be drawn 10 a number of reasons for believing

that the Tesulls We obiained wére due fo the Visiting and not dueto sampling
errors. Firstly, as we have seen, the Home Visited group was, if anything,
“worse” off than the LSES group. One would therefore cxpect the Home
Visited mothers’ responses to %e further removed from those of the HSES
group than were those of thé LSES group. As has been indicated, thisis rarely
the case. Time after nme, their responses fall besween the two groups.
Secondly, the EHV groups’ answers lo questions about issues which would
be unlikely 10 be aftected by the EHVs are extremely similar 1o those of the
LSES group. The pattern of the reslts is, on the whole, consistent with the
hypothesis that the differences which are reported are a result of the Visiting
{and we will draw attention to those differences which do not seem 1o refiect
an ¢flect of the Visiting as we goalong). Thirdly, the statistically documented
“cffects” of the scheme, with one important exception, support the

%
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impressions we formed in the course of our own interviews with pareats. the
changes noted by the EHVSs, and the hypotheses we generated by studyingthe
operation of the programme. Fourthly, almost all the LSES/HSES
differences found in the piiot study from interviews with much smaller
samples of parcnis in different areas of the city are confirmed in the main
sludy. The response pattern we are dealing with is ganerally stable and not
greatly influenced by sampling errors within HSES and LSES areas, The
differences we have fourd between our LSE S and Home Visited mothers are
therefore uniikely to be due t-y sampling errors. )

To repont the ditferences between the LSES and EHV parents responses
without suggesting that- the differences were an effect of the programme
would, therefore, be over-cautious. But, equally, we would be failing our
readers if we did not draw attention to the need to increase the size of the

-sample of, particularly, Home Visited mothers, and to relate those responses
to the style of Visiting,

We will look first at the apparent impact of the programme on fmothers”
feelings about their ability to influence their children, the importance they
attach to developing certain qualities jn their children and to certain child-
rearing practices and activities. Next we will discuss the impact of the Home
Visiting on why mothers consider certain activities to be imporant and
uniraportant 2nd on what they think can be done to foster certain qualities.
Next again we shall Jiscuss its impact on the qualities parents fec! that their
children learst from them and on what they actually do with their cluldren,
Since parents’ child rearing activities are often influenced by what they will
expect will happen i the future, we next discuss the impact of the Home
Visiting on the problems parenis anticipaic as their children Srow older.
Paremus’ problems. and their feelmgs of confidence and cumyetence to cope
with them, may have an important impact on the way their children develop.
Accordingly, the impact of the Home Visiting programme on thesc
perceptions and expectations 1s discussed before we finally tum to its impact
on parents’ views of their own role in the formal educational system.

This step-wise presentation of the data will be followed by a general
‘summary and discussion 1 which we atternpt to tie together data relevant to
particular themes, but which has been separated in the step-wise discussion in
order to make a rather different set of points.

Owing to-the cost of printing them, most of the Tables on which the
discussion whici follows is based have been omitted from thi. volume. This
applies to all Tables prefixed “ A™. Appendizes containing these Tables, data
on the demographic characteristics or the samples, wiie quesiienn zires, and an
account of the development and piloting of the questionnaires ar. available
from the Seottish Cour.cil for Rcsca:ch in Education, 1. John Street,
Edinburgh. )
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DO PARENTS FEEL THEY CAN HAVE AN
IMPACT ON THEIR CHILDREN’S DEVELOPMENT?

Figure 1* shows that most parents feel that it is at.least fairly,
possible to influence the sort of person their child will grow up to be.
The effect of the Home Visiting has apparently been to increase the
proportion of parenis from LSES bacggrouuds whofeel that itis* very
possible” to do so, although they are’still much less confident about

this than the HSES group.
= This effect has been greatest'in the intellectual area, which is most
central to the Home- -Visitors’ activities. The proportion of parents
who feel that it is possible to influence the development of their
_children’s intelligence is 81% in the EHV group in comparison with
45% in she L.SES bench-mark group. The proportionof Home Visited
parents who believe this even exceeds that foand in the HSES group.
The Visiting also appears to have had a major impact on the
proportion who feel that it is possible to influence their child’s
friendliness. While more Home Visited than LSES parents feel that it
is possible to influence their child’s character, the proportion who
think so still does not equal that of the HSES group. The programme

appears 1o have had little, if any, impact on the propoftion who feel
thatitis possible to influence their child’s interests, values and beliefs.

In the light of what is to come later it is, perhaps”important to
commenton the fact that, although ¢his evidence shows that the Home
Visited parents feel that it is possible to influence the development of
these qualities, it does not necessarily imply that they think that they
themselves could influence them. Whether they. think that they
themselves have either the will of the ability to influence their children
is another question; to which we will return. -

- x - ]
*Figu-es }-3 comespond 10 Tables Al-A3, wh: . are available from SCRE in an _
Appendix of Tables to this Report
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1 very possitic
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TIGRE 1

2 Fatrly possible

3 Not very possible

4 Yot at all possible

1 His interests -

2 His values and
belleis

3* His intelligence

4 Nis [riendliness

S His character

Bow possible do yon think 1t is to influence the
sore of person your child will grow ap to be?
1

% Saying it 1s possible 1o influence:-
10
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THE IMPORTANCE ATTACHED TO CHILDREN’S
DEVELOPING CERTAIN QUALITIES OF CHARACTER,
AND TO PARENTS ENGAGING IN CERTAIN ACTIVITIES
AND PRACTICES WITH THERR CHILDREN

Mo S —— .

Weasked parents to rate, on a 5-point seale, how important they
thoug,hl it was to do various things with their children and how
important it was to them for their c..lldmn todevelop certain qualmes
The proportion who rated each item * very important’ is given in
Figure 3. Since it is difficult to digest this Table as a whole, we will
look at.it in severdl different ways. Let us first compare the items
which were considered most important by the EHV group, the LSES
group, and the HSES group. These are shown in Table 1.

Attention may first be drawn to the drasnatic differences between
the LSES and the HSES groups. Top priority for the HSES group is,
quite clearly, intellectual activity. Only two of their top thirteen jtems
do not have directly to do with intellectual activity, and these two
(““For your child to know how you fee! when he does something well”,
“Foryou tocncourage him to be independent’”) are atleast supportive
" of intellectual aetivity,

“For the LSES group, however, things are very different, Only three
of their top thirteen activities have to dowith intellectual activity, and
even these receive a much lower rating than they do from the HSES
group. They are much more ir.elined to say that it isimportant to foster
a relationship in which their children are dependent on them, and to
ensure that their children respect property and can stick up for
themselves. Fostering appropriate attitudes toward authority figures
is-also a high pnonty for them

One of'the striking things about this Table is that there are only
three items which more than 60% of the LSES group rate “very
important”, compared with twelve for the HSES group. What this is
saying is that, despite the work which went into the devélopment of the
questionnaires uscd in this project, and despite the authos’s
considerable amount, of previous work in the values arca (Raven,

-
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TABLE |

113

FOP PRIORITIES IN CHILD REARING FOR LSES, HSES, AND EHV f-’ARENTS
(% rating each item "Very Important") i

EHY Group

rg

LSES Group

HSES Group

That your cinidren need
you,

90%

That your child develops
tspect for his parents,

81%

For your child to be read
ta.

For your child to be read
to.

That your ehildrén need
you. 4 -

5%

For you to talk to your
¢hild a lot.

For you to ask km about
pictures in books and
things he has seen.

For you ta teach him to
1éspect PropoRly.

S

63%

For your child ta have
books at home.

To teach your ¢hild to
TeSpect propeny.

¥or yeur child ta leamn
to stick up for omself.

55%

For you to ask him about
pictates i books and
things ke has scen.

That your child develops
respect for his parents.

For your child ta be read
to.

-

54%

To encovrage your<hitd
ta be willing to use books
ta find information for
himself,

To teach your child to
think for himself,

Far your child ta develop
the ability to work with
others.

For your child o know
how you feel when he
does something well.

To encourage your child
to talk 10 you about what
he is doing,

Faor your child to have
plenty of ume to play
with other children.

To encourage your child
10 talk to you aboul what
ke is doing.

For your child to have
books at home. .t

To 1alk to your child a
Tot.

To teach your chald ta
think for himsel,

For you to talk to your
child & low

For you to ask him about
pictures in baoks and
things he has seen.

For you to-treat ham with
respect as an individual
n his own right. who is
entitled ta pursue his own
interesis and ideas.

For your ehild ta be
given educational toys.

To teadh your child to
respect liguees in
authonty.

For you to encourage him
ta be independent.

To encourage your chitd
to ask questions.

For yout child to develop
the ability to mix casily
with others. -

To encourage your child
10 ask questions.

To ¢ncourage him to work
-and read on his own a lot
when he’s older.

To teath your child you
don't get anything you
want without working for
i, .

That your child d¢velops
respect (or his parents.

For you t¢ continue the
work pf the school at
home.

For your child ta know
how you feel when he does
something well.

For you to enconrage your
child to question and scek
reasons for things he is
tald.

For your child ta do well
2t school,

To encourage your child
to question and seek
reasons fof things he is
told,

That your child develops

the £bility 1o wosk with
others.

+
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i
FictiE 3 % andwring “vory lmportant™
how lmportant do You think 1t 1s 2 10 20 30 40 506?70 80 s0

j I ——1
Al For your chily Lo have plenty of time
to play with other children.

A2 For your child to be given educational
toys such as Jigsaws. starking Ulocks, ete

A3 For md:l!dtobeziwnml;m],s
Such 22 a hwrer and =W,

i‘or you o spend a lot Of tieg playing]
h your, < child,

A5 For your child to have bocks at hone,

A6 To encourage your child to be willing
to use books Lo find information for
himeeyf,

T min | R INA gt
A7 To take 2 thive.fice Jeir old child ittt
R msm:s wnd gallterics.

' g b eeie s e e g
A8 To encoitage your child to ask i’ v S
questions, E

A9 To teach your child’to read before by
goos to sclrol.

Al To encodrage your child to be able to
settle dows and concentrate on oae thirg
at a el fore iw starts schonl .

All For your ¢hild (5 be wil1ing to study
shatever is put In fremt of hia.

Al2 To punish your chifld for his falling
at school,

A13 For yeur child 1o spend a lot of time
with his parents,

Ald To punish your child for bad
behuviour.

¥
AL> To teach your <hild that his mother

haz a life of!herwn as well and cannot
» a

Al6 For your chilg to SPCRd time th the

eopany of adults *ho handle -
Lesponatbility well.

Q
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FIGEE 3 {cont}

15

% anseering “very important*

10 20 30 40 S50 60 T 80 90

ALT For your child (o learn how to get
reeple In aughority o do what be wants

them 1w do. 2
L

. [
A8 For you to talk to sowr child a lot,

S LN

e e "W Wy -,,--F-cﬂ-‘q--;vzm,«.m.-v 4

-~
Al9 To spend time talking to your child
about what his interests are and what be
wants out of Yife,

3

A20 To t your ¢hild to think for
hl’:ﬁelf.““h

- 21T teack your oMo that you dontt
gcz :m'thins YU want without working
or it

X TS Teach your ohild Rot to @ Just |

wha 'z gotd for him but st s good for
_tverybody.

AZ3 To belp your child o think Clearly
about what be’s trying to do,

+

A24 For you to help him only cccastonally
when help was really .

AZS Tor you (o treat him with Tespect asan
indivlmal in his own right who iSentitles
‘Lo _pursue his owh interests snd jdeas.

_ A28 For him to etart thinking it fs
irportant to 60 betier than other poople.

T

g, aigrap e o '-’"’""’l‘"ﬁ;ﬂw‘ Wi

P

e b

A27 For your child to know how ¥ou feel
when b does something well,

AT tor your cnlld to dGevelop tha abiiiey
Lo Rt other poople to do things be wants
u_mm to do, |

TE Tor 500 hlla to Stand tp for vhal |
I;;e thinks is right even though it-mkes
1m unpogkidar,

430/1 For your child to dewelop the
abdlity to mx castily with others.

ﬁ. /2 For your child to develop Intercsts
and tastes shich are quite different fras
thers of other pooplie.

\e 2 e cqu,p",i

..‘. W re el

AR R s Nk
L o U o
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FIGRE 3 (cont) o wasering very important”

0 20 30 4 % 0 0 &0 W
43073 For your child to develop a vivid
Imaginat ion,

L

KX /4 For your ehild 1o develop
CEpELLL veness.

K345 For your child to develoy
ngﬂws.

A/6 For your child to develop
foventiveness.,

Bl For your child to have sple Clioe to
PIWY with sand and water.

BZFor your child to have thy opportunity
W play on waste ground, (eg Scrapyards,
wliding sites). *

-E3 fot to 1terrupt your child when be 15 | | oo
playing, -

B} For your child 1o be read to.

B5 Por you to ask hin aboll pIetures Tn
bonks and things he has saen.

~
B8 To encourage your child te work and
+ mead on his oen a 1ot when he's older.

57 To tak. & 3-5 year <ld child to the
blic 11bTwy,

B8 To teach your child 1o count before he
RotS to sehool.

B

For yoxt to contimue the wark of the
1 at hame.

;

BiD For your child to do well at school.
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% answering “wery lrportantt )

a
FIGURE 3 {oont)

-

0 2 40

50_6o

17

08 W

BIT That your childsen need yoa.

B12 For your child to learn to obay
bis parents without guestica.

R For chtld to eec his parents
as hardworking resourceful people.

ﬁldﬁmmmmwmlﬂw
of authority.

B15 To tench your child to leam his pleey
and know who's boss.

D6 low inportant £S5 what a child Jeams
trom his pareats o his future,

BT To ercourage your <hild to talk to you
about what he 1s doing.

B}s o talk to iour <hild ahout the sort

B1Y 15 teach your child: to be confidemt -
with people, siturtions aad things he
hasn't met before.

B20 To {cach your child to bo thrusting
and dotermined to Ret om.

B21 To teach your chiid to respoct
gmmrty.

- G

o

22 For you to opcourige him to be
1ndependent

B3 For your <RiTd 1o Fake Fs om
decinions and expericnco the
consequences for Limselr. .

B24 For you 10 encourdge your child to
question and scek reasons for things be
is told.

325 For your child to value doing thin
oetter ton be has dope Ghem tn the past,

e s
LA S
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FICURE 3 (cont) % answering "vory important”

020 30 40 50 60 70 8 90
B26 For your child to develoP the ability | Boo oo o : 3

10 work with others. C

BZ7 For your child 10 jearn o stick T
for himeelf.

723 Tiow [EYOTLant o YO tnk it 18 for
an eloven year old 10 spend most of his
Fore tise playing outside with his frie.d

2941 For your chitd to develop respees
for his Iarvnts

22 For your child to dewlon the
feoling that b 15 wuPIor (o Othors
W At heast soEr peslacis.

/3 For vour child to chrdep
1ate 1l igence,

29/ For vour obi kd 1o develon
AT Iveness.

B2955 For vour child o dew &
e T e R R

B8 For war ¢hnld v dewelep
dttommination

O

1973, 1975; Raven, Whelan, Pfretzschner and Borock, 1976; Raven,
1977) it is extremely difficult for HSES -researchers to formulate
items which correctly express LSES parents’ feelings. This is an
intriguing problem. On occasion, as one works in this area, on . feels
that one’s informants just don’t have any positive values. But
somehow one can’t accept that conclusion. Perhaps the problem has
more to do with our inability to hearwhat our fellow human beings are
saying. Evidence to support this conjecture has emerged in this
survey—for the author’s colleagues have cross-questioned him at
length about what on earth LSES parents can mean when they say
that they think it is very important for their childrento reed them. The
result has been to discredit the item and to make the author wish he
had never asked the question—despite the fact that three-quarters of
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the LSES sam.ple think it is “*very important”’. This mechanism may
well expiain why we know so little about LSES parents’ values. And,
as we shall see later, that may explam why it is that LSES parents
often do not seem to engage in activities which would give their
children insight into the components of competent behaviour, for they
may well display their competence only in relation to gpals the
legitimacy—or even existence—of which we are not prepared to
. admit.

On turning to the Home Visited group, it is clear that their top
priotity, fike that of the LSES group, is for dependence rather than
independence in their children. Their top thirteen items { which had to
be extended to fifteen to allow for ties in the thirteenth place) do,
however, include more intellectual activities. They include more
references to the child’s doing intellectual things for himself: thinking
for himself, talking to parents about what he is doing, and asking
questions, None of these things is among the top thirteen items for the
LSES bench-mark group. Nevertheless, although the proportions
‘who think that these intellectual activities are important is higher in
the EHYV than in the LSES group, the proportion who think it is very
important for'their children to learn to respect property is no lower.
Indeed, the proportion who say that this is very irnporlant is aqlually
higher, The proportion saying that it is very important fdr their
children to leaim to speak up fon themselves is, however, nonceably )
lower for the EFIV group. The proportion who said itis very important
for their children to learn to respect figures in authority is not as low as
that in the HSES group, but this i*em is not among their top thirteen
priorities. Educational toys is anewcomer to the list, not being among
the top items of either the HSES or LSES group. Finally it may be
observed that, whatever else the Home Visitors may have done, they
appear to have raised the mothers’ consciousness of a number of
issues, for many more of the items are rated “very important” by the
EHRYV than by the LSES mothers.

If w2 look at Figure 3, we see that it would b2 difficult to argue that
the Home Visitors have had a particularly great effect on any ¢ne
belief or expectation. Rather it seems that they have had a major
impact on a whole series of interrelatec beliefs. They appear to have
led the Home Visited mothers to be more likely to believe that it is
important for their child to spend a Jot of time with his parénts, talkto
his parents about what he is doing, have books in the’ flcme have
educational toys, question and seek reasons for thmg&hé is i,old, play
with sand dnd water, develop inventiveness, mqutsltwen ess. and
interest znd tastes which are different fromthose of otheis, and do weil

N ————— e S
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at school. They have led them to be mcre likely to believe that the
themselves should read to their child, as¥ him questions about books
and things he has seen, teach him to think for himself, talk to him alot,
encourage him to ask questions, continue the work of the school inthe
home, help him to think clearly about what he is trying to dc, and take
him to publlc libraries.

Attention may now be drawn to a number of items on whlch the’

~ Home Visited mothers’ responses differ from those of the HSES
groupalthoughthe LSES group’s responsesdonotdoso. Thisapplies
to the importance ‘“attached to children reading and studying on their
own when they are older, to the parents continuing the work of the
school in the home, and to the child doing well at school.

There are a numoer of items for which the EHV group’s responses
do not differ from those of the LSES group, although the activities
they deal with may be important from the point of view of promoting
the development of the children. The Home Visitors have apparently
had no impact on the importance the parents attach to encouraging
their child to be independent, to use books to find information for
himself, to settle down and concentrate, to the child’s being confident
with people and situations he has not met before, or to letting the child
know fiow one feels when he does something well. They alsoappearto
have had relatively little impact on the parents’ views on whether it is
important to treat the child with respect, as an individual in his own
right who is entitled to have interests and ideas of his own. The
absence of differences on these items, which ask about behaviours
which may well be crucial to the development of autonomous
learning-~by which we mean the ability to make one’s own obgerva-
tions and learn without instruction—~is stnkmg,

Finally, there are a number of ways in which the Home Visitors’
activities may well have been counter-productive. The most striking
of these is that the Home Visited mothers are actually less likely to
feel that what the child learns from his parents is important to his
future than are the mothers in the LSES bench-mark sample (Figure 3,
item B16). Whereas the Home Visitors set out to convince them
that their role in bringing up their children is of crucial importance, it
may well be that, temporarily or permanently, they have actually
made them feel less adequate than previously to introduce their
children toall the thingsto whicnthe y now feel they oughl tointroduce
them. They are also slightly more likely to say that itis very important
to punish the child for bad behaviour. SR

At the other end of the scale, the proportion ol'parems who feelthat
they should not ggmsh their children for failure at school and the

J—
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Probortion who feel that a child should not learn to obe¥ his parents
" without question is markedly higher in the EHY than LSES group, N
and the proportion who say tha: he should not be given real tools such

as liammers and saws is lower (Figure 3 and Table A4).

Discussion
One possible interpretation of the results so farpresentedis that the
Home Visitors have had a marked impact on the importance attached
to school-related activities. They have, however, left unchanged the
—importance attached to a number of activities which would make for
autonomous learning on the part of the child. These activities may be-
of particular importance from the point of view of enabling the child to
develop confidence in his ability to cope with new situations and new
people. The relatively small differencs in the proportion of EHV and
LSES mothers who 52y it is very important to treat the child with
respect, as an individual in his own right who is entitled to pursue his
own interests and jdeas, may be of particular significance. Unless
parents ¢ ~ this they may fail to recognise the abilities their children
actually possess and, as a result, fail to create situations in which these
abilities can be exercised and developed. They may well not expect
the child to reason since they may not have evidence that he is capable
of reasoning, They may be prescriptive and directive. The child may
be deprived of many opportunities 1o reason and express himself. If -
the results of whatever reasoning he does do are ;gnoied he.may not
come to think of reasoning and intellectual activity as a means of
solving his problems, He may notfind that heis able to attain his goals
in this way and his tendency to reason may not be reinforced. Instead,
the development of his self-confidence and his feelings of worth—his
right to Aave opinions and ideas of his own and his beliefs about his
“right to be listened to—may be stunted. With such a'negative self-
image—as someone who has little to contribute, no right to ideas, and
_ no right to be listensd to—and a lack of experience of intellectual
. activity and reasoning producing effects which he wants, it is unlikely
that he will be strongly motjvated toward inteflectiral activity.

In such a context it may be particularly important to note that the

) mothers’ own feelings of worth—of having something important to

: ’ contribute to the development of their child—appear to have actually
gone down, and we shali see later that this tentative indication that this
might have happened is supported by other data. This finding may,

however, be more hopeful than it seems. It is commonexperience that,

. as one plunges into something important, something which one feels

4
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that one shetild and can do. one fe¢ls inadequate; one feels that one
will never be able (0 dofvaswell a5 the “experts™. Therais nodoubt at
all that the Hoime Visited parents now feel thar there are many more
importart things that they should be doing with their ¢iildren: their
perception of their role in educating their children has, in some
important sense, greatly expanded. If they have not yet learned to
cope easily with this new role it would not be surprising ifthey felt that
they were less competent dt it. But, if that is the explanation of our
results, it may indicate a need for further support, possibly through
continued Home Visiting, until they master their new role.




CHAPTER {7

WHY ARE CERTAIN ACTIVITIES BELIEVED
- TO BE IMPORTANT OR UNIMPORTANT?

We now examme the apparent impact of the Home Vlsnors on the
reasons parents give for thinking that certam activities are important
or unimportant,

Parents were asked open-ended questions about why tﬁbﬁ%ught
it was important, or unimportant, to ask the child quesnons about
pictures in books and things he had seen. Table A5 s™ows that the
Horne Visitors have probably had a major impact on the mothers they
visited by making them less likely than other LSES mothers to say
that this is a means of teaching the child and encouraging him o
reccgnise things around him. The proportion who give answers of this
sort is well below even that of the HSES group. In contrast, they
" appear to have led the parents more frequently to give answers which
fall into the category of tryingto find out what the child is learning and
find out whether he is paying attention (this category includes all
mentions of tutorial questions designed to find out if the child has .
picked up things or he ought to have learned). 1t should benoted that
the LSES group is more likely than the HSES group to think that the
function of questions is to test the child's understanding in this way
and that it therefore looks as if one of the effects the Visitorshaye s, in
this instance, to lead the mothers to move away from, rather than
toward, the HSES group. The proportion who give answers which fall
- into the category of encouraging the child to understand, find out, and
takeé an interest in things is slightiy higher in the EHV than LSES
group. This t¥pe of answer is much more often given by HSES than
LSES parents, but, while the frequency with which HSES parents
mention it is supportive oftheir tendency to attachmore importance to
helping the child to learn to use books to find information for himself,
and their general tendency to be more likely to encourage apro-active, |,
rather than a re-active, learning style, this is not true for the EHV

__ _group, Although the Home Visited parents are moré likely than other

LSES mothers to say that they should ask children questions about
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pictures in books and things they have seen in order to develop
intelligence, they are, like their LSES counterparts, less likely than
HSES parents to say that one asks children questions in order to
encourage the children to talk or to show that one is interestedin them
and what they are doing {and thereby provide further encourage-
ment?).

Similar results were obtamed when parents were asked what were
the main bénefits of locking at books with children ! Table A6}. The
propomon who said that looking at books is intere...ng and enjoyable
is dramatically higher in the EHV than LSES group and far exceeds
that found in the HSES group. Although the proportion who say that it

- helps to develop language is higher in the EHV than LSES group, the
proportion is still well below that found inthe HSES group. The same
applies to the proportion who say that it helps to develop imagination
and creativity. The proportion whosay that such activities prepare the
child for school is markedly iower in the EHV group. .

The propomon of Home Visited parents who say that teaching the
child language is a very 1mportant reason for reading to the child is
more than twice that found in the LSES group and exceeds that found
in HSES group (Table A?). The proportion who say that one
important reason for doing 5o is to establish a warm relationship
between the parent and child is alsoalmost twice as great as in either
bench-mark group. The proportion who say that an important reason
for doing 50 is to please the child is abouttwice that found among other.
LSES parents, and about the same as that found .in the HSES group.

A closed question on what would happen if’ they did not talk to their_ _
children a lot (Table A8) shows that the major effect of the Home
Visitors appears to have been toincrease the proportion who say that
parent and child would not get to know each other very well from 469,
to 95%. This brings the responses of the EHV group into line with

_ those of the HSES bench-mark sample. The EHVs also appear to
have had a major impact by leading the parents to be more likely to
think that the child will feel rejected ifthey donot tatk to him alot. The
impact on the belief that failure totalk to the child would lead tofailure
of the child’s tanguage to develop fully does not appear tohave beenso
marked. An apparent effect of similar magnitude can be observed in

_relation to the perceived connection between talking to children and
the development of intelligence.

The main impact of the Home Visiting on what parents think will
happen if they do not give their children educational tdys seems to
have been to lead the parentsto feel that they will not get to know their
children so well{Table A8). The Home Visited parents are even less

-
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likely than the LSES parents to associate such t0ys with the
development of intelligence and school success.

Encouraging the child to ask questions and seek reasons for things
" "he istold is much more often associated Wwith-the development of
. responsibility and lndependence (Table A9) in the EHV than the

LSES group, and this may in part account for the fact that the Home
Visited mothers think it is more important for the child toquestion and
seek reasons for things he is told. Another factor which may have
contributed to the importance they attached to the child questioning
mlght have been that mothess in this group are more likely to think that
the child will do well at school if he questions and seeks reasons for
things he is told. The proportion who say thathusbands, teachers, and
relatives will find the child more difficult if he is encouraged to ask
guestions is lower in the EHV group than in the HSES and LSES
groups. They are also less likely than the LSES group to say that
husbandls and relatives will disapprove of encouraglng him to ask
questions,

In additton- the Home Visitors have, to some degree, apparently -
been successful in leading the parents they visit to view treating the
child with more respect—-as an individual with his own interests and
tastes—more positively—although they still do not consider it to, be
very important(Table A9). The Home Visited parents are mors likely
than other LSES parents to say that it will: promote responsibility,
language development, generat development, working things out for
himself, and schoo! success.

__ . The Home Visitors_have had no._impact on whether.the.parents
think that the main value of engaging in rough and tumble with the
child is totoughen himup (Table A10). (The belief that this is its main
value sharply differentiates the HSES and LSES groups). The Home
Visited mothers are more likely than other LSES mothers to say that

_ such activity helpsto get rid of energy and aggression and, again, that
it helps to promote a good relationship between parent and child.

D:scussmn
There are, perhaps, two common threads rinning through this data
One'is that the Home Visited parents have come to think that many of
the activities we asked them about will improve their relationships
with their children. As we will see later, LSES: parents much more
“often find it difficult to establish satisfactory. relationships with theit
children than do HSES parents. [t may therefore be that many of the
activities which the EHVs encourage come to be thought important,
not primarily because they are thought to promote the copnitive
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development of children, but mainly because they are seen by the
parents as a means of solving one of their more immediate and
pressing problems. Although the assumptions behind the typical
HSES response might be that creating a relationship in which more
reasoned discussion can take place, or a relationship in which the
paient develops more respect for the child’s abilities and therefore
“feeds” those abilities more, will in the long run have the effect of
enhancing intellectual development. the fact that the EHVs have had
such an enormous impact on the parents’ feeling that looking at books
with the child, reading him stories and talking to him willbe enjoyable,
enable parent and child to get to know each other, strengthen the bond
between parent and child and improve their relationship with the
child, and rather Tess iripact on their feeling that such activities will
promote the development of language, imagination, creativity, and
intelligence, suggests that this connection may be less likely to be
perceived. The data on the HSES sample suggests that High Status
parents may well perceive a casual connection between satisfactory
family relationships and intellectval and moral development. On the
other hand, it may well be that they see a direct connection between ..
development of these characteristics and looking at books with the
child, reading stories to him and talking to him. In contrast it is
unltkely that the EHVs have jed the mothers they visited to associate
such things as looking at books with their children, reading stories to
them, and talking to them, with intellectuai development throughthe
intermediate stage of establishing better family reiallonshlps Low
status mothers may not see beyond the immediate gain (in mproved
relationships) to be derived from these activities.

Perhaps one of the lessons to be drawn from this data is that LSES
parents are inclined to focus on relatively direct and immediate
connections between the activities they undertake with their children
and t" 2 qualities they think their children will develop, «hereas the
H3ES group have a much broader and more long-term view. It may,
therefore, be that one of the main difficulties the EHVs have had has
been to encourage the parents to shift from a narrower to 4 broader
concept of development.

