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children. The first half of the paper establishes the rationale fer
the FEP and outlines, by way of illustration, the content of the
first 2 of 12 FEP sessions. All sessions require active participation
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acqguisition periods. These periods mainly concern children's
behavior, language, psychomotor abilities, reasoning, and emotional
expression. The remainder of the report focuses on program evaluation
findings about (1) the frequency of parent participation at sessions;
(2) the degree of parent satisfaction; and (3) change in parents'
attitudes and educational practices. (RH)
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"Nowhere can one 1learn the profession of parent, but

parenting is still one of the most important jobs in our society"”

as

Ostarrieth wrote in Improving education for disadvantaged

children (p.190)

a time when no one wishes to deny the necessity of a

quality preschool education, the evolution of both our society

and our educational system sitrongly confirms the above-mentioned

opinion.

Since the works of Gesell and al (1940), Piaget (1957),

Bloom (1964), or White (1973, one need not prove the importance

of

first six years of a life to the preparing of ulterior

experiences and the creation of perconality. Furthermore, with

the serious disruption of the traditional family brought upon by

the coming of women on the work force. the increase in the number

of single-parent families, and the decreasing size of families

(falling of the birthrate, grandparents l=aving the family home),

the
replacing the family for educational purposes, has become

greater.

importance of developing structures capable ‘of partially

Finally, because of the growing number of children with

learning and adjusting disabilities, research, such as that of

Gordon
and al

only

(1969), MWeikart (1972), Hillard and Shearer (1974), Lazar

(1977), Zimiles (1979), or Bagnato and al (1980), +to cite

few, has displayed the positive effects of early
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stimulation for handicapped children, of compensatory education
for children of ‘“vulnerable" populations, and of prevention in

general throughout preschool education.

However, the network of preschool education services., for
children between the ages of O and 4, 1is still quite limited and
answers only partially to the needs of most north american
countries. The province of Quebec is no exeption, for, unlike
european countries where kindergaten generally starts at the age
of 2, according to Kamerman (1980), the children of Guebec
with the exczption of a few cases. cannot take advantage of such
schooling wuntil the age of S. Finally, the day-care service
network answers only partially to the dumands of families,
for, according to Garon (19835), in G@uebec, of 557,00 children,
only 30,000 were going to a day-care center in 1983, and 197,00

were only benefiting from home—care services.

We can therefore say that the family, where the child spends
most of his time, is still responsible for most of the
educational intervention. Furthermore, according to Osterrieth
(1977), the prevalence of this situation poses the problem of
the contemporary-family preparing to assume this responsibility
in the present sociological and economic context, in particular
for socio—economically disadvantaged families., for immigrant
families, belonging to cultures other than ours, and with values
other than ours. As far as families with handicapped children or
with children with learning and adiusting difficulties are

concerned, they are the most disadvantaged for., quite often. the




services, 1in particular the services offered by the Social
Affairs network, remain scattered, hard to identify, and hard of
access foir uninformed parents, and most of all insufficient in

terms of intervention time.

In order to face up to this inadequacy of means, we are now
seeing a tendancy to make restitution of a part of the
educational responsibility to the family of a preschool child,
developing certain approaches allowing parents to participate in

the educational precess.

This tendancy fits perfectly in the "normalization" process
actually taking place in Quebec education, i.e, as described by
Wol fensberger (i972), "using the most normative means as possible
in a given culture in order to favour ard to maintain the most
normative behaviours in this culture®. Therefore there is no
normative sociocultural environment for the child other than his

own family.

Finally, the research done by various early childhood
intervention proiects has demonstrated the multiple positive
effects of the parents’ participation in these interventions.
Goodson and Hess (1973), then Goodwin and Driscoll (1980),
mention the following consequences:

— The educational intervention’s effects last a long time

for, even though "intervention" does not last, in such cases

as early childhood intervention, parents have developped new

attitudes ard new educational practices as shown by
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Bronfenbrenner (1978) and Slaugther (1980). Therefore,

since the works of Osterrieth (1957), of Schezfer and Bayley
(1963), and., most of all, of Pourtois (1979), we know that
the preschool child’s achievement is intimitely linked with

the tyoes of attitudes and practices adopted by parents.

Furthermore, the control codes "personal - subjective" and
"cognitive - rational" are more favorable than the codes
"imperative - normative” and, as far as attitudes are
concerned, the poles "flexibility" and "“elaboration" are

more favorable than the "rigidity" and "limitation" poles.

