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INTRODUCTION

istration for Children, Youth and Families (ACYF) as the first large-scale
demioristration of coordxnated programming between Head Start centers and

public schools at 15 sites d:strubuted across thHe HEW regional offices and
the Ind:an and Migkaht Program Dnvxsxon It is hoped that the s:ngl° most

deallng with their environment (at school, at home; in the communlty, and

in socnety) PDE also aims to brlng about btoader and more intensive involve-

ment of parents and teachers in the governance of school affairs:

B As part of the overall Head Start umprovement and innovation effort,
PDC emphasnzes the involvement of administrators, classroom staff and
parents in formulating educational goals and developing @ comprehensive
curriculum. The object is to ensure that children_receive continuous in-
dividualized attention as they progress from Head Start through the early

primary grades: |If the program is successful, exlstlng discontinuities _ __

between Head Start and e]ementary school experiences will be reduced by PDC

mechanisms that encourage communication and muotual decision-making among

preschool and elementary school teachers, administrators; and parents:

~ Schioo] oreanlz tibns at the 15 sites received funding to design and
lmplement seven pres scribed componen 3t
e Administration: acministrative coordination between and
within Head Start and elementary schooi;

e Fducation: coordination of curriculum approaches and

educational gcals;

e Training: preservice and inservice teacher, staff and
parent training in program-related areas;
® Developmental support services: compreherisive services

{medical, nutritional; and social) to children and
families;

e Parent involvement: parent participation in policy-making,

home-school activities; and classroom visits or volunteering;

Serv:ces for the hand:cappedr services for handicapped children
and children with learning disabilities;
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At the same time that projects were instituted, the High/Scope
Educational Research Foundation was awarded the evaluation contract, the
major purpose of which was to provide ACYF with information that would

assist it in its efforts to design effective programs for children. Tne

contract called for the collect|on and analysxs of process and impact data

-

involving both quantitative and qualitative methodologies:

_ The evaluation has proceeded in two phases. From 1974 to 1978 evalua-
tion activites were éiméd at analyzing program implementation and assessing

completed third grade: ! AFEéF Judgxng the study feasible, ACYF %uaded tﬁé
current phase of the evaluation (1979-1982) to examine the impact of PDC

on participating institutions, teachers and classrooms; parents and child-
ren in eleven of the twelve sites still participating in the project:

- A series of reports discuss 1mpach findings as of spring of the test-
;éhbrt ¢hildren's first-grade year (1979). This report, Impact on Parents,
is the third in the series. Other volumes in the series include:

;..Vaidﬁé i; The Context, Eoncepﬁual Approach and MeLhods of the

quiding framework of the impact evaluation:

° Vo]ume II lmpact on Instx;g;|ons. Descrxbes rlndlngs
dealing spec;f:cally with PDC's impact on the nnstltutlonal
policies and procedures of participating Head Start centers
and elementary schools. These findings are presented in
the context of the varied: socxal educational settings
surroundrng PDC.

e Volume iV, Impact on. Teachers: Reports impact findings on

teachers and classrooms. These impacts reflect treatment-related
outcomes as well as outcores regardless of treatment:

e Volume V, Impact on Children. Presents the findings of analyses
of PDE's impact on the PDC evaluation's cohort of children as of
the end of grade 1: The volume also contains some preliminary
examinations of the relationshjp between variables in the

teacher. parent and child domains:

Volume VI, Summary of Impact on_Institutions, Teachers and
CTéssrooms Parents and Ch:ldren Summarizes the evaloation
‘resu’ts fer 1979, when the cohort of ‘children being stucied
in the evaluation had completed grade 1. Resuits are
presented for each of the four major areas: institutional
oolicies and procedures, teacher attitudes and behavicrs in

1The results of this phase of tne evaluation are cescribed in: Love,
Granville and Smith; 1978; and; Smith, Love, Morris, Spencer, ispa
and Rosario, 1977:
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jnitne classroom and with parents, parent attitudes and

behaviors in relation to their child’s school; and the

schievement of children: |In addition; the volume summarizes

the initial ana]yses of unter relatlonshlps between the four
major areas such as the relat onshnp between teacner

of children in the evaluation cohort: Chapter Il describes the conceptual
framework guiding the study of PDC progress and effects: This framework

has made it possible for us to begin to ''model'' the concept of Project

Deve lopmental Continuity as we]] as the kind and direction of change .
necessary for its |nst|tutlonaJ|zat|on It is presented ac two different
‘models'': & coriceptual model that descrnbes |dea1‘y the lrLended effects
of PDC ard an analytic model that describes operationally the change flow
expected and required for bringing about the intended effects. The con-
structs and variables in tne analytic model that relate to parent impact
are presented in detail: €hapter |1l describes the methods used to collect

the data and out]lnes the data ana]yS|s procedures that were followed.
Samp]e and instrument characterlstlcs are dezlt with in Ghapter 1V, while
Chagter V describes the results of the analyses: Conclusions are presented
in Chaptar Vi. The append!cesrare Appendix A: Descrlptlve Summary of

Responses to Parent Interview |tems; and Appendxx B: Parent !nterview.




A FRAMEWORK FOR STUDYING PDC'S IMPACT ON PARENTS

~ The evaiuation has been largely shaped by a particular conception,
derived from the PDC guidelines, of the intended effects of POC and the

sequence of changes expected and required to bring about those erfects.

Before describing the design and methodoiogy of the evaiuation; we will

in thns section attembt tosmake thns conceptua] framework more explicit:
Thls dlSCUSSIOn haa three parts. ln the al-St two we present a genera!

PDC “treatment' and how, _as d°scrnbed in the gulde]:nes, it _Was intended
to produce the desired effects. In the third part we describe the process

that was used to move from the basic framework to the specxf:catnon of

s - — J——

particular variables and appropriate data collection instruments Tor this
phase of the evaluation.

evaiuatxon is that the tondltlon of deve]opmental contlnuxty lnplnes a
complex interaction involving an array of factors, both within and outside

: Eb?,??b??l,”,As a result of this assumption, PDC was designed to be a
comprehensive intervention into many aspects of the school, home and

cunndnlty. However although the implications of this baS|c assumptlon )
pervade the program, the PDC guidelines never fully explicate this assumption.

- i order to deslgn an evaluation that is sensitive to the pgrtlcular
goals of the PDC program it Was necessary to distill from the guxdellnes

the concept of developmental continuity that .appears to have shaped program

guidelines: Figure |- summarizes the results of this exercise. We must

emphasize that this conceptuallzatlon is not at present & theory to be

tested by *he data: Rather* it represents an orienting framework that has

provided a basis for deneratxna an ana]ytuc model; ocut of which have come -~

research questions, variables, and data co]lectxon methodologles. We have

used this orienting framework to guide the analysis and reporting of evaiua-
tion data. :

Simply stated the ConC°pt|on or developmental contxnu:tv |mp11CIt

in PDC suggests an interactional model that appears to inciude: (a) a

chlld' intellectual,; social,; and phySJcal development and beckground

and experiences in home and schoo] {b) the attutudes knowledge and back-

ground characteristics of parents and teachers; (c) the policies and proce-

dures that prevail in the public school or Fead Start center: and; (d) the

broader political; social anc economic context of the school district and

community:

o
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We will return later 2o cons dérétion of How 2ach of the classes of
rs in Figure i was defined ocerati naIIx for this evaluation,; and
ale:s in eacn domain. for the moment, hodé&ér;

following cenerai definitions will suffice:

Child develosrent cutcomes. These, of course, sre *he ultimate
concarn of ¢ ‘; arogram. 1he statad eoai of PDC is to enhance
children's “s ccial competencv.!! According tb tHe cuideiines,
social compeczence :;é'déé< Tﬁtéilectuai :ri emeﬂh; nea!;n and
social-emotionai and lancuzce
1EF

9

h

i

nutrl.lon, socC

and mental hea nd Iea—n:rg attitudes:

.

. This domain includes parent behavicrs

e Parent anﬂaVIC S..
toward zne cniid in the nome, and .the roie that the parent
plays in schooi life:

® Parent atzitudes and knowledes: Especially important in this
domain are serent 2 i . toward the scriool or center
and parant xnowiedce id deveiopr@ent and avaiiable community
resources.

vities., This domain refers to
2 o tre roie of the

c tne pnysical environment

1d in the classrcom, the

" x >

I T

Teacher be=avizcrs and classrocm ac
the chilc's expezriences in tne cia
teacher ?n those exsev' rices. |1

lnstruc;xona] ag-roa-n thétut{é ovS; the managament
style of the zzzcher | 5 the

general climate tha:t the teacner e:
the children:

Teacher atsitudes. -A sroad and often-noted domain in the program
guidelines, tnis catecorv refers to tzachers' instructional prict
and their perceptions or, ancd attitudes tcward parents, particular
parent involvemant in their classrooms; and their personal ecducat:ional
philosophy:
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Child and family backcround. Although not gererally susceptible

to change by school programs. the backaround of the child and his
or Her family are recognized in the guidelines to be important
determinants of development. This domain includes such factors
as ethnicity, SES, parents' education and employment status.

Teacher backaround characteristics. The guidelines say little

e ' about particular effects of specific background characteristics,

but they and the literature do suggest that such factors are
important influences on the teachers' behavior and ultimately

on child development. The guidelines refer specifically to certain
experiences that at least some program teachers should have had,
such as training in bilingual education, or training in child
development; the literature also suggests that ethnicity, number

of years of teaching experience, and experience in special prcjects
also influence teachers' professional behavior:

Tte PDC guidelines do not diszuss the precise interactions that are

assumed to exist among these various factors. Consequently, Figure 1
portrays only a cyc.e of continuous interactions that is driven by
inciamantal changes acting on each other in a positive way. One cbjective.
of this evaication will be to explore and describe the strergth and direction

of relationships between variabies within eacH domain:

- However, the guidelines are duité clear in specifying an order in
whirh changes occur torprodg;éiiﬁéétts on elements of the interactive cycle
represented in Figure 1. Any program that seeks to create developmental

continLity must first imgact on institutions, and through them on parents.
and teachers, before it impacts.on children: Figqure 2 presents an analvtic
_model that describes the direction of this change flow:

" As shown,; PDC is expected to produce first certain interactive .
conditions favorable to the institutionalization of developmental contincity,
Which are then expected to lead to changes in child development outcomes.

The operational strategy for producing these favorable conditions is to

bring about the institutional or stfuéfd?éi changes that then make it
possible for institutional actors (administrators; teachers and parents)
to engage in educational practices that are mutually reinforcing and

developmentally continuous. At first, it is expected that the change flow

" will be moderated by the community and educational context as well as
teacher, child and family background characteristics. But ideally, of
course, the expectation is to create a chain of interactive changes that
spread over time to eventually produce the kind of developmental cycle
i1lustrated in Figure 1. In a sense, then, the analytic model of Figure 2

represents an early stage in the PDC implementation process, and the

ultimate steady state is represented by Figure 1.

&
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~ We Have ncted t=at ¢
enhance tne sccial competen
developmental CS"‘!PUI.V.

mase goal for the POC orocram i%rfo
T tn& criigren it serves v provic ,
Some o rions impiicit in the quide-
h

ome of the assums
n this orocess have alreacy
;8T i
S th° caucox(res

been examined. The cuestion ~e must ass next e
assume w.I! be oresent in cevelogmenta: continuity. In other words, wiat

Tines about fhe interactive Tactoers invelved
s exacTtiv now =ne 20C
project was intencac tS impact ujon the factors ths
me w i T

-

Again, tﬁéiorocram caidelines offer the best startxnc point for

answering this guesticn. In the introduction to these guideiines the
follow:ng statement appears:

“PrOjec. Doveioonenhal Continuity is aimed at Dromo:
greater continuitv of acucation anc comdrenensive ¢

develooment services for :hi?dreﬂ as Lhév 1aK= ne tré
sition from 5'escAool T

as it is used hare, r

structuras, sv :e?s.
chiidren witn 2xzz=ri
develooment.*

ﬂlarngﬂ ::;E::;S.
aqures ov_wnicn gooits crovice

gsIier gnc sSuIDCorT Loniiausus

(i

[o W

[

1

3
D O o

O.\u

[V

wm

competen.y bv creating Sreater ccwt:nu;ty among chx1 gren's experiences in

thé §chbbl aﬂd be ﬂeen cn;xc'en s ﬁome a”d SCﬁOOl ex:ur'=nc=s. lne aux&é:

l:ke Eit instsac “u:i?’é a 32z of Dia.":c :.Qgre.S. ST cfurns

or prccedures that; if implementec. will result in He d2sired contxnuxLy.

These structures. ghen, are tne basic PDC treatment *hag should be oresent

at all sites; within this general framework eacn site is free to develcp
ttS own prograi.

Table 1 con tzins brief descristions of the structures or orograms
prescribed in tr2 :ciceiines Tor sroiect 3ites.  Thas:2 trascripiions out-
line a ser of activities for ali P0C programs to impiement. Fcliowing
the earlier model, these guidelines are aimed at the classroom; at parents;
and at the schoo! or center as an institation:

ldentnfv:nn ar Evaluatiun Methodoloav
Appropriate 7or the DL Treatrent “-

 Having specified the PDC treatment as described in the guidelines:
the next stap was =0 deveiod 3n 2viiuation desizs that was assrepriata
to the coals cf the POC program. Althcugn this process also Segan witn
the program guidelines it w3s necessarily shaped by other considerations

1
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% Table 1 .

The PDC Treatment as Described in the Guidelines

Plormes :r:;r::sL STrusTires; SisTems o> Proseirres

tRot Toster i Sazoort SomTitmous JevsicTmens

At the Institutiodal Level

T ot e
= = =
Planirne s Teaision Hoisrs

: Formalxzed broad recresentation in dnc?EEOn—maKxna gro;ps including

parents, staf? (Head Star: and elementary); community reoraseﬂtatxves

invoived in educ3tion, heaith, nutrition; and social services:

2. Procedures “or ongocing discussion and refinement of tne curriculum
that include barsnts, téétﬁérs, aides; ezc:
r informal internal assessment svstem Tor
's progress toward meeting its goals and objectives.

3. Establishment o

faf
monrtornng the schoo

1. A551gn resconsibility For education, Hand:capoed bl frg' 1, etec. *o
specific individuals at Head Start and eiementary levels. :

2. Provisions F°’,E?9f§l?¢tl9n from Head Start tnr0ugh grade 3 o
to meet the educational and social needs of hancncapped and b
children: A

3. A coordinated parent involvement program from Head Start through grade 3.

Traininz
1. Provide training on decision making and policy making for members of
decision-rmaki~7 <-zcucs.

and elementary proerams.
3. Provide t-3in‘nc t
needs of nandicazo
k. Provide trairing for parents in how to work with teaching and adminis-
trative staff.

5. Provide training for classroom volunteers.
6. Provide training for parents in how to work with their own children.
or carents in child growth anc devsiopment.

7- Provide training

ERIC
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- Table 1.

{continued)

Training (comtinued)
8: Provide training for parents in available community resources.
- 9: Provide training for teachlng staff in meeting the needs of bilingual
children:
10. Provide training for teaching staff in the principles of first aid,
health, and safety practices.

Cormmunication and Soordingtion

1. Communication between decision-making bodies and Head Start and
elementary school parents.

2. Regularly scheduled communication and coordination between Head Start
and elementary teaching staff.

3. Continuity of record-keeping; Head Start through grade 3.

Provision of Services

i- Provision of a broad range of medical, dental, merital health, and

nutrltlon Servnces.
2. Comprehensive screening and diagnostic assessment of every child
upoﬁ éﬁiél]héht. '

Provision of an interpreter when needed.

At the Level of Ciassroom Activities

-

4 Continuous Coordinated Curriculim
1. UDevelop or adopt a compatible, coordinated curriculum from Head Start
tHibugh third gréaé.

skills for readlng, writing, and computatuon.
3. Have a curricular that provndes contrﬁuutv of educatlonal and develop-
mental experiences, Head Start through grade 3.

4, Deve]op a curriculum plan that includes goais and objectuves statenents

in each subject or developmental ares.

¢
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~ Table 1
(continued)

Curriculum must be developmentally appropriate:

2. Instruction must be individualized.

to pinpoint developmental levels of each child based on the child's
diagnosed strengths and weaknesses.

Develop a diagnostic and evaluative system that enables teacher
a

k. Former teachers consulted when planning educational objectives.

Multicultural Persrectives

1: Provide bilingual/multicultural classroom activities; materials and

resource persons for all children:

2. Develop a compatible Head Start-elementary school approach regarding

bilingual education:

~ -—
-

Classroom Services. for Jandicarved Children

1. Handicapped children mainstreamed to the maximum extent possible.
2. Early diagnosis and evaluation of children with learning disabilities.

3. Special materials, structural changes; or classroom reorganization

Whole-Child Perspecizve

1. HRave a curriculum that encourages the physical and social-emotional
growth of children.

2. Health education and nutrition integrated with other educational
objectives and étti?itiés. .

3. Meals and snacks used as an opportunity for learning.

L. Provide nutritional services that reinforce good aspects of rcods

5: Eéﬁi}iéf?ié children with health services they will receive prior to
delivery:

Use_of Commumity _Resources

e

(AW

1. Bilingual/multicultural resource persons used in the classroom.
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Table 1
(continued)

At the Level of the Home and Home-School Activities

Bome-Senool Cecrrmoication

1. Parents involved in planning educational objectives for their
children:
2. Parents given summary of records on health; medical services and -

jmmunization:

3. Parente familiarized with available heaith services.

-

2 o~

Earent Involvement in Scnool life

[
Lo

1. parents involved in all decision-making bodies.

2. Parents involved in all school decisions.

Activities provided for parents that relate to cultural dynamics.

5. Parents involved in §jé§§f§6@7§§§§vitf65, special parent eventss
activities that stress home-school continuity.

6. Parents involved as observers; aidas or volunteers in the classroom.

Il

Home Activities with Children

1. Parents encouraged to become involved in health care process.

14
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as well. First, PDC is not a Static orogram, launched and maintained by

an nmmutable set of quidelines. Local procraﬁs through their experiences

and interactions with national ACYF staff nave created alLered perceotlons

of what PBE is and shocld be: These altered percep;xons had to be accom-

modated in the evaluatlon dESIGn.r Second the °D valuatuon xtself ex:st<

arefemerangfregularly tha; gould aDDroprlately be addressed in the PDC
evaluaticn without compromising the basic evaluation objectives. Conse-

quentiy; Zertain research questions and variables have been added to tne

study ih response to ACYF information peeds that are not necessarily crique

or even dcrectly txed ‘to the PDC treatment as defined in the guidelines.
Finally, there are many audiences for the PDC evaluation, each with its

own lnformatlon needs. These aLdlences lnclgde policy makers in Washington,
the research and evaluation community, anc of course pkéttitibhéks in the

fleld Insofar as oo:slone; he needs of these audiences have been accom-

for the eva]uatlon a few WO’dS are in order about the process that was

used to deve]oo th° study. The RFP for the second phase of the evaluatlon
spec:r:ed that the contractor wes to examine the impacts of the POC
program on children; on parents; 6h teachers; and on the schools and
centers as institutions. The RFP also specified tnat these impacts were

to be assessed using a var:ety of structured and uns tructured methodolegies;

from classrocm observations-to interviews and document analysis:

Early in the contract, several represen*atuve; from thne various
constituencies of the PDC program were invited to High/Scope's Ypsilanti,
Michigan headquarters to ''brzinstorm' about the PDC treatments and the -
impacts that couid plausibly be expected in each :woact domain. This

panel lncluded a coordinator from the PBC project in West Vqrgnnna, 3

technical assustance consultant familiar with several sites, and a former
ACYF project of ficer famlllar with ACYF's pnIIC|es The pcnel net with
High/Scope staff for three days and produced a2 long list of (3) splausible

impacts and (b) variables that might be measured to asséss thase impacts.