The failure of ‘many LSES parents to see a connection between
these activities and what many people would take to be synonyms for
intelligence—imagination, creativity, understanding, finding out,
taking an interest in things—has already been remarked apon. But
whereas the Home Visitors have been able to lead pareats to realise
that reading stories to their children promotes the development of
language, they. have not had such a marked effect on parents’

-
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perceptions of the cognitive benefits of lockingsat books with their
children or asking them questions about books 4nd things they have
seen. Equally, it is remarkable that, after all the Visiting, the

portion of parents who feel that their children’s language wil failto

evelop fully even if they do not talk to them a lot is still only 75%.

Perhaps the reason why reading stories comes to be imbued with such
potency is that it more clearly resembles formal educational activity
and may, in addition, both introduce the chiid to new words which his
parents would not normally use and introduce him to turns of phrase
which (par:e Bullock (1975)) are associated with received, forms of
expression,

One-conchision wé can draw is that we cannot assume that the
_,_greaterimportance that many Home Visited parents attach to some of
"the ftems rated m the “iniportance” section of the interview is due to
_ the reasons which we would tend t& assume. In the case of at least
some of the sub-group of items we have studied in detail, the reasons

which lay behind the Home Visited parentS’ responses were _

unexpected, and in some ways foreign to us.

From the data we have presented it seems likely that parents
desperately want to enjoy their relationship with their children, and
have seized upon many of the activities encouraged by the Home
Visitors as’potential ways of helping them to enjoy that relationship.
Unfortunately, as we shall sée ]aler(Table Ad1), either because they
are not able more frequently to engage in these activities, or for some
other reason, they do not actually seem to enjoy their relationship with
their children any more. Data from informal interviews suggest that the
reason for this is that though they find that they do indeed come to
enjoy the activities which the EHVs demonstrate, and discover that
their children enjoy them a great deal more than they thought, they just
do not have the time to spend with their children in these activities.
They seem to be too pre-occupied with coping with the déemands of

daliy iife. As we shall see, there are recurrent indications (though
admittedly no clear proof) that this is so: it emerges when they are
asked about the quality of their lives, the problems they expect their
children to encounter as they get ofder, and the ways in which they
could help their children to dobetterat sciool. By giving the mothers a
taste for something which they cannot obtain, the Home Visitors may,
therefore, have led the parents they visited to feel increasingly
frustrated. (This, however, is a hypothesis which we cannot test from
the present data). Nevertheless, if family relationships do improve,
that may indeed give the children a greater opportunity to flower and
develop. Their parents may come to realise how competent they are

Mw
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and, as aresult, cumetorely on them more and stretch them more and,
by taking their children’s complaints seriously and doing something
about them, they may reinforce their children's tendency,to make -
logical requests and express them in a reasoned and linguistically
coherent form. What we may be observing in the Home Visited
parents’ responses js a gut reaction to the effect that the first priority is
to improve family relationships withouta clearsunderstandingof why it
is so important to improve those relationships or what would fellow
from so doing. If it is the case that this is what is happening, and if
improving family relationships is a more important way of promoting
cognitive development than promoting early intellectual activity, the
implications for the design of Home Visiting programmes, and the
priorities of the Home Visitors, could e considerable. However, even
if this is the correct way to construe the problem, it is, as-the EHVs
have observed, often easier to gain acéess to family relationships by
focussing on the children, their play and their education; than by
focussing directly onthe interpersonalinadequacies ofthe parents. As
we have seen, this is one of the great advantages which the EHVs feel
they have over social workers.




CHAPTER 18

WHAT CAN BE DONE TO FOSTER
CERTAIN QUALITIES?

We have now looked at the mmonance parents attach to children’s
““developing_certain qualmes, and, to some. extent, examined the
*_ reasons they have Tor conmdenng’these qualities important. We now

.consider what they think ean be done to foster some.of them, and the

impact of the Educational Home Visitors on these beliefs. o
After parents had rated how important it was.to them that lhen:. Coe
- children developed certain qualities, they were asked to :2y how they’

. would foster three of those which they believed to be important. (For
this reason the base on which the percentages in Tables A12 10 A23
was calculated varies from Table to Table. For some of the items too
few people were asked the question to make an analysis meanmgful)

Figure 4% shows thatthe Home Visitors seem to have led significant’
proportions of those parents who thought that it was important for
thetr children to develop their intelligence, to think that a parent could
do this by readmg to the chlld, taikmg to him, d!scussmg things with -

_him, answering his questions, giving him plenty of attention, takingan
interest in him, and playing with him. Theyappeartohave actually ledt .
the Home Visited mothers to place more emphasis on reading to the
child thas do the HSES mothers and the Home Visited group, in |

"contrast to the LSES group, are as likely as the HSES group to
mention talking to the child and dlscussmgthmgs withi him. However,
the enormous difference between the Rroportlon of the HSES and
LSES groups who think that inteligence is to befostered by givingthe
child plenty of attention, taking an interest in him, and playing with
him has not disappeared. Nor is the proportion who think it is
importantto provide and encourage the child touse books for himself
the same for the HSES and EH V groups. We willsee laterthat HSES
parents were mych more likely than LSES parents to say that most of
the child’s activities were joint activities in which both parent and

* Figure 4 corresponds to Table A12.
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» FIGUHE 4 ¥hat a parent c¢an do to foster Intelligence,
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child participated. In that context, it may be conjectured that, notonly
are the HSES parents much more inclined to encourage pro-active
rather than reactive behaviour on the part of the child, they are also
much more likely to be sensitively responsive to the Cchild’s needs.
Whereas the LSES group sesm to make a sharp distinction between
activities the child initiates—which encompass most of his activities
—and their ownteaching, (ie telling) activities, the HSES groyp seem
to be more facilitatve of development, and sensnively respensive to
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child-initiated activities. The Home Visitors seem. to have had more

difficulty in leading the Home Visited group to adopt such a

transactional viewpoint., Once again this is a conjecture which seems

to be emerging from the data, rather than a finding which has been
_ fully substantiated.

Inventiveness (Table Al 3) seems to be primarily associated with
practical activities and using construction materials. The Home
Visitors seem to have reinforced this sort of conception of i mventwe-
ness and virtually eliminated a motivational conception in which
inventive activity is thought to be released by sparking off the child’s
interests,

The proportion of Home Visited parents who think that lnqulsiuve-
ness is to be encouraged by leading the child to think and question is
hlgher than that found in the LSES bench-mark group (Table A14).
The view that answering questions will lead to question asking is less
commeon in the EHV group—and it may be that the Home Visited
parents feel that they should throw the child’s questions back at him
and encourage him to answer them himself. Once again, the failure of
the EHIV group to proffer the response “Do not repress his natural
inquisitiveness” suggests that the Home Visitors have reinforced their
(low status) clients’ notion that teaching means telling rather than
“Creating an environment conducive to natural growth”, .~

Figure 5, on imagihation, leaves the author feeling profoundly
uneasy. We have already seen that most parents, HSES and LSES,
are none (oo keen on their children developing a vivid imagination.
The remarks made to the interviewers in thecourseof their workmade it
clear that the parents thought that the problem was to prevent the
children’s imagination getting out of hand, rather than to encourage it,

Under these circumstances it is perhaps not surprising that the Home
Visit8rs, by talking about the importance of tmagination, appear to
haxe increased the proportion of mothers who said there was littie or
nothing one could do to develop it! Likewise, it would seem that the
most satisfactory interpretation of the data presented in Figure 5 is
that, in order to find a way of handling the cognitive dissonance
produced by, the Home Visitors’ apparent espousal of “imagination”,
the mothers have reacted by adopting a more constricted definition of
what is meant by imagination itself. Tt now has much more to do with
such things as books, reading stories, and looking at pictures. It has,
specifically, less to do with making up storjes. As usany mothers made
clear to the interviewers, stories that their children have made up but
presented as true, are the bane of their lives, Nevertheless, it is
significant that 27% of the HSES mothers did encourage their *
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children to make up stories, presumably with the intention of fostering
the sorts of abilities required to generate disembedded imaginative
products—such as school compositions—in which the objective is not
tosolve problems or deceive others but to generate a f" ctional product
of merit.

The data suggest that the Home Visitors may have been suggesting -
to parents that children’s interests are universal, rather than
idiosyncratic (Table A16). All children can be expected to be
interested in the sorts of activity they encourage. This wou'd explain
why the proportion of parents who said that interests and tastes which
are different from those of other people are to be promoted by
encouraging the child’s special interests is so much lower in the EHV
than LSES group and why more of the EHV group say that they don't
know how it is to be done. It would also explain why none saidthatit
was important to do it by encouraging their children to experience
different situations and activities, although this answer was given by
almost half the HSES sample.

What a parent can do to foster
FIGURE S a vivid imagination
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The data also suggest that the Home Visitors have led the mothers
to feel that determination is to be entouraged by gritting one’s teeth
and keeping on trying(Table A17). They donotappearto have ledthe
mothers to be more likely to adopt the strategies most often advocated
by the HSES group, namely demonstrating the benefits of persistence
and effort to the child, helping only when help is really needed,
creating an expectation that anythingone starts has to be finished, or
praising and rewarding successful effort§. Once again, what we seem
to see here is the strengthening of a somewhat unsubtle and
undifferentiated attempt to foster charactenistics like * determination”
(which may well be known to be important determinants of school and
life success). The differences between the way HSES and LSES
parents attempt tos et 2bout fostering such characteristics may well be
more important than that they seek tofoster them, and Home Visitors
may find it difficult to lead the parents they work with to adopt the
approaches more often used by the HSES parents. They may well
find that their actions are assimilated into the conceptual framework
already used by the LSES pare and- transformed out of ali
recognition in the process.
The data further suggest that the Home Visitoi's have reinforced the
LSES mothers’ abhorrence of competitiveness (Table Al8). The -
- Home Visitors may therefore have led them to articulate their value
for co-operative (rather than competitive) activity, and encouraged
them to stand up for what they believe to be good and right. Unfortun-
ately the rest of the data do not really lead ustobelieve that thic is what
has happened. A more likely explanation seems to be that the Home
Visitors avoided this problem altogether, and that this has led to a "
marked increase in the proportion who say that they do not know how
competitiveness is to be fostered.
Itis remarkable that the Home Visitors seem to have had very little
impact on leading the mothers to believe that the ability to mix easily
., Wwith others is to be fostered by taking the child to a nursery or
playgroup (Table A19). Nor do they appear to have led the mothersto
be more likely to say that it is to be fostered by creating supervised
play activities in the home. On the contrary, forsome unknownreason
(possibly the better weather at the time the EHV ,ample was
interviewed) the proportion who say that it is to be fostered by
. encoutaging the child to go outside to glay is much higherin the EHV
than LSES group.
Figure 6 suggests that the Home Visitors have had rclatively little
effect on the strategies which parents think they could adopt in order
to engender respect. The Home Visited group, like the LSES group,
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are more likely to say that respect is to be fostered by firmness,
discipline, insisting on respect, and insisting on obedience. The High
Status group is much more likely to say that respect is tobe fostered by
setting a good example, faimess and consistency, and by treating the
child with respect. Given that the Home Visitors felt that it was&f
considerable importance to encourage the mothers to change their

. What a parent can do to éncourage a
FIGRE 6 child to develop respect Tor his parenis? -~
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discipline strategies and to lead them to treat their children with
respect—perhaps in order to encourage the child to reason about the
long term consequences of his actions. perhaps in order to improve
family relationships (so that the parent would be more likely to take
the child's complaints seriously and act upon them) and perhaps in
order to create’ an opportunity for the parent to recognise, and
therefore be willing tofeed, the child’s ability—these results cannot be
interpreted as anything but discouraging, although the EHV group
are, indeed, more likely than the LSES group to mention sefting a
good example.

The bases for the Home Visited sample in the remaining tables in
this section (Tables A2] to A23) are 100 small to support even ~
tentative discussion, although we will, in Part IV, draw attention to
some of the possible implications of the data obtained fromthe HSES
and LSES samples for the design of Home Visiting programmes.

‘General Discussion

The EHVs again appear to have had a major impact onthe ways in
which the parents they visited think that qualities of inteliect,
character, and personality are to be fostered. Many of these are
precisely what the Home Visitors set out to teachthem. Nevertheless,
as is often the case, it seems that at jeast some of the Home Visitors’
messages have. in the course of transmission, been transiated into the
recipients’ frame of reference and heard as reinforcing views they
already held. The Educational Home Visitors seem to have had
particular difficulty getting across the notion that growth is to be
facilitated by transactional activity in which the parent responds
sensitively to child-initiated activity. Rather, the EHVs’ message in
fact—if notinintention—seems to have been that the parent should do
more formal teaching. Yet while HSES parents do do more formal
teachingthan LSES parents, this is not the. only way inwhich thetwo
groups differ in their approach. The remaining differences have to do
" with the difference between ‘‘mothering” and “teaching”. This
difference itself may be a product of the differing constraints under
which the mothers lead their lives. We have already seen that time
pressures led some of the Home Visitors to feel that they had to do
_more programmed teaching, rather than wait, ds they would have
done as mothers, for the right moment to respond to the child. It may
therefore be suggested that the Home Visited mothers may. be
particulaily prone to pick up ##is aspect of ihe EHVs' behaviour
because they themselves may be working under considerable time
constraints.
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Perhaps the Educational Home Visitors should not set out directly
to transmit such a complex message. Perhaps they should begin by
attempting to extend parents’ understanding of the ways in which
development is to be facilitated to more often include modelling or
demonstrating the desired behaviour to the child, personal example,
and creating opportunities for the child to experience the effectiveness
of cognitive activity as a means of solving his own problems. We
might even go so far 25 to suggest that the EHV's mught set aside some
time in which to think about ways in which these broader conceptions
of the ways in which growih might be facilitated could be
communicated to parents. That would, however, raise basic questions
about the methods to be adopted by the EHVs. If the EHVs are to
- model mothering behaviour involving sensitive, transactional, .
reactivity they may require more than time. They may need to know
the child extremely well—to be aware of the implications, of
apparently minor things that the c¢hild says and does—including his
facial expressions and other expressive movements. Unfortunately as
one ofthe Home Visitors said at one of their meetings—and the others
concurred—it may just not be possnble for anyone who is not the.
child’s mother to do this. Thus, ‘the notion of modelling mothering
skills may be a contradiction in terms. If it is, and if mothering really
does contribute in important and irreplaceable ways-to child growth,
then the implications are serious. And not only for the EHVs—but
also forthe whole teaching profession. For itwould follow that there is
no way in which a person who is not a sensitive mother can he Ip a
child to develop his most important qualities. Put like that, in a
reducuo-ad-absurdum argument, the hypotliesis is obviously false.
But it does raise questions about the extent to which, and the manner
" in which, mother< can be helped to acquire what aré, perhaps, their
most important competencies and, as a corollary, the extent to which
school systems can help children to develop their ‘most important
competencies. -




CHAPTER 19
-

* WHICH OF THE QUALITIES THAT A CHILD
. LEARNS FROM-HIS PARENTS ARE MOST
IMPORTANT FOR HIS FUTURE?

We have already seen that the parents who have had Home Visits
are even less inclined than their LSES counterparts to think that what
a child learns from his parents is lmponam to his future success
_(Figure 3, Item B16). Elsewhere in the interview, parents were asked
" which of the qualities thif a child léarns from his parents are most
important to his future.

. The Home Visitors appear to héve led the parents they visited to ~
give answers which are somewhat more like those given by the HSES
group (Table A24). The frequency with which most categories of
answer is given has moved in the direction of the HSES group. The
impact seems to have been greatest for honesty and hard work, which
the LSES sample mention less often than the HSES group, but the
EHY group mention more often. However, despite the apparent effect
of the EHVs, there is still a substantial dlscrepancy between Home
Visited and HSES mothers in the- proportions. who gave answers *
falling into the categories dealing with respect for authority, consider-..

- - ateness, obedience, being a good citizen and fitting into society, being

sociable and friendly, having initiative, and being clean and tidy. If
considerateness, initiative, and concern with the wider society are
indeed impottant qualities which HSES childrén leamn from their
parents, then thé EHVs have some way to go in leading parents to
view the parent-based educational process in a way which will make
good the deficiency.

L
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WHAT DO PARENTS ACTUALLY DO
WITH THEIR CHILDREN?

We have seen that the Home Vlsﬂ.ors have hada dramauc effect on
parents’ attitudes. Let us now look at the effect they have hadon their
behaviour. —e

Actually, we are not able to do quite that: we are only abe tolookat ‘

the effect that they have had on the parents’ reported behaviour.

We approached this question in two ways. We asked the parents
how often they did various things with their child, and we also asked
them how much tigne they and/or their child spent on a number of
selected activities oiﬂge previous day. By asking about the previous
day we hoped to mini mory effects.

We have just seen that the Home Visitors seem to have led the
parents they visited to be less likely to think that what a child leams
from his parents is Yery important to his future success, but that they
" also appear to have led them to mention more, and different, things

‘when asked what are the important things that a child learns from his
- parents. It is evident that the Home Visited parents are more likely
“tharTthe LSE S parents to say that their children leamt a lot from them,

although they still do not say this as often as do the HSES parents
(Table A25). Figure 7 reinforces the apparent paradox that, despite
the fact that the HSES group are more likely to feel that their children
leatn a lot from them, they actually set out to teach them less and are
more likely to say that the child learns himself. As we have several
times commented, this paradox is, perhaps, to be resolved by saying
that what the HSES parents are saying is that, while the child [eamns
himself, the parent “teaches’ by responding in a sensitive mannerto
his needs. It seems that, if this is the case, the EHVs have had some
success in leading the parents they visited to behave like the HSES
group.

The proportion of parents who say that, when they set out to teach
their children things, they teach them intellectuat skills is dramatically
higher in the EHV than LSES group(Table A27). The proportion who
say that they set out to teach them social skills and behaviour is
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somewhat lower, as is the proportion who set out to teach moral
values. The proportion who set out to teach physical skills and
independence is only stightly higher. However, in all respects, the
Home Visitors seem to have led the parents to move inthe directionof
the HSES group, and, in the case of intellectual skills, they seem to
have led them to be even more likely than the HSES groupto endorse
the item.

. . They appeér to have had much less effect on Ao parents teach

their children than on what they teach them (Table A28) Although
the proporticn who say they teach by punishing failures is markedly
lower in the EHV group, there has been noincrease in the proportion
who say they teach by example, though this is the dominant mode of

-, teaching for the HSES group. The proportions who say that they

teach by providing a stimulating environment, and that they teach by
giving reasons and explanations, are higher in the EHV than in the
LSES group, although they are not so high as in the HSES group. The
proportion who teach 5)' giving constant remisiders (ie nagging) is no
lower in the JEHV than in the LSES group. And none cf the Home
Visited "pafents yet teach by positive reinforcement of desired
behaviour. As we have already seen, the parents who have had home
visits are no more likely than'other LSES parents to create situations
in which the child finds intellectual activity positively satisfying
because it brings him increasing control over his environment. These
data therefore raise the question of whether more effort should be
made to influence such perceptions and expectations. ~
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Although the great majority of Home Visited parents, like all other
parents, said they would teach counting by using easily available
things in the child’s environment (Table A30), the Home Visitors
seem to have had a significant impact on the proportion who say they
would use special teaching equipment such as books. In the case of
reading (Table A29) the Home Visitors appear to have led. the
mothers they visited to be still more likely to use formal methods,
“althoughthis was already much more commonin the LSES thanEHV

group. The difference in the proportion who would do this now
amounts to 40%. The EHV group is also more likely than the LSES
group to teach individual letters and sounds and still less likely to say
that they would not teach reading.

We now turn to the question of the parents’ response to the child's
questions, a topic which the Home Visitors believed tg be of
considerable importance from the poirit of view of developing an -
enquiring mind. First it may be noted that the Home Visited parents
are more confident than other LSES parents that they will in fact be
able to answer the child’s questions (Table A31). Second, the Home
Visitors seem to have led the parents they visited to be more ™ ~v to
say they never find their children’s questions anuisance(Table . .32),
but only slightly less lixely to make up an answer when they don't
know the answer { Table A33). (They are only slightly more likely to
look up the answer in a book under these circumstances). These data,
taken together with our finding that the Home Visited parents are no
more likely than other LSES mothers to think that it is any more
important to teach the child to use books.to find information for

imself, suggest that it may be that books are seen cither as things

which have to do with school work or as entertainment. They are not
seeh, as having instrumental value..Alternatively, it may be argued
that the data suggest that the parents do not have relevant reference
books M theirhomes. Ifthis is the caseitisdifficulttosee howtheycan
{ead their children to believe that the information available in books

“will help them to solve their own problems. We may conclude,
therefore, that, although the EHVs appear to influence the ways in
which parent- use books, they do notseem tolead them to view books
as an aid tothat type of cogmnve activity whichhelps oneto iead one’s
life more effectively.

We have already commented several times on the possibility that
one of the major differences between the HSES and the LSES groups,
which the EHVs seem to have difficulty influencing, is the parents’
sensitivity to the child and their willingness to respond to him. Table
A34 makes the same point. While the Home Visited parents are a
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llttle more inclined than other LSES parﬁl_tg_tmhmk—lt-is—vcry-”’_’—-‘
he-things the ¢hld wants to know and then help
to find out”, the Home Visited group is.the one which believes
most strongly that it is importa.st to make sure that the c]‘llld learns
what the parent thinks he sho id learn.

Figure 8 shows that, contrury to what one might believe if one reads
only the wtitings of psychologists (apart froin a few of the most
recent), very few parents think that most€Ba child’s activities are

. imitiated by parents, although there is a dranfatic difference between
the HSES and LSES groupin the proportion who say thatthey end up
by being joint activities, These data strongly support our conjecture -
that one of the major differences between the HSES and the LSES
groups is the willingness ofth< mother to engage with their children in
joint activities. 1t is clear that the LSES and EHV chiidren tend to

"play ontheirown, and that the child begins the activity. We cannot tel]
from these data whether the motherjoins in later, butthe generallenor
of onr findings make us suspect that she does not. In contrast it is clear
that the HSES group are much more likely to find themselves engaged
with their children in activities which neither can claim to have

- initiated. The impression is one of sensitive transactional activity in

_which the parent creates an appropriate environment and then
respOnds to the child’s 'interests, inclinations and feelings. White
(1976), in particular, has drawn attention to the importance of such
behaviour. The EH Vs seem to have had difficulty communicating the
subtlety of this style of interaction to the parents. Indeed, as we shall
see later, those Home Visitors who have tried hardest to mode! the
- Do you think yeur child Lovents most of his own

FHARE 8 . activities or do you suggest most of them?

10203040 50 60 70 0 9 100

1 (nlid invents most

2 ‘st are Joint
activities

3 Mother suggests most
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interactive style for the parents seemed to have led those parents to
believe that they are less capable of carrying it out, and less able to
understand it, Nevertheless, the Home Visited parents aremore llkely
to say that they often do things that the child wants to do rather than
things which they want to do (Table A36). It may be that what these
data are telling us is that the EHVs have led the parents tofeel that itis
important to respond to the child’s explicit demands, but that they
have notled them to be more sensitive to the growth potential inherent
in a wide variety of children’s activities. » o

That their sensitivity has been increased is, however, also clear
(Table A36). They appear, at least, to be more likely to think about
what their child is leaming as he plays, and this may be a basis on
which future developments can be buil. .

Asked what sort of things they taik about while the child is engaged
on activities such as playing with jig-saws and painting, the Home
Visited group are even more likely than the LSES group to issue
wamings and instructions (Figure 9). In contrast to what Levenstein’s
video tapes would have us believe, their activities are more
constrictive and directive. But they are also more likely to explain or
teach things to the child: ie they turn such activities Into formal
“teachlng” situations. They are even [ess likely thanthe LSES group
to use them as situations in which they discuss the activity. It is the
HSES group that much more frequently mentions this.

In discussing activities in which they are engaged, parents may talk
about the goals they would like toreach, the strategies which are likely
to enable them to reach those goals, the obstacles they might
encounter in trying to reach them, ways of getting round these
obstacles, and their feelings about the activity itself and about the
‘goals. Parents who do not discuss their joint acfivities with their
children may therefore deprive them of an opportunity to observe
cognitive, connative, and affective processes in action and leam their
value from the point of view of improving current activity. The
infrequency with which EHV and I.SES mothers repoit discussing
past and future events likewise suggests thatthe y may, at least to some
extent, deprive their children of opportunities to develop a long time
perspective, and diminish any tendency to plan and initiate action
with a view to achieving a goal and monitor its effectiveness, any
tendency to study spontaneously the causes of events or the effectd of
their actions, and any tendency to search spontaneously in their
memory for past experiences which are relevant to improving current
performance and bring this leaming to bear on thie present. In this
context the frequency with which EHV mothers report questioning
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-~ -- “their clnld about thenr activities is reminiscent of the pedagogue 5
. tendency to question a child in order to test him—to find out if he
knows something they already know, rather than to leamn froth the
child—and it will be recalled that one of the effects of the Home

_ Visitors onthe things parents thought it was important to do with their
children seemed to be'to strengthen their tendency to ask such

ERI
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T T ehildrabout-activitios

fuestions,
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FIGURE 9
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uhen ihe child was down, this {drawing,
minting, playing with jigsaws, using harwers
or saws, making things in the kitchen, helping
with the housowork) what sort‘ of things did
you talk about?,

102030405060703090100

1 ipther.fssuing
varnings, instructions

Z lbther questioning

<3 Chlld questioning
‘mother about activity

4 Mother and child
diseuss activity

5 Mothor teaching or
explaining things to

child

.G Mother praising,
encouraging chlld

7 bother and chiid
talking about past g
furyre events

. 8 Geperal cth.tcr

9 Did not talk,
mother busy

10 Did not talk,
child too young io
hold a conversation | conversation

" -




&

\‘-
144 . PARENTS, TEACHERS AND CHILDREN

Despite the mcreasedlmportance ﬁ?hl(.:h the Home Vlsuors seem to
have led the mothers they visited: to attach to educational toys, the
proportion who say that they often think about what a toy. witl teach
their children before they buy it is slightly lower ifithe EHV thaninghe
LSES group{Table A36). Thistakesthemeven further away {rém the
HSES group who, it seems, almost always consider this. If‘may *be

that the interpretation of this finding is that, for the HSES.group, - o

"~ almost all toys have educational value, and the question is what they
will teach the chi'd, rather than whether they will teach him anything.
With respect to discipline practices, Figure 10 Suggests that the .
Home Visitors have had some success in leading the parents to be
more likely to try to distract their children on to somethingelse, rather
than smack them. However, the parents do not seem (o have become
less punitive in any comprehensive sense, because the Home Visited
parents are even more tikely than our other LSES mothers to give
their children a row. There has apparently beena slight increase in the

LS

¥hen your child starts doing things you don't
FIGUHE 10 ’ want him to do, what do yvou do? (% saying

ofter)
“l 20 2 40 50 60 70 S0 90 100

2 Give them o rom

3 Hend thom ouside or
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4 DislraCt ‘them onto
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proportion who say that they seek to explain to-the children why they
don't want them to do things, but this has not resulted in bringing their
responses into line with th~ HSES. group.

As has alread¥been mentioned, parents were asked how much time
they. or their chlldren, spent on various activities on the previous day.
Their answers were preooded and, in order that the scaléx should not
be oo long, the categones were of unequa] size. This has made for
some difficulty in processing the data since it was not poss;ble to
calculate the mean length of time !ipenl on the \ianous acuvmes
because the end category consisted of *‘raore than thirty minutes”

'in some cases, “over an hoiir””. Since this category has no upperlimit
its mid-point is not known (Table A3%).

Unfortunalely, there is also another problem in interpreting the
data, for the effects of Home V1§1t1ng are contaminated by the fact that
the weather improved between the time the bench-mark samples were
interviewed and the time the Home Visited samples were interviewed.
The change in the weather would seem lo be the most likely
explanation of the large increase in the time the children £ 2ent playmg
oumdf,' with their friends and going to parks, and the decrease inthe

" . time they spent watching television, drawing and painting, and

playing with Lego. From our point of view, particular interest centres
on questions like the amount of time the parent spent answering the
child’s questions, looking at books with bim, talking about things they _
. had done in tfe past or would do in the future, talking about what they
were, doing when they went shopping, teaching the names of colours,
elc,fteaching him to read and count, hglping him te build with bricks
and Legg, doing jig-saws with him, and playmg with sand and water
with him.
~ On many of these ilems there are significant differences between
‘the HSES and the LSES groups. In almost every case the Home
Visited group alsodiffe: from the HSES group. Although the size of
thegap i sunaiier on some of the items, it is larger on others. It would
mq?é'fore *seem that the Home Visitors have hdd relatively little
impact on the parents actual behaviour with their children, Whereas,
as we have seen, they had.a dramatic lmpacl, on bnpgmg the
staterpents (he Home Visited mothers made in an interview situation
into line with those made by HSES mothers, this has ndt been
. generalised to their reported behaviour toward their children to
anything like the same extent. The only exception to that statement is
. that the Home Visited mothers spent more time than LSES mothers,
or ven HSES mothers, in taking their children to nursery or play
group. This supports our tentative conclusion that one of the effecis
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ofthe Home Visitors has been to strengthen the parents emphams on
formal schooling.

The absence of a s:gmﬁcanhmpact on virtually any other smgle
aspect of behaviour may possibly be explained by the consraints
which the environment places on the parents’ activities.

On the other hand, the apparent inability of the EHVs to influence
many of the behaviours they set out to influence, and which do indeed
differentiate the HSES from the LSES group, may nof be due to
constraints in the environment. Although parents may, as a result of
the Visiting, believe some things to be more important than they did
previously, these things may still be much lower down it.their orderof

g Dpriority. As we have seen, the LSES group. attach much more
importance than do thE HSES group to the child’s learing to stick up
for himself, becoming strong and tough, and to the child’s having time
to play with other children. This constellation of values may well
account for the major différences between the HSES and LSES__ .
chlldren in the time they spent playing outside with theirfriends. And
while the ZHVs seemto havé led the parents to become more like the
- —=— TTHSES group in the value they place on intellectual activity, they had
' relatively fittle impact on the value the parents place on the
constellation of values we have just mentioned.




