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~ A Narrative of llead Start Parvents in Participant Grvupsl

Iz

stract

Sensitivity training groups rarely have been ronducted ameng people of low
income. A modification of the laboratory training method, here called the
“participant group method," was used with low-income Black préﬂEE>ﬁf Heed Start
children to demonstrate under what conditions participant groums might be helpful
to parents and their children. Eight different groups, each met twice a weck for
eight weeks within the context of either helping the child with language skills
at home, or helping the parents with their problems of child-rearing. Parent
trainers worked in teams of two, including a mother from the community. Both
fathers and mothers participated. Most gr@@ps succeeded in engaging the parents'
participation in child-vcaring or related discussions, as judged from the attendance
and the group process data, 1In canslgsign; the participant gioup method seems to
be a very effective vehicle to deliver comminity-clinical psychological services
directly to low-income parents for cducational, remedial, and preventive fun;tigﬁs

regarding their pEQSchgol children.



A Narrative of lead Start Parents in Participant Groups

Contradictory reports on an anecdotal iavel abound concerning whether there
are any cffective mcthods in working meaningfully with people of low income. If
the sensitivity training (encounter) group is this century's most important social
invention as Rogers (1969) recently asserted, one might é%pégt group mcthods to
» have been employed systematically in antipoverty programs. Surprisingly, there
are fow roports of cndeavors using sensitivity training or other groups directly
with pecople of low income in spite of the appropriateness of such applications
(Wohlford, 1970).

Zurcher (1969) described systematic observations of steges of development in
poverty program neighborhood-aétion committces, noting that ﬁhﬂse groups combined
elements of all three Tuckman-classed settings: therapy groups, human relations’
groups, and natural or laboruatory groups. Sensitivity or human relations training
with low=income groups have becon occasionally with adults (Culver, Dunham, Edgerton,
& Edggrtcﬂ; 1969), with aggressive juniop#high school students [Rueveni, 1971),
and, wore widely, indirectly with those who serve 1ow—incaﬁé groups such as para=
professionals and teachers (Gaﬁkhuff.&iériffin, 1970, 1971).

With a rationale provided by Hunt (1969) and others, Head Start and other
early childhood programs for low=-income clients have the responsibility to involve
the parénts of the preschool children. Indeed, the Head Start cofficial policies
urge or require the involvement of parents at various levels (23ifice of Economic
Opportunity, 1967, 1968; Office of Child Development, 197@)_3 o

To directly involve low-income adults in an educationally oriented program in
Head Start or publie schools is an undertaking that faces fermidable obstacles. .
People who struggle in poverty are generally alienated from middle-class society,
icslagengics,iﬁnd, cspecially, the schools, whe%e many of them probably had negative

v
IERJ!:nal experiences. If this is true, then the generalizatioa of the negative

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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experience would be especially detrimental to their involvement on any level,
including the passive attendance: at meetings in school buildings which Ehemselvcs
may be aversive to the parents. Morcover, a program that attempts to work with
low=income parcents of preschool children to improve the relevant behavior in the
parents' intevaction with their children faces another requirement. Such behavior
is among the most deeply entrenched and least sugsceptible to change,. and so such
an intervention program would have to use relatively pnwegful methods.,

Systematic group mechgdé have been used to some extent with parents on school~
related variables, although not with 1ow¥inccm; papuiagiaﬂs, as reviewed in detail
elscvhere (Wohlford, 197C). Nechin (1966)-123 a time~limitcd, small group Qf!léwﬁ
income young mothers of three~ and four-year olds, and found mothers eager to
receive child=rearing information. 1In two other projects low-income parents met
in time-limited, small groups with apparent success in creating a stable group
atmosphere. Both projects combined informal instruction with cpen=ended discussion
of dynamic issues in parent-child relations. In one project, the instruction ;
concerned the Eriksonian Eight Ages of Development (Cook, 1968), and in the .other,
language development (Wohlford & Stern, 1968). 1In the latter project; part of
each mecting was devoted to the practical demonstration of various things parents

can do to expand their child's cognitive world. Another part of each meeting used

to be a potentially uscful technique to cvaluate and, where necessary, to intervene

in the possible detrimental parent-child interactions. With this method, the

other group members provide the reference group and basic ifpetus for change.
Ultimately, a program that doés not involve its participants has to fail.