This initial 3nd admittedly massive list of impacts was next sorted;
pruned; refined. 3nd revised bv project staff and presented to the PDC

Advisory Panzl in Octcber 1978. Breaking intc work qroupsrthat concantrated

on each impact domain, panel rmembers worked with project staff to further
prune the Iist and to establnsh priorities among the many varuables that
might be assessed in each area. ThHis refinea list became the basis for
all instrument development. Further modifications and rerlnenents héve )
been made to this basic list as new :nfermation need:d have been ndentf.xed

through ongoing interactions with PDC program staff at ACYF.

do
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Research Questions, Constructs, and Variables

This phase of the PDC evaluation is designed to.address three basic

questions:
1. What irpact has tke PIC program nac on (c) crnildren's
developmens; (3, pavents' knoiiedge and attizudes, (c)

parents' behaviors, (dj ceachers' avvitudes and knouledge,
(e) teachers' behcvior and classroom cotivities; and ()

institusionel policies il procecures?

.

2. Irrvespective of reatmens, wnat factors or patterns OF

factors nely accourt for meaningiul cutcomes in ecch
domain?
3. To what extent dv these Factors afyeci the relationship

between the FDC program and iis wmpasts?

Stated differentiy, the first task of the PDC evaluation is to

deter-

mine PDC program effects through comparisons of PDC and comparison teachers,

parents; and children on selected variables. for example, the frequency

of parent visits to PDE and comparison schools is compared to determine

whether PDC has had any impact on that aspect of parent involvement

in

schools. The next task is to explain the results of these comparisons

using whatever gualitative and quantitative information is available.
For example, at sites where there are relativeiy few or no differences _

between PDC and comparison parents' involvement in the school; we may find

that the comparison schools have instituted a parent involvement progra

patterned after PDC's: 1t might be reasonable to conclude from this

that;

contrary to appearances. PDC-has indeed had an impact upon parent invoivement

in the schools in question, and that impact has diffused to the comparison

institutions.

Having examined the similarities and differences between PDC and

comparison groups along various dimensions, the final task for the evaluation

is to examine the relationships among child, parent, teache-, institutionai;

and community variables, disregarding the PDC/comparison grouping.

Extending

the precading examgle, we might discover that schools with active and

successful parent involvement programs, be they PDC or comparison, tend

to have similar institutional policies or procedures {scch as regular

‘néwsletters; parent training programs, and designated parert involvement.

coordinators) that foster greater involvement by parents in school activities.

Wwhile findings such as these may not reflect directly on the effecti
of the PDC treatment, they wculd be of obviols interest to educators

veness
and

policy makers wishing to expand the role of parents in school programs.

=

~
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Parent Constricts Addressed by the tvaluation

that the domains and varxab1=s measured are indeed relevant and approprnate

to the objectives of the PDC program. The development process that was

followed to accompxlsh this end has a]ready been described: After we
completed th:s process, we ldentzfled a set of constructs for each domain.
The constructs for the two parert domains are:
@ Parents' Behaviors: ) o

Role of the parent in school life;

Parent-child activities in the home;

o Parents Knowledge and Attitudes:

Parents' attitudes toward the school as an instituticn;
Parents perceptIOns of the school's help in meeting the

~ For the most part. these parent constructs follow the rbhtethéiEza-
ranned by ACYF éﬁd project staff. Thus,; the four construets described
above generally represent the areas in which PDC was supposed to-have

xmpacts and areas in which the nature and direction of ?DC/comparison
d:fferences ”ould be predicted.

L4

Parent Variables and Data Sources

For each of the four constructs; an array of variables through con-
sultation with ACYF, local project staff. and outside experts; following
the procedu(eg outllﬁegiearlxer Figure 3 lists the parent variables by

domain and constroct and :dentnfles the source for each variable. The items

were converted into questlons for parents and combined into an interview.

Each interview questxon relates to one of the four constructs:

_In addressing the first research guestion--PDC's impact on parent
knowledge,; attitudes and behavior--each individual item comprising I vari-
able was examined. Originally, items and variables of similar genre were
to be grouped or consolidated into scale scores Or possiply a summary con-

struct variable so as to reduce the number of varjables to a set of concept-
ually and analystically manageable numbers. But low correlations between

variabies within each constraoct reSUIted in a decision to use the und|v1dual

|tems/var|ables in examining PBC's impact: In addressing research question

2 (the relationship between background characterlstncs and parent knowledge,

étt;tudes_and behavnor) and research questlon 3 (the effect of background

variables on prbgram,impacts) we took a more selective approach Because

we could not appropriately use scale scores, and because it was conceptually

£y
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Figure 3

POC Parent Variables and Data Sources

~ A. Parents' Behavior

1. Role of Parengs in School Life

Varizbles )

Parent attendance at school for any o
reason 7 Pl: 3
- Parant involvement in classroom
activities . S

Nature of role in classroom Pi: 4,6,8

Involvement in non-classroom school

activities (parent workshops, task D
force meetings) Pl: Sa-b
Number of parents who work in schoo]

and nature of that work

] Paid/Volunteer Pl: 8a-d
Nature; frequency, and direction of o
communication between home and schoo Pl: 4,6,6a,73,20b-c

2 Parent-Child Activities in the Home

Variables Sources

learn:ng activities

School-related home actnvnt:es Pl: iggiﬁiié
Parent-lnlglated home reading L
activities Pi: 14,15

Frequency and nature oF other parent-
child home activities, e:g., games,

outings, shared chores : Pi: 18a-f
Availability of book< or 5é§é§|nes o
at home _ Pi: 12
Frequency of child looking at books o
or magazines at home PI: 13
Approach to homework and child's .
_reaction to Pi: 16a-b
Frequency of someone reading with B
cHild at Horme ~ Pl: 14
Crtag
~3
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Figure 3
(continued)

PDC Parent Variables and Data Sources
B. Parents' Krowledge and Attitudes

1. Parents' Attitudes Toward the School as an Institutisn

Go—ecpioo ,

Q

lla-c,e,g,j-1,0,9,20d,e

iim

Parent attitudes toward teachers
Attitudes toward formal education
Perception of school's receptivity
_toward their wishes .
Perception of school's acceptance o o
of them in scheool activities Pl: lid;e;h,;9,9a

DY

=0 9.

11n

I
ve

Perception of PDC program effects

on children PI: 11i,;p,;15;17¢

Needs of their Families

Variables Sources

Helpfulness of school re:

Children's health care, o

_use of health services Pl: 10g
Child managemernt techriiques "Pl: 10d,i
Knowiedge of child's special S
needs, ability to meet Pi: 10a,20a
Knowledge of what child's o
learning in school T Pl: 10b
Knowledge and use of community-

services ' . Pi: 10g;h
Parental personal development PI: l1of;e
Getting to know other parents Pl: 10c

'
oy

19




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

or econom‘cally rnot feasible to investigate every potential. re]atidnéhip

between parent domaxnc a1d parent backgronnd variables, we ldentxfled a

analyses. at

fet each construct. The representatlve variables and the process used to
identify them are described in Chapter V.
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METHODS

Data Collection Procedures for .the Parent !nterwew

B 77§;§§ collection for the grade one year of the study cohort occurred
in spring 1979: In March; field staff from each local PDC site were flown

to the High/Scope Conference Center in Clinton; Michigan for training in

admlnlsterung the child measures and the teacher; parent and administrator

interviews, and in collecting the classroom observation data: The field

staff consist of observers and tester/lntervnewerS’ The tester/interviewers
were responsub]e for conductlng the parent interviews, whlcn were trans-
lated into Spanish for Span:sh-speaklng parents in Connect:cut Texas and
California.

Training tnvolved a carefu] review of sections of the PDC lnterviewer's

Manhal,that dealt with pre-; actoal and post-interviewing activities: Sma]]-

group tralnlng then focused on the Parent Interview: Necessary explanations

of individual interview items which are in the manual were thoroughly

reviewed with thHe interviewers. lntervnewers then spent time administering

the interview to each other. Since many of the interviewers had little
previous contact with low-income parents; an experienced ngh/Scop- inter-
viewer discussed with the entire group the probleris or situations they might

egcounter in locating and contacting the parents, in going into their homes,
and in co]]ectlng the information. Field staff then had a chance to ask

questions and voice any concerns they had. This process was designed to

prevent problems in the collection of Parent Interview information.

The parent interviews were scheduled throughout the three-month data

o]iectlon _period. Parents were contacted and glven the optlon of having

thHe interviewer come to thHe parent's home or meeting the interviewer at her
child's school. _The maJorlty of the interviews were done in the home with
the mother; the interviewers found that the likelihood of the parents keeping
the appointment was greater when it was scheduled to be in the home than

at school:
\\\ ~ Overall, parents were receptive to beiﬁ§7jﬁteFViewed’ the interviewers
'stated thHat parents were a]ways wullxng, afg,s9T?E!T§§,§“x'°“5 to talk to

someone about their child. Tab]e 2 shows the percentage of parent interviews
co}Qected in each site. The low rates in Colorado, Connectlcut Florida

and Washington were not due to parent resistance but rather to interviewer
turnover and illness. ln,fact the parents were even fmore cooperative and
helpful than had been anticipated.

. . <

- .- S N
1ln winter 1979 parents were asked to sign a permission slip needed for.
chlld test:ng and to provide High/Scope with their home address and
te]ephone fnumber.

21
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Table 2
Numbers of Parents lnterviewed, By Site and
Treatment Group; Spring 1979 Parent Interview

SITE ' PDC COMPARISON FULL SAMPLE

18 21 39
8k 85
Colorado n | 1 24

% |" 63 79 71

California

3013
00!
o3

3
-
AU N

25 23 48
f B 6k 68 .
12 22 34
) 85 60
26 = 26
96 - 96
11 ~I3 ' 24
: ' 93 83
27 20 51
~ 100 91 _ 96
21 30 )
100 94 9% |
36 38 74
97 95 1 %
21 34 55
91 , 100 g%
21 16 37
84 62 73

33
~J

Connecticut

50 O
w —
bvsd

Florida

Georgia

N I

iowa

* D
~ ,
w

o3

Maryland

S I 1] |00

[
rt
I
>
N3

Washington

3N 3.

All Sites

231 o278 459
Combined )

82 N 85 83

oo I

-

Note: Percentages are based on the total number of families available .
for each group at each site.




Data Analysis Procedures

stages 6? aﬁaiyéeé of the PDC parent data focus:ng on:

e descriptive characteristics of PDC and comparissn parent
groups for which data were collected in spring :379;:

) comparab l'ty and representatlveness oF the sprlng 1979

families interviewed;
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° ef?eétaféFfthé PDC program on participating families

as of spring 1979;
° ahaiyses of possible predictors of parent impact; and
° ahaiysés of the relationship between parent behaviors and

knowledge and teacher attitudes toward parent involvement in
in the classroom:

Brief descriptions of the procedures used in these analyses are given below.

Descriptive Characteristics of the Sample

In order to understand the composition of the PLC and comparison
samples of parents for which data were collected in spring 1979: descriptive

statistics were computed and tabuiated for the sampies at each site and

for all sites combined:

. Representatnveness of sample famllnes interviewed in ép.ihg 1979 The
famllles for which a parent was._ lntervnewed were compared with those families

not interviewed, using as a basis for comparlson background and family

information colleEted at study entry, in fall 1976: The purpose of these

analyses was to determnne whether differences existed between the sample of

families included in the sample lost from the study through spring 1979:
Such differences are due to systematic (nonrandom) effects of selection

pressures on the orlglnal sample. The sample of families interviewed is
somewhat dlfferent from the sample of chnldren, becaL e the ﬁ59 parents

fhug, it is ﬁbééihié that,estlmates of representat:veness mnght be dnffereht
for the sample of families than for the sampl!e of children. For this
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reason, assessments of representativeness are conducted for the sample of
famllles interviewed; independent of the analysis of the representétive-
ress of the sample oF children. The hypothesis of attrition-induced
changes in the sample over time was tested with univariate and multnvarnate

analyses of variance; chi-square approaches were used for nominal data.

Comparab l|ty of remaining PDC and comparison group families. The

PDC and comparison samples of fam:lnes |nterv-ewed in spring 1979 were

compared on background varlables collected in both spring 1979 and fall

1976, to determine whether attrition had caused any changé in the compara-

blllty of the two groups: Again; since the sample of famnlnes is

different from the sample of children; it is important that estimates of
comparabnluty of the sample of famiiies be conducted independently of
estimates of comparabnluty of the sample of children remaining to the study.

Analytic approaches were s|m|lar to those used in testing representative-

ness of the remaining families: chi-sqguare, analyses and univariate and
multivariate analyses of variance.

The characteristics of the Parent Interview were examined at both the
xtem and scale score levels. At the level of individual items; the

prlncapal data presented are d:strnbutnonal values and, where appropriate
central tendencies and dispersions. As discussed in Ghapter 1, individual

items on the Parent Interview were ldentnfned as pertaining to one of the

four parent constructs and grouped accordingly. The items were first

clustered into higher—order variables, one or more, fcr each parent construct

based on a logical analyses of relations among Parent lnterview items.
However; |ntercorrelat|ons for most of the generated variables were very

low (.00 to .30), lndlcatnng that each item was measuring a behavuor or

attitude that was different from that measured by other items thought to
be of a similar genre. Because of these extremely low correlations; a

decision was made to select the four or five most important items from
each construct to represent the construct in further analyses, rather than

aggregating the data to a higher group. There were three exceptions to
this: scale scores were created for parents' activities with their children;

parents school—related activities with their children, and helpfulness of

school to the parent. In these three cases,; construct items had enough

loglcal coherence that scale construction seemed JUStITled Agaln means,

standard deviations and frequency counts are presented for these scales

along with internal consistency estlmates and item |ntercorrelat|ons where
appropriate.

We analyzed the data in three stages. First, we conducted a straight-
forward group comparison at the level of individual items. Second, we -
identified site and other variables separately from the gducstional treatment

-

(l.)l

A
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that might help account for parent outcomes. In other words
relationships between dependent and independent variables.
stage, wWe assessed the exterit to which program impacts on parernts were
affected by differerices in background and site variables.

In the third

¢
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SAMPLE AND INSTRUMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Description of the Sample Families

Parents in 459 families (231 in PDC, and 228 in comparison groups)
were interviewed in spring 1979. Table 3 presents a summary of the number

of interviews obtained by site; and provides some descriptive information

on the respondent samples. Overall; parents of 83% of the children
available in spring 1979 were interviewed (PDC, 82%; comparison, 85%).

Attrition and Its Effects on the Spring 1979 Sample of Fam:l:es -

) S:nce entry into the Head Start progran . in fall 1976 thé sample of
children in the evaluation cohort has- gradually decreased. In addition;
parents in some available families could not be interviewed in spring
1979. In this section, we examine attrition patterns and explore their

effect on the representativeness of the sample of famxl:es lntervxewed

as well as on tha comparabsllty ‘of the PDPE and comparison parents who were
interviewed at the end of their chlld's first grade year.

) Attrltlon s effects on sample representatnveness i Attr|t|0n can
lead to samplesthat differ in various ways from the original study parti-
cipants. In this instance, the term ''representativeness' covers two
questions. The first question is whether the sample of families inter-
viewed in spring 1979 differs in some important way from the sample of
families available but not interviewed. The second gquestion is whether
the sample of families interviewed in spring 1979 is different from the

sample of families originally included (in fall 1976) in the study:. The

two representatlveness questions, then,,ask whether the families inter-
viewed in spring 1979 fairly represent the full sets of families for which
child measures were collected in spring 1979 and in fall 1976.

Table &4 presents the numbers of families in which a parent was and
was not interviewed in spring 1979; within categories of characteristics

based on demographic and background information collected at the time of

entry into the study (1976): Overall, there appears to be no systematic

bias or under- representatlon the famnlies interviewed fairly represent
the sample of families svailable to be lnterv:ewed in spring 1979: There
are differences in ethnic representation at the four sites (Co]orado
Connecticut, Florlda and Wash:ngton) at which |ntervuew7complet(on rates

were relatuvely Tow. In these sites, the parent interviews conducted

Fé'p”réséﬁt Hispanic and Anglo éamitiés., When these four sites are removed
from the analyses, the sample of families for which there are parent

interviews is representative of the original sample of families available

for interviews in spring 1979 (a1l families that were and were not

interviewed). There are also small differences in the percentages of

Y




Table 3

Numher of Parents Interviewed (by Group and Site) and Family Characteristics

_ Single- I[_ Two-

Parent Fami | ies |Parent Fanilies

- m : 0 .

ETHNICITY? B 6| ¢

AR IR

}. il g Rl g 0-| O

i SR G ]S

Ok Sl 2155188

olee] [oe R - R I I~ B

RPNy | 3|3 |2 || i | 8|2

AR EALE Yother's | Father's | 2 | £ | ¢ N z |z

21 9\94 2 = fverage | Education | Education | o 2l

********* I =R - §f (vears | (years | O] 213 {[ 2|22
§iTE R | @@ @R |Siblings | completed) |complated) | LT LT [T
CILIFORNIA Pt [ TB] B[SE[ O] O O] 1.8 | 10.67 | 1065 50 756 3350 185 ) U
_Comp— 1211 0[79) 02l @ MG 9.65 10.28 [ 29 167 133 [ 71 47133

Como | 1] 0/82] 0[18] 0 240 | 3 | 1073 |36 o oo |les |l

I Eo— |25 0036 0[24] 0] L7 | 10.2 | 0.62 |56 [ 62 ] %50 |
o | LOMECTICLT comg | 23 8317] 0 0] 0f 2.05 | N | 109 [0 )31 (69 (/% |8 | 0
Comp | 22| 82141 0] &) of 2.8 | 1028 947 fat {7822 |59 |8 | 0

gorel® e |26 85l o ol ol 1o | 1077 | 1079 |65 |88 |12 || 35 [i60 | o
—_— PG [ 1] %) 9] 0|5 0] z50 | 1073 | 10.88 173 128 157 (127 I00 | O
oA Comp | 13] 15| 8| 0i77f 0] 191 {--JoB | 1091 [ 30 381 3% 1% X
P | 27| W] §] 0[52] 0| 1.6 | 1222 | 12:52 [19fle0 | 9 [} 165 | 6
MRt (mgpimi0fseis| 200 | N8 | 190|303 467 0 78 )0
e A E T RO E IR I I o7 [54 |45 133 150 0
. Comp_ 1 36] 70 3! 0127] 0] 2.00 .97 11.92 |70 |67 |33 |[30 |50 |13

POC |35 3| 74| 0|23 0| 2.65 | . 8.97 | 10.55 [37 (% [73 [[63 60 [ M
o Comp 138l 0l87loluzl ol o8 | 83 | 943 lo |6 | |60 |87 )33
UTAH POC 21 0f2kg 0176 0] 311 IT:62 11651128 [60 [80 [} 70471} 7
Cong | 34 3)18) 3(760 01 2.3 |- Wb | 1L )35 183 117 1165 143 | 5

— 0t 2[4 5| ISTIT0] LA [ 108 | 168 |53 6 |15 (5
Comp | 16 44 01 0(56] 0] 2.2 H.gh L9 72 h? Eg 22 gg :;12
TR (BT ] 33 1] 2.3 10.60 11.09 | % |51 [4 |54 163 17
TOTALS BY GROP - ono lao8| 33035 0311 0] 2.8 | 103 | 0.8z |5 |56 |41 [[55 56 |17
S, ALL GROUPS CORBINED [459| 34|33 1]32| 1| 240 | 1076 | 10:85 |65k A2 5k |58 S

ERIC-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

“Percentages across columns for a given row may not add to 100% because of errors induced by rounding:




_ Table 3.