CHAPTER 21

‘ THE PROBLEMS PARENTS EXPECTED AS
THEIR CHILDREN GOT OLDER

Although the Home Visited parents were more likely than other
parents from the sume areas 1o expeet that there would be problems
with rebellion, with indiseipline, and with sehool as their ¢hildren got
older, there was no difference, however, iiithe proportion who did not
expect any problems and in this respectthey still differ markedly from
the HSES parerits {Table A40).

As the Newsons (1968, 1978) have shown, parents’ acticns atany
point in time are markedly influenced by what they expeet the long
term eonsequences of those acetions to be. Thus, although, as we have
seen, the Home Visitors appear to have led the parents they visited to
be less likely to think that encouraging their children to ask questions
and generally think for themselves would lead them to be disruptive or
to get above themselves, a possible explanation of their failure to
actually do the things which would be likely to promote the
development of thinking, questioning, reasoning behaviour may be
that they still believe that, in the long run, such qualities will Jead to
their children getting beyond their control. (We have already seen just
how important it is to Jhem that this should not happen). In other
words, the EHVs may, in effect, have told the parents not to be so silly
as to think that questioning and reasoning will lead to unruliness and
insubordination in the short run, but this may have led to the parents’
displacing the same fears to the distant future, and the anticipated
long term eonsequences may thus have had an impact on their
immediate behaviour. What we thay be seeing is the result of not
accepting that reasoning leads to internalised controls. (And whois to
say that, despite Kohlberg's (1971) work, they may not be right—

. partieularly if they fail to change their behaviour in a way whieh will

make it possible for their children to engage in high level moral
reasoning).

Another, possibly somewhat simpler, explanation of the results
(shown in Table A40)is that they do notrepresent ¢ffects ofthe Home
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Visiting at all, but rather teil us something about the sort of family that
was selected for visiting. This seems an altogether more parsimonious
explanation: we have no evidencethat the EHVs did, or said, anything
which would lead parents to become more aware of these potential
probiems, but we do have evidence that one of the reasons why it was
suggested to the EHVs that they should visit certain families was that
there were more behaviour problems in the home. However, if this is
the explanation, the whole question of the EHVs attitudes to
behaviour control comes very much more to the foreground.




CHAPTER 22

+

PARENTS’ PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR PROBLEMS
AND THEIR CONFIDENCE IN THEIR ABILITY

~TO"COPE WITH THEM

We have seen that the EHVs have moved increasingly toward the
view that it is important tohelp patents to develop the abilities needed
to cope with their own problems if they are to have an impact on their
children’s development. And we have ourselves suggested. that the
quality of the mother’s whole life style may have a direct. beanng on
her ability to spend time in psychologlcally developmg activities with
her children.

Have the EHVs in fact been able tohelp the parents cope with some
of the dissatisfying aspects of their environment, so that they may now
be able to spend more time with their children? Have the parents
themselves come to feel more confident and competent tescope with
their environment so that that confidence and competence can rub off
on their children ?

To answer these questions we developed a block of questions which,
first asked parents to say how important a number of features of their
environment were to them, and then to say how satisfied they were
with these aspects of their environment. Finally they wers asked to
say what they thought the consequences would be if*they set about
tackling one of the “problems” which was revealed by a large
discrepancy between their “importance” and “satisfaction” ratings.

Table 2 shows the aspects of their environment which were rated
“very important”, . '

It is immediately obvious that there are major differences between
the HSES and the LSES groups. For the HSES grolp, the most
important things are to get on well with their children, to get on well
with their close farnily such as husbands and relatives, to have schools
which offer a wide variety of courses, to have teachers, planners and
officials who take their views seriously, to be.able to communicate
well w'th other people, to be on good terms with their children’s

¢
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SCHOOL
A 1.To have a choice of school for your
children.
2. To have a school system which can meet
your own personal wishes, even if these
are different from other people’s.

3.To be on good terms with your children’s -

teachers.

FAMILY

. 4.To_be. able. to..get-on—well -with- your-

children.
5.To be able 1o leam more aboyt bringing
- up children.
6.To’ be on good terms with your
neighbours.

WIDER COMMUNITY
7. To have a doétor who really fistens 1o

you.
8. To work in # place where people are
encouraged to°develop whatever talents
they have. . ,
9.To be able to cope with day to day
activities more effectively.

10. To have a govemment which can meet
your own personal needs even if these are
different from other people’s,

11, Tofeel that you are involved {n the affairs
of your community.

12.To be able 1o get a fair share of what
society has to offer.

13.To live in a community which is well

]: l{ organised and run.

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

3

TABLE'2: QUALITY OF LIFE,

HSES LSES EHV
% saping "very important”

HSES LSES EHV
% saying "very satigfied”

HSES LSES EHV
% saying "dissatisfied"

45 25 35

15 3
63

10
16 35
58 50
9 15
9 20

5 4°35

. 40 34 25

o 19 15
.0 5 o0
6 5
J 10

0
0
0
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4 . .
QUALITY QF LIFE (con.)

SCHOOL

HSES LSES EHV
% saying “very important”

HSES L§ES EHV
% saying “very satisfied”

HSES LSES EHV
% saying "dissatisfied”

B L.To kave schools which offer a wide
variety of courses. s
2.To have teachers who take your views'
- serjously.

FAMILY

1.To be able to leam to cope with your
childrzn. -

4.7 beabie 1o geton with yourclose family..

qu

5.To be able to communicale well with
others.

COMMUNITY

6. To have planners and officials who take
your views segjously.

7. To have a wide variely of jobs open to
you. ‘

8. To have. opportunities to develop your
mind and learn new things, .

9. Tolive in a society which makes an effort
1o make besi use of everyone's differen:

. « abilities.

0. To be able to Infleence what happens in
your country -

11, To have access 10 a communily centre.
where there are many things going on
which you can joln i, v

12, Tolive in @ community in which everyone

73 45 30
60 38 10

58 49 45

- D

3 4 5-
13 8 .

i .

" 62 25

65 26 30

4

plays & parf'in curbing vandalism.

- E
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teachers, to have a doctor who really listens to them, and to live in a

society which makes an effort to make the best use of everyone’s

talents-and abilities. For the LSES group, things are very different.

Although they do indeed attach importance 1o being.able to-get on———
—with theirchitdrenand their close family, these things are very quickly .

followed by a felt need 10 be able to learn how {0 cope with their

children {notice the relevance to our assertion that they seem to have

more difficulty coping with their children), and t. ve ina community

in which everyone plays their part in curbing . ,dalism.

Attéention may be drawn to the fact that, while the HSES group
appears to be preoccupied with relationships and services—
relationships with husbands, dociors, planners, teachers and the
wider society in general—the LSES group seems to be.preoccupied
with getting a firmer grip on life in the here and now. They need toget
control over their children and to get control over the vandals who
plague them. This precatious nature of their hold on life emerges in
their answers to many otfier questlons—-lhelrchlldren are more likely
to be led” gnto deviant behaviour; it is more important to ensure that
they are fo fed; izis more important tofind away of ensuring that there is
someone at home to look after them. Put in one way the data suggest
that theﬁES parents in general are trying to get a grip on
satisfactionsat a lower level in Maslow’s hierarchy of needs(Maslow,
1954)—and therefore have less time, whatever their inclinations, for

" the niceties of child-rearing. Thus the first task of a.Home Visiting
programme m2y be {0 help them to handle this basic problem. If this
were done, the parents might then progress naturally to the wider
concerns evident in the responses of the HSES group.

Viewed in another way, the data may be interpreted as supporting
Van der Eyken’s belief that the individuals concemed are under
stress. If this is 50, the resulting anxiety may lead to their even being

_unable to take up such support'semces as are offered. -

But, whichever interpretation is correct, it is important to note that,
logical though it may be to argue that body and soul could best be kept
together by establishing more effective relationships with the wider
framework of society which so much détermines the course of their
lives, the pressing rieed to keep body and soul together may prevent
the mothers concerned seeing this wider structure and force them to
spend most of their time striggling to cope with what they see as more
immediate problems.

Having briefly examined the differences between the responses of
the HSES and LSES groups, we may now return to an examination of
the responses of the Home Visited group. They do, indeed, differ from
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both the other groups. Learning how to.cop with their children has
moved up in their priorities at the expense of being ongood terms with
their close families, such as their hushands and.relatives—Having =
teachers who'take their views seriously is dramatically lower in their
priorities. . ’ :
It seems unlikely that the Home Visitors would have led the
mothers they visited to feel that it was less important to get on well
with their husbands. One can only assume that their tendency to de-
emphasise it reflects one of the basic differences between the Home
Visited and non"Home Visited samples in the LSES areas. The
famities selected for visiting included a high proportion of families
with problems, often with poor relationships between the mother and ]
her husband or children. The data seem to lend support to theview —— -
thatproblem parents don’t eare so much 2hout théir relationships with
their husbands as do other families. g
- Itseems more plausible that the EH Vs were responsible for the fact
that the parents who had been visited think it is less important to have
teachers who take their views seriously, and to have schools which
offer a wide variety of courses. They may also have been responsible
for the larger proportion whosay it is very important to them to be on
good terms with their children’s teachers.
But perhaps the most strtking lesson to be drawn from Table 2 is
. that'the Home Visitors have, in no way, been able to lead the parents
" they visited to share the priorities of the HSES parents. If getting on
* well with husbands and relatives is an important precursor to good
pyschological development on the part of children, then the Visited
parents have a long way to go. The same applies if children’s
psychological development is associated with their parents’ attaching
importance to being able to communigate weil with other peopie, or
believing that it is important for meiﬁchool system and society to
develop and utilise people with a wide variety of talents. Likewise, if
“self-esteem” is taken to involve thinking that one has a right to be
listened to, then the parents’ responses to the items which ask whether
they think it is important to have doctors, teachers, planners and
officials. who take their views seriously suggest that the parents’ self
images still leavé something to be desired. They appear to be self-
depreciating, and their replies almost suggest that they do not think
that their views are worthy of consideration. Furthermore, if one does
not think that it is'important to have doctors, teachers, planners and
officials who listen to one and take one’s vlews seriously, there is
really very little point in developing initiative, self confidence, the
ability to think for oneself or the ability to communicate, or concemn

a
-
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with the wider community. The same is true ifonedoes notfecl that it
isiimportant'to be able fo influence what happens in one's country.

And, if one does not think it is important to have opportunities to
developone’s mind and learn new things as an adult, can one really be
_ expected to place great store in the intrinsic value of educational
activity at school level?

Such reflections again remind one of Maslow's hierarchy of needs
and lead one to ponder its validity. preople are spending time—are
forced to spend time—satisfying needs low in his hierarchy, can they
mmultaneously be concerned with needs higher up in the hierarchy?
Or is the explanation of the hierarchy, not that the higher level needs
cannol be pursued until lower level needs have been satisfied, but that
some people are conslitutionally incapable of pursuing, or are
uninterested in, the supposedly higher level needs? If their low-leve!
needs are sallsf' ed, do they move on 10 a concern with the so-called
higher level needs? Quite clearly, from the data we have presenled, )
the way in which one*would design a Home Visiting programme js
dependent on the way jn which one answers thesé gquestions. And
evaluation of the differential consequences of Home Visiting
programmes predicaled on these alternative answers would yield the
basic data which is needed to answer them.

The dramatically smaller proportion of Home Visited pareats, in
comparison withthe LSES group, who feel that it isimportant to have
teachers who take their views seriously deserves further comment, Kt
almost looks a3 if the EHVs have led the parents they visited to be
even more likely to think that their own views on education are
worthless. Having been exposed (o such a competent and capable
educator, they have come to realise just how incompelent, ignorant
and uninformed they really are. )

This data does qot, however, stand on its own. As we shall see,
Home Visited parents are more likely to think that they should
complain about things with which they were not satisfied and that they
“should try to ensure that their child's teacher stretches himn to the full
{Table A47). But they are also more likely than HSES parents to say
that education should be left to the school. It is difficult to reconcile
such apparently conflicting answers. Perhaps they represent an
interimi stage in the parents’ struggle to come to terms with changed
expectations. Perhaps they once believed that education should be
loft to the school (with the proviso that the school should do what they
wanted it to do!) but have now realised that there is a great deal more
to this business of education than they previously thought—and that
teachers know more than they s’uspecled. But these same teachers

‘_q!
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have told them that they should seek to mﬂuence the school {which

they previously did not expect to do). So .2y should complain about
things that are wrong and try to ensure that teachers stretch their
children to the full—but the teachers should not really take their views
seriously because they are, after all, so much more competent and
capable than they are themseives' |

- Taken as a whole it may be argued that these data suggest that

parents overall self-images and their feelings of warth have actually
.declined, Exposed to a confident and competenlJ, Home Visitor, who
clearly knows what she is doing and understands educational
progesses far better than the mother does, the mother comes to feel
mség:i'ceun and incompetent. The data lend support to the argument
that the expert portrayal of knowledge is mcompqubl e with growth of
confi dence. An educational system which is based on a teacher-
taught ‘model breeds dependence and a lack of coni' dence. A model
based on co-tutoring—on the blind leading the blmd—may be better
able to promote the growth of confidence and feelings of personal
worth. It may also be better able to promote the evolution of new ways
of thinking about things. Unfortunately, it may not be the best way of
plugeing those concerned into the knowledge that i Is available. Inthis
context it would seem to be of the utmost importance to coflect
parallel data from a sample of the mothers who have had Educational
"Home Visits, not from “experts”, but from other mothers.*
|
Levels of Satisfaction w:th the Environment
The second set of columns on Table 2 show_that, by and Iarge the
EHVs do not dppear to have led the mothers they visited to be any
more satisfied with any aspect of their environment except being on
good terms with their children’s teachers. They are still a great deal
. less likely than are HSES mothers to.be satisfied with their
relationships with their children, and the. same goes for their
relationships with their husbands doctors, and neighbours, their
ability to cope with their day to day actwmes and their ablllty to
communicate with other people.

The third set of columns show the opposite end of the distribution. It
would seem that the Home Visitors have led.some of th.eir parents to
- become even more dissatisfied with various aspects of their
envimnmept than were other LSES parentg living in the same

*An account of the “Mother Home Visitors™. who form part of the Lothian
Educational Home Visiting Scheme. has been omitied from this report. A dascussuon
will be found in McCail {1980)
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FIGUEE 11 . .

1 1'd enjoy seeing that I was
having an dmpact.

2 I'd be pleased when it was done,
ut would not enjoy doing it.

3 1'd enjoy planning what wzs to
ba done.

4 I'd enjoy léarning what needed to
- e learned in ordar to do it.

5 I'd enjoy the

i camany of-othera
whilst doing 1t. ,

6 I'd enjoy making other pecple (eg|,

poople in authorlty) uncanfortable.

;:,I'dbedalngmﬂung 1 should

8 1'd be doing samthing for the
long term good of the soclety.

9 I wouldn't know where to begin.”

10 I wouldn't be able to persuade
other people to support me.

11 1rg.lack the shility to make my
point well tc those concerned.

12 Those responsibie wouldn’t
s listen to sameone like me. .

13¢1°G be iabelled as & troublanaher!

14 (zher people would ridicule
shat I was dolng.

Incentives/Disincentives to -
doing samething about & complaing,

10 20 30 40 S0 60 0
K 3
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_ Apdlative than I'd like to-be.
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FIG 11 (oont)

-

0 2730 @ 0 & 1

150tMrpeopleuwldth1nk I was
doing it for scme hidden motive.

IGI'dbeletttodoallthork
myself .

L]
17 I would be victimised.

18 People in authority would
obstruet me and make things more

ditticn€.

19 11 1 was to be successful I'd
have .to be more cutspoken and
- aggressive then 1'd 1:ke to be.

have to be more underhsnd and man-

#1 I'd have to spend time that I'd

prefer-to sgend doing other things
on this activity, -

22 1'd have to negleet my family
and friends.

23 1t would increase the stress
in ny life.

ﬂmmmuldtdtethe@mdit
foritit!wassuwessml

T nere woula be a Iot of
difficulties 1'd hkawve- trouble
* ;

26 I'd be unable to get the
necegsary information.

271 wadld mot be able to moke the
right contacts and get the right

a
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nelghbourhoods They have becomie r..ore dissatisfied with the part
* played by members of their commimnities in curbing vandalism, the
general organisation snd running of their community, the extent w
which théir doctors listen to them, and their opportunities to develop *
s their minds .and learn new things. While increased levels of
dissatisfaction may be a pre-requisite to takingactign to do something
aboufthem, one can hardly believe that an environment in which there
are high levels of dissatisfaction among parents can be benefic:-*
" the psyehologlcal development of their children.

: W:ngness toTackle therr Pmb!ems

-'From the mothers" responses to questions about whetherthey wers "
the sert of pervons who should do something about the probiem
highlighted by a discrepancy between their ratings of importance and
satisfaccon, it wouid seem that the Home Visitors have led more of
the people they have visited to say that it was up to someone like
themselves to dosomething about the problem. They are less likely to
say that they are prepared only t6 grumble, and are mora prepared to

" Join in if other’people start trying to do something atout it {Figure 11
and Tables A4] and A42). .

Before discussing the impact of the Home Visiting programme on
parents’ expectations of the consequences of trying to 4o something
about their problems, it is worth commenting on the significance of

" some of the differences between the HSES and LSES groups.
. The LSES group is, in generai, less likely than the HSES groupto .

* . S say that, in rying to tackle their problems, they would be working for

S - the long term good of soelety, enjoy learning what needed to be
learned in order to do it, enjoy the company of others whilst doing it, .

° enjoy seeing that they were having an impact on society, enjoy the

planning activity involved in doing it. and doing something they felt
they should do (ie something moral) Q1 the other hand they were.
more likely to say that they wouldn’t know where to begin, that they
wouldn’t be able to make the right contacts or get the right help, that
they wouldn't be able to persuade other pec:nle to support them, that
they would lack the ability to make their points well to those
concerned, that they wouldn’t be able to get the necessary informa-
tion, that those responsible wouldn’t listen to them, and that they
would be labelled as troublemake. .

All of these differences suggest that LSES parents would be much
less likely than HSES parents to do anything about their problems.
They feel they lack abilities which they would need, they are less

likely to enjoy the inte” *| and social activities involved, other
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people are less likely to supporf’them and, in particular, they aieless
likely to feel that they would be engaged i inmoral activity which would
be inthe long term interest of society. They are clearly agratdeal less
well motivated to do anything about their problems.
The Home Visitors have changed some of these perceptions and
expectations. The parents who have had Home Visits are more likely
than other LSES parents to feel that they would be working for the
long term good of society and that they would enjoy both the
intellectual and social activity involved in trying to do something
about their problems. Howevc., they don’t feel any more able to do
the things which would need.to be dore.
Thus, although thegy are, in some respects, better motivated to do
something about their problems, in other respects their confidence in '
their abflity to do something about them is no greater. Notice that
what we have here is both a measure of thestrengthof their motivation
to do something about their problems and a fairly de.ailed indicatiory :
of what their educational needs are.. What we do not have is an ™) 7
indication of ¢he relative weight to be assigned to such things as the
pleasure which is expected to come from the activity and such thmgs
as self-perceived ability. i
Nevertheless, the indications are that the Home Visited parents aé: \
. more likely to wry to do something about their problems. They a
v more likely to feel that they are in control of their destiniesrather than
. pawns of fate. The role mode]s they provide for their children may
well be different.
_ Unfortunately, as we have seen, they ha\re not, in fact, been ab;» to
do anything about the quality of the environments in whlch they bring .
. up their children. This may be because they have not yet had til;:'}e to
do 5o, But it may also be because these environments.are extremely
difficult to change. The parentsmay get A rude awakenihg ifthey doin
fact try to do something aboyt them. As we shall shortly see, the
Home Visitors have, ‘1 some other respects, led parents to develop
levels of confidence that they can influence the school system which,
in *he context of the [ISES sample’s feelings about the same issues, .
can only be regarded as over-optimistic. .
Let us now dwell fora moment on what could havebeen responsible
/ for the mothers’ apparently improved mctivation. As we h:iue seen,

| e e s

the EHVs did not confine themselves to working with childr¢n. They
sought*to involve the parents in a number of wider activities like
“mothers matter” courses, making contacts with the schobls and
visiting other mothers. In these they sought to encourage the inothers
to become more outgoing, more confitiem that they could m (:t other
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people, and more confident thai they could Wthe schools, the
Local Authortty, the housing department, and the"&outh of Scotland
Electricity Board. Some of the” Home Visitors reasoned that
encouraging the mothers’ cognitive activity in these areas would lead
them to valye cognitive activity more highly, lead them to be morc
likely o use%ﬁg’gzal thinking as a means of solving their own problems,
and lead them t¢-have more confidence in their own abilities and their
ability to deal W&Notbers. They reasoned, with Bronfenbrenner
{1978) and Raven(1977) that, by portraying such patterns of
thinking, feeling and behaving in front of their children, they would
promote the development of their children’s confidencc and
competence. With Van der Eyken (1980) they sensed that the
mothers’ isolation and loneliness was a serious barrier, not only to
coping with their problems, but also to the growth and development of
their children, )

As we have seen, the Visitors 4id lead the mothers to become more _—.
confident and more strongly motivated (if not to feei more able) to do
something about these problems. But through what process? Is Van
der Eyken right (o believe that beiriending the mother and helping her
10 establish social contacts is the aotive ingredient in the process? Or
are we right in thinking that the effect we have demonstrated was due
to mother and EHV working together to solve the mothers’ problems?

Wehavenodataonthe programme’s impact on the mothers’ feelings
of isolation and loneliness. Nevertheless, what was most striking

_ when we discussed the Home Visitingitself with a number of mothers
was the strength of the bond they had established with the Home
Visitors. { We had planned to include questions on topics such as this
in the interview schedulcs we had hoped to develop to assess parents’
perceplions of, and reaction. to, the Home Visiting itself). An earlier
study (Raven and Haynes, 966) also throws light on this issue. The
only types of social contact which significantly reduced loneliness
among the older people involved in that study were regular visits by
relatives in their own homes, The EHVs obviously come regularly,
and come into the mothers’ homes. But they are not relatives.

T However. if we ask ourselves what distinguishes the visiting of a

relative from that of a friend, one notices that some of the differences
include the commitment to continuc through thick and thin—despite
the ups and downs of mood and the sense of moral outrage which is
liablc to terminate the visiting of a friend. One alsonotices the sense of
duty or responsibility io visit itrespective of “need” or*‘enjoyment of
contact”. And one notes that the relative has an excuse for visiting
which is not linked directly to isolation and loneliness—and the
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provision of an excuse was something which Raven and Haynes
‘believed to be central to finding a solution to the problems posed by
loneliness. .

In short, it seems highly likely, both from our own interviews with
Home Visited parents, and from our previous work, tha. the Home
Visitors do reduce the loneliness of the mothers. But, although it may
be a necessary condition for it, i¢ it responsible for the growth in
confidence and motivation which was documented (in Figure 11)? It
seems to us that most likely itis not. More important would seem tobe
a process which goes on in parallel with the g:ocess of befriending the
mother and extending her range of social contacts. This involves the
EHV working jointly with the mother to find ways of solving the

* mother’s particular problems. This is not a teacher-taught, or expert-
novice relationship because—in this respect— the Home Visitor is as
ignorant as the mother. Rather it is a joint problem-solving task, The
same is even more true in the Leicester Homestart project, where the
Visitor may well come from a similar social and educational
background to the mother who is visited. Such joint problem-solving
activity, in which two equally ignorant people struggle o find a
solution to a common problem, seems much more likely to promote
the development of feelings of confidence and competence-—and the
ability to make one’s own observations, evolve new constructs ~tudy
cause and effect, and genetally think for oneself—than a teacher-taught
relationship, although it may well be “less efficient” than instruction
from an expert. Indeed, asevery day experience, and Vander Eyken’s
evaluation of Leicester Homestart (1980) in particular, suggests, the
experts are only too often wrong—because they know too little about
the constraints which operate in a particular situation,

So, at last, the dilemma is becoming clearer. One interpretation of
purdata is that, intheir expert role as promoters of child development,
the EHVs may be leading the parents they visit to feel less confident
and competent. They influence the parents’ attitudes and beliefs —

f]j_ut the parents do nct take up the activities modelled by these experts.
In their extra-professional role—in an area in which they are as
ignorant as the mothers—they lead the mothers to feel nore confident
and better motivated, if not more competent, Unfortunately, another
interpretation is that, just as the EHVs have influenced parents’
beliefs about what it is important to do in child rearing, but had little
impact on their self-perceived ability to do so, 50 they may have
increased the mothers’ feelings that they should tackle their problems
and would enjoy doing 50, but have not led them to feel any more able
to do so.

168




162 PARENTS, TEACHERS AND CHILDREN

Despite the need to separate the loneliness issue from the compe-
tence issue, nothing we have said should be construed to mean that we
think the questior of social isolation is unimportant. Quite the
contrary. One of the problems which has not been solved to anyone's
salisfaction is that of finding a way in which the Educational Home
Visitors can help the parents the¥ visit to establish a social network so
that they can cease t0 be so dependent on the Home Visitors
themselves and so that they have a continuing support network afier
Visiting ceases. It is clear that the solutions currently being tried out
— which involve the mother becoming a “Mother Home Visitor”,
joining a parents’ group, or visiting the nursery, may help, but that
these solutions have not yet been fully exploited.
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CHAPTER 23

THE PARENTS’ ROLE IN THE FORMAL
' 'EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM

Ve have already seen that the Home Visitors seem to have led the
parents to be more likely to think that school success is important and
thetitis important for them to continue the work of the school in the
home. The Home Visitors seem to have led the parents to be more -
likely to think that their children would be unhappy, bored, and feel
rejected if they did.not do well at school (Table A45). The Home
Visited parents are also more likely to think that their children's-
intelligence will fail to develop fully. Finally, the proportion of Home
Visited parents who feel that their children will be difficuit later on if
 they do not do well at school is lower than that found in the LSES
- group. T

It is also clear {from Table A43) that school success is most
frequently associated with getting a good job—although the Home
Visitors seem to have cast some doubt on this assumption. However,
the Home Visitors have apparenily led the parents to attach more
importance to school success quite independently of examinations
{Table A44) Thus these parents would be expected to support their
children in their educational activities even though it became apparent
that working hard at school was not going to get them through
examinations and thereby into a better job. They have also led the
parents to re-value their own education. The Home Visited parents
are much more likely than other parents from the same areas to say
that their own education had been of value tothemin enabling them to
dotheirjob well, even though it had not enabled them to geta good job
(Table A46). Thus they may be more likely to point out the benefits of
education to their children even though they are still not asable as are
the HSES group to point to evidence of its banefits.

Alliri all, the data which ve have presented suggestthat the parents
have come to be more favourably dispesed towards education.

Additionally the Home Visitors have had some quite dramatic
effects on parents® perceptions of the role they think a parent should
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play in a primary school child’s education (Table A47). The
proportion of the EHV group who feel that they should find out
exactly what happens in school, complain about anything with which
they are not satisfied. talk about school as much as posmble, make
sure that the teacher stretches the child to the full, visit the school
regularly, and insist that the child does his best, equais or Surpasses
that found among the HSES parents. The idea of arranging private
lessons for their children in weak subjects is not so unacceptable to
them as it is to other LSES parents. However, in line with what we
have all already learned atout the EHVS' effects in encouraging
parents to give formal instruction to their children, 75% of the Home
Visited group say that they shounld teach their childien things before
they learn them at school, compared with only 23% of the HSES
group. This is, however, in direct conflict with the fact that the
proportion who say that education should be left to the school is not
lower in the EHV than L.SES group. It cannot even be maintained
that different people are giving these apparently incompatible answers.
At the time of writing we have not thought of any way of reconciling
this apparent inconsistency.

We have seen that virtually all the Home Visited parents feel that
parents should complain to the school about anything with which they
are not satisfied. They are also more confident that the teacher would
listen to their complaints { Table A48). However, they are no mare
likely to feel that they would be made welcome in the school if they
asked to spepd some time there so as to really understand what goes
on {Table A49). { This was an activity which was almost universally
advocated by the EHVs as a means of helping to ensure that their
children would do well at school).

A more detailed analysis shows that there has been a significant
increase in the propomon who feel they would be made welcome in
one area, and a decline in another.

The Home Visitors appear to have had less impact on the role the
parents think they should play in the child’s education as he gets
older{ Table AS0). However, such impact as they have had has, once
again, had the effect of bringing the proportions who gave various
types of answer cleser to the HSESthan LSES group. This effect runs
across virtually allitems, and its cumulative effect 2ould be consider-
able. The same sort of pattcim is also evident in their answers to the
question about what they wouid do if they wanted their child to do -
better at school (Table A51}. Nevertheless, rather pathetically, they
don’t actually feel any better equipped to help their children with their
homework {Table A52).

-
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A comment should, perhaps, be made about the fact that, when
parents were asked a closed question about what they thought they
“would do {f they wanted their child to do better at school, almost
everyone said they would explain why it was important to do so and
praise the child whenever he did something well, while, in response to
other questions, the LSES group seems much less often to explain or,
praise or think it is important to explain or praise. Part of the
explanation of the apparent discrepancy lies in the initial {f in the
- question, for, as we have seen, LSES parents are less likely to think it
is. important for their children to do well at school. The rest of the
- explanation probably stems-from the fact that, wheéii parénts were
asked what they would do to motivate their children, they were unable
to indicate how aften they would do these things. Thus the LSES
parents may well do theni from time to time—but far less frequently
than the HSES parents.