- The abilities acquired by the parents throughout the
intervention are eventually transmissible to the family’s

other children.

- The families’ specific needs can be bhetter identified.

- The collaboration with educators is improved and the

ulterior participation to school life is increased.

We can also add that parents, if they establish that their
child, even though handicapped, is susceptible of new
learnings, maintain a stimulating attitude towards the
child, which will bring other learnings, therefore
an increased stimulation on their behalf, etc. according to
an interactive parent-child dynamic process., which will
translate itself by minute gains on the part of the «child

as Hayden and McBGinnes (1978) mentionned.
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The participation on the part of parents to preschool
education 1s quite advantageous, but it is i1mportant to mention

what particular strategies should he used.

bordon (1972) as well as Goodwin and Driscoll (1980) have
analyzed the participation of families to preschool education
programs and have gathered the following models:

- parents receive some information from report-cards,

parent-teacher meetings, documentation, various meetings,

etc.;

~ parents become students of a family education program

which comes in three different types:

family education program where parents take courses on
child development;
family education program where parents take part in
group discussions;
family education program where parents are traired to

acquire new educational abilities;

— parents are volunteers in a family education program to

which their child is taking part inj;

— parents are members of a program committee in a family

education program.

It is from this data, that the Social and School Adiustment

Research Group of the Université du Guebec a Montreal has

elaborated, then experimented the Family Education Program,

6




F.E.P., (1983), for parents taking part in the Early Childhood

Intervention Project, E.C.I.P.. (1982).

This proiect, introduced in Laval since 1982, offers
children between the ages of 3 to S the possibility to take part,

during six months, in an educational activity program, the Early

Childhood Intervention Program, E.C.I.F.. (1983). The program

consists of three weekly half¥—~day sessions at a Laval center.
Before the child enters the program, an inventory of the childs
"acquisitions" is taken in order to see if¥ some of them have some
sort of backwaraness or difficulty. Children with difficulties
are integrated into groups of 18, in a proportion of 1/3 for 2/3
of children with no "problems". If they cannot reach the
group’s objectives, the intervention becomes more individualized
and the parents will benefit from a homebound progran. Parents
are also invited to take part, during six months, to by-monthly

evening meetings. These meetings make up the Family Education

Program (1983) which itself is made up of twelve sessions, the
first one beeing one of presentation, and the 1last one of
evaluation and of final synthesis. The other ten are devoted to
five essential themes {behaviour, language, psvchomotor
abilities, reasoning and emotional expression), respecting the

following process:

First Session
1. Presentation to the parents, by the animator, of an

audio-visual document {video) entitled: You are your child’s

education (Terrigse and al, 1983 illustrating various




problematic situations of the chosen theme and involving young

children. It serves as an introduction to the discussion theme

while provoking questioning on the part of parents.

~

2. Farent discussion (groups of 4 or S), in order to elaborate
solutions to the eduzational problems raised by the above-

mentioned audio-visual document.

3. Group analysis, with the animator, of the interventions
proposed by the parents; the chosen interventions will later
constitute part of the content of the educational thematic
booklets handed to the parents (on one hand we are aiming towards
the responsibilization and the valorization of parents, and on
the other hand, towards the elaboration of solutions culturally

significant to the child).

4, Parents, once again grouped in 4 or 5, will work in the

Family Education Program activity workbook (Terrisse and al, 1985)

in order to facilitate the discussion of each theme, while
respecting the next stages:
— observation
of behaviors (learning, communication, etc.):
of parent reactiong
of child reactions

of context (environment);

— evaluation of the behaviors, the context, etc. by each and
evaery parent, then discussion on the evaluating of other parents

of one’s group (therefore there will be some sort of exchange

8




between parents of their respective educational values);

~ each parent chooses appropriate educational interventions,
and then the other parents evaluate these choices by
"brainstorming”. (parents exchange idees on educational

interventions and training towards the acquisition of educational
abi1l:ties, in particular for parents of children with

difficulties);

3. Group analysis, with the animator, of the interventions
proposed by the parents; the chosen interventions will later
censtitute part of the content of the educational thematic

booklets wulterially handed to the parents (same ohijectives as in

stage 32).