Low-income parcents secemed more likely to beeceme involved in smail groups composed

of others in the same situation, than to become involved in otber kinds of programs.

o . , , ] »
FR]Cxperience of conducting psychotherapy with low income people indicates that

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



group sessions are more effective than individual scssions (Ckristmas, 1966).
There are various rcasons that might explain this phenomenon: attitudes toward
autlhority; social comparisons processes; following the therapist's model, and
differences in the communication pattern between middle-class, middle-class
patient and therapist combinations, on the one hand, and low-income, middle=-class
patient and therapist combinations, on the other hand (Frank, .961). Whatever
these rcasons may be, it is felt useful to exploit this possible source of gain.
Historically, the oldest small group method is.the T-group method, sensitivity
training group, or hum%ﬁ relations laboratory. These methods, as well as- a modifi-
cation used in the present project, will be referred to generically as the
participant group mgth@d.é The particular strength of the participant group method’
is that it cnables the group mombers to focus on, and perhééé nodify, their intefﬁ
personal behavior. Several uaspeets of this method SQQmédvespccially appropriate
for the purposc of working with 1ow—inc?mg parents, iﬂcludiﬂé task orientation,
usc of trainers as role modcls, open communication, cooperative feedback, and
democratic group ptgéess with no hidden agenda. The appropria‘eness of this
approach is described more fully elsewhere (Wohlford, 1970).

‘Through participation in this typc of group experienca, parents should become

avare of, and modify their intEEPEfsanél behavior moving in the direction of having
ideal" relationships, and, in turn, creating thesc kinds of relationships with
their children. Tnﬁidenzally,ipareng groups which usc such participant group
methods as these ceoineide both in ra;iﬁnélc and method with thz aims of the

Community Action Program and the new Head Start guidelines for parent involvement

(Office of Child Development, 18970),
] . _ .

In summary, in spite of the obvious importance of parental attitudes and

be' -4, few programs have bcen successful in engaging low-income parents in any

E

megmmmgmul way. The use of participant groups offers some promise of success.
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However, therc is almost a completc lack of knowledge about many basic para-
meters of participant groups of low=income parents. That is, tesides the Euﬁdé!
mental issue of whether changing parents' attitudes and behavior would change their
children's behavior, a number of intermediate objectives should be realized in
order to assess the feasibility of participant group methods. First, could a large
proportion of such parents, approaching 1007 of a given panel of parents, be
attracted to attend group meetings regularly, and? if so, uunder wﬁat conditions?

That 1is, would mothers without husbands attend as well aslmaf?ied mothers? Would
fathers as well as m?thers attend? If the fathers attended th: group, would that
influence the nature of the group's effe&ts on the mothers? ¥inally, would there
be a differential influence from the group's structure and cwntent, either a rather
structured group with language development centent, or an unstructured group to
focus on group process and discuss child-raising or snyéhiug the parents wanted?

The remainder of this paper describes a field intervention research project,
termed the Parent Project, which systematically investigated the feasibility of uéing
participant group methods to realize the above intermediate obhjectives, as well as to
gather data on the fundamental issue of whether participant groups would be effective
in changing parents' attitudes and behaviors which would, in turn, change their
children's behavior. To assess such changes, a vafiéty of cognitive, personality,
and intcrpersonal variables were assessed in both the parcnts and their children
both before and after the péfents reccived participant group tfainiﬁg (pretest=
intervention-posttest design).