A smaller proportion of the Home Visited mothers than of the
LSES mothers feel that they do .ot understand modern methods of
primary education very well (Table A33}. Nevertheless, although
they feel they now understand modem methods of primary education
better than they did, all butone of them wantsto know still more about
them,

The Home Visited mothers are also much less likely to feel that
they need more advice on any aspect on child rearing or even on
handling their own problems more effectively(Table A55). They are
farmore confident than even the HSE S parents that they know how to
help their children, how to intervene in the school system, and how to
amuse their children and keep them out of mischief.

Tabie A56 shov s that Home Visited parents are little more likely
than other LSES parents to think that they are the right people to
make decisions about what goes on in schools. Once again this
reinforces the view that they think professionals know better than they
dowhat should bé done, are able to make better decmlons, and should
be left to get on with the work they are paid to do.
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CHAPTER 24

SUMMARY, DIsCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS _
. OF THE STATISTICAL RESULTS

We will now attempt to summarise what has been leamnt from our
stafistical study about the effects of the Educational Home Visiting
programme, tie the threads together, and explore their possible
implications. Readers who are dipping into this book at this point
should be cautioned that the implied changes which will be referredto
below are fferred from differences between the responses of asample
of parents who had been Home Visited and a sample of other parents
from the same areas of the city. The former are referred to as the EHV
group, and the laiter as the LSES group. For reasons which were
explained in Chapter 14 it was neither possible to mount a before-and-
after study, nor astudyin which an experimental group was compared
with a matched control group.”

. b
Autiudes, rather than Behaviour, Primartly Alfected
The Educationai Home Visitors (EHVS) seem to have had a
dramatic effect on pacents’ attitudes and expectations, but much less
effect on their reported behawour

'

A less “Fatalistic” View of Development :

As far as attitudes and expectations are concemedthe Home Visitors
have apparently led the parents to be more likely to think that they are
able to influence the course of their children’s development—
including the development of their characters and personalities and
their intelligence.

More Importance Attached to Intellectual and Academic Activity

The Home Visited parents attach more importance than do other
mothers from Low Socio-Economic Status (LSES) areas of the city
to their children doing weil at school. Indeed they think this is more
important than do parents from contrasting High Socio-Economic
Status (HSES) areas of the city. They also attach more importance
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thando LSES mothersto thedevelopmento. intellectual qualitieslike
thinklrg for oneself and to a large number of intellectually-oriented
ehild-rearing sctivities like providing books in the home and reading
to their children. They are also much more likely to think that
intelligence is to be fostered by talking to, and reading to, children.
They expect their children to take much morc delight in intellectual
activities like looking at books with their parents.

Role in Formal Education
Similar differences between Visited mothers and other LSES ones
seem to have occarred inrelation tothe part they think aparent should
play in promoting the educational development of primary school
children.
The Home Visited parents attach more importance (even than
HSES mothers) to their zontinuing the work of the school in the home
"and to the child reading and studying on hjs own when he is older.
Therz has apparentiy been a dramatic increase—in this case taking .
the Home Visited mothers still further away than other LSES mothers
_from our HSES mothers—in the proportion who tiiink that they
should teach their children things before they learr: them at school, in
the proportion who think that they should ensure that their child's
teacher should stretch him to the full, and in the proportion who said
* they should talk about school 4s much as possible to their children.

A More "Schoolmasterly” Stance
The Home Visited parents also attach more importance to a
number of other *schoolmasterly” activities (which are not particu-
larly stressed by HSES parents) like punishing bad behaviour, and
teaching their children to “respect” figures in authority andto respect
property. They are alsd more likely to view asking questions about
pictures in books as an opportunity to *test" their children and to see
.. whether they are paying attention (and noi, as the HSES mothers
‘more often tend to <o, as an opportunity to stimulate the development
of the Spontaneous tendency to think and seek to understand). They
think it is slightly less important for children to learn to use books to
find information which the children themselves want,

A More Child-Centred Approach
The Home Visitors do not appear to have led the parents they
visited to be more likely to say that most of the child's activities are
* joint activities. But the Home Visited parents do seem to be more
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responsive 10 their children; they are more likely to say that they do
things the child wants to do rather than things they wantto do, theyare
more likely to say that they find themselves thinking about what the
child is learning as he is playing, and they are more likely 1o say that it
is important 10 stud, the things the child wants to know and then help
hirn‘to find out.

A Narrower Developmental Stance?

In spite of their apparently greater child-centredness. it is at Ieast

" arguable that the Home Visited mothers have come o think of

' “development” more narrowly than they did previously. We have

' already seen that, in at least some respects, the Home Visitors seemto

* have widened the gap between the HSES and LSES parents—but, so

\far, it is atjeast arpuable that these apparent shifts will be conducive to

djustment to school. Unfonunalely, there are other ways in which

l ¢ Home Visited parents’ attitudes seem to be further removed from

95& ofthe HSES group than were those of the LSES group. Not ail

Rhe differences seem Iikely to be conducive to the development of

the independence, imagination, intrinsic motivation and. general

cornPetence to cope with life which the project sought (in the long
run)'to foster in children. The lesser emphasis on using books to find .

the lri[ormatlon one needs has already been mentioned. But the Home

Visitey parents also think it is even more important that their children
need them—that is, they siress the importance of a relationship which
involvés dependence rather than independence. The Home Visited
parentsalso place no greater emphasis on their children learning to be
indepenilem or confident and at ease insituations which they have not
me before or on children learning to settle down and concentrate on
the task in hand ]
Although they are more likely than their LSES counterparts (o
think thai intelligence is to be fostered by talking to and reading to
* children, the proportion who think thatintelligence is to be fostered by
" giving the child plenty of attention and taking an interest in him is still
less than half that found in the HSES group. The same applies to
encouragmg‘he child to use books as a means of fostering intelligence.
The Home'Vislted parents placeonly slightly less ernélas;sthan do
LSES parents on children having *‘respect” for their parents—and
“respect’’ appears, from their answers (o our questions about how it is
to be fostered, still to be defined in strict disciplinarian terms which
involve the paient insisting on respect and obedience, rather than
earning it because their behaviour is commendable, They are also
only slightly more likely to say that it is important to treat the child
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with respect or to foster respect by treating the child with respect, by
being fair, or, in particular, by example. Their strategies of discipline
tend to involve more rows and distraction from annoying actjvities,
and less physical punishment, but they are no more likely to try to
*explain things to the child—perhaps because they find such
intellectual activity difficult, perhaps because they do not value such
activity, perhaps because they think it will make for difficulties later -
on, or perhaps because the child will not respond to such reasoning.

A Possible Interpretation

What this data may be telling us is that the mothers who have been .
visited have been led to attach greater importance to school education
and intellectual activity defined as equivalent to success inthe school

_ system, but have not been led to attach any more weight tothe general
" wcompetence-promoting activities which also distinguish HSES from
LSES parents. Not only do the Home Visited mothers not come to
place more emphasis on the child ieammg on his own, they are no
moré likely to say that qualities like detetmination and respect are to
be fostered through personal example. They are no more likely to
think of withholding help so that the child learns to cope on his own,
They are no more likely to give answess which are consistent with the .
theory that children learn by discovering that their actions are:
effective in heiping them to reach their own goals—such as getting
answers to their questions, finding the ;.formation they want, and
- learning to cope on their own. The suggestion thai the general
developmental activities engaged in by the HSES group have nut been
taken upis confirmed by the data we cbtained by asking parentSabout
which were the most important qualities that a child learned from his
parents: the proportion who swid things like in..dative, friendliiiess,
and being a good citizer. is not greater in the EHV than in the LSES
group. Wor is the frequency of mention of obedience and respect for.
authority as low as that found in the HSES group.
Instead of leading parenis to think of themselves more oft.n as
JSacilirators of development, it would seem that the Home Visitors
have led fis parents to increase the pressure for development. They
lhave 1'% 24 to be more likely to insist that their children read, nay —
atten.~  anddo as they are told. They are not more hikely to ¢reate o
climaie conducive to development by encovraging the childs
. ' interests, treating him as an individinal worthy of respect, encouraging
independent learning, and Participating in fefnt, child-inltiated,
activities. It can therefore be hypothesised that they are not much
more likely to encourage the child tofeei that he has a right to reason,

-




172 PARENTS,-TEACHERS AND CHILDREN

communicate, or be listened to, to recognise the child's ability to
rcason and therefore feed the growth of that reasoning (thereby
stimulating the development of high level (moral) reasoning), or to
take the child’s complaints seriously and attend to them themselves
(thereby reinforeing for the child the value of reasoning) or intervene
on the child’s behalf if he has complaints about the school system.

It will be argued in Part IV that HSES parents seem tohave amuch
more complex and indirect—though not necessarily better—view of
child development than the ISES group. They focus more on
fostering success indirectly — by fostering qualities like independence
and confidence in dealing with new situations. These qualities may
make for increased success at sehool and, quite independently, for
increased success in life. The HSES group make more use of
rewards—including the intrinsic reward that comes from suceessfully
undertaking an activity and seeing that it produces the results that are
desired. They make much more use of teaching by example—
including the example portrayed by others who work hard, handle
responsibility well, and themselves behave in highly commendable
ways. They promote development by responding to the ehild and,
possibly, thereby reinforee the child’s tendency to take initiative, to
reason. and to argue with authority. Not only is such behaviour I:kely
to,reinforee the child's tendeney to engage init, it is likely to lead the
child to think of himself as someone who has a right to opinions and
activities of his own, who can independently find information he
needs, who is entitled to raise questions about the wisdom of his
superiors, and to expect toguide his own behaviour by reference tothe
long term good of society rather than the dictates of an authority which
both demands instant obedience and is not open to reason. The EHVs
appear to have had little impact on these wider, more subtle, and more
complex perceptions and expectations. Ratker, tley secm to have
reinforced the parents’ tcndency to think that what might be regarded
as evidence [ HISES patenis’ success in their approach--siecess at
sehool— is  canse of their children’s success in life. And they scemio
have reinforeed their tendency to focus on qualities which are
cognitively elosely refated to success inthe school systera rather than
qualities which might make for success in life— and only incidentaliy
for suceess in the school sysiem.

Are They More inclined to See Themselves as Their Child's Most
Important Educator?

The Home Visited parents believe that it is impertant for the.x todo
many more things to prom *2 the cognitive derciopment of their

*
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children: their perception of (heir rol€appears in this respect io have
been enlarged, Nevertheless, they think that what their children learn
from them, as parents, is less important than do the other LSES . .-
mothers, ard the gap between them and the HSES parents, in this

yatlicular respect; is actually greater.: School, and school-related
activities, are important and they appear to think tha* *hey themselves
may not be the best persons to foster the abilities re., . 2d.to succeed
at such tasks. Although swe did not ‘ask what they ‘thought the
consequences of doing, or notdoing, many of the things lljey believe to
be important w Id be, it is , perhaps significan: that only one of the
things which t' e+ feel they could o to promdite the dé%ﬂopment of
their children . l1kely to promote school success. Many of the things
which lhe},r feel they could do are, presimably. as a Tresult of the
Visiting, 'ess often seen as having any connection with school
success ‘Thus the Home Visited parents are less lik Iy than other
LSES mothers to think that aslung the child questlonf about books
and thinigs he had seen will make for £shoo] success, they are less
likely to think that looking at books with him will do so, they are less,

" likely to think that his having educationai toys is likely to do so, and
they are no more likely to think that tatkiag to the child a ot or treating
him-with reSpect as an individyal entitled to interests and ideas of his

_own will do so. They are no more likely to spend time on joint

* actlvlties such as playing with jigsaw: d brieks. or looking at books .
together, and they spend less time teaching their children in a formal
manner. ‘They-are only slightly more likely to say thatthey setwutto ~
teachtheir children things. The oneexceptlonto this patternisthatthe |
Home Vlsned parents are more likely to associate encouraging the

." child toask questions ard seek reasons fOr things he is told with sehool
suceess.

" Ltis, perhaps, because of the Home Vlsned mothers” inability to see
anv ’more eonnections between things they could do and school
suecess that the only behaviour which seems to have been markedly

. affected by the EHVs is the time they spend lakmgthelr children to

. qursery school or playgroup. . '

.

Language and Discipline Iu:eracnon

All'wugh wt: have said that Home Visited parents ape more j.kely to
thinkit isimportant to talk to their children, the style of their language
and discipline interactions seem to be very similar to those of other
1SES mothers. Nevertheless, they less likely to make use of
physicl punishiment and more likely 1o give the children a row. This
may be viewed »s a transitional stage on the way to giving more
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explanauans As far as languageo activity is concelgned, the main
emphasis in e EHV group is still on issuing warnings and
instructions. The Home Visited mothers appear to be even lgss likely
to discuss the past or the future and less likely to discuss the activities
which paresit and child are undertaking together. Since the parents
appear to be less likely to discuss the activities they are undertaking
with the child it is possible that they are not talking about what they
are thinking about, of giving the child an insight in‘o the way they
think—into the fact that they tend to think about obstacles they might
encounter, where tb get help, and the process of dredging about in
one’s mind for relevant past experience. A. aresult, the child may get
even less insight then other LSES chiidren into cognitive processes in
action. ;

LY

Forma! Teaching

As far as what parents actually teach their children is concerned,
the Home Visited group, daspite not having spent as much time on
formal education diring the day immediately prior to the day of the
interview as had the HSES or LSES group (who did not differ from
each other). are much more inclined to say that they teach intel: Axgal
skills—counting, reading, and the names of things and colours. But
the emphasis on teaching sociai skills and moral values is less. Even
fewer Visited than other LSES parents say that they teach their
children by example and the gap between them and HSES parents is
greater than that between HSES parents and other LSES parents.

From these data it would seem that the Home Visited parents are
less Iln}:ly to see themselves as their children's most important
educ atprs, they have a narrower conception of what that phrase
implie s (specifically a more “teacherish” style with less emphasis on
example, modelling, or facilitation of growth); that they feel less able
to fill that nev- function and that they are more convinced that schools

are the best learning environments for their children. The data raise |

serious questions about what it would be necessary forthe EHVstodo
if they wish to model mothering behaviour involving sensitive,
transactional, reactive activity for the parents. Tobehave “isway
it may be necessary for them to know the child— his intere. dthe
meanings and interpretations of minor cues in his ben,: r—
exiremely well. And it may be necessary for them tohave a grea. Jeal
of um? It may therefore not be possible for anyone who is not the
child’s; mother--or ot lu1st caretaker—to do these things. and this
may mean that the corception of “ encouraging the mother to piy her

1a4
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unique and irreplaceable role in promotmg th: educational
development of her children™ in this way needs to be re-thought.

Failure 1o Communicate the In:em': the Medium is the Méssage
Just as the EHV’s message that the mather is the child's most
important educator appears, in many ways, to have deen disto rted in
the process of transmission so as to support the parents’ already
dominant perceptions, so too have somc of their other messages.
LSES parents expect to have {and have) many more difficulties
making contact with, influencing, and establishing satisfactory
-elationships with, their children than dothe HSES group. The Home
Visited mothers anticipate even more problems of this sort than do the
LSES mothers. Many activities modclled by the EHVs (such as
‘reading to childven and talking to them) which the EHVs and the
HSES parents see as promoting cognitive development(mcludmgthe
willingness to think, try to understand, imagine and concentrate)
appear to be perceived by the Home Visited mothers primarily as
"ways of helping them to reach their goal of establishing better
relationships with their children. Unfortunately, the Quality of Life
data suggest they have not, in fact, become better able to reach that
.goal either.

Parents’ Self-Images and Fezlings of Compete»-e and their Impact
on their Children
The Home Visited parents’ self-images seem to be dramatically ~ -
better than those of other LSES mothers: they are much less likely to -
feel that they need advice on how to find out what schools are doing,
how to help their children at school, how to influence schools, howto
help their children to grow up to be the sort of people they would like
) them to be, how to develop the abilities needed to handle their _
. problems, or how to amuse their children and keep them out of .
. mischief. However, the fact that they are less likely to want advice on
-, any of these things except handling theijr children and their problems
than evan the HSES group makes one wonder just how realistic they
really are. It also makes one wonder if they might not have been at the-
recelving end of just too much, possibly impractical, “*advice™.
They are more willing to try to do something about the problems
which plaguc thom and they feel more confident that they would
enjoy the intellectual and other activities involved in so doing. As ¢.
: result they may portray “for their children a more competent ands
. sonfident style of behaviour. This may rub off on the children, They
' may ‘‘catch”™ the parents’ attitudes. If they do, the Home Visitors
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may. through this indirect process, have had a substantial impact on
the development of the children concerned. ’
Once again,, unfortunately, it is necessary to caution againstseizing
" on this result in isolation. Despite this apparent.; beneficial result of
the Visiting, the quality of life of the Home Visited mothers has not
significantly improved. Indeed, in many respects, they are. more
critical than other LSES mothers and are more dissatisfied with many
aspects of their environment. While this dissatisfaction inay be an
essential precursor to activity designed to change those environments,
it is significant that they are no morc satisfied than the LSES parents
with their abilit; to get on with their children—and a great deal less
satisficd than their HSES counterparts. The same applies to their
relationships with their close family, including their husbands, and
their neighbours, In responsc to a question on the problems they
expected as their children got older, it emerges that the Home Visited
group actually expect more unruliness and rebelliousness from their
children and expect them to have more probiems at school. 1 would
seem, therefore, that the Home Visitors may have sensitised :he
mothers to problcms with their children, and in their environments, of
which they were pr- jously unaware. But, whatever may happen in
the long nn, it is clea. that the Home Visitors have not been able sofar

to create environments which are physically, socially and psycho-

logically more conducive to growth and development, and in which
family relationships are more condu.ive to mothers spending time
with their children in a way which is likely to promote the develcpment
of the psychological characteristics valued by the EHVs.

In the coursc of looking at this data we have uncovered what
appears to be 2 serious dilemma for the EHVs. At the cost of over-

simplifying the results, we can say that, in their role as experls the

EHVs taught the ..others that it was important to do all sorts of new
things withtheir ch;wiren but that they have made the mothersfeelless
competent to do them. O the other hand, in their role as frfend, the
EHVs have, by trying to help the mother solve her ovn problems, lgd
her*to develop enhaaced fcelings of sclf-respect, confidence and
motivation to tackie her own problems, although they did not lead her
to feel more abie to tacklc them. From this it would se,m that
Educaiional Homc Visiting programines based on experts may
convcy knowledge, but, by making people feel incompetent in
comparison with the expert, lead them to be Zess inclined to carey out
the desired activities with their childeen and mo: 2 inclined to hand
their children over to professionals. Home Visiting programmas
bascd on Home Visitors of similar status to the mothcrs themselves
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may, therefore, be . .ore likely to enhance the mothers’ feelings of
confidence, and iforganised in an appropriate way, lead the mothers
to dlscover the same knowledge.

Will the Parents be More Willingand Able o Suppon their Ch:!dren
whils{_at School?

Having looked at the impact of the Home Visitors on the parents
ability to intervene effectively to promote the edncational develop-
ment of their yonng children, we may now move on to examine their
impact on the parents’ ability to snpport their children dnring their
school careers.

As we have seen, the Home Visited parents are very mnch more
likely than their LSES counterparts to think that a parent should
teach her children things before they leamn them at school.
Unfottunately they are no more confident *han other LSES parents—
"and a great deal less confident than HSES parents—that they will be
able to help their children with their homework. Once again,
therefore, the actnal effects of the Home Visiting may have been to
increasé the parents’ feelings of guilt and inadeqnancy, rather than to
make them feel more adegnate.

We haye also seen that althongh the Home Visited parents are more
likely than other LSES parents to think that they should help their
childrento do well by ensnring that theteacher stretches their children
to the full, they are Jess likely to think that it is important to have a
.teacher who takes their views seriously (although they are more
confident that their child’s teacher wonld listen to them). And they
have more confidence that their teachers know best. Again, th.en, it
may be that the Home Visitors have created 2 dilemma for the
parents.

The Home Visited mothers are also more llkely to believe that a
mother should help her children by finding ont exactly what s
happening at school—but they are again no more likely io feel that
. they would be made weltome ifthey visited the school tofind ont what
was going on, Fewer Home Visited parents feel that they do not
nnderstand the modern methods of eﬁncanon very well— bnt feel they
want to know more.

The Home Visited parents also place more valne on thenr own
school edncation. They feel jt was of more relevance to them. They
may, therefore, be less likely than other LSES parents toqnestion the
valne of edncation in front of their children.

Finally, the proportion who think that there shonld be a change in
the weight given tothe various parties in the decision-taking process in
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education has not changud, though, of those who did think lh;l there
should be a change, more felt that the parents should have more say.

CONCLUDING DISCUSSION

The material we have presented may be summarised by saying that
the EHVs appear to have had a dr-matic effect on the mothers’"
beliefs, attitudes and expeclalions, but less effect on their behaviour.
It is apparently a great deal easier to influence aititudes, perceptions
and expectations than many people have suspected. Nevertheless, as
i5 often the case, the effects of i atlernpl (o influence attitudes and
behaviours were greatest in those aveas in which it was possible forthe
mothers to interpret the Home Visitors’ “messages™ in such away as
to reinforce their existing beliefs.

The effects of the programme were greatest inthe areas which were
originally, and largely remain, at the centre of the Home Visitors'
attention. Nevertheless, even inthis area, the effects or behaviour, as
distinct from attitudes, appear to have been slight. The effect of the
programme was still significant in relation to the goals which have
become more centra! (o the project as it has gone-along==witness its
impact onthe mothars’ feelings of confidence and compeienceto cope
with their own probiems. The project was least successful—ahd
possibly even harmfui—in relation (o those potential goals of the
project witich have really only become clear for the first time in the
course of discussing the backgrour'd data we have collected. ~

One posslbie interpretation of the data is that we have a picture of
aduhs in transition. The mothers’ attitudes have been unfrozen. The,
now see things in different ways. But they have not yet developed the
hLavit of behaving in.new ways. We ali know how difficult it is to do
what we feel we should do and wi.at to do. For us, as for the Horite
Visited mothers, there is a discrepancy between our beliafs about
whal it is importani to do and what we actually do. Much of the data
reported earlier is consistent with the hypothesis that the Home |
Visited parents have come to question old ways, but not yet Jearned
new ways. They have questioned their ¢ld perceptions of schools and
no longer feel so negatively about them—and they have come to place
more trust in teachers than they did before, They have hesome
dissatisfied with aszects of their environment which they previously
accepted, and feel that they Would enjoy the activities needed to do
something about the problems they sense—but they still do not feel
able to tackle them. They have come to recognise that it is undesirable
to employ physical ‘punishment with their children and have
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developed more positive attitudes toward explanation, but they have
not yet leamned Aow to explain and have, instead, fallen half way
. between and resorted to teliing their children off rather than hitting
" them, They have become more conscioys of their fealings about
competitiveness and now say that they do not know how to foster it
rather than that they are for it or against it.

If what we are seeing is a picture of adults in transition then it may .
be important to help the mothers concerned o translate their new
beliefs into smooth habits. If, on the other hand, their failure to follow
through beliefs into action is due to important impediments—such as
an inability to think irf a cognitively complex manner or an inability
onthe partof the child to grasp the logi. of the reaso js he is given, orto
" environmental constraints, or to acute v alue conflicts, then the EHVs
" would seem to be under amoral obligation to help the parents to adjust
to the increased frustration they would be expected to ex-perience asa
result of their rising expectations.

But the data we have reviewed may not be best thought of as a
. picture oi adults in transition. It may alternatively be construed as
evidence that our current understanding of educational processes is
grossly Inadequate in relation to the wider educational objectives
which almost everyone whose views have been canvassed hold most
dear. Indeed It may be construed as evidence that the educational .
processes on which teachers tend to focus are actually destructive of
the very competencies which most people think it is most important
for teachers to foster. The educational system in general achieves the
more limited goals which it sets out to achicve— poals like teaching
reading or arithmetic—extremely welt. It is less successful in the
wider sense of leading children to develop the spontaneous tendency
to transfer those skills to new problems. But it is arguable (from the
scant evidence available) *hat it is actually destructive of the very
qualities which most people think lie at the heart of the educational
process— developing initiative, self-confidence, the ability tolive and
work with others, and t++ ability to make one’s own observations and
learn without irstruction (Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Coleman, 1972;
Raven, 1971,

It may seem absurd to measure a pro,, . me such as this against
criteria which it did not set out 'o meer. But, as is becommg
abundan® learinecoiogical stu.ies ... general, ifthe ynintenucd anu
unwanted side effects of 1 programme owtweigh its bencfis, then
serious Joubts are cast . the validity of the prograr.me. At the very
least questions are raised about #ays ... + . .. d.€ programme might
be modified in order ‘0 avoid those unwanted side effects. We wil.
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- explore what our bench-mark data may have to tell us about this
question in the next section of the report. Ifere it is sufficient to
underline the considerable résponsibility which has fallen on the
shoulders of the evaluators of social programmes. By not asking the »
right questlons—-quesllons which may well go beyond those asked hy
those who commission iheir work—and questions which-are not
capable of being “answered” in any unarguable sense given the
current state of the social sciences—and by not reporting the results,
however tentative, of asking those questions, they can s¢ easily
misrepresent the outcomes of a social and educatjonal programme. It
would be easy to dispute practically everything that has been said in
thisreport. Butto suppress it on the grounds that it is not abovedispute
wotuld be irresponsible. It is much more important to put in hand a
much larger programme of action research—conducted by
practitioners and evaluators with a variety of very different
orientations—and to publish the resuits of all these activities so that
the time-honoured, self-correcting, proceduresof science can do their
wotk. Itis noskin off the nose of ascientist to be proved wrong, indeed
the only thing that a scientist can be certain of is that he is wrong!
Nothing we have said in this report indicates that the action-research .
programme we have studied should be terminated. But neitherdoes it
indicate th2t it should be expanded as a service which purports to offer
known benefits to parents..It does suggest that those responsible
should consider 2 number of possible modifications, implement those
modificaticnson a selective basis, and carefully monitor theirimpact.
The evaluation of that impact, if properly conducted, would
undoubtedly advance understanding of the processes and issues
involved and suggest a further round of modifications. What this study
also shows is that, Just as it is not *too difficult” to influence parental
attitudes, so, also, it is not “too difficult” to niount broadly-based
evaluation exercises which coatribute in Important ways to our
understanding of the objectives and process of soctal and educational
pulicy. No one ever assumed that the Home Visiting programme
would not be capable of improvement. Indeed quite the reverse. We
only dsk that the same charitabl. standards be adopted in relation to
the, perhaps equally difficult, task of evaluating the project and that
the mutually beneficial, if not necessarily harmonious, process should
be much more widely adopted when attempts are made to improve
policy,

There are several ways in which we ourselves are suspicious of
these statistical results and conclusions. The most serious of these is
that the results reported here differ from t!.c impressions we formed in
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our own interviews with parents in one very "portant respect. We
had the impression (see Part IIC} that Home Visiting led to a marked
improvement in family relatvonships, and we thought that this would
have major implications for the educational development of the
children concerned. This impression was supported by the changes
in family activities by the EHVs, by what the Home Visited mothers
.5aid to the interviewers who carned out the statistical stady, and by
what the Home Visited mothers said at.public meetings. It is also
supported by results reported by Palmer (1977) in the USA.

This issue is of particular importance because it is possible to argue
that, if family relationships improve, parents will have time to
discover how competent their children really are, and they will then
both feed these competencies and take their children’s complaints—
whether at hotr » or at school—seriously and do something abot
them. The resui: will be both to improve the environment in which
their children ~e and to reinforce that tendency to reason and
commaunicate.

Given the importance of the-question, it is important to seek an
explaniltlon of the apparent dlscrepancy in the data, What might itbe
due-to?

Firstly, it could be due to a measurement etror. Each element of
our statistical data is based on two or th:ee questions buried in a
longish section of the interview schedule which came atthe end of the
interview. It may, therefore, be that the questions are faulty—and this
hypothesis could be tested through farther work.

Our statistical data, however, als~ suggest another hypothesis.
Thereis clear evidence that the parents now realise how enjoyable it is
" tospend time with their children— playing with them, talking to them,
and reading to them. But the parents do not in tact spend any more
time with their children. What their comments about fhe Home
Visiting may, therefore, mean is that they do indeed treasure the
moments they spend with their chiidren more, but the fact that they
are not able to extend the amount of time they spend with them may
mean that, overall, they are no more satisfied with their relationship
with them than they were before. Indeed it may lead them to be less
satisfied with that relatic ‘ship.

A third possible explanation has to do with the fact that our formal
interviews did not, as we had intended, contain a section of tne
mothers’ perception of the Home Visiting itself. Our own personal
intervie'ss, and the American interviews, did involve the mother ina.
discussion of this. What was most strikingin these interviews wasthe
warmth of t.  e-sonal relationship which the Home Visitors forged
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with them. This warmth was extended to us and—in our conversa-
tions with them—seemed to flow cver into their relationships with
their children and husbands. What may have been happening was.that
this evident warmth was—either just'ifi our own perception or in
reality—spilling over in the contex! of an interview about the Home
Visiting, but not into day to day lving. Interviews conducted outwith
that context, and sometire after Visiting had-ceased, might, either
because they failed to re-evoke the glow of Visiting, or because that
glow had wom: off, fail to record such an effect.

A final possible explanation is that in an interview expllcltly
conducted about the effects of the Home Visiting (as in our own
personal interviews as distinct from a statistical study) parents feel
obliged to say that the Visiting has had an effect on their relationship
with their children precisely because that relationship is, as we have
seen, so very, very important to them.

Because of the centrality of this impression that the scheme did
_ have aneffect op family relationships to our own and Vander Eyken’s.
theorising about the probable long-term effects of the project, it is of
the greatést importance to discover which of these is, in reality, the
explanation of the discrepancy between our own, others’, and the
EHVs’ impressions on the one hand and our statistical results on the
other. . .