{continued)
Median S
Family Occupation of Principal Wage Earner (%)°
) . ~Income - — - : - —
Site . N | Category |l 23 e T— ST 9 10|
SRiiA PoC | 18] 6001-7,000[ 0 5 6 & 11 33 2z 6 0
o Comp 21| 7,001- 8,000 0- -0 5 o 14 28 43 5 5 0
100 oc_ [ 1k 1z00+ [0 7 0 7 oz 1o 70
Comp 11| 9,001-10,0004 9 0 9 0o 18§ 9 37 9 0
eTIEyT POC | 25] §00- 9000 0 0 9 9 T8 18 182800
Comp 23| 6,001- 7,000¢ O 0 0 0 27 23 b 4 0 0
” POC 12] 8.001-9.006] 6 ©6 0 25 0 33 17 17 O 8
‘ Comp | 22| 6,001-7,0000 6 06 5 0 14 4 33 5 0 0
1A PDC 26| 5,001- 6,000 0 0 b o 19 Lk 27 8 0 0
PBC | &o00-500]0 0 o0 9 ¢ 9 9 ¥ 3 9
. Comp 13| 5,001-6,0000 0 0 0 8 0 8 53 23 8 0
- PE | 27| 12,000+ | 7 % 11 7 2 15 A 4 40
_Comp 20 12,001+ o 10 16 16 10 22 1 10 0 0
CAN PDC 51] 5,001- 6,0000 6 9 0 0 0 25 19 8B 0 0
Comp 30] 7,00i-8,0004 6 3. 7 13 3 28 23 23 .0 Q|
PDC %] 9,00 |0 10 1% 7 31 258 10 0 & 0
. Comp | 38| 700-8,0600) 3 & 9 o 20 17 2 0 11 0
PDC 21 10,001-12,000 | 0 5 5 9 24 43 0 9 5 0
_____ tomp _ | 3k} 7,001-8,000] 0 9 3 0 29 38 12 6 0 3
- POC | 21| 4,001- 50001 0 5 0 5 10 20 0 50 5 5
Comp 16 8,000 0 0 6 19 19 - 126 25 13 0
o oms P (mroe-Bowe| T 7 o 1 16z s ]
Comip (228} 7,001-8,0001 1 5 b A b L Y R | S—S—
S, ALL GROUPS COMBINED|459 | 7,000- 8,000 1 6 6 6 16 26 17 17 4 ]

pation key:

U | | TR H [

A

Welfare

O O OOiI~J ONVVUY T 0 NI —

L3 R I |

Don't know

—_—

an’

v

Unskilled worker

Retirement or pension pay

narse’s aide

Executives and proprietors of large businesses, major professionals
Managers and proprietors of medium-sized businesses, lesser professionals o
Administrative personnel of larger concerns, small business owners, semi-professionals
Clerical; technical assistant , .
Skilled workers, e.g., fireman, carpenter; painter; electrician
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Table &

Comparison of h59 Famll-es in Which Pare.ts Were lnterV|ewed With 92 Famili §§
”7719 Vb!ch,ﬂo Interview Was Administered; ¢
Using Fall 1976 Family Background ihféﬁh'a'tié'ri
;f 7 o Spring 1979 Sample of Chn]dren
Background Characteristics Full Sample | Parent Interviewed | Parent Not Intérview
N (approximate) 551 , 459 g2
Ethnicity (%)# , o
Black 39 | 33 60
Hispanic 30 33 19
American Indian/ . _ ,
Native American ) 2 Zz 3
White = 28 31 17
. Asian/Pacific
Isiander ] 1 1
Sex (%)
Male B 50 55
Female 49 - 50 45
Prior Preschool (%)% - N -
Yes . 17. i5 29
No 83 35 A
Age {months, at entry) 53.8 53.7 - 53.9
Number ‘of Sitlings® .~ .97 1.91 2.26
Mother's Education B
(years)* 10.6 ~10.5 - 11.0

=0ifference on tnns variable between remaining and departed groups sicnificant
with p < :10:

*{\:u
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mother had more educatlon ,Two of these varnables are known to correlate
positively. With §bti6et6nbhit status (héther s edutatlén, briér 6re56h661

related to status: The confllctung relation of these variables to socio-

economic status and the small size of the d:fferences between the sample
-interv:ewed and the sample ava:lable |n sprnng 1979 |nd|cate that any

tQ any systemat:c selection effect. .

‘Table 5 shows that the spring 1979 sample of families interviewed

is slightly different from the study cohort at entry: Hispanic families

are somewhat over-represented; and black and white families under- represented

to a minor degree. The level of maternal education has decreased slightly

from the start of the study: None of the differences appear to be the
likely cause of any mdjor problems with study general:zab:l:ty Instead,
the differences found for the sample of families are similar in content
to those found for the ‘sample of children, but are,gf lower magnitude (for
analyses of the representativeness of the spring 1979 child sample, see
Volume V of this report).

In summary, differences are found when characteristics of families

interviewed in spring 1979 are compared with characteristics of: (1) the
families, who are no longer in the sample; and (2) with the 1979 sample
families not interviewed. However, these differences are minor and lack

aclearly interpretable direction. These differences do not significantly
alter the orlgnnal PDC sample of fam:lxes Therefore the sample ofr

original PDC sample of fam lies.

The effects of attrition on _sample ééﬁbaraﬁiiity;ﬂiét”thewatart;éf
the evaluation, the sample of families for PDC/comparison groups were

sxm:]ar .a terms of deﬁééraﬁhlé and Eaékérédnd Eharaéterlstucs. Table
6 presents information about PDC and comparison group families for whom

data were collected in spring 1979. The table includes information from

the spring 1979 Parent Interview and from the data collected in fall 1976.
Again, the two.groups arefessent:ally equlvalent The dlfferences in the
proportion of boys (and girls), and in_the prbpbrtxonfof cHildren with prior
preschool eibernence are Small ) Any bvaé that they might intrbduce Wbuld

boys 19 Eh?,??f]Y,Sr§d?§,§ﬂd,Tor° preschool experience can _be expected to
iead to greater achievement at grade one): These effects favoring the

comparison group are not apt to effect parental rasponses to aspects of
the school program.

In summary, comparabul:ty and repneSentatlveness analyses lnducate
that the sample of families for which parents were :nterv»ewed in spring
1979 is reasonably representatxvefofﬁthe,orng:nal sample of families in
the study cohort; that this sample is also reasonably representative of
the full samp]e of famnlles available to_the study in spring 1379; and that
PDC and comparison group families interviewed in the grade one year are,

taken as a whole; s:mnlar in background and demographic characteristics.
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Representativeness of Fam

Table 5

, ~ Rep ilies Interviewed in Spring 1979:
Comparison of 459 Families in Which Parents Were Interviewed with 677 Families

No Longer in the Study Sample or Not Interviewed in Spring 1973,
Using Fall 1976 Background Information

Full Study Sample

Background Characteristics

Original Sample.

Parents Interviewed

Sample Departed

N (approximate)

1136

459

677

Ethnicity (%)+

Black

Hispanic

American Indian/
Native American

White

Asian/Pacific
lslander ’

~.

~ %
- 27

WV
W IND |

N

N,
N\

33
33

Sex (%)
Mz
Female

50
50

Prior Preschool (%)
Yes |
No

-

14
86

53:9

| 1.50

(years)=

study in summer 1978, are not included:

"8 nilies from the West Virginia site, which withdrew from the longitudinal

#Difference on this variable between remaining and departed groups

with p < .10.

Mo
¢

significant




T Table 6
- \~ -
Comparability of PDC and Comparison GFBééé of Families with Parents Interviewed
in Spring 1979: Fall 1976 and Spring 1979 Background Information

Sample iﬁféigiéwéd in Spring 1979

Background Characteristics POC Comparison

~
3

N {approximate) 232 S 227

Ethnicity (%) : , -~ -

© Black 35 - 33

Hispanic 32 N33

American Indian/
Native American v 2 ) i'\*x

White ' 30 32 N,

Asian/Pacific Islander ] 1 R

Sex (%)= . o

Male_ ' 55 45

Female 45 ~ 55

Prior Preszhool (%)# i
- Yes 12 18
No 88 82

Age (months, at entry) ' 53.4 54.0

Number of Siblings 1.85 - 1.98

Mother's Education (years) : 10.6 10.%

Employment Status of

Mother (%)°
Employed ' 57 56
Not Employed 43 Ly

a

Single-Parent Families (%) o ' -
Yes 47 45
No 53 - 55

Number of Wage Earners (%)° , o
Norie 31 23
One - 40 43
Two or More 29 28

Number of Siblings (%)% 2.37 .43

1101

o
Qo!

. Mother's Education (years)® 10

18.7

~
W

Father's Education (years)® 1

in Fall 1976. -
#pifferences on this variable between PDE and comparison groups significant
with p < .10. B
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Characteristics of the Paren:\}nterview

Tables Al to Ab of Appendix\gtprovide a descriptive summary, over-
all and by. group, of responses to ‘the items of the Parent Interview. Each

table deals with a portion of the i

strument -

_ As mentioned in Chapter il1, the\ analyses of the Parent Interview
deal With single item variables, with \three exceptions. Three summary
variables have been created and are described below.

EéEéEtSE,éttiVItnes with their children. Eight items in the Parent

actuvntles With thexr chlldren ln the week before the |nterv:ew From

these |tems a summary variable was prepared tallying the total number of

actxv:tles carrued out. A1l parents |nterv[ewed stated that they had

carried out at least one of the activities mentioned with their children

during the week before the interview. Over 70% of the parents interviewed

reported carrying ott six or more of t He activities, greatly reducung

variation and resulting in very low intercorrelations for the full sample

between the various items (range: -:03 to .49; median value: .135). The

aggregate variable was retained, however; since it reflected the range of

variation in parents' activities with thenr children. A summary description
of this variable is contained in Table 7.

Parents' school-related activities with their child. Parents who
stated they. had helped their child with homework or other school-related
activities during the past wesk were asked in lten 19, to speC|fy the kind
of activity .involved {e.g., spelling words; ,read:ng, art work and decision-
making): A summary variable that tsllied the total number of different
school-related activities mentioned in response_to item 19 is descr:bed in
Table 7. Agaln intercorrelations between the items are essentially
zero (range: -.13 to .30; median, .055), this time because 64% of the
respondents report only one or two activities: The aggregate var:able however,

reflects the range of school-'eleted activities of parerts with their

~ Parents! perceptiion of the school 's helpfuiness. Item 10 of the
interview asked parents to rate the school's ‘helpfulness to them in nine

, areas related to the child's growth and needs as well as the parents' own
. erSOnal development. An aggregate variable was generated to reflect

parents' overall vision of tre schoo! on this dimension. In order to

generate this variable, responses stipulating that the parent did not need

help™ for a given area were first deleted. Then separate tallies were made

of the- number of areas for whxch parents gave a strOng posntxve statement

{''very helpful“) and the number of areas for whnch they gave either weakly
positive W'a little helpful'') or negative (''not at all helpful'') statements.

The two reéu)tlng summary varlables were standardlzed separately to a mean

of zero and Gnut standard deviations, after which the ''negative' variable

was subtracted\from the positive one. The resulting aggregate variable
has a mean of ze(p in general, positive responses indicate that the

)
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Table 7

Descriptive Statistics for Three Parent Interview Summary Variables:

Total Parent Activities with Ehild,' ""Total School-Related Parent

Activities with €hild," and ”He]pfulness of School to Parent"

- __Range: .
o Number | Lower Upper Standard T .
Variable of Cases BbUhdgeruﬁﬁ Mean | Deviation Median Alpha
1. Total Parent | | - -
Activities 457 1 8 6:32 1:48 6:54 .55
2. Total School-
Related Parent o . . o o o ‘
Activities 366 1 6 2.26 1.11 2.12 1k
3. Helpfulness of , , , ,
School to Parent| 1459 -3:96 3.61 {0:.00 1:37 0.00 N7A I
HISTOBRAM TOTAL PARENT ACTIVITIES
MIDEQINT COUNT ESCH X= 4
1.0000 2 Ot%
~ 2.0000 . 8 +XX.
3.0000 10 +XXX
4,0000 35 +XXXXXXXXX
5.0000 87 FXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
6:0000 197 +XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX o
7:0000 139 ?XXXX%@XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
8:0000 109 +XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
(TNTERVAL WIDTH= 1.0000)
TOTAL SCHOOL-RELATED PARENT ACTIVITIES
LT 6 DBRAN
MTEFOINT COUNT (EALH X= 4)
1.0000 101 +XXXXXXXXXXXXHXXXXXXKXXXKX X
2.0000 132 FXXXXXXXXXXXXEXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
3,0000 91 FXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
44,0000 29 FXXXXXXXX )
50000 6 +XX ‘
&.9000 7 +xX
T EYAL WTOTA: 1.0000)
NOTE Procedures used in creating the summary var:ap]gszigs well as lnterpretatlons
b of variable values, appear in the text: Medians presented zbove are based on

aggregate data.
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Table 7
(continuad)

HELPFULNESS. OF SCHOOL TO PARENT

H1ZTOiEFAN

MIDPEINT - COLNT CERACH HE 4l
4. 0000 3
=2.0000 19
-2 0onn 34
—-1.0000 ]
0. - 137
1.00010 111
2. 0ann 2
S, unno 1

S, 0060

-,
'

NOTE: Procedures used in creating the summary variables; as well as ‘interpretations

of variable values, appear in the text: Medians presented above are based on
aggregate data. -

s~

v
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school was seen as predominantly helpful, while negative responses.mean

the school was seen as predominantly unheipful: The magnitude of responses
is also interpretable: high positive values for the aggregate variable

mean therz were a lot of 'very helpful' responses and few or none of the
ThHe aggregate variable

is described in Table 7.
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EXAMINATION OF PROGRAM IMPACTS ON PARENTS

Parent involvement and part:cnpatlon is a key component of the PDC
program Gunde]unes require that sites employ a parent coord:nator at
least part,tzme ~and that they take other spec:f:c actions aimed at promoting
family participation.

Airﬁougﬁ many of the stuay's comparison schools .étéiVé federal ?%tié i

Parent Advisory Councils and by providing tralnlng for parents PPE schools

and centers are expected to take other; more direct actions to achieve a

llnkage between home and school. Program desngners expect PDC to change
parent attitudes and behaviors toward the schools and toward the children,
and expect such changes in thHe parents to be clearly related to changes in
other study domains.

Therefore,; in this chapter we deal in succession with three questions:
e What has been PDC's impact on parents?
e Disregarding treatment, what background factors and

other variables he]p;account for parent outcomes?

Do _program |mpacts on parents dlffer accordlng to
differences in parental background and other variables?

HhatsﬂassaeenABﬁﬁsseimpacteﬁneEaLents

of the lnvolvement of students in PDC, as confirmed by the analyses presented
in Chapter_ IV. PDC' impact on fam:]:es is presented here in terms of differ-
ences in the families at the end of the year that the students were in grade
one. Our findings are based on a comparison n‘fthe responises of parents from
tne PDC and comparnson famn]ues to the sprlng ]979 Parent lntervuew The

summary variables:

i'tem—LevelfRespanse_CmnpaLxsonsﬁ' sponse _Comg 7’77.7.7

) Di fferences ldent:fsed in responses to Parent Interview items between
the two groups are,drsggssed below |n,narratnve fashion; Table 8 summarizes
the items for which differences were founrd.
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Table 8

Parent Interview ltems Which Showed Significant
Differences for PDC and Comparison Farents

B S Response Distribution ok
 te Parent Interview ltem ) ) p°
| No. ~ | PBC Comparison
1. | Have you been . to schoo] this
yeafifgf any reason?
(¥ responding, <46¢)
YES i 201 208 .
) % 86.6 91.7 | .0563 (C>P)
La. §[gg§ the beginning of the
school year have you visited
the school to observe your
child's class? (¥ responding,
207)
YES b 119 87 '
% 60.1 L1 .6 -0001 B
4b. | Why did you go the last
time you went? Did. the
teacher ask you to come,
or did you decide on your
own? (V¥ responding, 173)
PARENT RESPONDED ON OWN ¥ 85 39 -
] : 65.7  52.7 .0530
5a. | (Asked of parents who have _ .
gone to school this year to T
attend meetings, workshops,
or social gvgg§§)70|d _you go
to attend a meeting of a
counc.] committee or task
force? (7 responding, 294
ves & | 32 5
4 21.9 6:1 .0001
é”—obablllty by chi-square or Fisher's exact test:
anferences are PDC > Comparison unless otherwise noted
NOTE: lItem Aumbers carrespbnd to the numbers in the sprlng 1979 Psreit lInterview:




~ Table 8
{continued)

o - Response Distribution a b
lEgm Parent Interview ltem - . ba’

No. pOC Comparison

~5a. | Did you go to attend a luncheon,
cont.|{play, carnival; classroom party
or other social activity?
(¥ responding; 29¢)
YES N 93 776 7 -
% 63.7 74.3 . .0324 (c>P)

Since the beginning of the school

~J
.

year have you gone to meet with

anyone at school besides your
child's teacher? (¥ responding,
409)
YES N 107 78 o
3 53.2 37.5 -0009

7a. | Who ‘did you go to meet with? v
N responding, 18¢) )
SOCIAL WORKER OR 28

SCHOOL COUNSELOR 26.4

PARENT COORDINATOR 27

255
55 .

12:3

7 .0008

NI

.8 .0000

10006

DD WLy ~yIoy,

N = owI

PDC STAFF

8. | Do you work in your child's

school,; either as a volunteer
or for pay? (¥ responding, £10)

| s n | s s
e R T EIRE T 16.3 .0016

What kind of work do you do
in school? (¥ responding, 92)
WORK N THE PLAYGROUND i 23 7 -

OR CAFETERIA % 39.7 20.6 .0L74

WORK IN ONE OF THE.OFFICES ¥ 13 0 -
OR IN A CLINIC % 22.4 0 -0014

o]
(ol

"Probability by chi-square or Fisher's exact test.
Differences are PDC > Comparison unless otherwise noted.

NOTE: Item numbers correspond to the numbers in the spring 1979 Parent lnterview.

)
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Table 8
{continued)

, o o Response Distribution ..
I tem Parent lnterview ltem , ] prP
No. PBC Compar i 5o

9a.| (Asked of 329 parents who said
they found it hard to be in-
volved in school life) Could
you give me some of the reasons
you find it hard to be involved
in school life?

PARENT HAS RESPONSIBILITIES
AT HOME

5O =
()
(8
o
[N

220 k5 0549

10.| Has the school:
c. helped you to know other
parents at school?
(¥ responding, 323)
YES, VERY HELPFUL 70 47 .
42.9 29:4 0368

oo Y

e. helped you find a job or
- get job training?