The full context of the Parent Project, ineluding its field intervention
research rationale, systematic variation of the_gfaups, and description of the

‘ ) s -
participating parents, is presented elsewhere (Wohlford, 1970, 197la, 1971b). This

@ dy's focus on procise effects of parental group intervention alone upon the
wiéﬁaents‘ and thdir children's behavior,- may render this study's results particularly
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valuable with regard to certain basic resedrch and field apoli:ation questions, as
well as rather civcumscribed with regard to other possible questions. “Its unique
value may be seen, for instance, in its possible implications for the Office of
Child Development's rccently announced Home Start program, in which the preschool
child may never participate in a center with other children such as in Head Séart,
but in which the sole or primaty intervention is via the parent: (Zigler, 1971).
However, the Parent Project's design also demanded using the children of non-
participating parents as controls for the children of partizipating parents. Since
the two groups of children would have been intermingled in a Head Start class with the
same teacher, we would have contaminated the control group of children if we Wwould
have directly involved tﬁe teacher in the parent group. That is, changes or lack
of changes in the children then could have resulted from either the influEﬁzg of
the parents or the influence of the teacher. Yet the incremental value of directly
including Head St -t teachers or other staff in parent groups is abviously'@f great
potential, and will be discussed later. While we did not include the teachers in
the Parent Project groups as a part of the present interventicn strategy, we
encouraged greater contact between the parents and the center staff upon the request
of the parents or teachers and whenever special intervention was clinically
 imperative,
The data from the total Parent Project fall into five main categories: The
. parents' attendance at the meetings; the gréﬁp process of the eight groups; the
effect on the community as scen in their post-group attitvdes and williﬁgnessAtg

", participate in future meetings; objective changes in the parents; and objective

' changes in their children. The first two issues, the parents’ overall response as
P

scen in their attendance and the group process, are presented in the present paper.
The latter threc issues are presented elsewhere (Wohlford, 1971a, 1971b).

Intervention strategy. The underlying theory of the Perent Project's inter=-

O . ' . 3 ) ) -
E lC«.,,g_i mtrmbmmn do awanantad {n fua waves  Wser  erbhamaticallv in Tewinian-type
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diagrams, and, second, according to input, intraprocess, and outcome variables,
First, the usual entry into public school of a young child from a-low-income
family may be repruscnted by his departure from his subcultural milieu, eonfrontation

of the rather impenetrable social class barrier, and solitary entry into the public

school which is an institution of the dominant social class (middle=class; see Figure 1).

Insert Figure 1 about here

The burden is clearly upon the yguﬁg chi1d to be tested by the double impermeable
barriers and fail to accommodate, or succeed, but possibly at rhe expense of
incorporating two conflicting sets of social~cultural values withgthe consequent
internal stress. Figure 2 presents the ParEﬁtVEfQjE§tiS:iﬂtEfVEﬁtiDn strategy which
reverses the burden, placing it back on édu1t5ﬁﬁfirst, the public school or Heéd
Start, next on the Parent chuﬁ Iraiﬂers, then, the neighbgfhﬁcd'parénts' gréupim
and, finally, on the individual_pareﬁts for their own family. The shaded areas and
numbersiin Figure 2 represent the actual pracesgeé in sequence: = (1) "The initialn

Insert Figure 2 abuut here

S R e g T R O e N S

publie sch@alaﬁésd Start contract, (2) Head Start's preservice training and inservice
supervision Qf the Parent Group Trainers, (3) the neighborhood pérEﬁts' groups
conducted by the Parent Group Trainers, (4) the individual pa:gnté strengthen their
own fsﬁily interaction, including their preschool child, and (5) thé presechool child
is better cquipped--technically, pre-accommodated~~for his entry into Head Start and
public school. Finally, Figure 3 pEESEﬂES the goal of the interventions: Moving ‘
all units into closer harmony with each other, or technically, functional inter=-

g

ﬁ—EEﬁé'—,—si————ﬁng_—ﬂgss—ﬁ_g—

Insert Figure 3 about here

N NS R e W PR R g N

[:R\!:deﬂcé, including the child, his family, the neighborhood parent group, Head

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Start, and the school which now has become a respon ive institution of the whole
community whose iﬁpermeable barrier (solid line in Figure 1) has now become
permeable, flexible, and ready to accomodate itself to the needs of the

children (dotted line in Figure 3).

Second, the underlying theory of the Parent Project's intervention strategy
may be conceptualized ac;a:ding to input, intraprocess, and outcome variables, as
scen - in Figure 4; This conceptualization is based on a ﬁgstﬁhcc analysis, so no
provision could have been made to investigate syst ematically all the '"variables"
list .d. Rather, this conceptualization is offered here to ciasify the Project for
the reader, and as possible guidance for future projects.