Practical Implications of the Results

Our data and discussion so far—and we will have more tosayabout
this in Part IV—would suggest that, when considering ways in which
the programme might be modified, those responsible should
particularly consider the following points:

1 Whereas the project was bas~d on the assutaption that what
prevented the mothers relating to their children in the way in
which research studics had suggested it was desirable for them
to do if the development of their children was to be optimally
facilitated. was a knowledge deficit, perhaps aggravated by
poor relatiunships between mother and child, it is now
abundantly clear that values and environmental factors are at .
teast equaliy important. The project staff may wish to devote
time to thinking about how to come to terms with these facts.

. Aswe have seen—and as will become increasingly clear in the
next section of our report—¢éven the knowledge deficit of the
LSES parents vis-a-vis HSES parents seems to be more
complex than had previousty been assumed. If the compiex
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understanding of child development evincedby HSES parents
is to be communicated to LSES parents, it mises serious
questions about the strategy to be adopted.

. Many of the EHVs' “messages™ appear to have been
“distorted” soyas to reinforce the mothers’ preconceptions.
The research lfiteratuse on communication may well have
something to say about ways in which this effect might be
reduced,

. It is at least arguable that the mothers now have a narrower
definition of their role in promoting the educational develop-
ment of their children than they did previously. This is clearly
contrary 10 the original objectives of the project, and ways in
which™ this apparent effect could be reversed deserve -
discussion, )

. Likewise, it is arguable that—at least in relation to child
‘rearing—the mothers are less confident in their ability to be
_ their child’s most important educator than they were
previously. That this confidence may have been based on
ignorance is not denied, but nevertheless the apparent effects
of the Home Visiling in this area go squarely against the
project’s goals and ways of redressing the balance deserve
discussion. -

. The parents’ behaviour appears to have been affected much
less than their beliefs, attitudes and expectations. This may be
because of value conflicts, parental ability deficits, environ-
mental constraints, or an absence of a lead or a response from
the child. The validity of our obrervations and the weighttobe
assignied to each of these possible causes demands further

_research, But itis clear that both the first and the third are in.
some way involved. The mothers are still more likely than the
HSES group to value dependence in their children, They are
still less likely to have satisfactory relationships with husbands
or others. They are still shorter of money, They are no better
equipped to help their children with their homework. They still
don’t have gardens i5: which their children canerun about in
safety and play with sand and water, Their children are
apparently still more difficult. Far from helping the parentsto
cope with the stresses which these problems generate, it is,
therefore, at least arguable that the Home Visitors have
increased the stress in their lives by leading the mothers tofecl
that they should be doing ot’ler things which they now believe
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to be more important than they did before and think that their
children will enjoy in the short term and benefit more frofi in
the long term. Ways in which these problerns could be
ameliorated deserve serious consideration.

7. ‘Given the - environmental “constraints on the mothet’s
behaviour, aund the fact thatthose motheis have not developed
the HSES parents complex understandmg of ways in which
competence is to be fostered, it is at least possible that the
mothers have developed expectations which will not be
fulfilled. It may therefore be desirable to pay some attention to
thinking uwp wavs in which they can be saved from the
increased feelings of incrmpetence and failure whish may
follow in the wake of such a dis~cvery.

. Drespitc e absence of information on the long term
consequences of the changes which have been documented,
oneisleftin little doubt that the EHVs will prove to have had a
substantial impact op the children’s subsequent adjustment to
school. Qulte clearly, the children will-be more likely to have
been exposed to a school-marm-ish style of interaction and
have leamed to cope with it. Quite clearly their mothers are
now much more favourably disposed toward intellectual and
academic activity. But whether the changes which have been
documented will serve to promote the growth of general
competence in these children is a much more open question. If
they have not, those responsible for the project lay themselves
oper: to the accusation that they have entered horsesinarace, .
and raised high expectations about those horses, while
knowing that they are goingto fall at the last ditch. Evidence of
the effect of the programme on the growth of the children’s
general competence is, therefore, urgently needed.

. Thereis,infact, no ewden cethatthe changes which havebgen
brought about i parents” attitudes will have a substantial and
general effect on their children. While thege is clear evidence
that parents’ attitudes are, in general, markedly associated
with their children’s subsequent progress, the direction of
causality has never been clear, and the evidence that changing
parental attitudes and behaviour will lead to substantial
changes in children’s performance remains extremely shaky. .
To avoid misunderstanding, It is, perhaps, important to be
quite clear about what we mean by such a statement. As we
saw in Part I, although it is well established that teaching
children to climb ladders, or to name colours, wiil lead to a
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measurable increase in their ability to do these things, their

advantage relative to other children rapidly disappears as the.

other childrei mature. From the fact that intelligence tests
designed for young children contain items which assess.their
ability to name colours, stack blocks, and cut along lines, it
follows that their scores at the time wul increase as a direct
result of a programme such as this. But it does not follow that
such training has resulted in a general improvement in their
ability to perceive relationships and educe correlates. Still less

does it follow that edhanced ability to perform these simple .

tasks will help to ensure that the children maintain their head-
start over others in dchieving all the other tasks which need to
be mastered if they dre to get higher scores in aptitude and
attainment tests when they are fourteen or fifteen years of age.
Worse still, as is clear from the differing attitudes and
behaviour of our HSES and LSES parents, there js every
possibility that focussing attention on such direct teaching at
the expensz of other growth-promoting activities may actually
stunt- the development of the ability to perceive and think

clearly. Support from this conjecture comes from the work of -
. Stallings (1976), which shows that teachers who focussed on

teaching arithmetic.and reading got hlgher reading and
arithmetic scores, but depressed scores on tests designed to
assess the ability to perceive and think clearly. Conversely,
teachers who created envirorjments which facilitated

_ exploration and tlie development of understandmg, didindeed

promote the development of the ability to perceive and think
clearly (as measured by a test which did not contain items
which parelled any of'the activities which were undertaken),
but depressed reading and arithmetic scores. Likewise, just as
there is no doubt that the activities which parents undertake
with their children will have a measurable effect onthem, there

_ isno doubt that their attitudes and expectations will also affect

them. If these change—and remﬁln chande—-mey will have
effects on their children, But whether thesc effects willbe of an
order of magnitude which in anypway compares with the well
known correlation between; parental attitudes and
expectations and cognitive and ijitellectual performance is a
very open question. As Raven (1977) has shown, there is
every reason to believe that parents' attitudes and
expectations reflect what they have observed in their ckildren
and are not directly a product of their own previous beliefs and
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- expectations—and they do so in a way which makes it
impossible to unscramble the effects of pareuts’. beliefs and
expectations in multi-variate cross-sectiona! studies. There is
therefore a clear need to study this set of questions—and to
study both the desired and desirable, and the undesired and the
undesirable aspects of different types of intervention over a

_ considerable period of time. (Note that, to do this, we need

/ better measures of the styles of intervention adopted by the

/ . EHVs, and also—very interestingly—data om the cx'ent to

which the EH Vs are able to vary.their styles).

.10. There is no évidente that parents.are able to change their

~— thinking and behaviours_in ways“which are most likely to be
responsible for any environmentally-induced differences _

between the performance of HSES and LSES cjdidren. It

might therefore be worth while devoting time e? hgtoinvent

ways in which these wider changes in attituges, perceptions,

. and expectations and understandings might e brought about.
11, It is important to mount further research to find out whether a

mother’s failure to follow through on apparent changes in
attitude are due to: (a) persistent value conflicts (they stil}
value dependence in their, chil’ren—but do they still expect
“school succese to bring unhappiness?); (5) environmental -
g constraints; {c) ability deficits—such as inability to think in _
- the cogniti ely complex manner in which HSES parents
appear to Wink; or (d) knowledge deficits. On the answer to
' these, questions rests the main decisions on the direction in
) which to proceed. Paradoxically, the answer to these.
questions can only be obtained by trying out strategies
predicated on the various possibie answers and assessing their
impact. .

Y *This is what we found in our pjlol work for this enguiry. but were not able to pursue T
- because of the need to limit the tength of the inter-iews.
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S0 FAR WE HAVE TREATED the data we obtained from our LSFS and HSES
samples mainly as bench-mark data against which to view the impact of the

V programme. Rut this background data, and, in particulas, the differences
in attitudes and behaviour between these two bench-mark groups, may have
something significant to tell us about the activities on which it might be
important for Educational Home Visitors to focus. That, afterall, was why we
collected the data-—with no intention of interviewing mothcrs who had been
Home Visited as pant of the statistical study. In saying that we hope to learn
something of value to the EHVs from this comparison, we do not mean to
imply that only the LSES group may be “disadvantaged’”, It may wellbe that
both gréups need Home Visitors, or that the Fiome Visitors have themselves
something important to learn from what parents in both groups say and do.
But it seemed 10 us that the contrast between the priorities, perceptions and
expectations of these two groups might fead us to learn Something significant
about child-rearing and the processes w nich might be used to promote growth
and devetopment. In this section of our Report we will therefore re-examine
the data we have already presented but focus mainly on the differences
between HSES and LSES patents’ responses and consider their possible
significance and implications. Readers maylike torecall that, as{aras sample
sizes are concerned, we are on much firmer ground i thisscetion of our report
than in assessing the impact of the Home Visiting, and the implications of the
data for the design of Home Visiting programmes should therefore be
considered very seriously.
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____ THE MALLEABILITY OF HUMAN NATURE . _

Figure 1 (p 111) shows that HSES mothers are much more strongly
convinced oftheir abiity to influence the sort of people their child will
grow up to be than are L.SES mothers. Although the majority of both
groups say that it is at feqs¢ **fairly possible” to influence the sort of
person their child will grow up to be, .only a minority of the LSES
parents say that this is “very possible”” whereas a majority of HSES
parents do so, The difference is striking.

As can be seen from Figurc 2 (p 111) o#f HSES parents say they
believe it is possible to influence their child's values and beliefs,
interests, friendliness and characters, and 75% of them believe it is
possible to influence their child's intelligence. By contrast, in the
LSES group, between 20% and 40% of parents believe that it is not

possible to influence values, bellefs, friendliness, interests and
" character and 55% ofthem say that it is not possible to influence their
child’s intelligence. They are much more likely thanthe HSES group
to think that intellectual ability is mherlted or otherwise ““in them''.
“They have either gotit orthey've not”’, was a very commoncomment
in the interview.

Discussion

It seems at first sight that the parents living inthe HSES areas have
amuch more environmentalistic view of the factors which determine a
child’s development thanthe LSES group. But this may actuallybe an
incorrect interpretation of the data. What the LSES group may be
saying is not that the environment is any less important, but that they
cannot influence the relevant aspects of that environment.

Nevertheless, both the fact that the difference between the two

] groups is most marked in relation fo the development of character and
intellect, and the parents’ own comments, suggest that both processes
are at work. The LSES parents are much lss likely to believe either
that it is possible to influence the course of their child’s development
or that they can counteract the effect of an adverse environment.

They may, of course, be much more likely than the HSES group to
be exposed to evidence that both of these things are difﬁc_ult. Their
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children are, quite obviously, much more often exposed to potentially
damaging effects of the wider environment whick they can do nothing
about. They have much less choice of their neighbours or of the type
and location of their house. As a result, they are much less able to
choose a style ofhcuse which will make it possible fct. their children
not to be under their feet all the time trying to engage in activities
which are incompatible with the ir own. NGT are they able to choose a
lecality which will permit their children to explore their environment
in safety. :

LSES parents may also be more likely to be exposed to the most
convincing evidence for a hereditarian posnion in relation to the
development of intelligence. This ewdence is that **bright” children
regularly come from families which’have not produced another tright
child in living memory. If the homa.environment—and the parents’
behaviour in particular—were respopsible for the development of
intelligence, how could such children’possibly come out of such an
unpromising environment”? The child must have been born like it.

On the oiher hand, the very determination of the HSE S parents to
be the major influence on the development oftheir children may have a
direct effect on their children. Their greater concern with the long
term~—the adults "that their children will become—may also
communicate itself to their children and lead them to more ofien think
about the consequences of their actions and seek appropriate advice
from bogks. Onthe other side of the coin, howsver, their determination
tomould their children may 1ead either to cramping of individuality or
rebellion. And theirinsistence on shielding the child from the adverse
effectsof the environment may deprive their children ofthe opportunity
to learn to relate to others with differcnt priorities and. inthe long
run, the willingness and the ability to live with others.

Possible Implications for the Design of Home Visiiing Programmes

What do these results, and this discussion, suggest for the design of
Home Visiting programmes? Firstly, they underlme the importance of
collecting good data to show whether HSES parents’ confidence that
child development can be significantly influenced by the action of
individual parents is justified. The collectiun .of data to study this
question might well assume the role of a primary objective foranEHV
programtne. Secondly, since the available evidence onthis point is, at
best, tertative, and since it pays, atbest, scant attention to the impact
ofthe wider environment or counsels parents on how to counteract or
eyploit the impact of that wider environment, jt suggests that Home
Visit’ng programmes should incorporate some micans of rescuing
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parents if they find that they have been inducted into a. inappropriate
life-style orthat theirnew-found confiden~2 in the view that individual
parents can significantly alter the course of child development turns
. out to be ill-founded. Such a discovery may well be maye destructive
of their egQs and their faith in intellectuals—and psychologists and
teachers in particular—~than any of their previous experiences. If it

turns ouf that, through no faulf of their own, they are unabletohavea

significant impact on the development of their children they may be
even more inclined to regard themselves as failaves. Thirdly, it
underlines the need for Home Visitors to think carefully, not only
about how it might be possible for parents to interact with their
children in such a way as to promote the development of desired
qualities, but also how parents are to counteract the adverse influence
of the environment in which their children grow up. When they are
doing this they should, perhaps, consider whether the activities they
come to envisage in order to promote the development of one set of
abilities are likely to be destructive so faras the development of other
qualities is concerned.

3 3




CHAPTER 26

"WHATIS IMPORTANT IN CHII..DREARING

_,!n_mm_chapwr we—will-review our mfatenil dealing- with the
impbrtance parents attached to a mmber of goals and practices which
might be impoitant when bringing up children. .

Reading to the child, taiking to him a lot, having books at home, and
asking him about pictures in books and things ke has seen are the four
most important items for the HSES parents (Table 1, page 113}
Although lower down in priority, these are also seen as very important
by many of the LSES group. Nevertheless there are striking differences
between the proportions of HSES and LSES parents who think that
these actions are very important; most of the dwkrences amount to
about 40%.

However, the threc items seen as most important by the LSES  °*
parents do not appear on the HSES parents’ st at all. Mostimportant
to these parents are: that their chifdren need them, that they learn to
respect property, and that they leam to stick up for themselves.

The overwhelming concem of the HSES parents with intellectual
activity is striking. Whereas none of the “intellactual™ activities are
thought “very important” by signiﬁcantly more than half the parents
living inthe LSES areas, there is virtual unanimity among the parents
living in the HSES areas that their chiid should be read to, talked to,
and have books in the home, (The fact that readingto children is more
often thought to be *‘very important”™ than talking to them provides
food for thought and discussion). All but two of the “top twelve”
activitias for parents bving inthe HSES areas have unmistakabiy to do
with intellectua! activity—and the others are at least supportive of
intellcetual activity. Morcover most of these activities are endorsed
by two-thirds or more of the parents living in those areas. )

By contrast, the main predscupation of the parents living in the
LSES areas in so far as it is revealed by this data, is, perhaps, not to
feel redundant {(which is what would happen if their children did not
neéd them) and, perhaps, to retain control over their children by
keeping them dependent on them.

The next twoitems (resnecting property and sticking up for oneself)
seem to reflect the alien nature of the LEES environments. Then
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" comes the child being reqd to, followed by twoitems having todo with
getting on with others and learing to respect authority.

.- Possible Implications for the EHVs

These striking differences prompt a number of thoughts
At the very least, the apparent ecological appropriateness of sore
.of the LSES parents’ priorities should lead the EHVs to pause for
thought before they seek to encourage more LSES parents to adopt
the HSE S parents’ viewpoint. The data also raise the question, which
we stumbled on earlier, of whether a change in the LSES parents’
environment might not result in a substantial change in their values
and priorities, If that were the case thep it might be more appropriate
for the EH Vs to concentrat2 on changing the environment, Further-
more, if such intervention tumed out to be unsuccessful, the EHVs
would be forced 10 reconsider the jusuﬁablhty of seeking to influence
the LSES parents’ values.
In order to underline the ;ase for taking this question senously, we
may comment that not only may the LSES parents’ priorities be
appropriate to the environments in which they live, so, equally, the
HSES parents’ pricrities may be appropriate only to their environ-
" ments. How many books contain information which will in fact help
LSES parents to lead their lives more effectively in the environments
andjobs in which they findthemselves—environments and jobs which
are obviously not going to change all that much in the near future?
How many find themselves in positions demanding independence?
How many would not find themselves acutely frustrated if they thought
of themselves &5 people who were entitled to interests and ideas of their
own, or if they questioned the authorities with whom they have to
deal? As Kohn (1969} has maintained, these attitudes, perceptions
and expectations may have developed precisely because they are
appropriate to the environment in which those concemed find
themselves. While the development of altemative perceptions and
expectations might help the parents concemed to move out of those
Jjobs and environiments, other people would probsbly have to move
into them and adjust their views accordingly.

But equally, it may not be true tho: HSES parents’ attitudes are
appropriate only to their environment and that L.SES parents have
acquired attitudes which are appropriate only to theirs. The attitades

. of HSES parents may be more appropriate toboth environments, and
LSES parents may not be capable of behaving in the way in which
HSES parents behave. It may be that LSES parents, because of
personal limitations, are ynable to treat their children in the way in
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which HSE S parents treat them. The abéfity to engage in intellectual
activity—or the willingness to do so—may be dependent on other

_factors in the make-up of the individuals concerned or the environments
in which they live. And, even if the parents were able to change their
behaviour, their children might not necessarily become more able ‘or
more socially mobile.

That social status is, at least in part, a product of ability and
tempgrament, rather than the reverse, is suggested by earlier research.
Data published by Raven, Court ¢=d Raven (1977), shows that in
respect of ability to perceive and think clearly children from differemt
backgrounds show much sinaller differences than do adults employed
in different types of occupation. Some sort of selective process
whereby people with different levels of ability find their way into
different occupations seems to be at work. Similar data has been
published in the area of values (Raven ez a/, 1975). This shows that
socially mobile children tend to hold the values charactenstic of the
groups they are bound for as much as those of the group they left. These
data support the view that social mobility, both upward and
downward, is selective by ability and values. Other data are available
to challenge the view that home background is responsible for the
observed variance in abilities and valuss. Thus, Raven, Court and
Raven (1977) found in one study that the lion's share of the variance
in intellectual ability was between children who come from similar
backgrounds, while Maxwell (1969) showed that the variance
between children commg from the same families amountsto 65% of
the total population variance in 1Q.

We will return to this theme later. Here it is sufficient to note that
the interpretation to be placed on these data may not be that LSES
parents need to be taught to value engaging in intellectual activities
with their children.

Parental Involvement and Schools as ""Middle Class Institutions”
Several of those who have proposed intervention programmes of
one sort or another have assumed that schools are *‘middle class™
institutions and argued that one of their objectives must be to help
working class children to accept, and adjust to, those middle class
institutions in order to be able to take advantage of schooling,

On mulling over our own data on the values of the two socio.
economic groups, it struck us that schools might not bz such *middle
class” institutions as is often assumed. It is true that HSES mothers
are much more likely than LSES mothers to stress intellectual
activities. However, even in this area, t];e sorts of activities stressed




IMPORTANT ACTIVITIES 195

by HSES parents seem to differ markedly in character from most of
the activities that go on in most schools known to ys and inmost of the
e__Secondary schools studies by Raven.et al {1975), and by Raven and ™~

Litton 11976). The HSES parents’ emphasis is on knowledge and
skills chosen and selected by the child becaise that knowledge and

_ those skills are relevant to his interests and problems, on unfettered,
self-motivated, enquiry, and on the child’s questio ting his supertors
and on their being able to help him answer Ais questions rather than on
the éhild’s answering the adult’s questions. Books area tooltobe used
to find information one need$, not things to be “mastered” because
mastery of books is valued in and of itself.

This line of thought led us to sort out all the items which seemed to
have a bearing on what parents miglit expect from schools and for
which there i$ a marked discrepancy in the frequency ofendorsement
as “very important” by the HSES and LSES sample: These items are
listed in Table 3.

Ed

TABLE 3
SOME DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN HSES AND LSES PARENT. S
% Rating Item “Very Important™

_ LSES HSES
" That your chidren need you' T 75 4
For your child to obey his parents without question 41 8
To teach your child 1o leam his place apnd know who’s boss 43 13
To teach your child to respect figures in authority 49 23

For your child to be willing 10 use books 10 find information for
himself . . 3 3
To teach your child 10 think for himself 41 68
To encourage your child to talk to you about what he is doing 8 68
For you 10 treal him with respect, as an individual in his own
— - right-entitled-to-pursue-his-own-interests-and-ideas ’ 37 63
To encourage him o be independent 40 60
For you 10 encourage your child 1o question and seck reasons
for things he is told 28 58
To teach your child 1o be confident with people, situations and
things he has not met before ) 22 55
To encourage your child to think clearly about what he is trying
to do 25 40
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Our subjective impression of schools is thatthey have abiastowards
the views shown on this Table to be typical of LSES rather than .___.
HSES parents. At mostschools, we suspect, children are expected to
obey their teachers without Quesuon, (o know their place and know -
.. whois boss, torespect (fear) figures in authority, touse bookstocover
ground prescribed by théir teachers rathér than to find information
which is of value to them in solving their own problems,.not to talk
about what they are doing, to be circumspect about thinking for
themselves and, in particular, questioning what they aretold, and to
be:dependent on, rather than independent of their teachers. We also
suspect that little effort is made to help children tobe confident when
Jdealing with people and situations they havg not met before, and that
teachers like to fee] that their pupils need them rather than that they
areindependent of thém. We do.not deny that there are schoofs which
make great efforts to-foster the qualities more often valued by HSES
parents—but we do suspect that the behaviour of most teachers in
most schools approximates more closely to that which is more often
valued by LSES parents. We would therefore argue that there is a
strong case for researchto check the assumptionthat the values which
inform schools’ activities are primarily those of the middle class.

Pending that research, we can only raise questlons What if we are
right that schools tend to be “working class’ not “middle class™
institutions? Might the Home Visitors, by encouraging the parents
they visit to adopt the HSES viewpoint, make life more difficult for
the children they visit once they get to school? This is not an idle
question: it is one which has haunted the Home Visitors throughout
the time we have been working with them. {They "have tended to
resolve it by hdping that the parents will, as a result of their efforts, be
able to bring pressute to bear on schools to get them to change)

Furthermore, if HSES children are successful despite the barriers
which many schools place in the way of the types of grdth their

__parents value, thenthe EHVs willbe doing parents a disservice if they
lead them to believe that developing such qualities will lead to school
success, and, particularly, if they lead them to suppose that schools
will help their children to develop those qualities.

Children from HSES backgrounds may do well in life because they
have developed attitudes, values and competencies which have
nothing to do with school— and they may do well at school for the
samc, or quite other re asons. Finally, if the EHV's are successful (and
we have secn that they are) in influencing parents’ values in the
direction of those of the HSES group, and lead them to try to ensure
that schools reinforce those new values, the EHVs may well find




¥

lMPORTANTACTlVlTlES o~

themselves—as spme of thém have found themselves—at loggerheads
with other tezl‘"ﬁ{rs whose behaviour is acceptable only bdcause it
conforms to the current expectations of LSES parents.
Whateverthe data presentedin Table 3 have o tell us about control
of the overall climate in schools it also poses an mteresung problem
. for those who argue for more parentat involvement in schools—and
«this includes most of the Home Visitors. Although the differences
between the HSES and LSES pdrents’ pesponses are dragatic, the
class-related variance documented heré represents only a small
proportion of the total variance in the importance parents attach to
these abilities. The group differencEs conceal a great deal of variance
within eachof the groups. What is a school system to do with parents
who value the development of such different qualities? Clearly, no
- school datering for a cross-section of children can create classroom
environments which will make it possible to meet these apparently
incompatible cxpectations. For exam_ple one cannot atthe sametime
encourage sonte children to question and seek reasons forthings they
are told and insist on instant obedience from others. Sonie form of
* individualised ptovision within classrooms might make it possible to
cater for some of this variance—bufms our data on the features
parents wanted in their physical and social environments shows, most
parents are, in general, opposed to suchindividualisation of educational
provision, So schoolshave a dilemma—-a dilemma which will become
acute if the EHVs lead’ parents to develop the strategies which are
required to influence schools, without at the same time bringing them
alt to accept the HSES value system. Scaools witl be confronted with
articulate parents making incompatible demands. -

Home, Dlay, and Early Learning

Having briefly examined one or two possible imptications of the

broad sweep of our results, we may now focus on a setles of topics in
" more detail. <

Doubts about the value, if any, of play were revealed by the
comments the parents made when they were asked how important it
was not to intertupt their child while he was playing. Although most
parents say they would not interrupt the child without good reason,
others do not think it matters;

Whaz" They're never doing anything importantanyway, they just
mess about and play all day. It doesn’t matter if you interrupt
them.” (L)*

*Low SME&Eoommic Status Parent
[ .
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The lack of understanding of the growth which takes place through
play could not be more evident and, in fact, ascanbe seen from Table
A3, only 7% of LSES parentsand 10% ofHSES parentssay it is very
important not to interrupt a child whilst playing. -

Although a small number (496) of LSES parents think it is very
important to let their children play on waste ground and building sites,
40% of both groups of parents say it is important #of to do this (Table
Ad). This reveals conflicting interests between parents and children
because a survey by Raven {see Hole, 1966} showed that this was the
sort of place where. children parucula.rly liked to play. Safety is the
main reason for disapproving of this. This concern with safety
surfaced throughout the present enquiry and often conflicts with
activities which are seen as positively beneficial to the child from a
developmental point of view. The possibility of accident and injury
was mentioned again and again in response to the question about the
importance of giving young children tools, such as hammers and saws.
As one mother in the Pilot Phase said when asked what she thought
the consequences would be of giving her three-year-old such tools:

“You'd find his wee brother carved upin a corner somewhere.” (L)

This fear expl~ins why it is that only 29 of LSE S parents and 13%
of HSES parents say it is very important to give tools to a child, and
“why 29% of LSES parents and 2% of HSES parents say it is

_ important NoT to do this. These figures, taken together with other data

collected in the exploratory study, suggest that HSES parents trust
their children’s competence more than do LSES parents and are
possibly more aware of the creative value of such opportunities to the
child. The LSES children may, of course, actually be more ham-
fisted, careless and destructive. The LSES families are, on the whole, .
larger, and the mothers in this group are more likely to expect fighting
and aggressive behaviour from their children, and so, with shortage of
space and ~dequate supervision difficult, many LSES mothers may
be correct in thinking that damage and injury may occuras a result of
giving their children tools. Nevertheless the stories mothers made up
during the exploratory phase of the study about a picture of a child
climbing a cliff revealed an extraordinary preoccupation with injury
among LSE S mothers in a situation which HSES niothers viewed as
an opportunity to build self-cqnﬁdence, independence and
adventurcusness. However it is also clear from the fact that many
mothers said that such activities were “All nght at the nursery” that
their inability to supervise these activities is indeed one important
consideration.
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- From these results it would seem that many parents—especiaily,
but not only, LSES parents—have a none-too-positive view of the
value of piay. Itis an idle way of filling idle titme. In the context of the
emphasis which both HSES and LSES parents place on formal
instruction, it would seem that many parents will lap up any
suggestion that play could be used to teach language, counting, or
reading. The ground in which tosow any more sub..le notion seems to
be less fertile. Any notion that children, through play, might learn to
concentrate, follow their interests single-mindedty, initiate action and
monitor its effect, learn through that process to observe cause and
effects, evolve ways of thinking about relevant variables, leam to
effectively modify their goals as they see “what gives”, devciop
confidence in their own abilities, or learn to gain the cooperation of
others in order t¢ pursue their own goals, seems to beforeign indeed. If
the EHVs try to refay such messages—and such sorietimes are the
messages which “modemn™ educationalists seek to convey—there
would seem to be good reasons for thinking that their message will not
*~often be heard.

Education and School
When we turn to the school-related items in Figure 3 perhaps the
most striking observation to be made isthat most parents seem to have
a relatively relaxed attitude toward school success. Only 279% of
LSES parents and 30% of HSES parents say that school success is
“very importauat”.
Those who attach less importance to it often qualify their repiles

“Of course'd{fke him to do well, but if he doesnt it's not the end of
the world . . .” (H)*

“ff he tnies hard does hls best, the ‘s what mallers to. me.” (H)

“*ftwould be nic mce, but if it's not in him there’s no point in making a

big thing of it.” (L) .

As is clear from these quotations, parents’ answers to the question
about the importance of school success are intimately bound up with
their view on th2 origins of intellectual ability. Their answers suggest
that the reasoning process.whichled atleast some of them toanswer in
the way they did was “‘there isiio point in getting worked up about
something which You can do nothing about™. If this is the case, the
EHMVs, by convincing parenss that theycar influence the development
of intellectual ability, may lead parents to feel that something which
was previously, at best, only a hope ora pipe dream could in fact
*High Socio-Economic Status Parent  * ;
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become a realistic expectation. In that case the parents might be more
prepared (o 5ay that it was important to them. And, indeed, the Home
Visited group are much more likely to say that school success is
important to them. Having raised such expectations, and led the
parents they visit to believe that these are realislic expe.tations, are
the Home Visitors going to be able to deliver the goods? And, if not,

what are they goingto doto help the parents (o adjust to the frustration
which they may have created? The case for Home Visiting programmes
building in provision tofollow through with parents seems to be strong
indeed,

How is School Success to be Promoted?