(N responding, 137)
VES, VERY HELPFUL  # | 21 L
32:3 10.1 .0020

#

&9

. Héjﬁéd you take courses in
school or college?
(¥ responding; 185)
YES, VERY HELPFUL v | 21 9. o
% - 25.9 10.7 .0069
g. helped you to arrange
medical, dental and other
health services when your

[N responding, 243)
YES, VERY HELPFUL ¥ 88 8

. 67.7 42.5 .e004

3probability by chi-square or Fisher's exact test.
byiffarences are PDC > Comparison unless otherwise noted.

NOTE: Item numbers correspond to the numbers in the spring 1979 Parent Interview:

A




~ Table 8
(continued)

: L Response Distribution .
Item Parent Interview ftem | ) ] 537
No. ‘ PDC Compar i son

.

Tell me which number (on a 1 to
5 scale) most closely indicates
your feelings, from definitely.

true (1) to not at all true (5).

Jj: The teacher is aware of my
child's strengths.
(¥ responding, 249)

OTHER RESFONSES: (2-5)

&0y

~3
NN
Qo

~a

©

o

.0005 {E5P)

17.

Not counting homework, does
Writiﬁg or drawing that she/he
learned at schoel?.

(¥ responding; 452)

YES, SOMET IMES/NO

o
—dN 00Ny
O, O o

159
59.4
70
30.6

i 0
~J

.0054 - (C>P)

*probability by chi-square or Fisher's exact test.

b I
Differences

NOTE:

are PDC > Comparison unless otherwise noted.

Item numbers correspond to the numbers in the spring 1979 Parent Interview:
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~ Parents' visits to the school. Nearly nine of every ten parerts in
both groups in the study cohort Said that they had visited their child's

schiool in the past year. Slightly more comparison-group than PDC parents
said they had visited the schooi for any reason. _When interviewers probed
for. the reasons for the visitsya number of significant impacts of the POC.

program emerged. Considerably more PDC than comparison-group parents visited
the school to observe in their child's class, and PDC parents more frequently
decided to do so on their own initiative rather than at_the teacher's request.

O0f the parents who had visited the school for meetings or social events,

more PDC than comparison-group parents had gone to attend meetings of councils;
committees or task féfééél; while more comparison-group than PDC parents had
gone to attend a social activity: More PDE than comparison-group parents

had visited the school to meet with someone other than their child's teacher.
When we examinred the identity of the person parents met with; we found that

?pC paréhts, more frequently than those in the cq@pgz?%éﬁ group; met with
PDC staff; a parent coordinator, or the social worker or school counselor.

Parents' work at school (volunteer or paid). More PDC than comparison-
group parents reportgd.wqgki@g Th the schools. When the specific type of
work done is analyzed, results show more PDC than comparison parents working

in the playground or cafeteria, in the school office;, or at the clinic.

 Parents' difficulties with involvement in school life. Nearly three
out of four parents in both groups stated that they found it difficult to

be involved in school affairs; there was no difference between groups.
However, when parents were asxed to 1ist some of the reasons why they found

it difficult, more PDC than comparison parents listed the pressure of home
responsibilities. ‘

Parents' views of the school as helpful. More PDC than comparison- ‘i?

group parents rated the school as 'very helpful' in_terms of meeting other
parents; finding a job or getting job training; taking school or college

courses; and arranging for medical or other health services for their
children: - '
Parentsi perception: teacher awareness of child's strengths. A greater

percentage of comparison-group than PDC parents strongly agreed with the
statement, ""The teacher is aware of my child's strengths.!' Althoogh this
difference in parental responsé§7h§y reflect more accurate perceptions by

PDC parents given the greater amount of contact (inferred from other
‘responses); it was expected that responses would be in the opposite direction:
Frequency of writing or drawing by child at home. More comparison-
group than PDC parents indicated that their child ''often' writes or draws
st home. Again, it was expected that responses would be in the opposite

direction:

lAttendance at PTA or PTO meetings is not included. Attendance at such
meetings was asked in a separate item, and showed no differences between

groups.

Cio
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In addition to the jh&igi@gajfjtéﬁ’ievei comparisons; PGC and comparison

parents were contrasted on aggregate values for the three summary variables

generat°d from the parent interview:

Parent§77act[V'ties with thelrrchiidren; At near slgnlflcant levels,

parents of PDC chiluren reported a broader range of_agtIVJtles with their
children than did parents of children in the comparison groups.

777777 Parents' school-related activities with their children. PDC and
comparison-group parents who' reported working with their children on school-

related or homework activities during the past week showed no difference in
the number ‘of such activntles.

fpgﬁparents vnewung the‘school as more helpfu] than comparnson group parents
ACross nine areas.

'biséuséién46£+kinain§§

D:fferences in responses between PDC and comparison-group parents on a

var;ety of. items of_the spring 1979 Parent lnterV1ew point up & number of.
areas in which the POC program appears to have had a substantial impact.

7777The frequency and reasons for parents Visits to school reflect prugram

|mpacts in severa] ways. Although the cverall frequency of parents' visits

to school is only slightly affected, visits of PDC parents are much more

frequent]y conducted for reasons having to do with the child's immediate

educational experiences (such as observing in the class); and more frequently

occur at the parents' initiative. Involvement is more frequent in formal

groups or task- re]ated committees; PDC parents less frequently visit the

" schools just_for social affairs. All of these differences are consistent -
"With the fulfillment of PDC mandates for substantial and meaningful involve-

ment of parents with their children's education and with the school as an

educational institution.™Further; it is clear that PDC programs are success-
fully bradglng the gap between home and school by providing staff roles
(other than teachers) dl-ectly\anolved with parents, as well as by

redefining the roles of school counselors or social workers so that they are

miore directly oruented towarc the famxly
. N

increase in the proportion of parents working in. the Schoo]s e1ther as

volunteers or in ﬁéid pocltibhs, and in the differentiation in parent

‘horie env:ronment is contradictory: On the one hand PDC parents list a

s



broader range of ?9?'Y!F'?§,Wi?b iﬁeir child than do cbmpérisuﬁ-grgup ones;
on the other, comparison parents with more frequency say their children
write or draw ''often'' at hcme:

In a %idéi area, though there is no quest:on but that the program

has affected the parents' view of the school as helpful to their own

development and their famiiies' needs.

We can summzarize the identified impacts of PDC on parents from the

viewpoint of the parents themselves; in four areas:

1) the pirogram has increased parent involvement w:th their
own children's educa:uon*

2) the program has increased parent involvement with school
* policy-making groups an¢ activities;

3) the program kas lncreased opporturities for parents to

work as helpers in school act1v1t:eS'

‘ﬁ) the program has allowed the parents to come Fo see the

school as a resource to help in their own development
and in meeting their families' needs:

Yy
\YA

Bisregaiding Treatment, What Variables Help
Account for Parent Outcomes?

Once program-related impacts have been identified, the next step is

to establish the extent to which variables other than those subsumed under
the educational program contribute to outcomes, and then to attempt to

separate the contribations of treatment. from those of other factors. The

present section takes up the first of these issues.

Flrst we dxscuss the forwetlon of a set of potentlal prednctor or

nndependent varnables next; the selection of a set of parental outcomes
For wthh relatuons are explored third; the methods used; and; finally,

Potential Predictor Variables

Four categorles of variables are cons:dered in this prellmngery examina-

tion of variable relatuonsh:ps independent of treatment: site, fam:ly back-

ground characteristics, teacher attitude toward parert involvement, and

parental attitude toward the school:

ERIC 16
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Site. Site is an important alternative to program treatment as a pre-
dictoriyériéblé but 6hé c1éar.v ré]atéd tb treatment. BétéUée the PDC guide—

be vnewed as an lmplementatlon of one |dea in eleven different wavs, one

to a site; for this reason, site-related variation in outcomes is related

to treatment- related Variatxon. On the other hand, s:te leveliglffereggg§ii
in other domains separab]e from educatlonal treatment--for example in parent
background characteristics such as ethnicity--suggest that site as an explan-

atory variable must be considered also as a contributing factor dlfferent

from the educational treatment. In short; both treatment-related and treat-
ment-independent sources of variation in outcomes may be bound together in
the explanatory variable site:

candidates for predlctors of parent impacts. From the pool of variables
é"éi]ab]e, five were selected:

i) étﬁhicity: it is antIC|pated that this vcrlable will be
ééﬁfédhdéd'With snte snnce there are c]ear dlfferences |n

S'Le

2) number of parents in the family: it is aﬁt;c:patéa that

3) rother's employment status: it is anticipated that program-
related impacts will be different in families where the mother
is working.

LY mother's educational level

v

5) famnly i ncome >

Teacher attitudes toward parent involvement. This is a composite

variable Formed from four items in the Global Ratings scales in the spring
1979 Teacher Interview:

1) the extent to which the teacher made an effort to invite

parents into the classroom (item 17);

2) the extent to which the teacher involved parents in the
classroom activities (ltem 18):

3) the extent to which the teacher appeared to feel comfortable
about having parents in the classroom (item 19): and
4) the extent to which the teacher appeared concerned with

encouraqing the involvement of parents in the classroom
{item 21):

47
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To. the extent that there is a relat:on between teacher characterlstucs

which m\ght be affected by a program such as PDC and parent outcomes, it is

expected that teacher attltudes toward parent involvement will mediate such

a relations np Although technical issues still require resolution in

analyzing the relatnonqhnps of variables across different analytnca. domains,
the values on hns compos:te variable for each teacher were used in these
prellmlnary ana yses conducted with the parents as the analytical onit.

Parental attutyde toward school: Four variables from the parent inter-

view reflectlng parents' Sttitude toward school were assessed as potential
predictors: :

1) parents' att:tu@o regarding the school's "friendliness"

(item 11:c.). *\

2) parents' attitode regardlng the ease of getting to know
school staff (items N:.d. and ll.e. ).

3) parents' attitude regard{ng the amount their child is
learning at school (item {] m.) : -
4) parents' attitude regardlng\the ease of communicating with
the school (formed from items\l1.a., 11.b., 11:g:; 11:h. and
11.n:): N\
<
These variables can also be affected ny the program, and thus can also

be outcomes of the educatlonal treatment. They did not, however, show

prbgram—related differences between groups: N

The potential predictor variables are listed in Table 9.
o
Parent Outcomes Used as Pependent Variable§ \&

\,

Nlne interview ntems and three compos;te scales were examined féf

relation to potentlal predlctors jtems or scales were\cons|dered for -

dependent variables for these analyses if: \

® they seemed meaningfully related to desired 0utcomes\of a

parent involvement progiam. The set of program outcoqes

showing impacts of PDC was included, and otner variables

were added to it. N
@ interpretation of the outcomes was unambiguous. \\
- - - - - - o 7;7777' ;77 '77' - - - ———V\\——,,,,,,,,
The variables included in ana]y§es are listed in Table 9. The tyelve
parent outcome variables can be grouped inte four categories: X
e <ix variables related to school attendance by the parents, \\
and the reasons for parents' attendance at school; \\

\

\-

\




Table 9 1

Alternatlve Explanatlons of Impacts on Parents*
THe Set of lndependent and Dependent Varlables
for WHich Relatlonshlps Are Examined -

«
N,

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES (PREDICTORS): B

C L
Parent Background Characteristics:
Ethrnicity
Number of parents in the family
Mother,s employment status
Mother's educational level
Family income

Teacher Attitudes Toward Parent Involvement

Parent Attitudes Toward School:

‘ew of the school as ''friendly" (interview item l]c)
Ease of getting to know school staff (items 11d, lle)
Biount child is learning at school (item 11m) B
Ease of communication with the school (items lla, 11b,

11g; 11k, and 11m)

DICTED) :

Attendance at School:
Attendance for any reason
Attendance to observe child's class at parents‘ or
teacher's initiative
Attendance at school for formal meetings
Attendance at school for social activity.

Meeting with school staff other than child's teacher

, oF paid)

Parents' Work

Parents' Activities With Their Child at Home: -
Frequency of reading with tHe child in the pa§t month

Number of activities with the ch«ld in the past week
Number of school-related activities with the child in the

past week
Perception of School's Helpfulness:

Perception of school's overall helpfulness to the parent

School's helpfulness in meeting the child's special needs
and abilities

43
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e one variable related to parents' work at school;

e two variables related to parents' perception of the

school's helpfulness; and

three variables related to parents' activities with
their children at home.

Analytic Approaches Employed

A variety of analyg:einethods were used. Because most of the dependent

variables are nominal or ordinal in scale, the majority of analyses involve

the formatxon of the appropraate contxngency tables. lInterpretations of

variable nnterrelatlons is limited to two-variable relat:onsﬁlps, since the
number of empty cells and cells with very few subjects wouid othenwise
rapidly become unmanageable.

Measures of assoc:atlon are not presente d; |nstead sngnnf:cant tests

with levels at or below .05 are used as eétl'ates of the existence of a
relationship between variables:

Rasults. of Analysis

,,,,,, Table 10 suminar

associations identifi

28 the findings of the analyses conducted. The
ed are described below.

Effects of site: There were significant differences berween siterc

for eleven of the twelve parent outcomes examined. In order to establi

whHetHer tHere were conS|stent differences between sites in levels of parent

involvement, sites were classified for each outcome as above or below
the overall variable mean. One site, Maryland; had values above the mean
for eight of the eleven outcomes show:ng site differences; while the

Washington, site hHad values above the mean for seven outcomes; all other

sites had s:x or less.

Effects of family background character|<t|cs. The following lndepen-

dent variables were examined for their effect on various parent ootcomes:

famlly ethnicity and stated annual income, family structure, and maternal

employment and educatlon Ethnicity was s:qnuf:cantly related to seven

of twelve paren* outcomes examined; including all but one of .the variables
related to parent attendance at school; as well as to parent's work at
school and the perception of the school's overall helpfulness. There was

.no relation between ethnic cla551f|cat|on and the three variables relatad

to parent activities with their children at home. As Table 10 shows, there

is no clear trend separating the three largest ethnic groups (Hispanic;
black and white) consistently across the parent outcomes examined: For

instance, black parents reported lower rates of attendance at school than



Table 10
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Parent Action:. Perceptions and Variables Regardless of Treatment

.- - PREDICTOR VARIABLES . .. __.
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Ethniclty | Employmient | Structure | Fducation| Income
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donslated <ells indicate significant relationships, p < :05:
bRaiihéé were made using a 1-5 scale; 1= "true"; 2-5 = "almost true' to "not true."
Co=t gites are those above the mean percent; low sites are those below the mean percent.
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the other groups--except for attendarce at_ formal meetlngs but. biack
garentsigere also highest in their perceptxons of the school's overall
helpfulness: There is the strong likelihood that significant reiation-

shnps between ethnic groups and parent outcomes are in fact due to site-

level differences; since the sites are quite different in their propor-

tions of families by ethnic group: _

The other famnly background predlctors show a broad but somewhat
scattered pattern of relationships to the parent outcomes,VWIth one or
more ~f the predictors related SIgnlflcantly to eight of the twelve parent

outcom= variables; but none of the dependent variables related simultaneously .

to all four of the predictors.

- In general; the relationshios found between famlly characteristics
and parernts'’ attendance at school are in the expected directions: ''Mother's

'employment“ decreased attendance for one of the six dependent vaiiables:

Parents in single-parent families tended to attend less frequentiy (in

three dependent variables). Higher levels of maternal education corresponded
to hlgher levels of attendance {(in three dependent varlables) And higher
income levels corresponded to higher attendance levels, in one dependent
variable: Let us consider each of the parent butcomes.

.sungle parent families than for two-parent families. It was also iower for

familes in whuch the mother had less than a complete hlgh school education

and for families with lower inccnie ]evels . Attendance at school to observe

in the child's class was significantly related to mother S employment and

famnly structure Workung mothe s made fewer v1s1t ror thlS reason. Like-

frequently than sunq]e parents

observe their chi.d' class” Was related to mother S educatron The

" proporiion of parents attending school social activities was relsted in

identical fasnion to famnly structure and to maternal education. In single-

parent families, 627 of the parents attended; in two-parent families; 74%

attended. In families with less than a full high-school level of maternal

education; 62% of the parents attended; in families with more maternal
education; 74% did: Finally, none of these background characteristics

affected attendance at shcool for formal meetings ofr attendance to meet
with school staff other than the child's teacher.

Twa predic. s were s:gnlfucantly related to the proportlon of parents

who worked at school either in paid positions or as volunteers. Nonworking

mothers more frequently worked at school than working mothers; and parents
in two-parent families more often reported this type of involvement than did

single parents.
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school attendance occurs for relations between famlly background features

and outcomes for parent- ch|ld home relat:ons For these zralyses, the
variable 'frequency of parents' reading with the child' was grouped into

two response categories; high frequency (dally or several times per week)

and iow frequency (once per week or less frequently) Two predictors were
SIgnnf:cantly related to this variable: mother's employment and family

income:

The relatlon between mother S emp:oyment and frequency of readlng

goes quute agalnst expectations: in famiiies in which the mother is

employed the parent :nterv ewed (almost anvarlably the mother) saxd she

expect: 65% of parents in famxlles with lncomes at or below the overall

median read to their children w1th hlgher frequencneS* while 74% of parents

in families with above-median income levels read to their chiidren that
frequently.

The relation between family characteristics and the range of activities
undertaken with the child in a week was consistent for three variables,
althodéh differences were smal! in magnntude. Parents in two-parent families,

in families with higher maternal education levels, and in families with higher

incomes, reported sngnlflcantlv more activities w|th their child than did

famxlles in the other categornes for each variable. For the range of school =

related activities undertaken with the chlld in a week; there was a near-

significant relation with the family structJre pred:ctor' two-parent families

gave a slightly larger range of activities than did parents in single-parent
families. »

- There were no effects of family background oF socioeconomic character-
istics on parents' perception cf the school's helpfulness.

Effects of teacher attitude toward parent involvement and parent

outcomes. There was no relation found between the variable representung the

teacher's attitude toward parental involvement in the classroom and any of

the parent outcomes explored lt should be noted that analyses such as this

technical issues relatxng to. the selectnon of the _most approprnare uni - of
analysis for such cross-domain comparisons are still under study. Al that

can he said at this point is that there are no annnflcant associations be-

tween the teacher attitude composite variable and the parent outcomes explored

when the parent .is used as the cnit of analysis:

B Effects of parent attntudes toward the school and parent outcomes:
Four variables, ratings of parental attitudes toward the school; were vsed
as predictors of parent outcomes. The independent varlables were: the
extent to whlch parents vnewed school staff as frlendly, parents felt It

o,
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a lot at school; and parents felt sc
these variables was associated with a
attendance at school. Only one was r

parents who agreed strongly that scho
be working at the school than' parents

‘with the statement.

 Rather surprisingly; also, these
activities at home with the child. T
it is easy to get to know schocl sta
a high frequency of ''reading with the
association between reading frequency
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Parents' activntles at home with their child are an exception to the
effects of ethnicity: there are no differences in levels by ethnic group.
Other background characteristics show effects in_ the expected directions--

parents in two-parent families report more: actnvntles with their children

than single parents; parents in families with better-educated mothers report

more activities, wealthler families report more activities--with one rather

surprising exception: parents in families with working mothers report with

higher frequency that they read relatively often to their children than do

parents in families without workung mothers:

The variable ''teacher’'s attitude toward parent involvement in the class-

room'' does not appear related to any of the parent outcome domains explored.