Method

Five Head Start centers in all-Black areas of the center of Miami, Flgridé,

were identified as participating ccngefs according to the design summarized in Table 1.

L L e e Lo Lk e b T T Sy

Insert Table 1 about here

On the basis ef the preliminary estimates, eight different participant groups were
planned in the 1969-1970 school year, four in the Fall and four in the Spring. Each
team!af two Parent Trainers conducted two groups, a Iénguage Davelopment group and

a Sensitivity-Discussion éraup! Each group was required to choose its own particu-
lar direction within the context of either Language Develapmagt or Sensitivity
Discussiop, Fach group was to have about 12 to 15 parents, and bE.iﬁEEﬁSiVE, with
one and one-half hour meetings twice a week for eight weelks,

Parent Trainecrs

The parent Trainers are the key of the entire Parent Project, just as classroom
¢ . ; , ] ) ,
teachers are the key of educational systems. Thus, the Parent Ifainers' selection,
tralning, and supportive supervision are presented next in scme detail. However,

IText Providad by ERIC.
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and supervision--and their commitment to the parents that arises as a Rind of
epiphenomenon when the first three elements are realized. That is, the effective-
ness of the Parent Trainers seems to have been a function of ali three elements
organized .into a single, interdépeﬁdeﬁt operation, and changing any eleméﬂt might

have greatly changed the outcome,

O

ERIC
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Staff selection. Four teams of Parent Trainers were selected to participate

in preservice training in the summer preceding the year of actual parent groups,
Each tecam was composed of one person who was a graduate student in psychology or
education (one Black female, one Black male, two white maies); and one person who
could be identified as a m@tﬁer from tﬁe é@mmunity.being served (four Black females),
To emphasize the importance of the Trainer as a role model, we-sought Trainers
who cxemplified stability, responsibility, and interpersonal QmMﬂit@ént to training
the parent groups by attendance and punctuality at preservica training meetings.
Self—sclécﬁiOﬁ during the preservice training permitted the identification of the
Trainers with the maximum motivation. The initially selected four graduate students
completed preservice training and the full year of the actual parent meetings.
However, nine individuals rotated through the other four positions due to trial-and-
error self-selection and certain unavoidable contingencies. Fertunately, the staff
turnover largely occurred during the preservice training anrd not the parent groups
proper, but, unfortunately, scveral of the final Black female Trainers received none
of the preservice training whatsoever.. After the project started in the school year,
seven of the eight groups' Parent Trainer teams were stable fer the duration of the
group, as may be scen in Table 1. Six of the eight Trainers were Black, and five
were females,

Staff trainigg}g The preservice training of the Parent Trainers made use of a

specially prepared training mﬁﬁual.(Wchlford, 1969), and had five phases: First,
in the Summer of 1969, a regular sensitivity training laboratory was conducted for
the Parent Trainers themselves ?ith.focus on personal growth, rather than group
dynamics or 1cadarship skills per se. :Inévitably, white=-Black 1ssues arose, and
2 .
somewhat surprisingly, younger-older gencration.issues also arcse. The group
g.'iédcg greatly facilitated the next phase, as the Tceiners felt a good deal of

ERIC

“FEEh for. each other, cohesion, and enthusiasm about the Project. Seccond, the
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language development training made extensive use of the Parenc Trainers' Manual
techniques, and materials that are appropriate for parents to use with their
preschool children in the home. There were demonstrations of various materials and

“pracﬁice curricula for the parent meetings. Third, the Trainers considered the
conmon objectives of the two types of parent group method, 2nd differences between
the two meth@dsge Often the Trainers' intense discussion about the objectives
generated a feeling of autonomy and sense of perspﬁetiveg and then the Trainers
themselves formulated o 1list of objectives at Ehree levels: the ultimate objectives
for the children, the sccond level objectives for the parcents and the primary
objectives for the Traincers themselves (see Table 2), Fqurth, Lhe'nssignmen; of

“Insort Table 2 about hara

1

Trainers to teams of two was done by self-sclection as much as possible, Finally,
just prior to the actual parent mectings, an additional day was devoted to each of
the two methods as a brush-up and review. By this time, the Trainers had met many
parents through the interviews and ovaluations of the protest rescarch phase, so
that the group experience was much more tangible, and the Trainers began to dngl
concrotely with anticipated situations.