How do parents (hink that intellectual development and school
success are to be promoted? Neither group thinks school success is o
be promoted by punishing children who do not do well there. 87% of
HSES parents and 49% of LSES parents said that it was “‘important
not to do this” (Table A4). Given that LSEC parents are much less
likely than HSES parents 1o think it is important not to punish their
children for failure at school, it may be important for the EHVs to be
particularly careful to avoid giving the impression that they in any way
accepl the view that children should be punished forfailure. This may
seem like an unnecessary comment, but one of the EHVs was
observed smacking one of the children she visited for not sitting still
and paying attention.

The fac: that the HSES group is no more likely than the LSES
group to think that it is important for their children to work and study
on their own when they are older, or for them to continue the work of
the school in the home, provides food for thought, Like the failure of
the HSES group.to attach morc importance to school success than the
LSES group, these findings suggest that the relative success of their
children in the educational system may not be a result of pressure and
hard work. Rather it may be a product of more basic abilities, attitudes
and motivation which may be promoted by engaging the child in

.particular activities. Tomlinson and Tenhoutea’s (1976) data strongly

support this conjecture, and draw attention tothe importance < Finter-
personal behaviours which go far outside the cognitive realm. Such
behaviours include making oneself and one's work known to authorities
taking an interest in, and supporting, what the anthority is doing,
setting out to be difterent from others and therefore noticeable, and
expressive behaviours of one sort of another.

The fact that the Home Visitors not only appear to have led the
parenis they visited to think that school success is more important
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than they did before, but also to think it is more important for the
ckildren to work and read on their own a ot when they are older
{possibly in crder to achieve that success) suggests that they may be
selling a comforting Protestant ethic inwhich hard work is expected to
be rewarded both in this world and in the next. More than that, as we
have seen, they may be encouraging parents to see simple and direct
links between parental behaviour and outcomes, rather than the much
more indirect relztionships which may be perceived by the-HSES
group and which may be behind the HSES group’s relative success.

Evidence that the HSES group do see the process as less direct,
more subtle, and more differentiated is also contained in Figure 3.
Some of the most striking differences between the HSES and LSES
groups are on the items dealing with books in thehome, using books to
find information for oneself, and promoting concentration and the
ability to settle down. Only 14% of LSES parents said that this last
was “very important” compared to 48% of HSES parents.

““That’s one of the most important ways of preparing them for school.
Itdoesn't matter ifﬁou teach them toread, write and do sums. They
canlearn al' that when they get there anyway. But if yon teach them
to sit—and listen—and pay attention—you’ve given them all the
abilities they need to learn.” (H) (Teacher, mother of 3).

The value for sedentary intellectual activity isolated from action,
knowledge as something to be absorbed rather than created, and
knowledge as what goes on in schools rather than inlife, conid not be
more apparent.

*QOch, no! Not wee bairns like that, You can't tie them down at that
age. They’re always wanting to be up and about, never wanting to
do the same thingfor twominutes.in a row. They just get bored if you
make them concentrate on one.thing.” (L) (Father of 2, aged 4 and 6).

It is clear that HSES and LSES parents have very different
expectations of their children at this age. The HSES parents expect
their children to be able to concentrate, act responsibly, and reason.
They regard them as possessingmost  he abilities and motivations
possessed by adults. LSES parents, in contrast, are Jess inclined to

_ believe this: they are more inclined to think that their children lack
these abilities and motivations and must be protected from injury and
the effécts of ignorance and coerced into whatever behaviours are
essential to the smooth running of the family and soc1ety Theindirect
process of promoting success— whether that success is to be defined

____in terms of school.or anything else—by fostering concentration, the
willingness to observe and think for oneself, the tendency to study
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casual sequences and find the information one needs in books and,
‘perhaps above all, the ability to lead others to recognise the value of
one's contribution, cannot, therefore, be used. Itis a totally different
way of thinking, ard it is noticeable that the EHVs have not been
particularly suceessful in influencing discipline expectations toward
the assumption that the child is capable of reasoning and acting
responsibly, leading the parents to focus on promoting the develop-
ment of concentration, or bringing their children to see books as a
potential source of help in coping with their problems.

Some of the parents who do not think abowt child development in
this more complex way are not merely indifferent to it. They are
actively opposed to it. For example, asked how important it was for
their child to use books to find information for himself one LSES
mother commenced:

“I wouldn’t want that. You never know what he might come across,
poking about in books. I'd rather he asked his father or his tcacher.”
(L :

The fear of the consequences of original sin {curiosity) could not be
more apparent. Attention may also be drawn to this mother's
assumption about intemnalised controls. The child is not expected to
have the ability to know what is bad for him. As another jnformant
said, in the course of another study, when the author asked him about
the importance of censorship of books and periodicals:

“Qh, yes—that's very important. ! couldn t even trust zpself with
that stufl.” (L)

Other comments made during the interviews also reveal that, in the
absence of internalised controls, to which we will return laler
independence does make for unmly beha\riour -

From such comments it follows “that, as the Home Visitors
emphasise, and as other authors such as Hess and Shipman (1963),
Brandis and Bernstein (1974) and, in a completely different context,
Watts (1977) have emphasised, there is an extremely close connection
between the pronsotion of active intellectual enquiry and discipline
practices and expectations. As we have already observed, many
secondary schools seem to have adopted the LSE S parents’ views on
discipline, and Lynn’s (1977) work might be taken to indicate that
these are having the effects on intellectual development which the
material reviewed here would lead onc o expect:

If the Educational Home Visitors wish to lead the parents they visit
(and therefore, perhaps, in the long run their fellow *eachers) to adopt
amore complex view of development and to see their children as more
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} competent, capable of reasoning, and developing internalised,

" . reasoned, moral codes, there are elements of their work, already

stressed more by some EHVs thanothers, wiich could be strengthened.

Demonstrating to parents that their children can concentsate, can

reason, and can act responsibly are among them. Unfortunately the

idea of demonstrating to parents that children can concentrate, reason

and act responsibly poses a numberof problems. Inthe first place, the

EHVs often feel that they have to ““cover ground”™ in their “lessons”.

They are frequently found leading children on to new things just as

. theybecome absorbedinonetask. They are aware of the dilemma, but

most have tended to resolve it either by arguing that they must

_introduce the parent to as many things as possible which might

interest the child—or by arguing that it is necessary to introduce the

child to a wide range of concepts and cognitive skills which are all of
potential importance in cognitive development.

The concept of “concentration’ is also inherently ambiguous.
Children will often become absorbed in tasks—Ilike playirg with
water—and persist at them for long periods of time despite the fac*
that they do not seem to be “learning’ anything from them. Both the
parents and some of the EHVs seem to feel that it is justifiable to
interrept a child involved in such activities in order tomove himonto
something else. What's more, schools also tend to favour the child
who wants to concentrate on books and teachers, rather than the child
who wants to concentrate on some idiosyncratic problem which is
known only to him. What we may be saying is, therefore, that
concentration is not a generalisable ability, but rather something
which forms part of what we mean when we say that someone is
interested in a rarticular problem or topic. The EHVs’ task may,
therefore, be t. .nterest children in intellectual dctivity—and it may
{or may not) be necessary for them to acknowledge that such interest
will only come about at the expense of some other interest.

But, in conclusion to this section, we should emphasise thag we
ourselves are not convinced that the HSES group’s perceptions and
expectations are ¢orrect. It may well be that children are unable to
reason, concentrate and act responsibly. Even if HSES children are
able to do thes= things it does not necessarily follow that a¥l children
are able to do so. It may well be that L.SES parents’ children need to
learn to concéntrate on, think about, and practise different things—
such as how to win a fight. It may well be that HSES parents are
wrong to think that these more subtle processes of child rearing
actually work. It may well be that what works, and is appropriate to,
one group of children is not appropriate to another group. We have

+
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repeatedly pointed out that differences in parents’ expectations may
reflect real differences, not only in their children’s behaviour, but also
in their own experience. Morton-Williams ef al (1968) and Raven et
al (1975) found that early school leavers, and pupils who expected to
enter low status occupations, regardless of their background, were
much more anxious than others to have school activities in which they
could move about and did not have to sit still alt day. The conclusion
to be drawn may therefore be that not all children should be expected
tossit stifl and concentrate on books! It is therefore, once again, of the
greatest importanceto find out whetherthe EHV project has been able
to influence such things as levels of concentration, interest in
_intellectual acu\nty, and the ability to reason.

We may tum now to a discussion of the more directly school-
related activities included in Figure 3. Despite our findings that
HSES parents attach niore importance to activities related to the
promotion of cognitive development in their children. such as reading
to the child, talking to him, and having books at home, no parents in
the (ISES group said it is * ery important to teach their child to read
before he goes to school, compared to 12% of parents in the LSES
areas, Indeed, 20% of HSES parents, compared to 6% of LSES
parents, say it is important NoT to do this.

Altogether, responses to this question are very vaned both within
and between groups. Many parents, especially in the HSES areas,
attach “some importance” toteaching their children to read, qualifying
their answer by saying “I would do it if she asked, or seemed
interested, but not otherwise,”

Other par _tsare wotried that the child might get bored at school,
or confused by being taught in a different way.

“She was always asking me— ‘what’s that word—what does this

say”—and so on, but T didn’t iike to take it any further in case her

teacher didn't like it when she got to school.” (L)

Many parents report having been told'by teachers definitely not to
attempt to teach reading.

On the other hand, it appears that anumberof LSES parentsattach
great importance to teaching of reading, but, in some cases, Iack the
knowledge necessary to carry it out.

_ “Tthink it's very lmporlant it gives them a start. But I got books,
" Ladybird ones, and tried to get him to read them. After the first day
of two it would end in tantrums and screaming fits . . .” (1)
HSES parents, on the other hand, attach less imporlance to the
actual teaching of reading and more importance to indirect “pre-
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reading” activities, such as matching, copying shapes, reading and
telling stories, and increasing vocabulary.

Although the EHVs are clearly more inclined to share the HSES
parents’ priorities, the pro. iem of what to do with those parents who
wish to teach their children to read-—presumably because of its direct
relevance toschool success—remains, fcrthe EHVs have not been able
to stop parents thinking it is important, Infact, discussion oithis topic
atthe EHVs” meeting revealed that they were plagued by exactly the
same dilemmas as the parents—and it is clear that this is a problem
which cannot be tackled without involving the local schools. It is
worthy of note that, since the Home Visitors—who are themselves
teachers—have had so little success in gaining the schools’ agreement
and co-operation on this issue, one can hardly expect the parents todo
so. Nevertheless, as it happens, it was the parents whe persvaded the
reception class teacher in one of the project schools to share her
professional know-how in this area with the parents.

Discipline Expectations
Figure 3 also documents differences between HSES and LSES
parents’ expectations of their children and difference in their percep-
tions of their children’s competence. The HSES parent is inore likely
tothink that herchildis opento reason, that he is capable of respecting
his parents because of the quality »~ftheir behaviour rather than out of
fear, more willing to accept the absence of instant compliance with
commands— perhaps because she feels that the child will have good
reasons for not complying with them, perhaps because she feels thala:';éﬁ ‘
the child needs to develop a view of himself as someone who hasa
__right to question commands, or perhaps because she feels that what__ .. .
"7 " the child is already doing is important to him and that he has arightto
continue with it, or that the development of important qualities will be
stunted if he is forced to stop what he is doing, and less likely to think
that punishment is essential in ocder to eliminate undesired behaviour
and induce compliance. And there is further evidence that the LSES
parents are less likely to think that their children are capable of
learning by example: they are less likely to think thatitisimportantfor
_ children to spend time in the company of people who handle .__
responsiblity well and less likely to say that it is important for their
children to see their parents working hard and being resourceful.
<Whilg this m.y be because they feel themselves to be less capable,
than HSE S parents of providing that example, we wili shortly see that
this explanation is not sufficient to cover all the items which have been
studied. ' :

ge. 4
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The LSES parents’ tendency to make use of a rather simplistic
" concept of motivation, and their teudency to make little use of--
personal example as an educational devlcg, is going to become a
recurrent theme in our report. It may well be important for the Home
Visitors to help mothers develop a more complex understanding of
development and the ways in which it is to be promoted. If thisis tobe
done, it may be important, as Weikart (1978) has suggested, to
provide the mother with new concepts to use to think about the
qualities she wants her children todevelop and the ways in which they.
are to be developed. Asour pilot data showed, our LSES informants
are a great deal less likely toread, and to read widely, than our HSES
parents. They may therefore be particularly likely to lack the concepts
and understandings they need. In the absence of aa effort to supply
such concepts arnd understandings it is unlikely that the Home Visitors
will be able to lead the parents they work with to stimuiate the
development of high leve! competencies which in part may be
responsible for the differential school success of children from HSES
backgrounds and which may well also make a direct contribution to
the subsequent life success of children from such backgrounds. In the
absence of broadly based programmes of this sort it is possible that
thgy may lead the parents they work with to thinkthat purely cognitive
actwlty will lead to the goals they so inuch desire—health and
happiness for theirchildren.

Nevertheless the magnitude of the task to be undertaken should not
be underestimated. Tne LSES parents may have arelatively simplistic
view of development because they are incapable of more complex

" reasoning. As Raven(1976) has shown, downwardly mobile children

are more likely than others from their backgrounds to stress the need
for firm rules and “disc¢*pline”, and they are less likely to value
independence, originality, and thinking for oneself.*The necessary
ideas may be altogether too complex for LSES parents. Evenif they
are not, it is certainly true that they have had much less practice at
thinking in such complex terms. And even if both of these problems
could be overcome (by, for example, makiag the necessary conceptual
" framework more explicit and comprehensible} it is also .7ue that
—ps¥chologists and educators have, apparently, not yet even caughtup
* with the common sense thinking of the HSES parents in their
understanding of these issues. And finally there is no evidence that if
all these things could be changed that they would produce the desired
effect. But none of this should be taken to imply that we do not think
that an attempt should be made to work in this area. On the contrary,
the glimmerings of understanding we are now coming to would not
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have'been gained without the attempttomountan intervention project
in this area.

. At_a more down to earth level, the LSES parents’ emphasis on
control of their children makes one sus’peét (a) thatif their children do
not need-them they may lose control over them, and (5) that they may
infast have considerable difficulty getting their children to behaveina
reasonable manner. Both of these reflections suggest that the EHVs'
message may fail on stony ground if they do not take account of the
_strength of the mothers’ need to ensure that their children are
dependent on, rather than independent of, them. The potential
strength of this need canbe underlined by reflecting further onthe fact
that, as can be seen from Figure 3, 75% of LSES mothers said that it
was very important to them that their children needed them.

What else besides the need to retain control over their children
could lie behind this? It is not simply a matter of family closeness,
since more of the HSES than LSES parents said that it was very
. important for young children to spend a lot oftime with their parents
" (48% compared with 23%).

Another possibility is that catering fo: chlld.ren may be much more
central to the LSES mothers' sense of worth. Whereas 90% of the
_ HSES mothers had had some education beyond age 13, ouly 22% of
the LSES mothers had. Many more alternative avénues to making
contact with others and finding a high-status job will therefore be
available to the HSE S mothers. Conversely, the role of mother may
be much more central to the LSES parents self-concept—and if their
children did not need them that central pivot would disappear.

Thus; encouraging independence, in the absence of strategies
des:gned todevelop internalised controls and, in particular, alternative
__sources.of feelings of meaning and worth for the mothers may be both

T difficult and potentially damaging to parent and child afike. -

Discipline Expectations and Cognitive Growth

We have already remarked. upon the fact that the Educanonal
Home Visitors, previous résearchers, and the present authors have
become aware that there seemed to be some .loglcal connection
between dlsmplu.e expectations and stralegles and cognitive growth.
. The relat.lonshlp is pooily understood. But it is at lea-* plausible that
" involvement in discussion and decision-taking, mvolvmg reasonmg
and consideration of the long term consequences of one’s actiens,
should result in the development of the spontaneoustendency and the
“ability to reason and consider alternatives.

Nevertheless, it is important to note that the* author.iarian” views
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documented in Figure 3 do not necessarily imply that the LSES
parents do not think that their children should be consulted and
expected to contribute to rational discussion and decision-taking.
They only indicate that when an order sas been given it should be
“obeyed.-Both parents and children may actvally be expected .to. .
engage in a great deal of intellectual activity before that decision is
taken in order to ensure that it is a good decision.

" This data does not, however, staad on its own. In the first place,
although it cannot be seen from the table, . SES parents abhorredthe
notion that their children should learn to get people in authority to do
what they wanted them to do. If the argument advanced in the last
paragraph were correct they should be prepared for their childrento do
this before a command were given. Furthermore, as we have seen,
LSE§ parents were also much less inclined than the HSES parents to
say that the child should be encouraged to think for himself, question
and seek reasons for things he is told and be treated as an individual
witha right to opinions and interest of his own. It is therefore unitkely
that LSES parents think that their children should be involved in
discussions prior to decisions being taken and commands being .
given. . . ’

Once again, one staris to wonder what are the reasons for these
pricrities, It may be that the parents themselves are unable to engage
in these complex reasoning processes or lack the complex interpersonal
skills which are necessary to exert influence in a *democratic”
structure. It may be that they do not value these pattems of interaction.
It may be that they do not see the connection between one thing and
another. It may be that their own experience is that their life siyle
demands neither cognitive activity norindependence and internalised
controls.

But, whatever the explanation, it is clear that any a(temp\t to
influence patterns of parent-child interaction with a view topromoting
cognitive development will have to come to terms with these
nroblems. More than that, if such activities are suecess/il they may
affect patterns of relationship, and expectation, which have very little
obvious relationship to cognitive development,

More and more children, pupils, employees and citizeas may come
to question, and seek reasons for, thingé they are told. As Piaget
(1932) and Kohlberg (197 1) have observed, itmay not be possible to
divorce cognitive development from moral development, We may
therefore ask whether the EHVs are doing sufficient to alert the
parents they work with to the possibly*far-reaching implications of
what they are doing. Have they led the other teachers in the schools

-
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they work in to anticipate changed discipline expectanons from
parents and pupil

Relationship to Authority and the Explanation of the Results of the
Evaluation

There is one final_comment which it may be worth making on
Figure 3. The LSES parents’ emphasis on their children learning 10
respect authority and know who's boss reflects their own feelings
about authority. If the EHVs are—as they inevitable must be—
regarded as authorities, then the mothers may feelundera very strong

-obligation to appear to have absorbed and accepted the EHVS’

message. This effect would be expected to be greatest in relation to
those areas for whichthe message was most explicit. Andthat process
l'Il,la}' goIa 16ng way toward accounting for results we have reported in
_ Pant'Il
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CHAPTER 27 1

“WHY, MUMMY?”

We now return to our data onwhy pare:its thought certain activities
were important and what they thought the consequences would be.if.
they, or their children, did, or did not do, certain things.

Why is it important to ask a child quesnans?

We have seen (Figure 3) that, although most parents feel it is
important, HSE S parents are much more likely than LSES parentsto -
think it is very important to ask their child questions about pictures in
books and things he had seen.

The reasons for thinking it is important to do this also differ
markedly (Table AS). For the HSES group the most common reason
is to encourage the child tounderstand, find out, and take aninterestin
things. This catege:¥ includes replies like:

“It encourages him to form his own opinions.” (H)

“T!l,e(yHb)ecome more aware .{ what’s happening, how things work

“He discovers things and relatxonshlps for himself.” (H)

For the LSES group the reason most commonly given is to teach
the chifd 10 Tecognise things, ieto teachrhim what they are, what their——
names are, so that he will recognise them when they recur. Replies
included: .

“It learns him what things are.” (L)
* “It helps him to remeinber the names oi things.” (L)

What the difference in emphasis between these two bench-mark

“groups seems to reflect isthe difference between an emphasis on
cognitive processes—~understanding, observing, reasoning—and an —

-4 emphasis on cognitive knowledge. The data might be taken to support

Bereiter & Englemann’s {1966} belief that LSES children feed to be

taught to label. Indeed it might be suggested that I,SES parents

Y
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already know that their children need such tuition (perhaps because
they are slower than others) and Bereiter & Englemann’s willingness
to satisfy their felt need for it might account for the popularity of the
materials™they produced (DISTAR). This LSES emphgsis on
knowing the names of things may also account for the fact that our
own EHVs devote a considerable amount’of time to such activities.
This would be in line with the author’s earlier finding that teachers
have a tendency to do what the parents of their pupils want, despite
- - - their-own judgment (Raven, 1977).

But while the parents” emphasis on these activities may be correct
50, also, it may not be. While their children’s leamning difficulties
might be responsible for their emphasis on such activities, so the
child’s learpjing difficulties might be a product of his parents’ not
having adopted the wider viewpoint implied by the sosts of activities
which were thought more important b;r the HSES group. Their
perspective, like that of Spearman (1927) and Macnamara (1972),
would suggest that one first encourages the development of qualities
which many people would take to be synonymous with*‘* telligence’
and that learning to recognise things, namethem, ~** .. aboutthem
in appropriate ways, will then take care of itselt.

An Educational Home Visiting programme based on one of these
altemative viewpoints would obviously look very different from one

. based on the other, and the comparative evaluation of programmes
+ based on them would provide useful data on their relative truth.

LSES parents are also more likely than HSES parents to think it is
unportant to ask a &hild questions to see {f he is learning, what he is
lear:ing and find out if he has been paying attention. Parents said
things like:

“To see what he’s taking in." (L)

“To see if he’s understanding what yow're on about.” (L)

“To make sure she's remembering,” (L)

" This emphasis on “testing” the child may reflect a feeling that the
child will not spontaneously take an interest in things and leam for
himself. He has to be forced to do so and checked up on. Such a
viewpoint is consistent with our finding that LSES parents generalty
have less confidence in their children’s motivation and competence.
By not expecting suth interest and competence they may not find it
- and reinforce it. Alternatively, their failure to expect it may be a
product of their children’s lacking such competencies and interests.
As a result, the parents’ emphasis on teaching their children to
recognise and name may reflect a greater anxiety that the child is not
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learning_and developing as fast as he should. Once again, the EHVs
might usefully enquire what perceptions, expectations and processes
lie behind a set of atmudes which they appear to be réinforcing.

Why is it Important to look at Books with a Child?

We have seen { Figure 3) that more HSES than LSES parents think
its very important to read to their child and encourage "1im to use
books. The reasons given by the two groups forthinking it is importint
to spend time locking at books with the child are very differe it,
although both think it is educational (Table A6). Responses in this
category include:

“It lcams them.” (L)
“Develops his mind.” (L) -

T‘le  biggest differences between the two groups are that the HSES
group ismore likely to say that it develops language, imagination, and
creativity—the last three being much more highly prized by the HSES
group and, as 've have seen, potentjatly responsible for the differential
school and life success of thel_;,hﬁdren. HSES parentsare also much
more likely to say that it is of value because it is mteresung and
enjoyable u

It is clear that ths EHVs have been extraordinarily successful in
leading the pa;ents they visit to think that such activities are valuable
because they are interesting and enjoyable (Table A6). The fact that
they have been less successful in reducing the other HSES/LSES
differences suggest that they may, as Weikart (1978) has suggested,
need to supply the parents with the constructs needed to think about
these other qualities and, if possible, research data on the long term
consequences of children developing them. Such data would help
them to allay some of the parents’ doubts about the consequences of
leading their children to develop intellectual qualities. The EHVs
may, of course, also like to consider whether the HSES parents are
right in believing that looking at books with children does in fact lead
them to the goals they mention, or whether this is mere wishful
‘t]unkmg. Research data would again be useful.

Wi y is it Imporfam to Talk to the Child a Lmp

Figure 3 showed us that HSE S parents are very much more llke]y
than LSES parents to say thatitis veryrmportanlto talk fothechilda
lot,

There is also evidence that more HSES than LSES parents think
that lack of conversation between parent and child will lead to poor
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language development, feelings of rejection, poor intellectual
development, poor progress at school, boredom, and unhappiness
(Table A8). HSES parents are also more likely to expect this to lead
parent’and child to fail to getto know each other so well, toproblems in
later years, and to lack of full enjoymentof their children’s company.
Indeed more than twice the proportion of HSES parents than LSES
parents think that they and their children would not get to know each
other so well if they did not talk to them a lot. Conversation, then,
appears fo be an important part of the parent/child relationship in all
but a few of HSES homes. It must be remembered that there are a
large number of parents in. LSES areas who think this way also.
However, there are also a large number who do not. Possibly some of
. these are the parents we have identified as lacking in se!f-confidence,
those who cannot believe that anything they do, ordo notdo, can have
as much influence on the child as *us friends and teachers. As one
LSES mother said:

“Tt wouldn’t really matter. IfI never spoke to him he’d pick it up
. outside anyway, or at school. They’ll always learn somehow.”

She conld well be right. Perhaps the LSES parents have muchmore
evidence that, if they do not talk to their children, the intell’z+nce of
the brighter ones still develops; they are not distant, urha, _ s, and
bored. Nevertheless, itis hard to reconcile such an hypothesis with .ae
fact that the LSES parents are much more worried about their
children getting out of control and into trouble.

As far as the EHVSs are concerned, the implications of the failure of
the LSES parents to anticipate the all-pervading consequénces which

'HSES parents expect if they do not talk to their children could be
considerable. As High Status individuals themselves they cannot
expect the parents they visit to share their own assumptions.
Nevertheless, the accuracy of their assumptions, while mostly logical,
is open to question. But; while more data are needed, the data
available from this survey support the HSES mother.’ contentions.
Although the EHVshaveledthe LSES ers to radically alter their
view of the consequeitces of not talking to their children a lot, one
cannothelp wonderipg whether the LSE S mothers anticipate that the
consequences of, for example, their knowing their children better are
the same as those ant:mpated by the HSES parents. Given what we
have already seen, ll 5 than likely that LSE S mothers may think
that the implications ofﬁ “benefits”’ will be quite other than what

" the EHVs suppose.
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Encouraging the Child to Question and Seek Reasons for Things he
is Told

Ascanbe seen from Figure 3, HSES mothers are twice aslikely as
their LSES counterparts to say that it is ‘‘very important” to
encourage the child to quesuon and seek reasons for things he is told
(Item B24).

While most parents associate question-asking with the develop-
ment of the tendency to work things out for oneself;, developing one’s
own-opinions, independence and responsibility, the HSES group is -
more likely to do all of these things (Table A9). They are also more
likely to associate question-asking with the development of language.

As we have seen, the HSES group is also more likely to think that
all of these qualities are “very important". Their tendency to
encourage children to ask questlons and seek reasons, would

As far as the EHVs are concerned, however, the main import of
these data is that it is not true that LSES parents do not see the
connection between encouraging children to ask questions and seek
reasons for things and cognitive and character development. They see
the connection, but they don't particularly value the qualities which
have'been mentioned. What's more, less than half of either group feels
that questioning, reasoning people will be more likely to get on at
school or in life—which perhaps indicates that the HSES parents
value these qualities for intrinsic rather than instrumental reasons.
Endeed 20% of both groups feel that people (parents. teachers, etc.)
would regard children who asked questions and sought reasons for
things they were told as difficuit.

Treatment as an Individual who is Entitled to Pursue his Own
Interests and Ideas

We can see from Figure 3 that, while only one third of the LSES
group think it is **very important” totreata child as an individual who
is entitled to pursue his own interests and ideas, just under two-thirds
of the HSES group do so (ltem A25).

Once again, most parents anticipate that this will lead the child to
have opinions of his own, to work things out for himself, to be
independent and responsible (Table A9). Despite the fact that the
LSES parcits doanticipate these things less than the HSES parents,

therefore, the difference in the amount of ingportance attached to this
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activity is not to be attributed to a failure to perceive the
consequences, but rather to differing evaluations of those conse-
quences. If, as they do, the EH Vs wish to encourage the parents they
visit to treat their childven with more respect, it is important for them
to recognise the centrality of the values issue and to be sure that they
can justify their value-judgments—to the parents they visit and to -
others. Altematively, it may be important for them to try to help the
parents bring about a situation in which schools and society value and
cater for a wider variety of people with different value orientations.

Which Aciivities are Educational?

Itis clear that the mosteducational activity of those we asked aoout
is thought to be looking at books with the child. Jigsaws come next for
the HSES group, but the LSES group pui cutting out pictures and

_shapesnext{Tables A6 and Al1). The mostenjoyable activity forthe
HSES group is playing with sand and water with the child, while for
the LSES group it is rough and tumble (Table A10).

For the LSES group, looking at books and doing jigsaws are rarely
seen as enjoyable (only 8% ard 1 1%, respectively, say so} and even
for the HSES group these things are much less enjoyable than playing
with sand .nd water. Clearly, for both groups, activities which are

educational are nol enjoyable—and enjovable activities are not
particularly educational! The EH Vs therefore seem to face a classic
dilemma. Do they encourage educational activities, or do they
encourage enjoyable activities?




CHAPTER 28

PARENTS AS TEACHERS

Teaching and Learning—General -

The great majority of parents (92% of parents living in HSES
areas, and 69% of those llving in LSES areas) said that their children
leamned a lot from them (Table A25). Nevertheless about half the
parents felt that it was best for the child to learn for himself rather than
for them > teach him (Figure 7, p 139). These results, taken together
with the findu; that 609 of parents living in LSES areas said that
what a child learn>d from his parents was very important to his future
(Figure 3, Item B16), would seem to imply that there is little need for
EHVs to convince parents that they are thejr children’s most
important educators. They do, however, highlight an extremely
important researc®. Juestion—for only a third of the HSE S parents
said it was best for them to teach, while two thirds said it was best for -
the child to learn for himself rather than to be taught. Promoting

- growth may therefore have moretodo with creating an environmentin
which optimal development can 13" place rather than with teaching
(Figure 7),

The smpress:on that_parehts expect to follow their children’s
interests is reinforced by the data presented in Table A34. This shows
that 57% of HSES parents and 36% of LSES parents thought it was
very important to study what the child wanted to know and then help
him to fing out, while only 1 7% thought it was very.importantto make
sure that the child learnt the things that they wanted him to leam..