6. Farents are handed the booklets conctituting the Home

Educational Activity Program (Terrisse and al, 1985) which will

allow for home activities in relation, if necessary, with
weaknesses noticed by, the parents in the by-monthly report card

of tneir child taking part in the Early Childhood Intervention

Program (1983). (Parents can therefore continue to wark on these
chiectives, at home with their child, while pursuing or
strengthening the acquisitions which the latter has made through

the program.

Second Session

It still concentrates sn the same theme as the preceding one

and takes place as follows:




1. The animator presents the meeting’s obiectives.

2. Subgroup evaluation, done by parents, of the home-
activities they have done with their child as well as of the

activities® effects. Parents can use the Individual Evaluation

(Terrisse, 1986) which allows them to judge these activities.

3. Parents suggest ways in which the proposed activities
could be improved or fhey propose other activities based on the
same theme, which can be written on the same sheet as before, or
recorded on tape (we are therefore aiming on responsibilization
and active participation on the part bof parents in a
"normalization" perspective as t+ar as the sociocultural plan is

concerned).

4. Group analysis, with the animator, of the evaluation of
the home—activities and of the parent subgroup’s proposed
suggestions; all of the chosen suggestions will be inserted in
the thematic booklets which will later be handed to them (same

objective as in phase 2 of session one).

S. Information and exchange: the meeting’s second part is
devoted to an oral presentation, done by a invited resource

person, on the sessien’s theme, then to a question period, and

finally to discussion with parents on that theme.
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These session therefore demand active participation on the ‘
|
part of parents and are made up of exchange and discusion periods

between parents (attitudes evolution and parent integration), of

training periods (acquisition of educational abilities and
techniques, such as observation and reformulation, in a
context of responsibilization and of intervention creation
socio—economically significant), and finally of information

periods (knowiedge acquisition).

This program has been experimented (every year since 1984)
with two heterogeneous groups of approximately thirty (30)
parents. The groups are made of parents of children with
learning difficulties, of parents of children without adaptation
difficulties, of parents of socio—economically different status
(socio—economically disadvantaged environment) as well as

immigrant parents belonging to ethnic minorities.

The program’s effects have been evaluated using a statistic
process in order to determine if all or only part of the

obiectives had been reached. Let us reiterate the objectives:

- the emergence of attitudes and of educational practices in

view of the axis of "control-autonomy", "rigidity-
flex>bility"”, "limitation—-elaboration”, "coldness—-heat"”,
etc.

- the 1mproving of self—-image in terms of educational

competences (valorization)

Q :11
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- the responsibilization and the autonomy towards the

intervention of "specialists"

- the acquisition of knowledge

— the training for acquisition of educational abilities

The whole approach has to be placed within the concept of
"normalization" and has to aim towards the integration of
children with adaptation difficulties as well as with parents

from different environments.

According to Goodwin and Driscoll (1980), the educational
programs’ effects can be evaluated as fol lows:

1- Freguency of parent participation

N

— Degree of parent satisfaction

- The evolution of attitudes and of the parents’

4

educational practices
4-- The parents? acquired knowledge

3~ The children®s acquired knowlege

As part of this research project, we have evaluated the
first four criteria in two years of experimentation (1984-85 and
1985-86). In order to concentrate on the first three criteria,
we are omitting the pregram’®s effects on children (anather

article, in this work, has been devoted to this subject).

12




irst criterions

Frequency of parent participation at sessions

Parent participation at all of the twelve (12) sessions has
been regularly recorded, and the following distinctions have been
mad.:

— The mother has come alone at the meeting: P1

— The father has come alone at the meeting: P2

— The couple has come to the meéting : P3

— One or the other parent or the couple

P4

has come to the meeting

This analysis method has been called the FParent

Participation Freguency Analysis,P.P.F.A., (1985). ©Graphic I

shows the parent participation in number and in percentage. It is
important to note, on one part, that more than half of the
parents participate, on a volunteer basis not an obligatory one,
to sessions, and on another part that parents of children without
difficulties have a tendancy to participate quite more (&3%) than
parents of children with difficulties (S50%Z) when the latter could
be more advantaged by their participation. This might indicate
that parents of children without any difficulties are more
involved in the educational process, which would in part explain
the fact that their child has less difficulty than those of

other parents.

These participation percentages seem quite positive if

compared to the oarent participation rate in public school

ERIC 13
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meetings (less than 20%), according to polls conducted within ten

school committees in Laval.