Staff supoevision. During the course of the parent group mectings, ecach of
the four teams of Trainers met togotlier for weokly consultation or aupnrvigién which
was facilitated by the tape=recordings of all mnatings.

Parent Group Mectinga

gig additional objectives to enhanco the quality of the program, every effort
| was made to fit tho parcut groups into the econtext of thu neighborliced in order!

(1) To catablish a volid working rolationalilp botween the pavents and thelr center,
. (S, .

=it 18 nocesssry to attain an additionnl, very pragmatic provisional goal: To

T
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establish a trusting relationship that would be stable and solid enough to work on
deeply entrenched behavioral patterns. (2) To fit into the context of the other
llead Start Programs such as the manthiy parent meetings. (3) To facilitatc group
cohesiveness and emotional involvement in-:he group by capitalizing on pre-
cxisting relationships among necighbors. (4) To foster the maintenance of such
changes as did occur in the group by assuring some form of continued contact among
group members after the termination of the actual groups.

The schedule for the parent meetings waus determined ir part by the individual
evaluntions in the overall research design of pretest--intervention=-=-posttest,
1970, with a two-weck break at the Christmas holidays, rather than promptly in
September or October to November without interruption, as would have been ideal to
gain and maintain maximun impetus. The second series gé four other groups, using
the same pairs of Parent QTrainers but with different purencs, ran from February to
April, 1970, without interruption,

To investigate the fathers® participation as an independent variable in its
@ffect on the mothers' participation, fathars were invited to the parent meetings
in some centers but not in others. Two principles were maiﬁé;inede Maximum
participation in each conter and cqual opportunity for all parents within a center,
Since a significant portion of the familiecs in the participating centera (more than
one=third) had no father in the home, if all parents had boen invited te meotings,
mothers would probably have out=numbered fathers by a wide mavrgin. In this casae,
fathors would ﬁnvn been unlikely to pgrzicipﬁca, would have losu interest, and not
have returned to subsgequont meatings.' Furthermore, mothers without huasbands might
have boen senaitive to husband-wife discussions in a gencral parent group, and have
Eﬂﬂ:ZituLEd an inhibiting influence on such hushand-wife topics., Additionally,

mothers without husbands prebably have some unique problums; a group of others in

Q

L
[]




¢ ; Page 9

the same situation seemed potentially very useful to elicit discussion
about these problems. -

Therefore, in three of the five centers (see Table 1), there were two sets
of parent groups: One gféﬁp to which husbhand-wife pairs were invited whenever
there was a husband in tﬁémhamé, and the other group made up of all reﬁaining
mothers, i.c., those mothers without husbands. In the remaining two centers
constituting the other two groups, all the mothers, including those with and with=
out husbands, but nonc of their husbands, were invited to participate.

Initially, two groups were planned to be strictly voluntary, and six groups
were planned to have each parent paid five dollars per sessian-fcr their partici-
pation, HNowever, the less ‘than optimal participation of the voluntary group in
the first series prompted the rejection of including a vélunﬁary group in the
sacond series, Hencu, saven of the eight groups were on a paid basis, including
attendance both at the parent group meetings and at parent evaluations. In
addition, haby=sitting and transportation were provided to parents who needed it,

The results of the Parent Project to be presented here are the eriteria of
" parental attendance at the parent group meatings and a distillation of the group
- process or content, Parental attendance at the group mectings and the actual group
process aro distinguishable, but in a scnse they are inscparable, as cxamples will
illustruto, DPlarental attondance is necessarily primary because if the parents do
not come Lo the mectings, there can be no group and no group process. However,
once the parents aro presunt at the meoting, what occurs, thu group process, in
part determines whothar they will return te the next meeting,