When four va: .-les measur.ay -inects ¢ the parents' attitude toward
the school are used to predict narent ouf-omes. we find that_ they are un-
related to levels o- parent attendance ru.ther— o:!y one of them IS related

to whicn pzrents believe schoo] staff listen to them:

Parents' attltudes toward the school ‘are ccnsnstently and posxtnveiy
re’ated to the parents' activities with the:r child at home, with one rather
puzzling exception: parents whofee] least strongly that schoo] staff are
friendly report at _near-significant levels more school-related actnv;t:es at
home with their child. Finally, parents' attitudes toward the school are
stronqgly related to their perception of the school's helpfulness.

snows a number of interesting relatlonshlps between family and site character-

istics and significant school-related parental outcomes when the effects of
treatment are disregarded. Generally, one can say that family background and
structure 3ppedr related to dttefidance and to activities dt Home but not to
perceptions bf the §chbbl'§ helpfulnegs wnile attitude tbward the schocl

Do Program Effects on Parents Differ According to Site
or to Differences in Background or. Other Variables?

This question explores in a preliminary fashion the notion of alternative
explanations of treatment-related differences in parental outcomes, as well
as the pos>|b|!1ty of interactions between treatment and some of the predictors

in association with parent cutcomes.

(S
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Rather different questlons are asked about site than are asked about

the other nndeoendent variables used as predictors: The maJor question for

the,yarlab e site is: are treatment- related dxfferences in parent outcomes
manifest at only Somé §ites, or are they exterisive to all or most Sites? In
order to approach this question systematically, two SDElelC questions are

asked for all outcome variables for which overall site effects were noted in
Table 10:

e Is there a significant difference between treatment groups
st some individual sites?

@ |If sites showing significant differences individually are left
out; is there a difference between treatment droups at the o
aggregate level at the rem&ining sites? :

~. For other lndependent variables; only one questIOn us asRed for all

; those preductor-outcome pairs show’ ng a significant relationship (dxsplayed

in Table 10 in the preceding sect :—; dces the predictor interact with the

educatlonal treatment7 This quest on can also be expressed as: is there a

significant relation between educutlona treatment and a given parernt out-

come; if one controls for the effects 5f an independent variablie?

it must be noted that only thOS° predxctor outcome palrs for whnch a

relatlonshlp had been establishad eexl.e. were explored for their interactions
w:th treatment Although it is possibie for an lndependent varlable and

treatment to interact w«thout an overall main effect of the independent

variagble, in a number of cases tested for the present data set the lnteractlons
fail to reach statistical significance: Figure b provides an example There

is 3 significant effect of treatment on the.likelihood of parents' attendance

a:¢ school) to observe in their child's class- there is no overall effect of

mother's education on this outcome. An iiteraction is suggested by the fact

that there is an effect of treatment on attendance to obssrve for the
- families with mothers reporting_higher educational levels, but not for the
other families: Is there significant interaction, however7 One way to ask

this question is to ask whether the differences by educational level are

s:gnuf:cant thhln treatment groups. For example,; there wou]a,be |nteract|on

with lmportant nmpl:catlons for treatment if there were no differences between
mothers with more and less education in PDC, but a strong diffzrence between
these two groups in the comparison sample: The interpretatior would be that
PDC operates both to raise the level of involvement of all families and to
bring the fanilies thh less =ducation to equality in invcivement with those
with more education. As the vhart in Figure 4 shows, however: neither
difference is statlstxcallv clonxfxcant Sso that we must cunciude that there

is no interaction:

The Sets of Variables Examined

The sets of prednctor and dependent variables examines. {7 answer this
gquestion is the same as that given for the preceding section {see Table g9).
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Examination of the Interaction of a Predictor Variable (Mother's Education)
and Educational Treatment (PDC versus Comparison) in their Effects on a
Parent Outcome (Attendance at School to Observe in the Child's Classroom)

(N=403)

Mother's Educational Treatment
Education o PDC Comparison

< 11 years 53% 58% 48% PDC vs. COMPARISON

DLff. Difference NS

NS . . - o

> 12 years L9g 62% 37% PDC vs. COMPARISON
p = .000]

~ , | ~— Diff p = 000
60% L2%

NOTE: Table entries are the percentages of the available respondents
in each cell who reported attending school to observe in their

62

58
V4
iiyééii
responses

T A 48

p=.076
(Fisher's)

I - — . e o S Am e e -
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37

i i i i i i i 2 i e s ) P e e e

3

PDC COMPAR1SON
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N Analytic Procedure

N 7 Most of the parent outcomes are of nominal or ordinal scale. For this
N reason, analytic approaches, in most cases, involved the examination of con-

‘ tingency tables. The effects of controlling for predictors are ascertained

by using contingency tables st each level of the independent variable.

Yecisions about the existence of interaction are based on decisioa rules
relating to the direction of effects; magnitude of associations and partition

of "effects across independent variable levels, as iliustrated in Figure L:
« ~
\,

Resul t.of Analyses

~ Table 11 summarizes findings. The interactions identified are described
below: A
PN .
The effects of site and ethnicity. Eight of the twelve outcomes for
parents showed treatment-related differences at specific sites. For six of
these outcomes noeffects remained after the sites showing significant
differences were removed. This is admittedly s highly conservative test,
but it does indicatesthat there is extensive localization cf treatment effects
at individual sites. ‘s ites at which significant differences were found were
not; however; consistently the _scme ones even within given measurement

domains for parent outcomes. The parert outcomes for which there were signif-
icant treatment effects at\individual sites are: attendance at school for
any reason, observation at Parent's initiative; attendance at schcol to meet

with staff other than the child's teacher, number of dctivities at home with
the child in the past week, numbter of school-related ~ctivities at home with

the child, and parental perceptiog of the school's overall helpfulness:

Tuo variables showed both effects of individusl sites and overall

cffects when the sites showing differapces were removed from analysis. These
variabies were attendance at school to sbserve in the child's class and
attendance at school to participate in formal meetings: For these two vari-
ables can say with great confidence that treatment effects are truly pervasive

and not limited to specific sites.

T Te ok - .- \ R - L
Treatment ditferences in parent outcomes varied by ethnic group, bot
appeared clearly related to site-specific treatment differences. Thus, when

sites showing significant diffurs--es between treatment groups were removed,
the interactions of ethnicity a¢ treatment 2lso tended to disappear. Only
for one variable, attendancz &  :hool for social éttf${tié§, was there a
specific difference betweer. Ires.ment explainable in par\by ethnicity and nct

site. For this variable, v.&. comparison parents Eéai§j§§ificahtly higher
levels of ''yes'' answers than dic¢ POC parents while no othe;f@@ﬁﬁic groups

shovied significant differences between PDC and comparison parents--although
311 differences were in the same direction. AN
Ne-

Effects of family background characteristics. Four independent variables
were examined for interaction effects with irs.v-'nt on various parent out-
comes: family structure. stated annual Incoue. maternsd emplovment andX

S
N

R RN
‘o~
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Table 11
Sunmary of the Patterns of Differences ih Réiétidhs Between Parent
Background; Perception and Action Variables by Treatment Giédﬁa

PREDICTOR VARIABLES
e le e e
324 13 4 o | site
8% [ 2o |8 [ars | (ki)
L L §3 P8EL| BT [8it
| Hotlier's Farilly | Mother's | Famlly | b5 | buk| b3 (LEd
Eiilelty | Emploment | Structure | Educatlon | ncone | &, | S 98|87 o5 [
(is9) | (639) | (WAse) | (Nelss) | (wedg)! p= | n | mORlasIg o
= 5'0'5 vl Il i ] B
. ) e w68 | Ge2) §SEIRERE T %as
c v : 4l tloo| ve |tw |cgejraci] § 957
S P R R T R T E A AR R LR
[Eas | [RYE | 5x )8 S0 »o|o Huekis)luo)limtsh) sy | 25 £
T L R T 1 ER ) R e v e ra L 1
DEPENDENT VARIABLES. |oru | p | Fo 5 | 8 BF |54 md| V) M| la [P g5 el EEIC g fu ol
Attendance at school: for
any reason , ,
, : ; C:95 0P
o | & responding "yes" >0 | 459 n.s. F:86 M oas.
Attendance at school: to
ooserve child's class Ly .
| R ; ’ (0,fL Pi3]
5 responding “yes" PsC | 407 WGl
| Attendance at schoo’: to Ps(:
observe child's class at (4,00
parent $ initiative )
- # 0P
% responding "yes" B I3 Moo
Attendance at school:
to attend formal meeting Pt
% responding yes" L |29 M7
Attendance at school:
to attend social activity
| C:62 C:11 :80
¢ vespanding "es" IR PE Ashis. S
Completed cells irdicate mgmﬁcant predxctor interaction mth educatuonal treatment, p< 05
Ratings vere nade using a 1-§ scaie: l-“true" 2-5="alnost true" to "not true. " .
“Sredictor-outcone pairs showing a ssgmflcant relattonshlp but no interaction with treatment. “ S




Table 11

S —t—

(continued)
PREDICTOR VARIMBLES .
7 e e ¢ g N
' 202 |3 [po| i
ac | eo | as {azr . {N=459)
VY [/ <8 [ guen
I C R I Y= e | U Ve C
| Mother's | Faslly | Hother's | Fanlly | i | ¢i%§| 62 |93
Etinlclty | Employnent | Structure | Educatlon | Income | %5 | 881 %% |“pa | & ¥
- - n - =l @ - e  C X I R I
(Websg) | (Wedso) | (Nebsg) | (Nslss) | (bs)] o= | o 5f O 8o=5l = 3
e UOQ| HHe =Y -
B B B co C§ cCE EESE_: -
" B Pl 90 | 69X| gaLt{eede G Gao
£ v ) (- L L L. | L g;ug; 3 oc
A R P R R YA R R E Rt
£90 HE dohel g > *aa (N-mis) (Nskst) | (Rsbsh) | (vebsg) | 2§ €5
e H I PR R e o o
N AR S R K L e = e S D 2 1 S 1 L
Atte'n'd'a’ht'e at schoo] ) |
to meet with staff other ,
than ¢hild's teacher -
- P>(:
¢ responding yes" R’ MIT  nss
Parents's work at school | P
Fraquency of reading with
¢hild within past month
1=dai ly/several Lines ; , . .
3 week o
2=less often ) __ﬂpne
Nanbat of sciivities with | Gl | s )
child within past week (F: P: 5 P: 8 P: 4 Lh] N
: for <b| B L I ) I (X PL:
Lranqe < &, 7h) sctivities I LT act) n 5. act.) th ns.
Nuber of schoc-related
acL1y1L1es u.t{_c“ I
within past wezk s E ﬁ%?:
(ange; 1461 o N i
Datings were made using a 15 scale: 1="true" 2- Seialnost truet to ot trie :'i}

»‘N.*Pred ctor~outcome pairs showing a significant relationship Lut no interaction with treatment.
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T €9

(continued)
PREDTCTOR VARIABLES - -
-
o I i - I
ot | oo | an |as (N=b59)
[T eLe_| b~ gon
iierts | et Lathars L | S8 | 38| 80 |28 =
o fother's | Failly hother's | Fanlly) gu | ghgl o= |e3u o
Ethinlclty | Enplojment | Stricture | Edicatloi | Ircome | &, | & §01 &2 (2o | 8
(hobs3) | (hekSo) | (hsg) | (Relgs) | (hebig]] 5= | 5ip | 2O @ned )=
— U= gog vufuu=ul 2
_ I REET CELIEEOE - .
] .- E n ] pﬂ [ R ﬂorl' n Vv o
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oy v ok | plzas | 3 &3 15d A&V K| ol |1 28l 2817 2SI 2 £ 88!
barens! prcaption of
school 's overal | helpful - . | .
ness i | s bow | Pl
, B U R A I B 1,
(range, -3.94 to 43.61) | PoC 459 (:-115 i) C:- 1005, ur n.s.
Patents percepion o
school's helpfulness in
meeting special need -
- L B * ¥ i
3 responding "yes' None | 161 7
Ratings were nade using a 1-5 scale: 1="true", 2-5="almost. true" to "ot troe
Sradictor-oatcone pairs showing a significant relationship but no interaction with treatment.
o i o
" :J




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

educatlon Only two of these, family structure and mother's educatIOn
showed treatment-related differences for specific parent outcomes. Slngle
parents in the comparison group reported more attendance at school for
sotié] éCtiVities théh single pDC béréhts. Two-béréht Fémi]iés ih thé

Mother'!s education showed treatment related dxfferences For two schoo]

attendance outcomes and one parent-child home activities outcome. For those
mothers with at least a hxgh schoc] education, comparison group mothers more
often reported: (li attendancefatfschool for any reason; (2) attendance at
school social activities; and (3) involvement with their ch’ild in fewer than
five home activities during the past week.

The effect of treatment was the same for different family 53¢E§E§9§§,

conditions on parents' perception of the school's helpfulness and parents'

work in the school.

_ Effects of parent attitudes toward the school. Three of the four parent
attitude variables, parents' view of the school as frienc!y, parents' percep-
tion of the amount their child is learning; and parents’ perception of the
extent to which the school listens to them; showed differences related to
treatment for parent outcomes in parents' work at school, parents' Activities

with their child at home, and parents' perception of the school's helpfulness.

staff is friendly," PDC parents were more likely than comparison- group
paients to rate the school High in terms of ¢ erali Helpfulness. Ccmparlson-
group parents who did not rate the school as being very frrendly mcre often
reported four or fewer parent-child home activities than PDL parents who gave

similar school friendliness ratings.

0f those parents who strongly agreed with the statement that the ''school

of those parents who strongly agreed wirh the statement; ''My child is,

learning a lot in school,' PDC parents more °Ft?U,f?,?d,the,§§h°°l higher in
terms of ltS overall helpfulness anally, of parents who strongly §9reed 77777
with the ''school listens to them'' statement, more PDC parents than comparison-

grodp parents worked in school. And compar:son group parents who did not
agree strongly with that statement more often reported working with their
child at home on four or fewer activities than PDC parents.

Summary and Discussion of Findings

Preliminary analyses show that there are interaction effects between

treatment and some of the predictors in association with parent outcomes.
The predictors interacted with educational treatment for nearly one-half
of the predictor-outcome pairs that showed a annlflccnt reiatnoﬁiﬁio in
ha!f of these instances the predictor that interacted with treatment was

site,; yet sites-at which s:qnxfxcant differences were found were not consis-

tently the same ones.
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Two family- background predictors interacted with treatment effect.
For slngle parent families,; comparison-group parents more often reported

attendance at school soc:al functions and for two parent families, compari-

son- grodp parents more often reported engaging in iess than five week]y

actnvntles with their child: For families ir whlcn the mother had at least

a high school education, comparison-group parents more often reported
attendance at school For any reason and for school social functions and
more often Stated ‘that they had been lnvolvea in four or fewer activities

Three parent~att|tude scale predictors interacted with the treatment

effect. OF those parents who rated the school highly in terms of friend-

lnness PDC parents rated the schools as more helpful sverall than compar-

ison~-group parents (Th:s treatment effect also held for parents who felt

their child was learning a lot in school.) Of those parents who rated the
School moderately Fr:endly to not at all Frlendly” more compar:son,group

parents reported four or fewer home activities with their child. Of those

pirants who stated that the school listened to them, more PDC parents
reported working in the schools than comparison-group parents; of those
parents who did not agree strongly with the ''schooil listens to them' state-
ment, comparason group parents more often reported less than five parent-

Chi]d home activities within the past week:

It should be noted that some interesting parent impact findings are
overlooked when only statistically significant interactions with treatment

are reported. The data, when mulled over, provide a rich supply of infor-
mation. One such interesting finding pertains to the outcome ‘'parents'.

work at schor'.' Compar.sons showed significant group differences; with
more PDC pa .- ~orting this activity: When background varnables were

¢ xamired f“' T dzng treatment) we found that mother's employmen' and
family s¢:* - were significantly related to parents' work in school: (Both

nODWCrulfq mochers and respOndents from two- parent families more often

rep-rtzd working in school than working mothers and single parents.) When
treatment is entered into the anglysis, results show that more RDL worklng
mothers reported-this kind of school |nvolvement than comparison working

Wothers. Figure 5A shows that not. only do slgn»Fncantly more PDC working
mothers report work:ng in school than comparison working mothers but that
a greater percentage of PDC workxng mothers reported this type of school
involvement than nonworking comparison mothers. PDC, in other words, has
increased the number of working mothers who work in the school on & paid

or volunteer basis such that their involvement at Teast eguals *“hat of non-

working comparison mot:iers.

twc-parent fanul;es involved in PDC reported working in the school than
singlé parents or two-parent familieS of comparison chnldren PDC has
increased the invclvement of beth types of families to such an extent that

the percentage of PDC s:ngle parents who _work _in school is greater than
the percentage of comparison two-parent families who report such work.

6 5 T
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Figure 54

Percentage of PDC and Comparison Parents Who Reported Working in School,
Either on a Paid or V.lunteer Basis, By Mother's Employment Status

Working Nonworking
T . , Mothers® Mothers

50
50"

o S PB3.3)
307

€(22.6)

Figure 58
Percentage of PDC and Comparison Parerts Who Reported Working “a School,

Zither on a Paid or Volunteer Basis, By Number of Parents in Family

Single-Parent Two-Parent
Families® Families®

30~
P(25)

20-

c(9)

10"

ip < .05 66 C e




F:nally, F:gure SC looks at treatment eFFects on parents who work in

school when Soth mother's employment status_and number of parents in the

famiiy are taken into account. S:gnnfucantly more PDE work:ng, single
parents reported workung in school than similar comparnscn parernts.

Logucally, the working single parent would be the most difficult type of

parent to-get involved in school activities; yet PBC has clearly encouraged

them to work in school, either in a pald or volunteer position. In fact;
the percentaqe of slngle working mothers who reported working in PDC

schools is grzater than the percéntage of any type of compar:son mother
who reported working in school except nonworking mothers in two-parent
families (and then the percentages are less than one point apart).

Based on the data presented in Figures 5A-SC it is clear that PDC has
lmDacted the number of parents who work at their child's school. PDC in

fact; seems to have been at least as successful w:th the snngle work:ng

péFéﬁ:é (who presumably have the least amount of time to work in schools),

as they have been with two-parent families.

Summary of Parent Interview Analyses

This chapter has focused on three major questions, each of which is
reviewed here.

What Has geen PDC's Impact on Parents?

PDC-comparison group analyses show that the PDC program has had sub-
stantial impact on certain aspects of parent bshaviors and attitudes.
Basically,; there are four areas where PDC has -i;:ificantly affected

parent involvement:

e The PDC program has lncreased”parents involvement in

their children's education. (PDC parents are more freguently
atfsghool to observe,theur child's class on their own_
initiative and to talk to school staff other than their
child's teacher.)

The PDC program has increased parents' involvement with

school policy-making groups and activities. (PDC parents

‘@

are more likely to be on formal groups or task-related

N
committees and less likely to visit the schools just for
social affairs.)

The PDC program has lncreased oppor'unutnes for parents

to work as helpers 1n the school 7(More PDC parents report

playgrounds and cafeterlas)

S _ 67
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resource to help in their own deve]opment and in meetlng thelr
famul:es needs. (PDC parents more often ratod -he schools as
'very he]pful“ in terms of gettlng to know other parents,
finding jobs, enrolling in courses and arranging for medical;

dental and other health services.)