Graphics II and III show on a sample of sixty (&0) parents
the exact number of meetings at which have respectively attended
the mother,the father and the couple and, as a total, the family.
We have not included participation to the first and last meetings
of information and evaluation. Furthermore, these graphics
display the fact that mothers participate much more than fathers,
which tends to prove that child education is still the women’s
appanage, and that the two members of the couple participate
quite rarely together, which can be explained in part by the

babysitting problem...

We have established a distinction between “irregular®
participation (fewer than five meatings) and "regular”
participation (five meetings or more). We have in fact noticed,

1n another part of this research proiect, that would be too long
to explain, using the correlation method (Pearson) together with

other evaluation "instruments”, the Parent Attitudes and

Educational Practices Evaluation Questionnaire, F.A.E.P.E.Q.

(Rouzier, 1986) and the Parent Perception Guestionnaire, P.P.Q.,

(Terrisse and Joly, 1986), that there was not any statistically
significative modification of attitudes, of practices and of
perceptions for parents if they did not participate to at 1least

fi1ve sessions.

14
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criterion:

Degree of parent satisfaction

We have used, in order to evaluate the F.E.P., six questions

from the Proiect Evaluation Questionnaire, P.E.Q., Terrisse

(1984), a questionnaire used by parents in order to evaluate the
whole project (the six questions concerning the F.E.P. are

answered only by those who have participated to the sessions).

We can easily notice, in graphic IV, that the degree of
satisfaction is quite high, but we have to take into account the

part of subjectivity for the Early Childhood Intervention Proiject

offers to the population a one-of—-a-kind educational resource in

the area of Laval.




Graphic I: Parent Participation (F.P.P.)
to session of the F.E.P. in 1984—-1985, according to

15

the classification of the children — Experimental Group (N=83)

N. of N. of N. of % of
families part. fam. fam. not part. part.
(P4)
Families with a 43 27 16 637
child without
difficulties
Families with a 28 14 14 S0%
child with minor
difficulties
Families with a 12 & 1) 50%
child with serious
difficulties
83 47 36 S54%
P4 = Family participation: one parent or the other or the

couple present at at least five sessions.

Graphic II: xParent Participation (F.P.P.)
to session of the F.E.P. in 19851986, according to

e ———— — —— ——— e B el

he type of family representation — Experimental Group (N=60)

Mothers (P1) Fathers (P2) Couples (P3) Fam. (F4)

No .

participation 11 25 38
Irregular

participation 17 28 16
Regul ar

participation 32 7 (=}

% of part. 93.33% 11.6% 10%

X Irregular participation: less than five sessions.
-~ o . o . o
Regular participation: five sessions or more.

16
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Graphic II: Frequency of Parent Participation (F.P.P.)
to session of the F.E.P. in 1985-1986., according to
the type of family representation - Experimental Group (N=60)

Number of sessions P1 P2 P3 P4
o 11 25 38 4
1 b6 13 b6 8
2 7 7 4 6
3 2 2 1 S
4 2 6 S 4
S 5 1 1 S
6 8 0 o b6
7 4 2 3 S
8 ? 1 o 10
9 2 1 1 1

10 4 2 1 6

Part. of mother (F1), of father (P2), of couple (P3), of Ffamily (P4) |

Graphic IV: Parent Evaluation of the F.E.P. sessions

in 1984--1985 - Experimental Group (N= 100)

Yes Fairly No D.N.A.
@8.21 Were the F.E.P.
sessions satisfying
in general? 92 4 0] 4
- 22 Were the schedules
satisfying? 90 ) 0 4
.23 Was the location
satisfying? 9?4 2 0 4
- 24 Was the content
{(discussed themes)
satisfying? 88 8 0 4
.25 Were the methods
satisfying? 81 13 0 o
89% 6.6% 0% 4,47
8.35% 1f you know parents
with a child the same
age as yours, would you
recommend the F.E.P.? I8 0] 2 0
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practices

We wanted to verify this third hypothesis with the help of

the Parent Attitudes and Educational Practices Evaluation

Guestionnaire, P.A.E.P.E.G. (Rouzier, 1986). This "instrument is

administred as a pre—-test and a post-test to the experimental
group (parents having attended at least five F.E.P. cessions),
and then to a control group <(having not participated to the

project) as shown in graphic V.