The question for research is whether parents or teachers are the best

facilitators of growth. Or, more correctl v, which strategies are bestfor . *

achleving different sorts of goals. Teaching may be a good method of
conveying knowledge, but, as we have seen, psychologists are none
100 clear about the connection between knowledge and cognitive
development, let alone about the ways in which the growth of the sorts
of competence we have been discussing In thlS report are to be
promoted. ~

Parents’ answers to our questions about what and hov. they taught
their children should clearly be interpreted in the context of the

+

i
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findings we have reported here, namely that most parents did not think
it was a particularly good idea to set out to teach their children (which
is, apparently, not the same thing as sayingthat they did not recognise
that thei~ children learnt a great deal from them).

What do Parents teach their Children?

Parents’ answers to our cpen-ended question about the sorts of
things they taught their pre-school children {coded in Table A27) are
mainly of value in showing that parents’ answers to an open-ended
question lend supportto the conclusion we have drawn from looking at
their answers to the closed questions we asked on the importance of
various possible goals in child rearing.

1. Social Skills/Behaviour. 65% of LSES parents, and 60% of
HSES parents said they taught social skills and behaviour.
Under this heading came table manners, politeness, how to share
things, domg what one is told, not answering back and how to
behave in different situations.

. Intellectual Skills. After social skifls, most responses of the LSE S
parents fell into this category (36%). Although this percentage is
smaller than the §0% found in the HSES group, it still indicates
that many LSES parents do pay attention to the development of
intellectual skills in their children. Those menuoned were vatried,
but included reading, writing, counting, teachmg new’ words,
teaching about animals, nature, ‘the world’, in fact anythmg that
the child or parent was interested in.

. Moral Values. 28% of LSES parents and 10% of HSES parents
gave responses which fell into this category. The difference in
emphasis supports the suggestion that HSE 8 parents areless likely
to expectundesirable influences in their child’s immediate environ-
ment than LSES parents who have daily evidence that these exist:

“I try to teach them right from wrong. But sometimes it's liks
battenng your head against a brick wall. You say' ‘It’s wrong to
swear’ and he’ll say ‘But Jimmy's daddy says that. Itry toteach
‘them to bring their rubbish home, but vhen there’s beer cans,
newspapers and fag packets lying all over the ground, and you
can’t tell me it was baims that done that—what can yondo?"’ (L)

4. Physical Skills and Independence. This category included such
things as tying shoelaces, going to the toilet alone, feeding oneself
"and managing cutlery, tidying bedrooms, washing dishes, helping
with housework, dressing oneself, undressing oneself, using tools
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and scissors, and things which included switching televisions on
and off anc using cameras. 26% of LSES parents, and 43% of
HSES parents gave responses which fell into it. This Supports our
conclusion that LSES parents are less likely to value independence
in their children than HSES parents. This may be because LSES
mothers find that it threatens their role of mother and provider, or it
) may be that time pressures prevent them attending to the niceties of

*, fostering “independence™; it is quicker to do things for children.
" However, the following quotation, which was not isolated,
supports the first of these interpretations:

“They’re not babies for long. I like to make the rost of it. Before
long they’re off out the door with never a backward glance.
That's 'when I always start lhmkmg about having another one.”
(L, mother of 5).

How do Parents Teach?

After parents had told us what they taug,ht their children, they were
asked how they did this.

The results, shown in Table A28, suggest that how parents teach
their children may be more important than what they teach them.

LSES parents are divided fzirly evenly among four methods: Giving
constant reminders {23%); Setting an example (22%): Punishing
failures (229) {which usuatly means smacking); and Giving reasons
and explanations {20%).

The majority (67%) of HSES parents teach by setting an example,

“followed by 36% wlio teach by giving reasons and explanations and
28% by providing a stimnlating environment.

Besides noting the HSES stress on teaching by example itis worth
observing that the HSES parents have, by saying this, reinforced the
message they conveyed in answerto our eatlier question on whetherit
is best to set out to teach, or whetker it is better to structure situations
in which children can leam.-

They are more likely to have confidence in their ability to mﬂuence
their children with little persuasion or coercion, more likely to make
use of positive reinforcement, and more likely than LSES parents to
value reasoning. It has already been mentioned that many LSES
parents appear to see reasoning and giving explanations as evidence
of weakness and inability to exercise authority. Their more punitive *
attitude is expressed by the fact that 22% {compared with none of the
HSES group) sajd they taught the child by pnnishing failures.

As we shall see later Figure 10), 23% of LSES parents said they
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smacked their chlldren often comparad with no.one m the HSES
grou

- LSES parents are also more lke]y to teach by giving constant
reminders (often plain ‘nagging) than HSES parents and are more
likely to give threats and warnings.

The data in Table A28, as ~¢l! as illustrating the differences in

.. attitudes to teaching and learring held by many parents in the HSES

@

Al

and LSES areas, suggest possible reasons for differences in school
performance between their children. If LSES children have been
nagged and smiacked, warned and threatened, in the course of their
pre-school education, their attitude to learning is likely to be less

- positive at the age of five than their HSES counterparts who have
been given reasons and explanations, provided with a stimulating

¢ environment, and have been praised and rewarded for good
behaviour. The methods used by HSES parents are in some ways
similar to those employed by infant teachers in reception classes
(though not necessarily further up the school), and these children are
therefore likely to make an easier transition from home to school.
-LSES children, however, many of whom miay be already poorly
motivated as far as formal learning is concemed, may take the
absence of threats, nagging and smacking as an invitation to do as they
please. As many teachers have been heard to complain, “Smacking is
the only ‘way to get through io some children”.

The Educational Home Visitors could make use of these data asa
basis for discussions with parents in order to suggest alternative
methods of teaching and disciplining children which could well have a
favourable effect on their futuré educational prospects. But perhaps
the main thing that it suggests is that the EHVs should consider how
adequately they are able to model for the mothers ways of teaching
their children by example. I this contextthe factitat the EH Vs have
actually further depressed the frequency with which LSES parents
mention teaching by example and increased their emphasis on formal
instruction may be viewed as not entirely satisfactory-—particularly if
“formal instruction” involves “drumming things into them®, On the
other hand, who is to say that the LSES parents are not n,,ht" Some
" highly rcspected psychologists agree with them.

; ' Asking Questions

379% of LSES parents and 60% of HGES parents thought it was
very important to encourage their children to ask questions (Figuresd;

____ tem A8). The HSES parents were more confident that they would be

able to answer them {Table A31) and, although more than half of
%

R25
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" them sometimes find them a nuisance, they were less likely than the
LSES parents to do 5o (Table A32). .
“1though insome cases it was the sheer nunber of quesuon&wh:ehA—
parents found a nuisance, in many cases comments showed that it was
the nature of the questions, or the;r unfortunate timing which made
them a nuisance. -

“What do you do when she asks you how Tracy’s mummy’s baby
got in her tummy, right in the middle of the Post OiTice queue?’ (L)

“They ask things like: ‘Why has that old man Bot a big spot on his
face?, or ‘Is that lady a witch? in loud volces. Youw never know
where to fook.” (LY

“When she asks where babies come from I don t know what to say.
My mother never toid me that—I found it out myself intheend—so
I don't know what I should tell her. I don't believe in that -
gooseberry bush stuff soI justsay ‘I'lltell you when you’re older’. I
supl:zos)e I'll have to tell her something soon—she keeps on about
it.” L .
These sentiments were echoed many times by parents in the LSES
areas butrarely by HSES parents who seemedto be less embarrassed
by the questions, and also more at ease when answering in public
situations.

" *They always choose the busiest shops, orthe most crowded buses
to ask the most personal questions or make embarrassing
comments about people. I must admit it bothered me at first but*
now with three of them I've become immune. I just answer as if
nobody else is there and ignore all the stares.” (H)

Possibly this is because HSES parents have more confidence in
their ability to answer questions correctly. Many said they had read
books and articles on such subjects as telling their children where
babies came from and would therefore feel more confident about
teiling the child about these things, knowing that other people shared
the same opinions as they did. HSES parents also seemed more likely
to have discussed this subject with friends and neighbours and on the
whole to have a more relaxed attitude to subjects which were often
*forbidden™ topics of conversation for LSES parents.

Informants were also asked what they would be most likely to do if
they didn’t know the answer to a question the child asked.

26% of LSES parents (and none of the HSES parents) said they
would make up an answer (Table A32). The most likely explanation
of this difference is that LSES parents are less likely to know the

220
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- answer, and the EHVs, by encouraging question-asking, may be )
adding to the parents’ embarrassment on this score. Another,
explanation is that they felt that their authprity would be undermined
if they said that they did not know the answer—and we have seen how
very important it is to many LSES parents to retain respect and

* authority in"the'&éyes of their children: .

However, the benefits of making up answers may be short-lived.
The children may be even mote disrespectful of their parents wh=n
they come to realise that they have simply tried to fool them. 1ne
message that is conveyed may be that it is acceptable to say {or do)
an:thing which will get one out of a tight spot. It may frustrate the
development of an enquiring mind in the youngster—and thereby lead
to an inability to develop high levels of moral reasoning and
internalised ~ontrols of behaviour. It may lead the child torely on, and
respect, his teachers more than his parents—and Fend (personal
communication) has shown that one of the qualmes which insulates
HSES children from adverse comments at school is that they rely on
their parents’ evaluation of them when it conflicts with that of their
teachers, whereas LSES children 1ely on their teachers’ evaluations,
despite the fact that these are more often negative.

.8% of LSES parents and 2% of HSES parents would *“put their
child off”’. 27%. of LSES parents and 57% of HSES parents would
logk up the answer in a book with the child, a-result which could be
interpreted to mean that the LSES parents had not come to use books
as a source of information, but which may also reflect the absence of
books or, as we have already seen, the desire to protect the child from
the works of the devil which books contain.

39% of LSES parents and 40% of HSESparentswould“tell himto .
ask someone else (eg his father).” Although this was sometimes used
by busy mothers to let themselves “off the hook”, often it was for
better reasons. -

“If he asks.anythingabout electricity, orhow things work I usually
~——"""send him to his father. After Il he's the expert.” (H, Engmeer’s
wife). :

“His father’s the one to go to with questions about football. Tknow
nothing and I tell him that.” (L) ) -

From these data it would seem that there may be a case for saying
that it is important for EHVs {o try to help parents to appreciate the
posmble consequences of making up answers to their children’s
questions. If the children are “bamboozled” ii: this way, if their
attempts to think and reason are thwarted, if children recognise their

L
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parents’ disinterest in accurate knowledge and come to recognise the
contempt they have fortheir children’s intelligence whichis implicitin
giving any old auswers, they are unlikely to develop respect for their
parents or respect tor knowledge, let alone gain an appreciation of the
efficacy of cognitive activiy.

Bl
o

Incidental Canversanans

We have already seen that the way in whlch HSES and LSES
parents and their children interact are very different. Table A37 shows
what parents said they talked about to their children whilst engaged in
some joint educational acuwty—such as doing jigsaws with their
children or making things in the kitchen.

The most common type of dlalogue between LSES mothers and

their children takes the form of warnings and mstrucuons from lhe
mother to the child:

“Get lost!” (L)

*Telling him lohurryup—-andwhalwas coming on T.V. next.,” (L)
“What do you think you’re doing? You're giving mum more work.”
(D) S~

“To put legs and eyes on the people he was drawlng To be

careful—to watch things in the kitchen: the stove, the knife. .
Showing him how to do things correctty.” (L)

“Telling them toget out and stop trying to help. Asking them totidy
up their room.” (L}

“Mainly giving her a row for doing things she's not allowed," {L)
“Not 1o get herself soaking. Not 1o break the dishes.” (L)
*“What to do next. What to do and what not to do.” (L)

“To make less noise.” (L)

While HSES mothers also issued warnings and instructions, these
came in fourth place behind other sorts of conversation. By far the
most common for them was discussion of the activities which were
being undertaken.

“Talking about weighing out flour, putting in water, mixing and
stirring. Dusting, cleaning, scrubbing, polishing.”” (H)

The second most common lopic for HSES parents and children
was the discussion of past and future events, followed by the mother
praising and encouraging the child.

Both groups of mothers were equally likely to question the child
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about what he was doing but no HSES parent mentioned that the child
questioned her, while 9% of LSE S parents didso. This could possibly
indicate that HSES mothers volunteer more information without
_ having to be asked. :
The mother teaching or explaming things tothe child was not very
commor,
LSES mothers were more likely than HSES mathers to say they
did not talk at all because mother was too busy or working elsewhere
B in the house:

“Nothing. It’s the only time [ get any peace. l lethimdoit hlmself "
(L) (Child drawing)

The HSES wete much more open and responsive, and demanded
more mdependence initiative and responsibility from the child:

“1 asked her how she was goingto begin; she told me, and then she
got on and did it.” (H)

Bernstein (1971), Tough (1973), Hess and Shipman (1965), and
others have also drawn attention t6 such differences in the quality of
the language in the homes of pupils who come from different
backgrounds.

At the very least, these two patterns of interaction would bé
expected to [ead the children to develop d@m&xpectatlonsoﬁ and—
attitudes.towards,-the-use-of lafigiage. The LSES pattern of inter-
‘action seems likely to lead the child to expect that, if someone speaks
to him in the context of such activities, it will be to issue specific
directions, commands and warnings—and he may well come to
depend on such close supervision ifhe is toundertake suchtasks, That
the child should be dependent on his mother in this way is, of course,
just what the mother intended. An alternative explanation of the
difference is, however, that the LSES parents’ behaviouris dependent
on the fact that the™ children are, in general, less likely to be able to
carry out such tasks satisfactorii, without constant supervision and
direction.

Before we obtained the data from the Home Visited Sample. we
noted that encouraging parents to talk to their children might result
only in an increase in such specific, directive behaviour—and this is
indesd Just what we observed. There is therefore a clear case for
encouragmg the EHVs to considermore carefully the type of language
interaction they encourage.

The case for doing this becomes stronger the more one reflects on
the implications of the differences between the two groups. The
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biggest differences arein connection with the amount of d:scussuon of
activity with the childand conversations about what is happening, has
kappened, or will happen._ g

Conversations about what is happening, in addmon to conveying
knowledge, may give the child a great deal of insi ight into cognitive
processes in action. The parent may share ‘with the child her
understanding of what is going on, her tendency to try to understand
cause and effect, her tendency to think about what is likely to happen,
her plans and her initiatives designed to take” corrective action to
achieve her goals, her tendency to monitor what Lappens and
intervene appropriately if necessary, her rejection, or modification of,
certain strategies if it becomes clear that they are going to encounter
obstacles, and her feelings about the activity itseif and the goals she
hopes to achieve. In“short, she may model for the child the
components of competence and the springs of motivation in agtion.
She imagines, she dredges in her mind for relevant past experiences
and she anticipates the future.” Her feelings, the past andthe future, her
plans and her knowledge are finely balanced det‘ermmants of present
activity, and not separated from it. The whole process is most unlike
the formal separaﬂon of ‘academic activity from action which is so
clearly apparent in schools and in the thinking of many LSES parents.
And all thisis done in the context of encouraging the child tojoin in in
his own way. How best should the ERVs model for parents this entire,
integrated and finely balanced pattern of activity?

One should, however, be wary of generalising too far on the basis of
our Jdata. Our questions asked LSE S parents what they talked about in
the course of activities which they did not, in all honesty, believe tobe
of the greatest importance (although, they are the activities which the
EHVs try toencourage them to undertake with their children). As we
have seen, they were more likely to think it was important for them to
ensure that their children were dependent on themandto learnto stick
up for themselves. As we have commented, their behaviour seems
ideally suited to the achievement of the first of these yoals. And we
have also seen that at least some LSES parents do go to some
considerable lengths to skow theif children how to fight—and it may
well be that, had we asked what they talked about whilst they were
doing that, we would have found that they discussed cause and effect,
the past and the future, the goals oflife and the sortof person who was
worthy of admiration. Likewise, had we asked them what they talked
about whilst engaged in sough and tumble we might well have found
that they talked about the pleasures of social contact, the importance
of closeness and depende nce, theimportance of affiliation and how it

-
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could be promoted. We might have found them recalling past
experiences and anticipating the ;uture. In other words, as the author
has argued more fully elsewhere (Raven 1977) it may be absurd to
assess atutudes and behaviour except in relation to valued goals.

How muciz time did parenr and child spend on se!ecred activities on
the previous day?

In order to assess the 1mpact of the EHV progl‘amme on other
aspects of parents’ behaviour as well as on their thoughts and feelings,
they were asked how much time they, or their children; spent on
selected activities on the day prior to the interview. People do not
always dowhat they think it is importantto do, or what they would like
to do. Parents may attach importance to activities which they rarely
have the time, money or opportunity o carry out. Anc’, fora variety of |
reasons, they may also do things which they do notcons:derto bevery
Important. These reasons may include pressure from their children or
from othier people, ~

In accordance-mm normal survey practice; parents were asked
about the previous day in order to minimise memory and omereffeqts

The results are presented in Tables 4 and A39,

Table4 showsthe ten activities for each group, which were engaged
in by most parents and/or children.

Most activities—playing with small toys, answering the child’s
questions, watching television, playing on his own, teaching names of
colours, objects etc, looking at books, helping mother with house-
work and teaching child to read or count (most parents said that it was
counting, not reading, which they actually taught)—appear in llthree
lists, indicating that there are no great differences in the frequency of
these’ activities between groups. Smaller differences do occur, how-
ever. More HSES parents answered their child’s questions, looked at

* books with him, taught the names of colours, objects etc and taught

him to count. (We can exclude reading for the present as the majority
of parents said they did not teach this on the previous day). More
HSES children ptayed with small toys, played on their own, and
helped mother with her work.

.Almost ali HSES parents spent time talking to their children about
what they had done in the past and would do in the future (97%,

%

. compared to only 54% of LSES parents). 82% ~f HSES children
" spent time drawing’and painting—in fact they spent as much time

doing this as watching television and “helping” mother with the
housewdrk—whereas 62% of LSES cﬁlldren drew or painted on that
particular day

[
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TABLE 4

.

ITEMS MOST OFTEN ENGAGED IN ON THE DAY PRIOR
TO THE INTERVIEW

» 3 L

Table shows % who spent some time at this activity

E.H.V. Group

%

LS.E.S. Growp

%

"H.SE.S. Group

Answering his
questions |
Child playing
on his own
Child playing
with small toys
Child playing
outside with
his friends

Going 1o nussery
or playgroup

Parcnt/child
engaging in
rough-and-
umble

Looking a1 books
with him

Child helping
with howsework

Child watching
television
Talking with
child about
things don¢ in
past, will do

n foture

100
95
%0
6

Child playing .
with small toys
Answering his
questions

Child watching
television

Child playing

on his own

Parent/child
engaging in
rough-and-
wmble _
Teaching:-him -
‘names of
coloursfobjects

Looking at books
with him
Talking abowt
what he has seen
“ontelevision -
Chitd helping
with housework
Teaching him to
read or count

94
92
88

83

Answering his
- questions
Child playing
with small toys
Looking a1
books with him
Talking with
child about

‘| things done in

past, will do
in foiure
Child playing
on his own

- Teaching him
names of.
colours/objects

Child waghing
television
Child drawing
or painting-

Child helping
with housgwork
Teaching him 10
read ¢ count

-

. -
w e W
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D:scusswn

“Talking about things that have been done in the past or will be done
in the future is engaged in more often by HSES parents than LSES
parents, and HSES children are likely (o spend more time drawing
and painting, and do it m>-e often than LSES children in the home.
Other differences, though not so large, oceur between groups initems
ofthe type said by educationalists to promote cognitive development
in children. HSES children are more likely to spend time playing with
bricks and Lego with a parent, being encouraged to notice how things
work, being tavght e meanings of werds, such as “on’”, “under”,
“over”, and “behind”, playing with jigsaws, sand and water, and
culting out picturas and shapes. They are also more likely to look at
books with their parents, and for longer, than [SES children.

This consistent and cumulative press toward intellectual activity
and on-parent and child working together in the HSES group is
ctriking—and very much in line with the “importance” ratings we
looked at earlier. Also noticeable is the infrequency with which our
HSES parents engaged in a number of activities which some
educationalists believe to be of central importance from the point of
view of fostering cognitive development, and this, too, is in l:ne with
our observation that they tend to adopt a relatively indirect means of
promoting development. However, the fact that they did not take
place pesterday does not mean either that they never took place, or
even that they ook place too infrequently to stimm late the desired
growth. What it does mean is that adult educators should beware of
going overboard in their desire to increase the frequency of such
activities. The data also suggest that it is important for more people to

discuss the role which such activities may play in promoting the
" growth and development of children.

LSES children are more likely than HSES children to engage in
rough-and-tumble with their parents, and watch television. They are
also more likely to play outside with their friends, be taken shopping
(although less time is actually spent on this, possibly due to proximity
of shopsin,§ES areas), and be taken to visit friends orrelatives. This
supports our conclusion that family and friends tend to be very
important to the LSES parents as does the development of the ability
to stick up for oneself, which, as we have seen, LSES parents see as a
counsequence of playing ontside and a benefit of rough-and-tumble
play.

The main conclusion to be drawn from these data i is, therefore, that
apart from the EHV group, there are no seijous discrepancies
between parents’ behaviour tendencies and their values and
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perceptions. This suggests that our reflections on the possible
consequences of differences in emphasis in child rearingdeservetobe
taken seriously. And, inthe contextof these data, it would seemmore
urgent to ask why there is a discrepancy between professed ideals and
behaviour in the case of the EHV group, whatthe implications of that
explanation may be for Home Visiting, and what can be done either to
reduce the discrepancy or to handle the problems to which it may give
rise.
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PARENTS" ATTITUDES TOWARD
FORMAL EDUCATION

The objective of the Lothian Educational Home Visiting Scheme
was to “‘encourage parents to play a more active role in promoting the
educational development of their children”. One interpretation of that
phrase, frequently repeated by the project’s co-ordinator (Leslie
Thomson)} was. that parents should be more involved in their
children’s schooling. This was explicitly interpreted to mean thet the
EHVs should encourage parents to bring pressure to bear on schools

" to gain more control over what went on. How doparents perceive their
role vis-a-vis the school system? How important do they think it js for
their children to do well at school? What do they think the conse-
quences would be if they did not do well at school? How do those
parentswho think it is important for their children to dowell at school
expect to help them to do so? —
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Ich of Child doing well at School

Figure 3, Item B10, showed that only about one ¢sarter of parents
thought it was very important for their childrento do well atschool— *

. compared with much higher proportions who thought other things

were very important. In this context, the fact that aboutthree-quarters
of the parents do not think it is very important for their children to do
well at school is significant. It suggests that some children may notgst
a great deal of encouragement at home, and it may indicate that those
who control our school system should consider how bestto cater fora
sizeable minority of pupils who cannot be expected to Share the
dominant ethos. Such pupils may not only find themselves in conflict
with the schools’ values, they may force teachers to establish
classroom procedures which distupt the growth of other children.

Table Ad4 shows that, although only about a third of parents think
it is very important for their child to do “well” at school {perhaps
because of the competitive overtones in the word “well””), 70% of
HSES mothers and just over 53% of LSES mothers think it is very
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important for primary school children to learn the things they are
tauight, even if they don’t pass the examinations. The content of
primary education is, thsrefore, generally thought to be more
important than the content of secondary education (Raven ¢f af,
1975a,1975b), but even then, halfthe LSES parents do not think it is
very important.

We may turn now tothe reasons which people give for thinking it is
important for their child to do we!/ at school. This question was finally
approached by askingparents what they thought would happen iftheir
chllsd did nor do well at school. The results are presented in Table
Ad

The most frequently anticipated consequence of failure to do wellat
school is failure to getagoodjob. About athird of the parents think that
failure at school will lead to problem behavicur. That there is a
connection between school {ailure and problen‘i behaviour is, of
course, well supportedin the literature, althoughitis not clear whichis
cause and which is effoct. It wonld seem-to-foltow from our data that
many--but still aminority—of parents are motivated to do what they .
can to ensure that their child does well at school in order to avoid this—— —
fate, Although a number of parents in both groups anticipate that “his
-intelligenCe would fail to develop fully”, and that “he’d get bored”, a
slight majority of HSES parénts expect these things to happen. They
are aiso more likely to expect the child to feel rejected. Less thana
quarter of the parents feel that the child will not learn to fend for
himself or that his language will fail to develop {cf Bullock, 1975).

1t would seem from thesc data as a whole that, for both groups of
parents, success at school is thought to be a pre-requisite to getting a
good job. Ithgs less to do with the growth of competence: fora small
majority of the HSES group, and a minority ofthe LSES group, ithas
somcthing to do with premoting the development of intelligence, but
neither group usually sees it as promoting the development of
language or the ability to fend for oneself. As far as these data go—
which is not very far—schooling is about getting jobs. and only very
secondarily about growth. The data support the view- -though they
obviously do not prove it—that what many people are buying when
they vote for schooling is a ticket to a job, not a programme of personal
development. If true, the implications are serious for, at the every
least, they indicate that many parents can be expected to place little
value on schooling if it becomes clear to them l_l'gul:z:' ¢hildren are
not going to be gble to use the school system in order to getjobs. The
same applies to the pupils themselve s. Similarly, if schoolingis about
getting jobs, many pupils and their 2arents can be expected to resist
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growth activities il these either detract from their chances ol‘gettiﬁg
the certificates needed to get jol:gs or seem to o&‘er some children a

and, at worst, a positive handicap in the race.

As Bemstein {1975) has pointed out, the interaction between
attitudes to the instrumental functions of schooling and beliefs about
the growth-enhancing functions of educational institutions produce a
number of very different pattems of attitudes, percepllons and
expectations, These are of great significance from the point of view of,
understanding the operation of the Lothian Region Educational
Home Visiting Scheme.

Parentr {(or pupils) may accept or reject the instrumental-(or-~ -
occupational placement) goals of education and, independently, the
goals of education which lic in the area of fostering motivational
dispositions, attitudes, perceptions and expectations. The
authorreferstothe lattMmmpe:eﬂclesﬂemswlnmmem as

— expTESsIve goals of schools”—a term which, like the label “*affective
goals”, both belittles them and detaches them from the development
ol‘cogmtwe capacities and the growth of competence (which involves
both cognitive and affective activities).

Be that as it may, paren{s may accept or reject either or both the
instrumental and competence-promoting goals of schools. And
schools and teachers vary from one to another in the emphasis they
place on achieving these two sets of goals.

But not only js there variation between parents, pupils and teachers
in their emphasis on these goals, there is also variation in their
understanding of the means to be'used to achieve them (although, as
we have seen, this variation in understanding appears to be less than
might have been suspected).

Then there is a third set of variables—the parents’, pupils’ and
teachers’ acceptance of the particular means which a specitic school
or practitionef proposes to use to reach the goats. Thus, one may think
it is important for children o develop initiative, understand that it is
proposed to foster it by Outward Bound programmes, but still not
believe that this is the best way to foster it.

Bemstein uses this framework to distinguish five types of pupll
involvement—or uninvolvement—in school activities. Qurconcemis
with parents.

Those parents who do not think that the mstrumental functions of
schooling are particularly important, but who value the growth of
competencies—like intelligence, initiative and self-confidence-—cell

23y
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B in the accompanylng diagram, (which represents a sub-set of
Bernstein’s categories)—would be expected to respond very positively
to Home Visiting programmes, and school curricula, which stress the
growth of general competence rather than the abilities required to gain
instrumental benefits of schooling (examination certificates) with the
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minimum effort. Those parents who value schooling primarily
because of the role it plays in developing the qualities required togeta
good job, but who also valuethe growth of competence(a sub-group of
parents falling into cell A, and which we may label cell A1), can be
expected to be highly ambivalent and even to appear two-faced. They
would be expected to welcome the Home Visiting Programmes but to
oscillate in their focus. Those parents who value the instrumental
benefits of schooling, believe that educational institution: do indeed
promote the growth of competence, and value the growth of
competence (a second sub-group of parents falling into cell A, which
we may this time label cell A2), would be expected to be most
receptive to those Home Visitors who adopt a *“facilitative” rather
than a “teacherish” style. And those parents who neither value the

-
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instrumental benefits of schooling nor the growth of competence (cell
D) would be least llkely to respond to any type of Home Visiting
Brogramme The majority of parents involved in the present IH{ome
isiting Scheme would appear to fall into cells Al and D.
The mmorx‘y of parents for whom schooling is both about growth .
“and-about getting jobs (Table A45) (cell A2) are likely to press for
rather different forms of curriculom to those found in most schools, —
They (and their children) are likely-tobe-outraged by those who seek
“to**beat the system” for their own advantage by satisfying assessment
criteria without developing the competencies to which those assess-
ments are deemed to testify. In pressing schools to broaden their
cumcula to perform educational, as distinct from—social-and———

N Mmmmumkely to find themselves at
odds with many other parents. This dlsagreement may be so great that
if they are to be encouraged to experiment with new educational
practices, they may need to be provided with opportunities to do so -
unimpeded by those who have a more narrowly uulltanan or 3
instrumental view of the educational system. . .

Parent.s‘ Evaluation of their own-Education

" Whether parents encourage their children to work hard at school is
obvnously liable to be influenced by their feelings about thelr own
education.