The results show that.most of the -ariables examined did account for

péréht outcomes; to some degree. The ''site'! var:ab]e was found to be

significantly relatéd to the majority of parent outcomes while the ''teacher

attltude toward the parent involvement'' variable was tkc on]y one not found

to be sngnuf:cantly related to the outcomes. The 'site'' variable, unfor-

tunately,; "did not cons:stent]y |dent|fy the same sites as accountlng for

parent outcomes within a measurement domain. In general, family background
preductor; (|nclud|ng maternal emplcyment, educatlcn famu.y structure anu
stated annual income) appear related to school atten@ahté cutcomes and to
activities_at home, but not to parents' perception of the school's help-
fulness. On the ciher hand; parents attitudes toward the school appear
related to activities at home and to perception of the school's helpfui-
ness but not to attendance at school:

Do Program Impacts on Parents Differ according to Differences in
Background and Other Variables? ‘

_Again, most program impacts vary according to site, yet the sites
showing significant treatment effects were not consistent in the outcomes
measured: Treatment interactions were found for all parent domains in

which there were significant predictor-outcome relationships: Specifically;

proqram impacts in school attendance and parent- child home actIV|t|es
dfoﬂred according to background var:ables while program lmpacts in parents'
work at school, parent -child home activities, and parents' perceptlon of
the schozcl's helpfulness differed acrordunq to parent attitude variables.
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SUMMARY CF IMPACT ON PARENTS

__The model of the flow of change rééui;ihg from thé impiaméntétion

occor to produce impacts on elements of the interactional model: the

program first musc impact on lnStltUthnS and through them on parents

and teachers before it impacts on children: The evaluation methodology
deveioped to be resporisive to the PDC analytlc model was first lmplemented
in spring 1979, at which tigfe program staff at the individual sites had
been implementing PDC for_three_years (|nclud|ng a startup year and two
years cf full implementation). One component of the PDC program at each
site is parent involvement. The evalua*tior has examined the extent to
Wthh PBC programs are implementing the paient involvement orogram through

interviews with parents; teachers and sdministrators.

Summary of Findings

Program staff have been successful in achieving PDC's goai of iihkihg

the home and school as ev: ienced by the following:

e PDC parents are more involved in their ~hildren's education:

They report @ greater incidence of observxng in their ch:ldren <
rlacsroom, ~>f v1s:tlng the cl sroom on the:r own 1nxt atlve, ne

chn]dren s teacher.

e PDC parents are more often members of ccwmitreces or task forces.
This }jyo]vemeqiirof]ogts not only parental growth in terms of

aoceptance or efponalbllnty 'U,§§h°°] matters and appreciation
of their own input but also changes in institutionai policies
and procedures.
@ FMore PDC parents work in school, either on a paid or volunteer
basis. Again this. relate> directly to the prograri goal of linking

the home ard school by involving parents in school life.

and in terms of meetlng other parents, flndlnc job trclnlng or

JOb placemen taking classes and- famnila.uzang them with support
service zgencies.

¢ -
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Interpretation of Findings

of the need for them to act on that conviction: Accordnng to program
staff any parents fee] school staff partncularly teachers, are the

1:tt1e if anythlng, to contribute. The evaluation results suggest that
PDC staff have made progress in their efforts to change this assu.aption

and to involve parents directly in thelr children's education. Within

PDC schools, parents are involved in decision-making groups as we'l as in
visiting and/or working in classrooms.

The fact that more PDC parents work in school means that school staff
are reaching out to parents; asking them to become involved. This is
particularly significant because; for many teachers; parent involvement
in school matters. particularly cliassroom work; is a foreign concept.

- PDC has clea-iv “c2n successful in getting teachers and other school staff

not only to ac e-: the need for parent involvement,; but aiso to actively
encotrage it.

the multndnmensnonalxty of PDC: PDC focuses on the whole ch:ld and his
family. PDC parents view the school as a place whe = the;r chlldren,
receive classroom instruction and as an institution that is concerned about
the physical; psychological and economical well-being of their family.

After three years of program implementation; the PDC sites, overall,

have been successful in brndg:ng the gap between home and school : Parents
Have been involved in schools in various capacities and have changed their
perceptions of the school from that of a learning xnstntutnon to that of
an institution concerned with the well-being of families.

nntersctnons with teachers: These .1nd|nbs are x;pported oy results of tne

interviewns with PDE and comparison teachers: Yolume !V describes the infor-

mation collected from teachers, xncludnng their perceptions about the involve-
ment of parents in school activities.

- W
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APPENDIX A
Descriptive Summary of Responses to Parent lnterview !tems
Table A-1
Descriptive Summary of the Spring 1979 Parent Interview, Part 1:

Parent Involvement in School Activities

1. Relaticnship of interviewees to child (n=459):

N %

Mother or Stepmother T: 225  92.8
: p: 211 g1.4

e: 215 k.3

Father or Stepfather T: 1€ - 3.5
P: 9 3.9

C: 7 3.1

Other Relative T: 8 3.5
P: 10 4.3

C: 6 2.6

Babysitter, Neighbor or Friend T: i 0.2
P: 1 0.4

C: 0 0

3. Number visiting school in the past year (n=459)!:
N %

T: 410
P: 201

C: 209
L. Number observing their child's ~lass (n=407)2:
N 2
T: 206  50.8
P: 119 60.1
C: 87 4i:6

ba. Numb- “iris observed the ciass (r=203):

N %

ona T 35 N
P 20 17.2

£ 15 17.2

Ic s p; probability by Fisher's exact test, .0563:

2p > C; probabiiity by Fisher's exact test, .0001.

Note:  ltem numbars correspond to the item ni-bers on the spring 1979 Parent
intarview form.

PDC; C = Comparison

-
1}
-~ |
(o]
rt
[V}
~
T
2]
-1
©
0
453
0
]

A-j <o

.




‘Table A-1
(continued)

La. Number of times observed the class (cont.):

N 4

Twos T: 41 20:3
P: 27 23:3

C: 14 16.1

Three T: 2r 133
P: 12 10.3

C: 15 17:2

Foar T: 35 7.8
P 21 18:1

C: i 16:1

Five or Six T: 27 13.3
P: 14 12.1

c: 13 14.9

Seven or More T: 38 18.7
p: 22 19.0

c: 16 18.5

L. Reason for visit (n=173)!:

N %

At Teacher's Request T: °o 39.9
P: >4 3.3

¢c: 35 47.3

Parental Decision T: 104 60.1
P: 65 65.7

c: 39 52.7

5. Number of parents attending school meetings (n=409) :

N 2
T: f4g 71.8
P:  ilL6 73.0
C: 148 70.8

1p > C: srorability by Fisher's exact test; .0590.

a=2




. Table A=1
{Continued)

55. Meeting type (n=294)%:

N 3

PTA or PAC T 192 65.3
P: 91 62.3

C: 101 68.2

Trainiag Workshop T: 57 19.4
P: 33 22.6

C: 24 16.2

Council,; Committee or Task Forcel T: 41 13:9
P: 32 21.9

C: 9 6.1

Social Activity”’ T: 203 68.9
P: 93 63.7

C: 110 74.3

Other Ti 35 8.5
P: 16 11:0

C: 9 6.1

5b. Meeting fraquency (n=282):

N 2

Weekly T: 8 .8
P: b z:9

c: 4 2:8

Twice a Month T: 29 10. 3
P: 10 7.2

€: 19 13:2

Morth1v T: 72 25.8
P: 33 23.8

C: 39 z7.1

Every Few Months T: 82 31.3
P: 55 39.9

C: 34 22.6

Orice or Twice & Year T 34 36.0
P: 36 26.1

C: 58 33.3

“Percentages for thic item may =dd to more tran 100%, since more thar one
response category can be used:

7 5 o, probability by Fisher's etact test, .000!.

—_—

2C s P, probability by Fisher's exact test, .03I4.




Table A-1
{continued)

6. Number meeting with child's teacher (n=409):

N z

T: 382  93.2

P: 185  93.5

€: 194 93.3

6a. Topic discussed (n=380)%:
N 3
what Child Learns _ T: 361 95.0
: P: 176 93.6
C: 185 96.4
Child's Behavior T: 349 £-.8
P: 171 90.9
C: 178 92.7
Child's Books, Learning Materials T: 307 80.8
P: 148 78.7
C: 159  82.8
Teacher's Handling of Classrcom T: 192 50.5
P: 29 52.7
C: 3 28.5i
Parent's -deas About Child's Program T: 7 37,
o, ¢ 35
C_ ' :f: s
Child's Problems at Schooi T: g4z sz

P: izt o3
C: 123 6L
Classroom Discipline T: 79¢ &4
P: 93 527
C: 9] 47:4
Seneral Schonl Activities T: 198 EREw
F: 10l 53.7
C: o7 5¢:5
Working in the Classroom T: 145 EsLe
P: 77 39.9
C: 70 36.5
Other T: 28 Tu
P: 19 0.1
C: 3 L. 7

“Pércentages Sor this item may ada to more chan 100%, since more than one
response category can pe used.




Table A-1
(continued)

7. Number met with other school personnel (n=409)!:

N z
T: 185 5.1
P: 107 53:2
C: 78 37-5
7a. Person with whom met (n=184)%*:
N Z
Principal T: 87 47,5
P: 4¢ . Lp.2
€: 38 L8:.7
Heaith Staff T: 28 L7
P: 19 7.9
e: 19 244
Social Worker or Counselor! T: 3¢ 765
) P: 28 26.4
C: 6 7.7
Afiother Teacher T: 59 3.1
P: 37 34.9
C: . 22 28.2
Farent Coordinator! T: 30 16.3
P 27 25.5
C: 3 3.8
PDC Staff: T, 13 7.1
P 13 12.3
C: 0 0
Other T: 55 RECRES
P: 34 32.1
C: 21 26.9
8. Number working in school (n=ti0)!:
N z
T: 82 58. %
P: 58 28.9
C: 34 16:3

'p > ¢; probability by Fisher's exact test, <.0}.
“Percentaces for this item may add to more than 1007. since more than one
rasoonse category can ve used.




Table A-1
{ccntinued)

8a: Natare of work (n=91):

N %
Volunteer T: 66 72.5
P: 33 67.3
C: 27 81.8
Paid T: 8 3.8
P: 5 8.6
C: 3 9.1
Both Volunteer and Paid T: 17 18.7 *
°: 14 2421
C: 2 9:1
8b. Kind of work done (n=92)%: y
R N g
,{ - -
Work With Children : T: 53 57.8
P: 33 56.9
C: 20 58:.8
Make Materials T: 42 45.7
- P: 27 46.6
c: 15 4L 1
Ciean up T: 32 .. 34.8
p: 21 36.2
c: 1 32.4
Plzyground or Cafeterial T: 30 32.¢ .
p: 23 39.7
c: 7 20.6
0ffice or Clinic? T: 13 12.1
P: 13 22.4
C: 0 0
Library T: : N
P: 4 £.8
C: K 8.8
Field Trips T: 41.3
P: . 41.4
C: & 4.2

response category can oe iised.
Ip 5 C; probability by Fistier's exact test, .0L7L:

2p > C; probability by Fisher's exact test, <.0l.

A-6




Table A=1
(continued)

8b. Kind of work dome (cont.)*:

N %

Provide Chiid Care T: 0 0.9
P: 7 12.1

c: 3 8.8

Other School Activities T: 27 29.3
P: 15 25.9

C: 12 35.3

Work on Committees T 31 33.7
P: 22 37.9

C: 9 26.5

8c. Kind of committee on whi<h parent works (m=31)%:

N 5

Budget T: 2 25139
p: 5 2733

c: 2 22.2

social T: < 567
P: 8 36:4

C: 4 Ly 4

Curriculum ' T: 15 i
P: 11 50.0

e ’ L4

Training T: 7 2.0
P: 4 18.2

oF 3 33.3

Other T: 3 57
. P: 2 9.1

. : 1.1

8d: Frequency « : whicn -arent werks at school (n=86):

N %

Everyday T: 4 76,3
P: 9 16.1

C: 5 16.7

A Few Times Per Week T: 3 2.3
P: 7 12.5

C: 1 3.3

*Percentages for this item may add tc more chan 100%, since m~re rhan one
response category can be used.

e
oy
Qo




Table A=l
(continued)

;5:

8d. Frequency with which parent works at school! ({con

M
|Z:
oo

a0

| Y
~NIOOIUY v~y

Weekly

Two or Three Times Par Month

l;)\—-d\\: [ 2% T SR

OV Ik WIS\ O NIy
B .

TR, O AN~

36
25
1

Monthly or Less

OIOAH YA OV I—

(LR A H

~NION WO

Frequency with which parents responded it i5 hard to be involved in
school 1ife" (n=459):

(s

N %
T: 323 71.8
P: 164 71.3
C: 165 72.4

Sa. Self-generated reasons given for difficulty of involvement (n=329)::
N %

tanguage Barriers 33 10:0
14 8.5
19 11.5

100 30.4

Lg 29:9

51 30.

No Babysitter

Not Feeling Welccme

O VA MU A, MO~ OV —
oy
3

Parent Works

=ty -
N N 0 O N

O 0~
(Ce)

AS 2 IV 3 NIV

oY 00Ny |

“Percentages for this item may add to more than 100%; since more tlis one

response category can be used.




Tahle A-1
fcontinued)

Ja. Self-generated reasons aiven for difficulty of involvement (cont.)*:

N %
Parent has Responsipilities at Home! T: £o
P: 36
C: 25
Family Lives far from School T: 20
P: 8 <.z
C: 12 7.3
No Transperrstion T: ¢s 15.7
P: 24 14 6
C: 21 12.7
Other T: 29 1402
P: 28 §:;i
C: 23 12.7

< -
10. Ways and degree to which school has been helpful to pecrerits (table entries

are percentage of total responses for that item).

School has been:

' ) o _ Parent

] _ Very - A lLittle MNot at All Did Not.

E‘]_ Hé]bfi'i Helpful Helpfil Need Helr
a. Help child with T: 438 52 13.6 a.¢ 8.0
school work P: 231 62.3 20.3 8.7 8.7
C: 227 62.1 19.3 8.3 G.3
b: Know ‘what child fis T: 458 75.0 16:2 5.9 2.0
learning P: 232 76.7 15.5 6.5 1.3
< C: 226 75.2 16.8 5.3 2.7
¢. Know other parents?  T: 453  25.8  17.9 27,5 28.7
P:.. 227 30.8 16.7 24.3 28.2
C: 226 20:8 19:0 31.0 29:2
d: Helr with discipline T: 457 28:0 i8:¢ 8.3 5.3
P: 231 30:3 18.2 8.2 43.3
o 226 25:7 18:56 8.4 47:3
e. Find job; obtain job T:  £55 3.2 2.0 L 9.5
training3 P: 230 9.2 2.6 16.7 .7
EE; 225 3.2 1.3 5 7 6.3

Ip > C; probability by chi-square test, :0549:

?p > €; orobability by chi-square test; <.01.

p 5 C; protaSility Sy chi-square test, .0368.

“Percentages o tnis item may add to more than 100%, since more than one
response category can be used.




b:

.

. Dbtain medical or
h: Obtain social

. Help in raising child

)

Table

: School has been (cont:.):

”””” 455
229
226

459

courses!

health care for child! P: 231

services

QU OV~ OUAH O
115N
h
~N)

. Pa-ent attitudes toward schocl:

. —'s tegcheir lets me KniJn when

problems arise at school.

good things happen.

be friendly.

It is easy to get acquainted

with the principal:

It is easy to get to know the

teacher.

If __ has a problem at school
someone is usually available to

help him/her.

) .~ Parent
~ Very A lLittle Not at All Did Not
N . Helpful Hel!pful Helpful Need Help
6.6 2.9 26.8 63.7
9.2 3.9 22.3 64.6
4.0 1.8 31.4 62.8
29:7 10:8 12.4 7.0
3821 8.2 10.0 43.7
21.1 13.6 14.9 50. 4
6 &1 15: s2.¢
3.8 8.7 143 63.2
9.3 7.5 16.8- 66.4
.5 22 .3 50:2
39.2 22:0 7-8 31.0
37:2 22:4 11:0 29:4
o Ne-
Defi- At
nitely Al Don't
~ True 7 True Know
Ko "5
T: <59 736 111 519 3.1 411 22
P: 232 71.1 12.9 6.5 3.0 4.8 1.7
C: 227 76.2 9.3 5.3 3.1 3.5 2.6
T: <457 #7:6 &.3 9.¢ 3:86 7.7 i:3
P: 231 68.0 8:6 9:1 3:5.9:1 1.7
C: 226 67.3 11.1 9.7 L.i 6.2 i.3 .
T: €8¢ #7:7 13:% CLE 2.8 LR 3.:
P: 232 63:3 16;9 9;1 2:5 1:3 1.3
C: 227 66:1 19.8 6:2 1:8 1.3 4:8
T: <8& 5.3 oLz S.0 R Ak a.
P: 23z 606:8 8:2 12.% .0 5:6 8.9
£: 227 63:0 7:5 6.6 s:' 11:0 8:%
T: EF378.¢ L7 oL ST 58
F: 25 70.6 li.B 1z 4 2.2 2.3 125
C: 226 74.8 13.7 5.3 1.8 > 3.1
T: 287 1 E 2w AT - §
P. 232 72.0 153 7.3 0.5 1.5 7
C: 225 71.¢ 1z2.¢ T8 2.7 2.C 3.0
0268.

P~ C: probability by chi-square test,

's teacher lets me kiiow when

3

A




Table A=!
(continued)

11. Parent attitudes toward school {cont:):

o _ Not
Defi- At
nitely A1l Don't
True . True Krow
N 1 2 3 L 5
g. It is easy to get in touch with T: 456 72.5 13.2 5.5 1.3 2.4 2.4
's teacher when | want to P: 231 67.1 16.0 6.5 2.6 2.6 5.2
discuss something: C: 225 78.2 10.7 4.4 0.9 2:2 3.6
K. | am kept informed about what T: 458 67.3 16.6 10.5 2.8 2.4 0.4
is going on in schooli: P: 232 65.9 15.9 11.3 3.4 2.6 0.9
C: 226 68.6 17.3 9.7 2.2 2.2 0
i. ___ loves school and enjoys T: 457 74:0 12:0 9. 3.1 1.3 0.4
being there. P: 231 72.2 13.0 11.3 2.6 0.9 0
C: 226 75.6 11.1 7.1 3.5 1.8 0.9
j. The teacher is aware of ‘s T: 459 80:6 10.2 5.5 0.4 1.1 2.2
strengths. ! P: 232 76:7 14.2 5.2 0.4 2.2 1.3
} C: 227 84.6 6.2 5.7 0.4 0 3.1
k. The teacher is aware of ‘s T: 57 815 9:4 58 0.7 0.7 - 1.8
weaknesses. P: 231 79.2 11.7 6.5 0.4 0.9 1.3
: €: 226 841 7.1 5.3 0.9 0.4 2.2
1. Overall, school discipline T: 453 67.5 15.9 8:4 40 1.6 2.4
is good. P: 230 63:9 14.8 10:9 3.9 2.6 3.9
€: 223 71:3 17:1 5.8 4.0 0.9 0.9
o m: is learning a lot at T: 455 79.1 38.1 5.7 2.2 0.7 0.2
school. P:r 229 79.8 11.4 6.6 1:8 0:4 -0
C: 226 78.3 12:8 4.9 2.7 0.9 0.4
n. | feel people at school listen  T: 57 43.7 16.7 9.9 2.9 3.1 237
when | have suggestions. P: 231 46.8 17.8 9.5 3.0 2.6 20:3
C: 226 40.7 15.9 10:2 2:7 3:5 27:0
0. ____'s teacher has a good T: 456 78.2 10.7 6.1 0.9 1.7 2.4
relationship with — . P: 232 76.7 13.4 5.6 0.k 1.3 2.6
C: 226 79.7 8.0 6.6 1.3 2.2 2.2
p. ___ feels that he/she is T: 457 79.2 151 45 17 0.8 0.9
Tearning a lot in school: P: 230 78.3 13.0 6.1 1.3 0 1.3
C: 227 80.2 13.2 3.5 0.9 1.8 0.4
q. 's teacher recognizes and T: 457 53.9 9.4 5.0 1.3 5.0 25.4
Supports the cultaral and  P: 231 55.2 12.2 5.7 1.3 5.2 0.4
religious values of our family. C: 226 52.3 6.6 4.4 1.3 4.9 30.5

1c > P; probability by chi-square test, .0109.