Braphic VI displays significant correlations between the
evolution of attitudes and of educational practices as well as
that of the experimental group’s parent participation to
SesS10nsS. On one hand, attitudes have evolved quite
signiticantly as far as mothers, the family and the couple
(fathers not participating enough) are concerned, and on the
other hand, the practices have also evolved, at a slower pac:a2,
as far as mothers and the family are concerned. Mothar
participation is still the dominant factor of this evolution., and
it is without any doubt this participation which is found in
the family evolution for it makes up 4/Sth of the family presence

(See graphic II).

Finally, the comparison established by graphics VII and VIII
between the control group and the experimental group shows that
the latter’s attitudes and educational practices have

significantly evolved (a bit less for attitudes) while the contro

18
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group 1is not statistically evolving. This therefore tends to
prove that the F.E.P. sessions have a significant impact on the

parents® attitudes and educational practices.

Graphic V: The composition of research sampling in 1985-1986

Pre-test Post—-test P4 Considered
Sampling
Experimental Group N = &0 &0 3= 33
Control Group N = S1 19 - 19

X P4 = Family participation: one parent or the other or the
couple attending at least five sessions.

Graphic VI: Post-test intercorrelations between
attitudes and educational practices (P.A.E.P.E.B@.) and the
frequency of parent participation to F.E.P. sessions (P.P.F.A.)

in 1985-1986

Experimental Groun (N = 460)

Mother Father Couple Family
part. (FP1) part. (P2) part.(P3) part.(FP4)

Educational
practices

correlations (r) 0.2456% 0.157 0.131 0.291x
ass. pro. (p) (0.029) (0.1146) (0.160) (0.012)
Educational

attitudes

correlations (r) —0.46TXK%X -0. 153 -0.303%x% ~0.3835%%X%

ass. praob. (p) (0.000) (0.121) (0.009) (0.001)

X 0.05 significant
XX 0.01 significant
%% 0.001 significant
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Graphic VII: Evolution of the parents’ attitudes and

educational practices in each group, experimental and control.
from the pre-test to the post-test, in 1985-1986

Aver ages (?). standard deviations (s)., Pearson

correlations (r), Student t. for dependant groups and associated

probability (p) obtained by parents at P.A.E.P.E.Q.
(P4, participation to five sessions or more)

1Z

Educational
practices

Pre—-test
Post—-test
Educational
attitudes
Pre—-test

Post—test

Educational

practices

Pre-test
i9
Post—-test

Educational
attitudes

Pre-test
19
Post—test

1. Experimental Group

(=1

98.67

104.58

48.72

46.09

2-

102.47

103.21

g2.90

91.05

¥ 0.10 significant
XX 0.05 significant

S

i

Control Group

t d.1. B
=J3.09 32 0.004% %
1.88 31 0.070%
-0.37 18 0.717
0.68 i& 0.503




Graphic VIII: Graphic representation (slopes) of the evolution
of the parents® #ducdtioral ‘practices and attitudas in s=ach
group., experimental and control, from the pre-test
to the post-test, in 1985-1986

I- Educational practices

X oa

105 | t = -3.09

104

103 Control g. (N = 19) - - ~p t = 0,37

102

101 Keys
C.g. pre: ?;? 102.47

100 C.g. post: X _= 103.21
Exp.g. pre: X = 98.47
Exp.g. post: X = 104,58

99

Exp. g. (N = 33)
I8

% i >
Pre-test Post-test




II- Educational attitudes

X a Key:
Control g. (N = 19)
S3 oL -~ C.g. pre: §_= S52.90
RN €C.g. post: X = 51.03
~ - Exp.g. pre: X_= 48.72
S2 t ~~ _Exp.g. post: X = 46.09
\\
'
51 &
t = 0.68
S0 |
Exp. g. (N = 32)
49 |
48 |
47 L
46 L t =1.88

—— —— 3
- -

Pre—test Faost—-test
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In conclusion, the actual results of our research seem quite
interesting, for they tend to prove that it may be possible to
request the parents’ participation, and to succeed in getting
them to participate in their preschool children’s educational
intervention, as 1long as they are presented with a structured
plan requesting, on one hand, their own competence and actual
experiences, and on the other hand, by Joining discussion,

information and training processes to the whole idea.