Whereas 58% of HSE S parents say that theirown education was of
value to them in helping them to get a good job, only 18% of LSES

~ parents do 50, and a similarly small number say that it helpedthem to
do that job well. Very few parents from either group feel that their
education was of value to them in living their day to day lives more
effectively—whether that meant running a home, enjoying their
le{‘s;lre, personal development, or contributing to society (Table
AdT, -
In the eyes of most of our respondents, therefore, education is
. mainly about getting a good job. For the LSES group, their own
edication is thought neither to have been very good at getting them
good jobs nor beneficial from the point of view of helpmg thent todo -
their jobs well. Small wonder that such parents don’t always seemto
. encourage their children to slave over their school work, - .-

If the %ducaﬂonal Home Visitors are to find ways of encou ragmg
parents to continue to encourage their children in circumstances in
which it seems that more education is not going tolead to a good job, it
would seem that their first task may well be to entist the support of
parents to ensure that the educational programmes offered by schools
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do in fact help children to develop the general competencies which
most parents think it is so important for their children to develop—and
which would be of value to themin the home, in their leisure activities,
and in the wider community.

<

—— =" 7 " The"Parents’ Role in Formal Education

Parents were asked what part they thought a parent should play ina
primary school child’s education. Since, when answering this
question, pa[eﬁk_{d}egjmt!,making contact with-the school;

-  —they were also asked whether they thought the teachers they would
deal with would be responsive and welcoming. In addition they were
asked an open and a closed question about how they would help their
children to do better at school. ) ) )

Qur data show that almost all parents think that a parent of a
primary school child ought to see that he does his homework (Table
Ad4T). 95% of HSES parents, and 71% of LSE S parents say that a
parent should compldin about anything with which they are not

_ satisfied. Similar proportions say that a parent should find out
exactly what happens in the school and insist that the child does his
best, A majority of both groups (about three-quarters of the HSES
and just over half of the LSES}also think it is important to talk about
school as much as possible and to make sure that the teacherstretches
the child to the full. Rather fewer think that a parent should visit the
school regularly. Just under halfof the LSES group say itis important
toleave education to the school ¢nd that a parent shouldteacha child
things before he leans them at school. It is not clear how these two
statements are to be reconciled, but it may be that what they are
saying is that parents should give children a head-start in the early
stages by teaching children things before they learn thern at school
but, once the child is at school, leave education to the school. This
ambiguity may be important to the EHVs for the notion that LSES
parents think—as Morton-Williams (1966) also found—that*
education should be left to the school, may strike them as dysfunc- *
tional while their own activities are sometimes capable of being
construed by parents as supporting the view that the way to heip
children is *to give them a head-start by teaching them things before
they learn them at school”, and then all will be well without much
further attention from them.

As will be clear, many of the activities which parents think that a
parent of a primary school child should do invoive making contact
with the school. How effective and welcome do they think that such
actions would be? .
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We have aquady seen (Table 2, p 150} that only 8% of LSES

parents and 13% of HSES parents are very satisfied with the extent to

.which teachers take their views seriously. Tablc A48 shows that
* about a third of the parents are confident that iff when their child
started school, they went to see his teacher about s'omething with
which they were not satisfied, she would respond. Since it is well
established that LSES parents are lesslikelyto gotosee theirteachiers «
(Mortor-Williams, 1966) it is clear that the anticipated response is
not what deters parents from going te see teachers, but rather their
feeling of inadequacy and the contempt in which they believe therr .
views are held.

Again, about half the parents feel they would be made welcome if
they asked to spend time in the school {Table A49). However, only
between 5% and 10% of parents are very confident that, if they tried
topersvade-their child's teacher to change her general approach, she
would respond (Table A48). A further third are “faitly confident”.

. The LSES parents are actually more confident than the HSES, and
the EHYV group are the most confident of all. Most parents feel that it

“not their place™ to interfere with the teacher in this way and say
they would only do so if they thought it was really necessary. The
results of this question are based on hypothetical sitvations; the
_ majority of mothers said they had never even considered doing such a
* thing: “Shé’d think I'd a right cheek if I just walked in and told her how
to run her class.” (L)

When they were asked an open-ended question about how, if at all

- they expected tohelptheir own child to do well at school when he was
older, only 8% of our parents said that they did not expect to help in
any way (Table A50). 60% of those in HSES areas, and 51% in
~LSES areas, said that they intended to help with homework and any
other school-work in which the child was involved within the home.
Next in popularity with both groups was showing iaterest and
‘providing general encouragement. Parents said they would listen to
“the child, answer his questions, talk about school and try to become
involved in what he w5 doing.

A small number in t ,th groups said they would keep in touch with .
the school and the child’s teacher, althvugh the nomber was higher in
the HSES group. The latter were more inclined to mean that they ha 5/
established or intended to establish a relationship with their child's
' _teacher which involved regular informal meetings and discussion of

: the child’s progress, whereas the LSES parents attended, orexpected
to attend, the annval parents’ meetings faithfully. Few of the LSES
parents with older children had successfully established a comfor-
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table relationship with their children's teachers. Many said that they
came away.disappointed from meetings as they had not really found
out what they wanted to k~ow and had difficulty communicating with
the teacher. Although this was by no means always the case, this was
mentioned sufficiently often to merit attention. Clearl _tllm__s_r.qom
: H\fs-to-explore-ways—of"i volving parents in education,
pa:hcularly ir. I.SES areas (although the problem was by no means
confined to thern). One other comment may also be made. It is clear
from the interviews that few parents want to “take over and run the
place™ in the way that many teachers anticipate { Ravenet g/, 1975).

Helping with Homework

We have seen that the most commonly suggested way of helpmg the
child to do better at school was to help him with his homework. Table
AS52 shows that the HSES group were more likely than the LSES
group to feel that they were well equipped to help their children with
their homework. Previous research (Raven, 1975) shows that LSES
children were much more likely than HSES children to say that they
would like Facilities for, and help with, their homework at school.

. Perhaps the EHVs mlght consider trying to bring such support into
being, > .

Discussion

While there are again indications that the HSES group is more
facilitative of development and less pressurising (they are more likely
to speak about providing reference books for their children and a quiet
place in which to study and less likely to support crude pressurising
techniques like telling their children that others will leave them
behind), it is clear that the main method which was more likely to be
used by the HSES group is that of making contact with the school and
teachers. ifthe EHVs are able to lead the parents they visitto feel less
guilty about, and more comfortable with, this type of contactthey may
well have a significant impact on the subsequent development of the
parents’ children. And, as Table:A47 shows, that is exactly the effect
they do have {although, as anticipated, they also lead the parents to be
still more likely to endorse the “Headstart” philosoply). b

But one wonders if they might not also adopt othei strategies.
Although they do not mention it, it is probable that the HSE S parents
make yse of the fee- paying school system to move their children into
classrooms in which high standards of aca’emic performance are the
rule. As Coleman (1961) has shown*, such climates markedly

* Sce also Rutier (1979)

4'1)
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influence the way in which able children will exert themselves, and
Nash (1973) has demonstrated a frame of reference effect by which
shildren move themselves upor-down to put themselves back where
they belong relative to other pupils. The interesting thing is that they
put themselves in the same posftion in**able” and* less able” classes.

Other possible means of influencing academic achievement
niotivation have been outlined in Raven (1977). They include the
possibility of exposing children to real or imaginary role models who
value academic achievement and in which such activity brings
rewards the children desire. They also include the posstbility of
encouraging children to enjoy the delights which canrcome from such
ectivity, Once more the EHVs may care to review such possibilities
more systematically and consider whether to share such instghts with
parents.

PARENTS' FELT NEED TO UNDERSTAND EDUCATIONAL METHODS
AND HOW TO PROMOTE THE EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF
THEIR CHILDREN

1f parents are to help their children as they would like it is clear that
they need to understand the methods which are used by teachers.

Tables A53 and A54 show that theie ts a widespread feeling among

parents that they do nos understand them and would like to know
more. The EHVs have clearly a major role in this area.

Parents’ Felt Need for Advice

Table A55 indicates the felt need for advice on various aspects of
child rearing and day to day living. It is striking that nearly everyone
wangs advice on how to find out more about schools and how to help
thetr'children, and that more than halfthe LSE S parents want advice
on all{opics. It is also striking that so many parents, particularly
HSES parents, want advice on how to influence schools.

L. How to¥ind out more gbout what schools are doing

839%of | SES parents and 75% of HSES parents saythey would
welcome advice on this. Competence-focussed activities designed
tohelp parerﬁs develop the abilities required to find our about what
schools are dotag might be more useful than those which actually
told them what they were doing, as this would lead them onto find
out about other things that they wanted to know. Although the
EHVs have had a marked impact on this, the fact that more than
half stil] feel in need of advice on this point means that still more
néeds to be done. -




238 PARENTS, TEACHERS AND CHILDREN

RBIN

e

ZTHoW"?oTT__omo we!! at school -

As Table AS5 shows, there is a strong felt need for this sort of
advice. This is also supported by pilot data, and also by answers to
the question: In what ways, if at all, do you expect to help your
child to do well at school when he’s older? Many parents,
especially in LSES areas, were only aware of a limited number of
ways of helping their children, while others were under the
iimpression that: “There's nothing much I can do. I don’t under-
stand the ways of teaching nowadays” (L). While the EHVs have

. again had a dramatic effect in leading parents to feel more
confident about this, there is still no room for complacency.

. How 10 help your ¢hild to grow up to be the sort of person you'd
fike him to'be

The need for this sort of advice is felt far more strongly by LSES
parents than by HSES parents who, as we have seen, have more
corfidence in their ability to influence their own destinies and those

- of their children.

. How to develop the abiliities you need to. handle j*c;}:r pn;;‘:!e}ns
more ¢ffectively.
The fact that 52% of LSES parents and only 33% of HSES

parents felt’a need for advice ou this once more suggests that LSES
parents have more problems and difficulties, or lack the ability to
tackle them, or both. It is obvious from both this item and the last
that LSES parents have less confidence in theirability tocope with -
their difficulties and gain control of their lives and their destinies. it
is very interesting to note that, whereas the data we presented
earlier suggested that the major problems which the LSES group
have to confront have to do with their relatlonshlps with
authorities, thesé data demonstrate that they have major problems
with their own families. While it has already been suggested that
these problems may be attributable to the environment in which
they live, it may also be that they are a product of personal
incompetence. Given that their problems are clearly both personal
and environmental one possible avenue which the EHVs might
pursue would be to help the_parents they visit to gfow in general
corfidence and competence (not ateas of knowledge) and that this
might be done either through pre-school work or through'
community work. Whatever was done in one area would be
expected to have implications for the other.
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S Howto Inﬂuencwha:-schools do———

“This is the only area in which HSE S parents feel more need of
- advice than LSES parents. The result is supported by similar
¢ findings in the pilot smdy, .
-+ From talking to LSES parents in all stages of the study it is
obvious that many of them think it inconceivablethat they should .
have any influence’in their child's school. This is not so true of
HSES parents, many of whom did have some influence and wanted
more, and many of whom had little influence but wanted some.
Some typical comments from LSES parents were:

“Pdjust make a fool of myself standmg up in these meetings.” .
(L)

“If them that are tramecl forit can t doit properly, what chance
have we got?” (L) °

The EFIVs could provide opportunities for parents to develop
public-speaking skills, and the skills required to get authorities to
do what one wants. They could try to increase the self-confidence
of the parents involved and bring them to feel thatggey. had

d
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something useful to.say and a right to be listened to. They could
help them to see that a three-year teacher training coursd does not
really set teachers apart from ordinary mortals.

. How to amuse your child and Keep him oiit of mischief

Although thie least urgent of the six items, 40% of LSES parents
and 45% of HSES parents say they would welcome advice on how
to do this. All mothers know that ideas soon become stale and that
children becom® bored easily. As we have seen, the EHV
programme has been welcomed by many mothers for no other
reason than because it introduced them to new ways in which to,
amnuse their children and Keep them out of mischief,

THE PARENTS' ROLE IN EDUCATIONAL.DECISION MAKING "
Table A56 shows that, on the whole, LSES parents are more -

satisfied that the right people decide what goes.on in schools than are

HSES parcnts. It will be recalled that HSES pirents were morelikely

to want to learn how to influence schools. This supports our tenfative

conclusion that schools’ actions are more closely in line with LSES

. than HSES values, '




Who Should Have More Say? -
5 The majority of the parents we interviewed in HSES areas would
*like parents to have more say in education (Table A57). However,
there are those who disagree with parents haying any say, possibly
fearing that those more artlculate and outspoien than themselves will
“wke over:

“Parents would make it worse. The}fd be fighting between
« themselves. One would say one thing and the next would, say
something quite different.” (L)

* “Parents aren’t qualified.” (L)

A nuniber of parents thinkthat class leachers shauld have more say
. in déciding what goes on in schools. Y -

Giving parents more power in education would therefore mean
displeasing a minotity of parents a.oeit a very small one. However, as
we_have seen, while- the majority of parenis approve of this in
pnnc1p| e, the data we presenteq earlier on the variance in parents’
pricrities make one suspectmatthose parents who felt that it would be
impossible to get corSensus may well be right,
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These data in g€peral support the other evidence which suggests that
parents, p cularlym HSE Sareas, went moresay in their children’s
education than they fiave at present. The EHVs may care to consider
whether they agree with the parents’ views and, if so, how,they. mlght
. help them to t:anslate their feelings into practice. When coﬁmdennﬁ
* _this question it may be particularly important for them to reflect on
“how the fears of those"who said that giving parents more say would
give an advantage to the more articulate and the more powerful are to
be handled. Indeed, it would seem that their primary task is tofind a
way of reconciling this felt need for more influence over what is going
on in gchools with the fact, documented in Chapter |6, that different
parents want their children to develop very different, indeed
incompatible, qualities and the widely shared belief that teachers
should not treat different childrzn indifferent ways {Chapter 22}. One
of their central-tasks may, theiefore, be to influsnce parents’ civic
attitudes and expectations, parents’ knowledge of the variance in the
qualities other pareuts want their children to develop, parents’ respect
for the legitimacy of such alternative viewpoints, parents’ under-
standing of ihe varlpues of competence possessed by children and
needed by society, parents’ understanding of the ways in which these
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competencies are to be fostered, and parents’ understanding of
educational practices and proce dures which would make it possibleto
foster different qualities in different children in accord with the variety
of parents’ wishes and thie sbilities, aspirations and interests of their

children. :
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CHAPTER 30

A TAILPIECE TO PART IV

Inthis chapler we will briefly discus3 one further toplc on which the
- data reported in Part IV has led us to reflect.

1
Inventtiveness,  imquisitiveness, Adventumu&nes& and Need

Achievement

While, as we have seen, the HSES rnothers were much more likely
than LSES mothers to teach even such things ac respect and
responsibility by example and by providing children with an
opportunity to evolve and practice the desired behaviour, we were
struck by the apparent {ailure of even the HSES group to seek toteack
what may e some of the most important qualities for the future of our
civilisation—inventiveness, inquisitiveress, and adventurousness—in
these ways.

T
(1) Inventiveness &

No parent—even from the HSES group—said that children couid
be encouraged by example to be inventive—whether that example
took the shape of a parent, a friend, or a character in a story. This is

* surprising since McClalland (1961) and MacKinnon (1962) have
shown that one of die most important factors in the backgrounds of |
inventive and Creative people is exposure 1o just such role models.
Nor did any parent mention the possibility that ehildren might be
exposed to people—or read stories—in which inventive, creative,
activity paid off and brought satisfaction, enabled people to reac’
their objectives or to contribute to society, or gain extrinsic rewards
such as the esteem of others orflnancial benefits. The fact that none of
even the HSES parents mentioned such possibilities—although they
did mention them in reation to other qualities—~may well be in part
responsible for the plight in which Britain currently finds itself,

"Nor did any parent mention the possibility of fostering the
componenis of inventiveness—-imagination, persmlence, sensuwlty,
preparation and inCubation—or the need to link inventiveness to
follow-through activity to ensure that its benefits were reaped.”

Y
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Also possibly significant is the infrequency with whicheven HSES
parents mentioned supporting children’s normal play. In play, many
children are extremely inventive at finding ways of doing things and
using; things for new purposes. C reating opportunities for such play—
and, in particular, creating situations in which children can practise
being inventive in the course of reachmg goals which they particularly
care about—may be anather way in which inventiveness could be
elicited and reinforced. Play may be the ideal situation in which
children can be opti hlly motivated to engage in such activities in
relation to goals the;]:are about, As a large number of researchers
(summarised in Rogets, 1962) have shown, a high level of extrinsic
prassure stifles inventiveness. Many teachers at secondary school
level would give the world to be able to create such an optimally
motivated, individualised, competency-oriented educational
programme to foster this very quahty It would be a plty if parents
were not encouraged to capitalise upo it,

(2) Inquisitiveness

Inquisitiveness seems to be thought of as purely questioning and
getting into things; it does not Seem to be thought of as a basis on which
to build the development of a scientific understandmg. Itisnotseenas
a basis on which to build a systematic enquiring mind. Nor is it linked

" to the growth of intelligence.

Itisclearthatthe LSES parents will be fairly recéptive to the idea of
fostering verbal inquisitiveness, but the message that inguisitiveness
involves more than verbal acuvlty and that it is to be fostered by
structuring an environment which is conducive to, or at least non-
stunting of, growth would seem to be less welcome. Most parents do
not seem to be sufficiently concemed about the development of this
aspect of their children’s competence to re-arrange their houses and
life-style in such a way as to allow children to exercise this type of
ability. If we are satisfied that non-book oriented inquisitiveness is
indeed an important quality for children to develop, and if we are
satisfied thatit isto be promoted, as White (1973, i%76) and some of
the parents we have interviewed would suggest, by creating an
environment in which it can be practiced, the data suggest that there is
an important information gap. . .

(3) Adventurousness

Adventurousness, it seems, is yet another quality which is not
highly prized in ur soceity (only 15% of HSES parents and 7% of
LSES parents thought that this was very important). Even if it is
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valued, it {5 to be fostered by the not-very-sophisticated procedure of
throwing the child in at the deep end and allowing the child to
adventure {79% of HSES parents who thought this quality was
important and 25% of the LSES parents who thought this gave this
answer). Its developinent is to be facilitated rather than stimulated.
There is little evidence of parents possessinga cognitively complex
understanding of the qualities which are required to adventure
successfully. These might include the recognition that “planning” as
conventionally cunceived is altogether 100 constricted a concept. By .
definition an advznture involves not knowing where one is going or
how one is going to get there The successful adventurer relies on his
ability to sense what is going to.lead somewhere, his ability to
continuously adapt his behaviour depending on whether his route
seems o be moving him forward in a productive manner, and his
ability to retréat and try another route atan appropriate time. He has
to be able to recognise, and re-define “success” asappropriate and to
take steps to ensure that his actions are successful in one respect or
another. He has to acquire the ability to be an astute student of his
environment and confidence in what his feelings tell him,

~One of the problems which our society faces may be that altogether
too few people have an adequate intuitive grasp of what is involved in
adventuring, with the result that we surround the potential scientific or
business adventurer with a set of constraints which are altogether too
restricting. As a society, we may be behaving like LSES mothers.
Because we have not created opportunities for our fellow citizens to
show how competent they are, we may not trust theih. Because we
have failed to give them an opportunity to develop internalised
controls over their behaviour, they may not be very good at knowing
when things are going wrong and knowing when to set corrective
action in motion. As a result we, like LSES mothers, may keep
checking up on them and telling them that we know better than they
do what they should be doing, and what is gomg to yield significant
benefits—so that they never develop the sensitivity needed to dec:de
for themselves what they should be doing.

The Other Conponents of Conmpetence . ’

The ability to adventure into the unknown 15, of course, only part of
awider set of components of com J)etence Ifitistrue, asthe authorhas
argued elsewhere (Raven, 77), that these components of
competence— like the sensitivity to minor cues which form the basis
of new insights and the ability to adventure—can only be fostered in
relation to the goals people care about, then it becomes important for
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' educators—whet]wr parents or teachers—to be able to recognise and
encourage the.special interests of children.

If children are not encouraged to pursue their special interests it is

.~ unlikely that they will be able to practise doing such things as

concents .ting, persisting, inventing, finding or inveating the specific

information they need, gaining the co-operation of others to achieye

theirgoals, observmg and thinking for themselves, studying cause and

- effect, examining relatioaships and educing correlates, or learning

“Without instruction. If they do not practise these competencies in

relation to goals they care about they are unlikely to develop them.

' Yet only 5% of HSES mothers and 1% of LSES motheis said-it was

very important for their children to develop interests and tastes which

. were different from those of other people, and only 15% and 3%

respectively said that it was very important to them to have a school

system which could meet their own personal wishes if these differed

from those of other peopls. It may be that another question on the

fmportance of discovering and finding children’s particular interests

would have produced more enthusiasm, but the data we do have do

not lead us to suspect that the support for doing so would be very

strong, .

If, then, the EHVs areto be effective they may need to help parents
to accept that it might be desirable to help children to develop special
interests and o study, think about, and reinforce their children’s

" interests, and to help them to think about, and reinforce, these
competencies inrelation to those interésts. In doing this they would, of
course, be encouraging parents tothink of educahonal programimes as
competency-oriented and individualised, and, in this respect, be
seeklng to induct parents into a way of thinking w.uch as we have
seen, is actually opposed by many of them and is not, in fact,
undeistood by many of their children's teachers.

General Conclusion on Competence

If what we have sald is correct, the EHVs may have a most
1mportant role to play in leading parents to adopt child rearing
practiccs which would foster qualmes conducive to economic and
social development—and not just in LSES children!
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CHAPTER.31

SOME REMAINING QUESTIONS:
FURTHER ACTION AND RESEARCH

T

Theré is {ittle need for a general summary of our findings other than,
perhaps, once again to draw attention to the extent to which our
statistical data suppoit the conclusions we drew from our
“ifluminative” study--except in the crucial area of improving f~mily

' relauonshlps Given the central role which we. assigned to such
improvement when we discussed the probable effects of the pwject,
the failure of our stati§tical stody to confirm these effects calls into
question many of the benefits which we expected to follow from the.
programme. The reasons for the discrepancy cdn only be discovered

- through further careful research.

Dee.plte surresearch, atarge number of questions remain. The first
of these is the obvious queshon of how far the results we hdvereported
would be replicated if latger numbers of parents who had had Home
Visits had been interviewed.  But, despite the importance of this
question, our own first priority would not be to inctease the number of

< Home Visited mothers who w2r2 interviewed—for, because the

results hang together and support each other so well, We would be
fairly confident that they would-replicate. Rather, our priority would
be to modify the questionnaires so that.we could explore some of the
questions listed below as well as replicating—and extendmg—the
study we have Already undertaken. -

_ These additional questions include: what effect does the
programme have on family relationdhips? Towhatextent does it setin
train cyclical procesdes of interaction between parent and child which
confer long term benefits on the children? How do mothers perceive
the Home Visifors and the visiting itself? To what extent are schools
influenced? 'l'o what extent. will the programine influence the
communities in which the schools are sited? What are the differential
effects of the different styles of visiting—on parents, on children, on
schools and on communities? What follow-through activities would
help to ensure that parents take up the activities which they now

-
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< believe to be important ard lead the effects of the programme to
become ore permanent? What are the long term effects of the
visiting which has already been completedon the children’s social and
educational development, on the parents’ patterns of family relation-
ship, on the EHVs, on the schools, and on the communities?

If we are to begin to answer these questions it would seem to be
essential for further evaluation activity in refation to this project to:

1. Assess the impact of the existing programme on the children,
Does a programme which has such a cleanmpacton the parents
have the expected effects on the children? As in the present
study, it would seem to be the essence of wisdom to assess these
effects in a comprehensive maaner-—to look atthe programine’s "

_effectsonthe development of such qualities as initiztive and the

ability to work with others as well as its effects on IQ, school
attendance, and school performance. It seems to us that this
-could be done by workmg with teachers from the %chools the
children will be attending in order to develop ways of assessing
these wider qualities.

. Assess parents’ reactions to the \nsitmg and to the Home
Visitors themselves. We were not able to do this in our gwn
statistical study because we did not have time .to modify our
interview schaedules in an appropriate way after we had

. completed our interviews with the background sample. Study of
the patterns of relationship which the parents build up with the

" EHVs, the effects that the programme has on the network of
support available to the mothers, and the effects’ of the
programme on the mothers’ feelings of depression, isclation and
loneliness should be accoinpanied by a more detailed study of
the effects of the programme on family relationshlps

. Encourage the Home Visitors to dwerge more sharply in their
approach and then compare the relative effects of the different
styles of visiting. The styles of visiting which it would be
desirable to compare are:

(i) Astyle based onthe hypothesis that what young children
primarily need is cognitive knowledge, cognitive skills.and
language. (This knowledge, and these sk;lls, are to be
taught in a format manner}.

(ii) A style based on the hypothesis that cognitive develop-
ment is to be facilitated by creating a situation in whicha
child is encouraged to be optimally motivated to pursue
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his own interests, in pursuit of which he will SPol-
taneously engage in cognitive processes. (These cognitive
processes can then be fed and the relevant knowledge
provided. If mothers are to be encouraged to facilitate .
cognitive growth in t]us way it may be necessary to do
more than show them how to do it, It may be necessary to
give them the necessary concepts to think about the nature
of growth, and the way Inwhichitis to 2 fostered. Todo
tlus, it may: be necessary to involv hem in ongoing
activities in mothers’ groups or in nursery schools)

A style based on the hypothesm that there is a great deal

more to growth than cognitive development, (Other
important qualities include initiative, the ability to
adventure into the unknown, self-confidence, leadership,
sensitivity to the unverbalised feelings of others, and the
ability to persuade authorities to do what one wants. The
developiment of all these qualities is to be “facilitated”
rather than “taught”. If mothers are to facilitate growthin
these many directions, it may be necessary for them tobe
_ able to get together to make explicit the ways in which
their children grow psychologically, and the ways in
which those types of growth are to be facilitated. Again,
therefore, it may be necessary to supplement the Home
Visits by parents’ groups, possibly involving participation
in nursery school activities where the parents could
observe other parents at work, and practise new styles for
themseives in a situation which they would find less
threatening, and more supportive, than activities with
their own children In the isolation of their homes).

A style based on the Plowden Social Surveys (1968) and
th# work of J.W.B. Douglas (1968). (Both ofthese studies
laid particular steess on the parents’ supporting the work
of thé school throughout the child’s educational career.

Some of the Home Visitors have already paid consid~
erable attention to-trying to find ways of leading their
schools to encourage parental support of this sort, and this
aspect of the work might well be strengthened. Altemna-
tively the Home Visitingitself might incorporate a follow-
- throagh component designed to encourage parentsto find
ways of supporting the later educational devélopment of
their children).
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(v} A version based on the hypothesis that bringing the
. mother to understand and tackle her problems more
effectively—pyeferably in the child’s presence—should
lead hertocr flte either abetter environment for the child,

Fl

(There are two sub-versions of this theme:

(a) A version based on the hypothesis that the mothers’
problems 'lie primarily within the family and arise
from such things as depression, poor family relation-
ships, and ability deficits. This version would-assume
that the pnmary problem was o help the parent {o
cope with these problems—either at home or in a
group—and that, once these problems have been
dealt with, she would automatically tend to Yengage in
the complex mothering activities vis-a-vis her
children that the Home Visitors so much w:sh to
promote,

A version based on the hypothemsthat by helping the
mother {o gain control over her own life, she would
come to recognise the importance of cognitive
activity, and grow if confidence and competence. She
would then portray cognitive and other processes in
action for her children. Group activities might be
envisagéd to help her to think about relevant
behaviours on her own part and understand how her
own growthand development is tobe pro'gcl)led. Once
she understands the nature of her own pSychological

. competence and its growth and developn.ent better,
she might find herseif in a very strong position to
facilitate the growth of her children in relevant ways.
One way in which Educational Home Visitors might
set about promoting this sort of growth and develop-
ment on the part of mothers might be to create groups

. of parents in which two or more of them could work

* together to solve these problems without the aid of an
expert, who might well hiave a tendency to make them
feel more fncompetent.)

4. Assess the stability of the changes in attitndes and expectations
ovér time, and with different types of follow-through activity. Such




252 PARENTS, TEACHERS AND CHILDREN

follow-through activity might include continued Home Visiting—
albeit on a less frequent basis—as the child progresses through
school, the institution of parents’ groups and other activities
(possibly including Mother-Home-Visiting  exercises or
Community Development activities), or changes within the schools
which would focus either on alternative approaches to the children
or alternative approaches toward promoting parental invcivement
or both.

. Assess the way in which both the activities of the EHV3 and the ,
effects of the Home Visiting would change if a group ot HSES
parems were included in the Home Visiting scheme.

Allthat has been said o far is directly reiated to further evaluation
activity in relation to the Lothian Region Educational Home Visiting
scheme. But, in Part IV of our report, we raised a large number of
questions which could, and should, be explored in their own right,
whether as part of an evaluvation of an Educational Home Visiting
scheme or not. Such questions include the absolutely fundamental
guestion (which gets to the heart of the theoretical basis of the EHV
programme—but to which we do not appear to have anything more
than a glimmering of an answer} of **what are the effects of alternative
styles of caretaker/child interaction?” What are the effects of the
~_different styles of interaction which are so obviously more common

among mothers from ceriain socio-econoniic Status- groups—than-
others? What leads the mothers to behave dlfferently What are the
effects of what we have called a “teacherish” style of interaction, and
how do thése differ from niore facilitative “mothering” styles of
interaction? Any such study should, of course, cover the types of
possible activity which we have dealt with here—and more besides.

Lest that be thought to be an impossible task, we may conclude by
remarking that ail the evaluation work reported here and in McCail’s
comnpanion reporis (including all the interviewing, analysis and
typing} was undertak®n in a project which involved, at the outside,
seven man-years of work—dedicated work, involving a great deal of
“overtime” ad.lmttedly, but, given the mgmf' cance of the problem
from the point of view of the future of our soc:ety and health and
happiness of i(s population, the investment that is needed is a small
enough investment by any standards.
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