Table A-2
Descri *’ve Summary of the Spring 1979 Parent Interview, Part 2:
Parent and Child Home Activities

12. Availabili .y 0" books and magazines to child at home (n=459):
N 3
Responding ''re T: 427 93.0
- Pz 220 94:8
c: 207 91.2
13. Frequency w.*  :Hich child looks at @ book of fagazine at home (ron-
homework) (r =~  :
| N
255
128
127

| 40!

[ o1
e

Daily

oy
— 00

.
[\\3
)
¥
Q)

Several Times P .-k

o~
N,
W
D

Weekly

Mo~ OV~ OVA
oy
~J
w
o

oN
IO WwWw iy O N NN

Two or Three Times Per Munt*

v o
N N D

Monthly or Less

[ v LS NN @ B o BES B

N W)
QO iy
D o

F
[¢]
1l
o
o
31
i
o |
(]
©
!
ry
(adl
3
rt
o
—_~
3
1
P g
N
~J
~

14. How often somepne has — 2o 1 =

=
3o

00 23.
45 20.
55 26.
ivg o 48
102 L6.
92 Ly,
es 16
39 17-
30 14

Daily

Several Times Per Week

Weekly

T A O OIT
AV A BT A\, T R WY I J NNy

Note: Item numbers correspond to the item nurbers in the spring 1979 Parent
interview. form.
T = Total (italies); P = PPC; € = Comp-rison
[R5
Y

A-12




‘Table A-2
(continued)

14. How often someone has read with the child in the past month (6665;55

b4

f=:

—_— iy

NN Wy
WG OIN

Monthly or Less

DU~ O
Cee i est ew se e
Wy

15. Initiation of reading activity (n=424):

=
loe

2o
.
Qs .
WY
(ee]

Child Asks

O 0|
D —
N O
£
N O

N
LN
~y
s\

Somecne Offers

Both Occur

N>~y N"a)iQw b‘(ﬂ"o)‘

OV O O]
[
10003 \
N
N | —
VWD T — N

oo
~ |
o
N

16. Does child have homework assignments (n=456) :
| N z

Responding ''Yes' T: 296 4.9
P: 156 67.5

C: 0 62.2

16a. Arrangements for homework (n=293)%:
| ] 3
2zl
113
108

188 64,
103 67
86 61:
97 87,
102 66.
g5 67.

Set Aside Special Time

~ =~ N
SO AW Ch
~u

&
Al

£ Sy

Set Aside Special Place

Rules About Watching TV

VA YO A OO

O~ to

*Percentages for this item may add to more than 100%, since more than one
response category can be used.

P13 ey




Table A-2
(continued)
16b. Ehild's reaction ‘to homework (n=280):
N 5
22¢  60.
118 79.

106 80.
52 ag
28  18.
24 18.
4 i:
3 2:
1 0:

Does it Willingly

—

Needs Prodding

OV~ OV~ O~
OO M WAD Y W

17. Frequency with which child does things at home that learned in school

(other than homework) such as writing or drawing (n=t52)1:
N

338
159
179

101

64
37
13
6
7

Y

Sometimes

— N O OOV N
oy 0o f\ﬁ [« RV LN

Never

NV~ OV~ OO0~
— O O OVC)‘CN‘ W, £ o

w R b

1 > P; probability by chi-square test, .0150.




Table A-2
(continued)

% Responding by Stated Freqﬁéﬁiy

Typs. of Activity N Daily Weekly Monthly Less Often
2. Played counting games or word. T: 427 13.8 45.7 26:1 17.¢
games with . P: 217  13.4  46:1 24:8 15.7
C: 2106 14k 39:0 27.1 19.5
b. Watched TV with _ T: ¢48 63.6 24.8. 2.5 - 3.3
P: 224 63.2 241 4:0 2.7
C: 224  70:1 25:0 0.9 5.0
c. Taken ____on trips to a T: 450 22.0 67.3 8.0 2.7
store; a bank; a library, P: 227 -20.3 70.9 7:5 1.3
or places like that. C: 223 23.8 63.7 8.5 - k.o
d. th, involved in things T: 227 53.1 40.8 4.0 2.0
you're doing; such as P: 226 54.8 39.4 3:1 2.7
cooking; cleaning, shopping. C: 221 S1.1 . 42.5 5:¢ 1.4
e. Talked with about what T: 447 Z@-? :é-é 5.2 1:3
goes on in school . P: 223 71.3 22.0 5.8 6.9
C: 224 76.1 23.6 4.5 1.8
f. Talked with about his/  T: 441 45.8 38.3 10.0 5.9
her feelings toward school.  P: 225 47.1 39.1 8.9 5.9
C: 216 44,5 37.5 11.1 6:9
g. Helped __ with his/her T: 304 35.5 41.5 2.5 8.2
homework . P: 160 35.0 46.2 11.3 7.5
C: 144 38.2 36.8 13.9 11:1
h: Worked on school-type acti- T: 424  35.4 44.5 9.7 -10.¢
vities with such as P: 214 342  48.1 6.5 11.2
spelling or reading. €: 210 36.6 41.0 12.9 5.5

19. Spec:F:c school activities on which parent has worked with child in the past

week (among parents responding with ''daily" or "weekly'' to questions 18g:

and 18h:) (n=368):

N %

Spelling words T: 182 235.5
P: 92  47.9

C: g0 51.1

Reading T: 268 731
P: 133 72.4

C: 130 73.9

tearning vocabulary T: 8¢ 17:4
P: 38 19.8

C: 26 14.8

St




Table A-2
(continued)
15. Specific school activities on which parent has worked with child in the past
week (among parents responding with ‘'daily'' or 'weekly'' to questions 184g.
and 18h.) (cont:):

=z
e

206
106
100

Adding and subtrac:ting, or other math activities

Uy Uy O
oNuUY O

The jobs people have, such as policeman, dentist,
carpenter, teacher

A
[

20 Do

.

—w) Do
NP Qg — i OON D

Art work

N). — iy

N Y N A0 N

.

N e D1 = NSO

Other

MOV~ OUA OVA OOVA OO A

— e ka
O £ = N

— N
00~ Uy




Table A-3
Descriptive Summary of the Spring 1979 Parent Interview, Part 3:
Special MNeeds of Chilaren

20. Number stating their child had special needs or special abilities (n=k58):
N %

172 57.86
97 42.0
75 33.0

o O -~

20a: Types of needs or abilities (A=165):

=
joe

Behavioral or emotional problems 33 23:
21 22:
18 25:
39 25
22 23;
17 24
46 27.
32 33.
14 20.
18 10.
10 10.
8 11.

~N =N

Academic problems:

Physical impairment

Do W — Oy

Advanced academic or artistic avility
Language problem

Language strength

—
WO U =00 Ol Dy, O =0y U110

Other (not really a problem)

)
OV BPw N Ol by O it iy |

Combination of probiems

.(‘.D:?.—.l‘ .(?.'P:l [ e v TR o Wi « HE M o L, - PSS OV DO~ O —

NI io. Uw sy,

1

20b. Number of parents informing the. school of these needs or abilities (A=168):

b
&o

736 8i.9
78 Bl
58 79-5
Note: |tém numbers correspond to the item numbers in the spring 1979 Parent
Interview form.

[ e |
~J
O

Comparison

T = Total (italies); P = PDC; C

C\)




Table A-3.
{continued)

50c. Number reporting school talked with them (n=169) :

N %
T: 145 85.8
P: 81 82.1
c: 64  85.3

' 20d. Number reporting school is doing something about their child's special
need or ability (n=169):

N 3
T: 135 9.5
P: 75 78.9
C: 60 31.1
Number responding "'don't know'' (n=169):
‘ N z
T: 2 2.7
P: 4 4.2
C: 4 5.4

20e. Number of parents reporting school is doing something to help them with
their child's special needs or abilities (n=169):

N %
T 9¢  55.8
p 52 56.4
c 41 54 .7

A-18




Table A-4

~ Background Questions

21: Number of siblings (n=407):

N %

One T: 140 34.¢
P: 75 36-9

C: 65 31.9

Tuo o117 287
P: 54 26.7

C: 63 30.8

Three T: £3 15:5
P 32 15:8

C: 31 15.2

Four T: 29 78.0
P: 22 10:8

C: 27 13:2

Five T: 22 5.4
P: 10 4.3

C: 12 5:9

Six T: 40 2.5
P: 37 3.4

C: 3 1.5

Seven or rore T: 6 1.5
: P: 3 1.5

C: 3 1.5

22, Mother's education (highest grade completed) (n=455):

|=
O

One through four T: %0 g.¢
E: -7 3-]
C: 13 5.8
Five T: 5 1.1
P: 2 0.9
C: 3 1.3
Six T: i4 3.1
P: e 3.5
C: 6 2:7

Note: Item numbers correspond to the item numbers in the sprirg 1979 Parent

interview form:

T = Total (italics); P = PDC; C = Comparison

A-lm”":




" Table A-b _
(continued) ®

22. Mother's education (highest grade completed) (cont.):

N %

Seven T: 8 7.8
P: 5 2:2

C: 3 1:3

Eight T: 20 4.z
P: 1] 5.8

€: S L:p

Nine T: 33 £.3
P: 22 9.6

C: 16 7-1

Ten T: 49 8.3
P: 20 8.7

C: 20 8.8

Eleven T: 58 1.8
P: 2% 10.5

C: 29 12.8

Twe lve To 168 56.¢
P: 84 36.6

C: 84 37.2

More than secondary T: 839 19.6
P: 46 20.1

C: 53 19.0

23. Father's education (highest grade completed) (n=416):

T

One through four T: 15 3:6
: P: b 1:9

C: 11 5.4

Five T: 5 7.8
P: 2 6:9

c: 3 1:5

J§ix T: 72 2.8
: P: 7 3.3

) €: 5 2:4

Seven T: 9 2.2
p: 7 3.3

c: 2 0.9

A-20 1 ,




Tabie A-4
(continued)

N 3

Eight T: 13 <.
P: 7 3.3
C: 12 5.8
Nine T: 23 5.5
) P: 15 7.1
C: 8 3.9
Ten T: 20 9.8
P: 16 7.6
C: 24 11.7
Eleven T Y 10.¢6
P: 27 2.8
C: 17 8.3
Twelve T: 145 34.8
P: 68  32:3
c: 77 37.6
More than secondary T: 10z 85.6
P: 58  27:5
€: L6 22:5

24, Number of mothers employed (n=459):

N %
258 6.2

o |

: 56.2
131 56.7
/ 55:7

—
38
~J

'24a. Fraction of time employed (n=252):

N b4

Full-time T: 8¢ 73.7
P: 92 71.3

C: 93 75.6

Regular part-time T: 54 21.4
P: 32 24.8

C: 22 17.9

Occasional part-time - T: 13 5.2
P: 5 3.9

c: 8 6.5




Table A~k
(continued)

75. Number of families in which someone else {other than the mother) works (n=459)

N 3
T: 192 42.3
P: 9%  L40.7
C: 100 53.9

26. Occupation of the principal wage earner (n=440):

N %
Executives, major professionals T ¢ 0.9
' P 2 0:3
_ C 2 0:9
Managers, lesser professionals T: 27 8.1
i 16 7.3
C: 11 4:9
Administrators, semi-professionals T: 25 5.6
P: 12 5.5
C: 13 5:9
Clerical workers, technical T: 28 5.9 .
assistants P: 15 6.8 .
C: 11 4.9
skilled workers T: 73 16.%
. P: 36  16.4
€: 37 16.8
Semi-skilled workers T: 115  26.2
P: 60 27.4
€: 55 24.9
Unskilled workers ST 77 17.8
P: 28 i2.8 .
< C: Lg 22.2
Welfare recipient T:  7e  17.3
P: 42 19.2.
C: 3 5.4
Retired,; pensionad T: 7 3.8
P: 8 3.7 5 -
C: g 51

s
(v‘
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Table A4
(continued)

27. Total annual family income (A=Lig):
N

10

ol

$1,000 or less

W 1= 0N
O ooy

31,061 - 2,000

(Y

$2,001 = 3,000

— NS OVWwWio: OV

[P

$3,001 - 4,000

O OV

$4,001 - 5,000

N O
w h
VO @ IO U, W e 0

C e . . .
WW L WS QD 5 O0VO) &S N0 [ N ol N

Wy
[ N1

$5,001 = 6,000

N
RV » §

$6,001 = 7,000
$7,001 --8,000

$8,001 - 9,000

A
3y
N0y O 00fO D 00D MO

]
-
o
-
o
o
o

sé,bdi

$10,001 - 12,000

CETEN, EOVG D 00 00 o

oy
oA
Wi OvAN 0y

$12,001 or more

f?l:?l—d‘ SW\'DI—! OVI~H GVHA OVAI DV~ O~ OV OV HUVA OV O
(V)
(&4

\%2]

o

TN DS
ON\D O

- 28. Number who are singie parents (n=459): N %
219 5.7
168 . 46.6
102 g 7

O




APPENDIX B -

I1. PARENT INTERVIEW

Purpose of Interview

The Parent Interview was deve]oped to assess lmpact on parents in
three key areas:

& parent involvement in a wide range of school activities:

™ communxcatxons between parents and thenr chlldren s

schools concerning goals, special needs of children;

and learning activities; and,
e parental ability to meet children's needs at home.

Al] three areas are lmportant to the broad goa]s of PrOJECt Develcpmenta]

Continuity: to create greater cont:nunty of experience for children from
Head Start through third grade, and from home to school.

Description of lnterview

There is a Spanish and an English version of the instrument: As

Shown in Attachments 1 and 2, both versions are divided into five broad
areas. These are outlined as follows:

© 1. Parent involvement in school activities
a. Purpose and frequency of visits to school
b. Nature and frequency of work in school )
c. Perception ofidifficulties in parent involvement }
d. Views on how school is helpful to parenmts
e. Attitudes ‘toward teacher, school personnel,

school atmosphere and the educatlonal program

2. Parent and child home oct|v1t|es
a: Reading activities at home
b: How homework is handled
c. Freguency-of other parent- chiid lnteractlons
related to education - -




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3. Information about child impact

a. Perception of child's attitude toward school

b. Perception of _child's progress in school

c. Report of child's engagement in school- related
work at home

L. Special needs of children

a. Perception of child's special needs or abilities

a

b.. Perception of school's response to these needs
or abilities

c: Perception of school 's assnstance to parent

5. Background questions

a. Family size

b. Parents educatlon

d. Fam:]y,uncome'
e. Ethnicity

Administered to all parents of PDC and comparlson chlldren in the

evaluatlon sample* the Parent Interview contains mostly forced-choice

questions, with a few open- -ended questions: The questlons and most of

the respoinses are read to the parents: in a few cases, the interviewer

records the parent s response and then selects the category. that best

fits the response given. As part of the procedure, the interviewer is

asked to probe responses and also repeat questions if he/she feels the

parent has not understood.

i |
Mo
b



PARENT INTERVIEW

Project Developmental Continuity Evaluation

Child's Name:

Last First Middle

x: M F

[,
(70
ol

Child's ID: Child!

Parent's Name:

Last First . Hiddle

Parent's .Address: _ Phone No.:

Name of School:

'Teacher 1D:

Interviewer:

Date: o

Stopped:

:1 \
3

Time Started:

\

¥

i

i
This interview was prepared by the High/Scope Educational Research
Foundation, Ypsilanti, Michigan, for use under Administration for

Children, Youth and Families Contract No: HEW-105-78-1307-
\'\~~

January 1979




PDC Parent Interview

Introduction

HELLO. MY NAME IS {(hand parent interviewer identification card).

| AH WORKING FOR A COMPANY CALLED THE HIGH/SCOPE FOUNDATION. WE ARE DOING._

. A STUDY FQR THE HEAD START PROGRAM TO GET INFORMATION ABOUT THE EXPERIENCES .
PARENTS AND CHILDREN HAVE WITH SCHOOLS YOU GAVE PERMISSION FOR (child's name)

TO BE TESTED, AND NOW WE WCULD LIKE TO FIND OUT SOME THINGS FROM YOU.

YOUR ANSWERS WILL HELP US UNDERSTAND HOW SCHOOLS WORK. BUT PLEASE REMEMBER
THAT ALL YOUR ANSWERS WILL BE KEPT PRIVATE. | WILL MAIL THIS INTERVIEW TO
THE COMPANY IN MICHIGAN THAT IS DOING THE STUDY AND BY LAW NOTHING YOU SAY
HERE WILL BE REVEALED TO ANYONE IN A WAY THAT IDENTIFIES YOU OR YOUR FAMILY:
ALSO, IF THERE ARE SOME QUESTIONS YOU DON'T LIKE, YOU DON'T HAVE TO ANSWER
THEM.

FIRST WE WOULD LIKE TO KNOW WHAT YOUR RELATIONSH!P TO Is.
(Interviewer: Insert child's name wherever _ occurs:) (Read
Question | only if nacessary.)

1. ARE YOU ?é:

FﬁTHER OR STEPFATHER?
_ OLDER SISTER (BROTHER)? 7
___GRANDMOTHER, GRANDFATHER, AUNT, UNCLE, OR OTHER RELATIVE?

BASYSITTER NE1GHBOR OR FRIEND?

0THER?
2. ARE YOU THE PERSON WHO MOSTLY LOOKS AFTER ?
No ---— Terminate xnterv:ew and reschedule with ¢ iﬁary

caregiver.

Yes --— Go to Question 3.




Part |. Involvement in School Activities
'THE FIRST QUESTIONS | HAVE ARE ABOUT THE SCHOOL THAT GOES TO.

3: HAVE YOU BEEN TO 'S SCHOOL THIS YEAR FOR ANY REASON? (If respondent

needs more information say, SUCH AS TO WORK TO VISIT CLASS, TO TALK WITH

'S TEACHER, OR TO ATTEND A MEETING. )

No ==== Skip to Question 9:

___ Yes

L. SINCE THE BEGINNING OF THE SCHOOL YEAR HAVE YOU VISITED
THE SCHOOL TO OBSERVE 'S CLASS?

No ~---— Skip to Question 5:

Yes --
¥ o
43. ABOUT HOW MANY TIHES DID YOU G07

Number of times: :
Lb: WHY DID YOU GO THE LAST TIME YOU WENT? DID THE

TEACHER ASK YOU TO CCME, OR DID YOU DECIDE ON

YOUR OWN? (Do not read responses.)

___Teacher or schDol staff asked

Parent decsded on own .

SINCE THE BEGINNING OF THE SCHOOL YEAR HAVE YOU GONE TO SCHOOL
TO ATTEND ANY MEETINGS, WORKSHOPS, OR SOCIAL ACTIVITIES?

wy

___No ---— Skip to Question 6.

Yes ==
S5a. DID YOU 6O:
ATTEND A PTA, PTO, OR PAC MEETING?

TO ATTEND A PARENT WORKSHOP OR TRAINING

T COURSE?
TO ATTEND A MEETING OF A VOUNCIL ‘COMMITTEE,

T OR TASK FORCE?