This research is far from being over and is most probably
going to take advantage of a quantity of other analysis intented
to improve not only the program itself, but also the sessions’
content and the means of evaluation. We therefore think that
family education is one of the best ways in which one may
palliate to the insufficiency of infancy educational services, in
particular for socio—economically weak families, for ethnic
minorities, and finally +for families where the child is
handicapped or in difficulty. In the latter case, the Family
Education Program may well be a major complementary contribution
to early childhood stimulation programs (quite important for
parents of mentally, physically or sensorily handicapped

children).

Preschool education 1is therefore, as far as we are
concerned, a responsihility to be shared with parents, but
without imposing on them our responsibility as "professional”
educators and without putting on their shoulders the weight of

our failures. Alain Toffler may have well sensed this

23 ?
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“"tentation® when he wrote in 1970 "Parent professionalism will
never be halted...today this =social innovation is favored oy a

discrete but gquite powerful trend." Le cheoc du futur (p.277)

This article was published thanks to a grant from the Social

Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada (S.S.H.R.C.C.)

# 498-B6-U021, and also thanks to a grant from the Jewish

Community Foundation of Greater Montreal # S.222.T08.1.5.

24




REFERENCES

BAGNATO, §S. and NEISWORTH, J.T., "“The intervention efficiency
index: An approach to preschool program 2Zcountability®,
Exceptional Children, 46, 4, January 1980.

BLOOM, B.S., Stability and change in human characteristics, New
York, N.Y., John Wiley and Sons, 1%64.

BRONFENBRENNER,U., "Who eeds parents education?" in D. Sloan Ed.
Teachers Collegqe Record,New York, N.Y.. Columbia University.

EARLY CHILDHOOD INTERVENTION PROGRAM (E.C.I.P.): see TERRISSE, B.
and BOUTIN, G.

EARLY CHILDHOOD INTERVENTION FROJECT (E.C.I.P.): see TERRISSE,
B. and BOUTIN G.

FAMILY EDUCATION PROGRAM (F.E.P.): se= TERRISSE, B.

GARON, D., Portrait statistique de la situation\des enfants d” age
prescolaire au @uébec, Guébec, GC, Ministere de 1’Education
du Québec, D.G.D.P., 1985, pp. 15-16 and 22.

GESELL, A., ILG, F.L. and AMES, L.B., The first five years of
life: A guide tg the study of the preschool child, New York,.
N.Y., Harper and Row, 1940.

GOODSON, B.D. and HES3, R.D., Parents as teachers gf vyoung
children: An evaluative review of some contemporary concept

and programs, Stanford, Cal., School of Evaluation, Stanford
University, 1973.

GOODWIN, W.L. and DRISCOLL, L.A., Handbook for measurement and

evaluation in early childhood education, San Francisco,
Cal., Jossey-Bass, 1980.

GORDON, I.J., Early stimulation through parents education,
Gainesville, Flo., University of Florida, College of

Education, Institute for Development of Human Ressources,
(ERIC-ED 038-166), 1969.

25




GORDON, I.J., The Florida parerts education early intervention

groject: A Longtudinal took, Gainesviile, Flo., Institute
for Development of Human Ressources, University of Florida,
(ERIC-ED 100492), 1972.

HAYDEN. A.M. and McGINNESS, G.D. "Bases for early intervention”
in F. Sontag, 6. Smith and N. Corte, Eds, Educational

programming for the severely and profoundly handica ed,
Reston, Va., Council for exceptional children, 1978.

HILLARD, J. and SHEARER, M. "The Portage Project”,: Bureau
Memorandum, 17, 2, 1974, pp. 4-8.

. HOME EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITY INDIVIDUAL EVALUATION: see TERRISSE, B.

HOME EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITY PROGRAM, (H.E.A.P.): see TERRISSE, B.,
PUNTOUS, E. and TERRISSE, P.

KAMERMAN, S.B., "Child care and family benefits policies in six
industrialized countries", Monthly Labour Review, 4, 2,
1980, pp. 31-48. :

LAZAR, I., HUBBEL, V.R. MURRAY, H., ROSCHE, M. and ROYCE, J., The
persistance of preschool eftfects: A long-time follow up of
fourteen infants and preschool experiments, Ithaca, N.Y.,
Final report +for grant 18-76-07843, Community Service
Laboratory, Cornell University, 1977.

OSTERRIETH, P., DE COSTER, W., DE LANDSHEERE, G. and BURION, J.,
Improving education for disadvantaged children, La Hague,
Pergamon Press and B. Van Leer Fondation, 1977.

OSTERRIETH, P. L’enfant et la famille, Paris, PUF, 1957.

PARENT PARTICIPATION FREQUENCY ANALYSIS, (F.P.F.A.): see
TERRISSE, B. and PUNTOUS, E.

PIAGET, J., La naissance de 1’intelligence, Neuchatel., Delachaux
and Niestle, 1957.




26

FOURTOIS., J.P., Comment les meres enseign=2nt a leur enfant (S-4
ans), Paris, PUF, "Pédagogie d’aujourd’hui” collection,
197%.

ROUZIER, F., Parent Attitudes and EducationAai Practices
Evaluation Guestionnaire, ELQLE_Ejijlx . Unpublished
masters thesis, Montréal, GQC, Department of Educational

Sciences, Université du @uébec a Montréal, 1986.

SCHAFFER, E.S. and BAYLEY, N., "Maternal behavior, child behavior
and their intercorrelations from infancy to adolescence",
Monographs of the society for Research in child Development,.
28, 3, 1987 series, 1963.

SLAUGHTER, D.T., Early intervention, maternal develicp:wei.  and
children®’s play, Bethisda, Maryl., National Instltute of
Child and Human Development, Human Learning and Behavior

Branch, 1980.

TERRISSE, B. and BOUTIN, 6., "Implantation du Programme
d’intervent%on precoce a Laval®, B. Terrisse and 0G.
Boutin, Prevention et 1nterventLQQ preécoce, special issue

Apprentissage et soc1a11sat10n, A; 1, March 1983, pp. 13-23.

TERRISSE, _ B., Project Evaluation Questiconnaire, (P.E.Q.),
Montreal, GC, Social and School Adjustment Research Group,
Department of Educational Sciences, Universite du Quebec a
Montreal, 1983.

TERRISSE, B., The Family Education Program, (F.E.7.), Family
education sessions.

Booklet I : You are your child’s behavior.

Booklet II : Your child’s language.

Booklet III: Help your child develop his raaswuning.
Booklet IV : Your child’s physical abilities.
Booklet V : Communicate with your child.

Montréal, QC, Social and School Ad justment Research Group,
Department of Educational Siences, Université du GQuébec a
Montreal, 198S.

TERRISSE, B. and JOLY, D., Parent Perception Questionnaire,
(P.P.Q.) . Montréal. ac, Social and School Ad1ustment
Research Group, Department of Educational Siences, Universite
du Québec a Montreal, 1985.

27




AT e 07

27

TERRISSE, B. and PUNTOUS, E., Parent Participation Frequency
Analysis, (P.P.F.A.). Montreal, GC, Social and School
Adiustment Reseacch Gfoup, Department of Educational Siences,
Universite du Quebec a Montreal, 198%5.

TERRISSE, B., PUNTOUS, E. and TERRISSE, P., You are your child’s

education, {(Video) , Montreal, @C, Social and School
Adiustment Research Group, Educational Technology

Laboratory, Department of Educational Sciences, Université
du Quebec a Montréal, 1986.

TERRISSE, B., PUNTOUS, E. and TERRISSE, P.., Home Educational
Activity Program, (H.E.A.P.). for children between the ages
of 2 and 9, Montreal, QC, Social and School FAdiustment
Research orroup, Department of Educational Sciences,
Université Ju Quéebec & Montréal, 19864.

TERRISSE, B.., Home Educational Activity Individual Evaluation,
Mcntreal, QC, Social and School Adiustment Regearch Group,
Depar;ment of Educational Sciences, Universite du Quebec &
Muntreal, 1986.

TOFFLER, A., e choc du futur, Paris, Denoél-Gonthier,
"Mediations" Collection, 1971, p.277.

WEIKART, D.P., "Relationship of curriculum teaching and learning
in preschool education", in J.C. Stanley Ed., Preschool
programs for disadvantaged: five experimental approaches to
early childhood education, Baltimore, Maryl., John Hopkins
Press, 1972.

WHITE, B.L. and WATTS, J.C., Experiences and environment: Maior.
influence upon the development of the vyounq children,
Englewoods Cliffs, N.J., Prentice-Hall, 1973.

WOLFENSBERGER, W., The principle of normalization in human
servies, Toronto, Ont., MNational Institute on Mental
Retardation, 1972.

ZIMILES, H., "Early childhood education, a selective overview of
current issues and trends", Teachers College Record, 79,
1978, pp. S909-527.

28