___TO ATTEND A tUNGHEON PLAY, CARNIVAL, CLASS-
ROOM PARTY, OR OTHER SOCIAL ACTIV!TY7

____FOR SOME OTHER REAseN_(spec.fy,:

bl




~J |

Sb. HOW OFTEN DO YOU ATTEND THESE MEETINGS OR

ACTIVITIES? WOULD YOU SAY:

- EVERY WEEK? |
A COUPLE OF TIMES A MONTH?
___ONCE A MONTH OR 507
____ONCE EVERY FEW MONTHS?

SCHOOL TO MEET WITH . . - 'S TEACHER?

____No ---— Skip to Question 7-

Yes -
6a. DID YOU DISCUSS:

___WHAT IS LEARNING IN SCHOOL?
'S BEHAVIOR IN SCHOOL?
____BOOKS OR LEARNING MATERIALS 'S USING?
____THE WAY THE TEACHER RUNS HER CLASSROCM?
___YOUR IDEAS ABOUT THE KIND OF PROGRAM

- SHOULD -HAVE [N SCHOOL?

____ANY PROBLEMS IS HAVING IN SCHOOL?

. CLASSROOM DISCIPLINE?

__ WORKING N THE CLASSROGM?

OTHER:

SINCE THE BEGINNING OF THE SCHOOL YEAR HAVE YOU GONE TO MEET
WITH ANYONE AT SCHOOL BESIDES 'STTEACHER?

-

_ No ---— Skip to Question 8:
Yes -

U'HO DID YOU GO TO MEET WITH? (Do not read
responses. )

RN
o+

School principal

Social worker or school counselor

Another teacher that is helping the child
____Parent coordinator

PDC staff

Someone else (specify): -




DO YOU WORK [N 'S SCHOOL, EITHER AS A VOLUNTEER
OR FOR PAY?

__ No ---— Skip to Question 9.

__Yes -=

8a. DO YOU WOKK AS A VOLUNTEER, PAID WORKER,
OR BOTH?
___Volunteer

Paid worker

____Both

8b. WHAT KIND OF WORK DO YOU DO IN SCHOOL? DO
YOU: (Interviewer: Read responses and check
all that apply.)
____HELP A TEAEHER BY WORKING WiTH CHILDREN?
____HELP BY MAKING MATERIALS?
_-__HELP A TEACHER BY CLEANING UP?
___WORK IN THE PLAYGROUND OR CAFETERIA?
____WORK IN ONE OF THE OFFICES OR IN A CLINIC?
____WORK IN THE LIBRARY?
_____HELP QUT ON FIELD TRIPS?
___PROVIDE CHILD EARE?

ol

e

OTHER SCHOOL ACTIVITIES?
[— _WORK ON COMMITTEES? |

-— | f checked, ask:

8c. WHAT KIND OF COMMITTEE IS IT? (Do not
read responses; check as many as apply.)
_____Budget committee
Social committee

8d. HOW OFTEN DO YOU WORK AT SEHOOL? WOULD YOU SAY:
____EVERYDAY?
A FEW TIMES A WEEK?
ONEE A WEEK?
2 OR 3 TIMES A MONTH? OR
ONCE A MONTH, OR LESS?

B-7
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9. WE KNOW THAT SOMETIMES !T'S RARD, FOR PARENTS TO BE_VERY INVOLVED IN THEIR
CHILOREN'S SCHOOLS; FOR A NUMBER OF REASONS. WOULD YOU SAY THAT YOU FIND
IT HARD TO BE INVOLVED IN SCHOOL LIFE?

No ---— Skip to Question 10.

__ Yes -7

+

9a. COUED YOU GIVE ME SOME OF THE REASONS WHY YOU FIND IT _

" completed--while the responses are fresh in your mind.)

DIFFICULT TO BE -INVOLVED IN SCHOOL LIFE? (Use the following

space to record the parent's comments; then check off those

items on the list that fit most closely the parent's reasons.
Do this during the interview if time permits, otherwise cate-

gorize the responses immediately after the interview is

Language barriers

___Parent needs babysitter, or have to take care of other

] children at home '

___Parent does not feel welcome

___Parent does not krow how to become involved more fully
in the kinds of things he/she might do
Parent must work

___parent has responsibilities at home

____Family lives far from school
___No tranzportation
___Other (specify): o

oy
.
Ll ‘



10. NOW | AM GOING TO READ A LIST OF WAYS THAT SCHOOL IS QOMETIEES HELPFUL TO

PARENTS. FOR EACH ITEM ON THE LIST | WANT YOU TO TELL ME IF 'S
SCHOOL HAS HELPEL YOU THIS YEAR; AND IF IT HAS; TELL ME HOW HELPFUL 1T

HAS BEEN. HAS THE SCHOOL:

No, the
Not At Al1 |
Yes, the | Yes, the Helpful (or | No, |
<choo] School Was | there was Didn't
Was Very | a ngt]e no attempt Need
Helpful | Helpful to help) Help

a. HELPED YBB TO LEARN HOW TO
HELP WITH HIS/HER
SCHOOL WORK?

b. HELPED YOU TO KNOW MORE
ABOUT WHAT IS LEARN-
ING IN SCHOOLZ..

c: HELPED YOU TO KNOW OTHER
PARENTS AT SCHOOL?

d. HELPED YOU DEAL WITH DiS- 7 N
CIPLINE PROBLEMS? — - -~ . —f = —oo mf—o o o o

e. HELPED YOU TO FIND A JOB OR
GET JOB TRAINING? -

f. HELPED YOU TO TAKE COURSES

IN, SCHOOL OR COLLEGE? ST S

g. HELPED YOU TO ARRANGE
MEDICAL, DENTAL AND OTHER
HEALTH SERVICES WHEN

NEEDED THEM?

K. HELPED YOU TO FIND AND USE
SOCIAL SERVICES SUEH AS
CHILD CARE,; LEGAL AID,
FAMILY EOUNSELING WELFARE
SERVICES, OR HOUS!NG

ASSISTANCE? ' — -

i. HELPED IN RAISING YOUR
CHILD? . | |




s

11. NOW | AM GOING TO READ A SERIES OF STATEMENTS ABGUT 'S SCHCOL:
(Hand card to parent.) FOR EACH STATEMENT | WANT YOU 7O TELL ME WHICH
NUMBER MOST CLOSELY INDICATES YOUR SEELING, FROM DEFINITELY TRUE TO NOT AT ALL

TRUE. (Interviewer: Circle numbrr parent indicates:)

Defi- Not
nitely ‘ At A1l | Dc
True ) ) ) True | Kn
- 1 2 3. .04 5
a. 'S TEACHER LETS ME KNOW WHEN
PROBLEMS ARISE AT SCHOOL. ] 2 3 4 5 D

b. ____ 'S TEACHER LETS ME KNOW WHEN

G000 THINGS HAPPEN. ] 2 3 4 5 D
c. PEOPLE AT 'S SCHCOL SEEM TO BE ) ) ,

FRIENDLY. ] 2. 3 4 5 D
d. IT IS EASY TO GET ACQUAINTED WiTH THE , B ) , . _

PRINCIPAL. 1 2 3 4 5

(N}
w
i
| i
|
\n
|
|

_—e. IT IS-EASY TO GET TO -KNOW THE TEACHERS. | - 1

f. IF ____ HAS A PROBLEM AT SCHOOL SCME-
ONE 1S USUALLY AVAILABLE TO HELP 7 , 7 , ol
HIM/HER. . 1 2 3 4 5 D
IT IS EASY TO GET IN TOUCH WITH

g: EASY TO GET IN TOUCH WITH
'S TEACHER WHEN | WANT TO DISCUSS , , E ) , -
SOMETHING. 1 2 3 4 5 D
h: |-AM KEPT INFORMED ABOUT WHAT |S GOING 7 7 7 ) o
ON IN SCHOOL: 1 2 3 4 5 DI
i LOVES SCHOOL AND ENJOYS BEING ,
THERE - , ] 2 3 b 5 ]|
j. THE TEACHER IS AWARE OF " 'S ) ) ) , .
~ STRENGTHS. 1 2 3 i 5 DI
k. THE TEACHER IS AWARE OF ____'S I
WEAKNESSES. i 2 L 5 D}
1. OVERALL, SCHOGL DISCIPLINE 1S GOOD: 1 2 L 5 DI
m: IS LEARNING A LOT AT SEHOOL: 1 2 4 5 D#
A. | FEEL PEOPLE AT SCHOOL LISTEN WHEN | ) ) . , .
HAVE SUGGESTIONS. ] 2 3 4 5 DF
0. 'S TEACHER HAS A GOOD RELA- , T , ) .
TIONSHIP WITH ] 1 2 '3 & 5 Dk
5.  FEELS THAT HE/SHE IS LEARNING o - B
A LOT IN SCHoOOL. 1 2 3 4 5 DK
g. ____'S TEACHER RECOGNIZES AND SLPPORTS
THE CULTURAL AND RELIGIOUS VALUES OF ) ) ) ) .
OUR FAMILY. 1 2 3 4 5 D

— =

l;BJﬂ;k ' ' Lk




Part 2. Parent and Child Home Activities

NOW | WANT TO ASK YOU SEVERAL QUESTIONS ABOUT THINGS YOU DO AT HOME WITH
12. DO You HAVE BOOKS OR MAGAZINES OTHER THAN THOSE _ BRINGS HOME FROM
SCHOOL AVAILABLE TO ?

No ---— Skip to Question 16.

Yes -

13. NOT COUNTiING READING HE/SHE HAS TO DO FOR. SCHOOL, HCW OFTEN
DOES __ LCOK AT A BOOK OR MAGAZINE AT HOME? ~WOULD YOU
SAY: :

____EVERY DAY?
___ SEVERAL TIMES A WEEK?
ABOUT ONCE A WEEK?

2 OR 3 TIMES A MONTH? OR
____ONGE A MONTH OR LESS?

14. IN THE PAST MONTH, ABOUT HOW OFTEN HAS SOMEONE READ WITH
LT HOME? WOULD YOU SAY:

___EVERY DAY IN THE PAST MONTH?
_ A FEW TIMES A WEEK? |

ABOUT ONCE A WEEK?

2 OR 3 TIMES DURING THE PACT MONTH? OR’
__LESS OFTEN THAN THAT?

i

15. DOES® ~ _ _ USUALLY ASK SOMECNE TO READ WITH AIM/HER; OR

DOES SOMEONE USUALLY OFFER? (Do not read responses: )
4444Eh11d asks

Someone offers

Both




16. DOES __— — HAVE HOMEWORK ASSIGNMENTS?

No---—> Skip to Question 17.

Yes-==
- 3
16a. HOW DO YCU HANDLE HOMEWORK ASSIGNMENTS?
DO YOU:
____SET ASIDE A SPECIAL TIME FOR
TO DO HOMEWORK?
____HAVE A PLACE WHERE ____ USUALLY
DOES HIS/HER HOMEWORK?
o HAVE RUtESAEOUTTV WATCHING
SO ____ CAN GET HIS/HER HOMEWORK
DONE?

16b. HOW DOES REACT TO HOMEWORK? DOES
HE/SHE :
DO IT VOLUNTARILY AND WILLINGLY?
DO IT ONLY IF YOU PROD HIM/HER?

17. NOT COUNTING AOMEWORK, DOES EVER DO THINGS LIKE WRITING OR
DRAWING THAT HE/SHE LEARNED AT SCHOOL?
. ___YES, OFTEN
_ YES, SOMETIMES

NO



18] NOW | AM GOING TO READ A LIST OF THINGS PARENTS SOMETIMES DO WITH THEIR
CHILDREN. | WOULD LIKE You T6 TELL ME WHICH OF THESE THINGS YOU HAVE
DONE WITH ___ IN THE PAST WEEK AND HOW OFTEN YOU'VE DONE -THEM; FOR -
EXAMPLE, ALMOST EVERYDAY, ONCE OR TWICE; NOT IN THE PAST WEEK, BUT IN

THE PAST MONTH, OR LESS OFTEN THAN THAT. 7 -

(1 yes). | . (If no)
WAS IT: . WAS 1T:

- | MORE
ALMOST | -ONCE | IN THE |THAN A
EVERY | OR | PAST | MONTH

IN THE PAST WEEK HAVE YOU: Yes!| No| DAY? | TWICE? | MONTH? | AG0?

a. PLAYED COUNTING GAMES OR WORD

GAMES WITH _ 7 | S S
b: WATCHED TV WITH _ 7 - -

c. TAKEN ON TRIPS TO A STORE, B -
A BANK, A LIBRARY, OR PLACES : .
LI1KE THAT?

d: 60T INVOLVED IN THINGS
YOU'RE DOING, SUCH AS COOKING,
CLEANING, SHOPPING? .

_&. TALKED WITH ABOUT WHAT GOES o -
ON IN SCHOOLY

f. TALKED WITH ____ ABOUT HIS/HER
FEELINGS TOWARD SCHOOL? S I

g. HELPED WITH HIS/HER HOME- : ; :

WORK?

h. WORKED ON SCHOOL-TYPE ACTIVITIES

WITH  SUCH AS SPELLING OR
READING?

If parent says "almost every-day' or ‘'once or twice' to 18g or 18h; ask:

ié. CAN YQU TELL HE WHAT SPECIFIC SCHQOL ACTIVITIES YOU'VE WORKED
— ON WITH IN THE LAST WEEK? (Do not read responses.)
_____Spelling words
_ Reading

Learning vocabulary B
, oL I L L o~ o_ o
AAAAddihg and subtracting; or other math activities

carpenter, teacher

Aft wbrk

____ Other: L 7,,,"_,_,,4wm4;,,




Part 3. SpeCJal Needs of €hildren

MOST SCHOOLS TRY TO PROVIDE PROGRAMS THAT TAKE ACCOUNT OF THE SPECIAL NEEDS
OF ALL CHILDREN. NOW I'D LIKE TO ASK YOU SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT THAT.

20. DOES HAVE ANY SPECIAL NEEDS, PROBLEMS OR SPECIAL ABILITIES THAT THE
SCHOOL SHOULD BE OR 1S ALREADY PAYING ATTENTION TO?

—No----+ Skip to Question 21:

Yes--4
- 1

! .
20a: CAN YOU DESCRIBE THESE PROBLEMS OR ABILITIES FOR
: ME?

20b. HAVE YOU TOLD THE StHddi ABOUT THESE (iTj?
___No
| Yes
20c. HAS ANYONE FROM SCHOOL TALKED WITH YOU ABOUT
THESE (IT)?

20d. IS THE SCHOOL DOING ANYTHING TO HELP
WITH THESE PROBLEMS (OR TO TAKE ADVANTAGE OF
THESE SPECIAL ABILITIES)?

No=-— Why not?

20e. IS THE SCHOOL DOING ANYTHING TO HELP YOU?




Part 4. Background Questions .-
WE ARE ALMOST FINISHED. THE LAST QUESTICHS | HAVE ARE ABOUT YOU AND YOUR
FAMILY. : :

21. HOW MANY BROTHERS AND SISTERS DOES  HAVE AT HOME?

Number :

22. WHAT IS THE HIGHEST SCHOOL GRADE COMPLETED BY 'S MOTHER?
(Circle one): —
1-4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Higher

23. WHAT IS THE HIGHEST SCHOOL GRADE COMPLETED:BY 'S FATHER?
(Circlecne): 7/

1-4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Higher

24, ARE YOU EMPLOYED? (If respondent is not the child's mother, ask:

No==== Skip to Question 25

_;Yé;c;-;:::
Zha. 1S IT FULL TIME, REGULAR PART TIME, OR
OCCASIONAL PART TIME?
___Full time
Regular part time
Occasional part time i

25. 1S _THERE ANYONE ELSE IN THE HOME WHO EARNS AN INCOME TO HELP.SUPPORT
THE FAMILY?
___No o

Yes

B-15 1.1




26-

27.

WHAT IS THE OCCUPATION OF THE PERSON WHO CONTRIBUTES MOST TO THE FAMILY
INCOME? MWHAT KIND OF JOB 1S IT? (Do not read responses. )

Executives and. proprxetors of ]arge concerns, méjbr professionals,

e:g:; doctor; lawyer,; commissioned officer; athlete; etc.

Managers and proprietors of medium-sized businesses and lesser
ﬁfbféSéibhalsr €e.g.; pblité chief, régiétéred nurse,. teacher.

lndependent businesses, semi- profeSSIonals, e.g., clothing shop
BWﬁéf' IBM programmer,; florist, accountant.

fClerlca] technical assistant:

____Skilled workers; e.g.; baker, fireman, policeman, painter,

construction foreman,; carpenter; electrician.

4,,§¢@j-sg[11§¢7workers, €.g., truck or equipment cperator, nurse's
aide, practical nurse, hairdresser; housekeeper; enlisted military,
etc.
Unskilled workers, e.g., laundry worker, farm hand, garbage

collector; construction laborer; waitress.

Welfare.

Retirement or pension pay.

Don't know, NR.

ﬁﬁ'éﬁ OF THE GROUPS ON THIS CARD SHOWS ROUGHLY WHAT YOUR TOTAL FAMILY

;N ng VAS,E@ST,YEARv (Hand resgogdggt the white card.) PLEASE TELL
ME THE LETTER FOR THE AMOUNT THAT FITS.

A G

8B —

_c _ !

D _

__E K

ARE YOU A SINGLE PARENT? (If you have already learned the answer during
the interview, check the answer without asking:)

____No

{0
't

@
l-‘
[e2)



29: NOW THAT WE HAVE FINISHED ALL MY QUESTIONS, IS THERE ANYTHING ELSE YOU

WOULD LIKE TO SAY ABOUT THE SCHOOL PROERAM THAT WE HAVE BEEN TALKING ABGUT’

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR ALLUWING ME TO S SO MUCH
N

TIME WITH YOU. YOUR ANSWERS HAVE BEENM E EtPFUt.

,

Complete the following question after completing the interview. Do not ask

this question:
30. Ethnicity of respondent:
Agggﬂiébéhié

___ Black, not of Hispanic orlgln

____White, not of Hispanic origin

Please answer the following questions to help us ass
to the interview. This section should be completed
as possible, but not in the presence of the parent.

ess the parent's responses
3 _

s soon after the interview

31. Was there anything happening inside or outside the home that distracted
the parent during the interview or required her/hls attention in a way
that affected her/his. concentration?

N
\\\ Yes ~--— Explain briefly




32. Was the parent cooperatlyeiiéﬁeék the item thot most generally describes

__Yes, very cooperative.
volunteered information readu]y, showed interest in the study.

Yes; cooperative. Parent was frnendly and re]axed, not defen51ve

voldﬁEééFed infcrmation; may or may not have shown interest in the study.

Pafent was guarded, not very relaxed'
an undercurrent of

No, 7somewhat uncooperatlve.
answered questions but appeared to be defensive;

reSistance to the interview. -
_No, very uncooperative. Parent was clearly resistant to the interview;
refused to answer some or all questions; expressed hostility to the

study.
33. Did the parent appear to understand the interview questions?
Yes; almost all or all questions were understood ‘
Yes, the majority of questions were understood
= No, parent didn't secem to understand many questions

No, parent didn't understand most of the questions

=== |f No, briefly describe the reason:

Lf partncular questions caused problems, write their numbers

here:

35; Were there any other cnrcumstances, or d|d anyth:ng else happen that
should lead us to question the validity of the interview?

No

Yes ---— Briefly describe:

127
A~ 9
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