J , A .
Ravontal Attendance at the Pavent Group Moctings

Table 3 summarizes tho pavents' actual attendance at parent group meetings,

Ingort Tuble 3 about here
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The first four columns of Table 3 give the identifying informatien: The group and
number of the center, the method, and the parents who were invited, Six Pf the
eight groups ran thﬂir full duration of 15 or 16 meetings, and the other two groups
approached it. The next three major eaiuﬁns give the number of parents invited,
the number attending at lecast one meeting, and the number attending regularly; i.e.,
- at least half of the sﬁhcduléq meetings. Most of the éa:ti&ipating parents attended
reguiarly (70 of 119). As scen in the second column from the zight, the ﬁedi&n
number of meetings attended by the mothers was nine. The final column, median
attendance at meetings, indicates the degree of intevest in the typical meeting.
The rclative cohesion of a group may be determined on the basie of the median
attendance at mecetings divided by the number attending at least one meeting. The
cohesion ranged from a high in Group 2 (11/13) to a low in Group 1 (3/12).

A _comparison of the mothexs' and futhers' attendance. Of all 155 natural

=

mothers of five-ycar olds aL the five centers who were invited, 95 attended at least
one meeting, and of these, 60 attended regularly, In other wovds, 60 mothers (39%)
never uttendedng‘meeting,’SS mothers (23%) attended mectings occasionally, and 60
mothers (39%) attended regularly, Ihué, more than half of the mothers (61%)

| attended at least some of the meotings, and about two=thirds of these gtzundcd
regularvly.

The comparable percentage of the fatheva' attendunce is not as great according

to the available figures. Fathors were invited to the parent group meetings in
only three of the five centers., Of the 61 fathers presumably invited, 37 fathers
(61%) naver attonded the meatings, 14 fathors (23%) attended mactings occasionally,

and 10 fatheras (16%) attended regularly, IEf the father's duta are accurate, then

is sipgndficantly greater than the proportion of mothers who attoended who failed to

O tond (39%; X %10.003, df=2, p &, 01, 2~tailed test).
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However, we estimate that the number of fathers presumably in the homes at
Centers 3 and 4, and hence invited, may have been inflated from 5 to 20 fathers.
The recason is that these centers are a part of the public school system, and
mothers may tend to claim a husband (c.g., "Mr. and Mrs. L. Brown'"), in registering
a child in a public school. If the actual total number of fathers were 45, then
the percentages of the fathoers waéld not be signifigantlg different from the
mothers' percentages: Never attending, 48%; occasionally 30%; and regularly, 22%.
Furthcrmore, in considering those 95 mothers and 24 fathers who attended at least
one meating, the proportion of mothers who attended regularly was no greater than
the proportion of fathers who attended regularly (X=0,016, df=1, p is n.s., 2=tailed
test). 1In sum, according to available infﬁ:matian;iprcpartiaﬁately more mothers
attended at least one meeting than fathers, but of those parcnts attending at least
once, there was no difference between fathers and mothers in the frequency of
attendance., |

Other compurigsons, In terms of attendance as a function of the group content,

all four of thc!Lauguggc Development groups had good attendance, but only two of

the four Sénsitivity Discussion groups had solild success, Thus, there appeared to

be a trend toward a difference, but the difference was not sipnificant or conclusive,

In the compiarison of the first aéd sccond series, two of the four groups in the

Afirst sorics ware successful while all four groups in the second serles were. In the
least successful group, Group 4, Mothers Without Husbands, there were never enough
mothers present to allow full use of the Sensitivity=Discussion Method., The group
that had noxt loast limited success was Group 1, which had Sensitivity=piscussion

on a voluntary basis, In that group, the mothers attended irrcgularly, showing

] , _
goma interest in participating, and scomingly involved when they were thore, but

failing to sustain thedr involvement to allow the group to ever become cohesive,

Q ,
ERIC: two other [irat serles groups had good attendance and both used the Language

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Development Methed,

In the first series, the Trainers were completely inexperienced in “conducting
groups af this nature, znd there was an unavoidable two-week Christmas holiday
interruption. As Expgc&ed,lthege was a noticeable drop in the zttendance at the -
meetipgs following the holidays., Thus, special efforts were madé to persanallj
contact absent parents to remind them the meétings had started again, and these
efforts were effective, In tﬁe second series, the Trainers had some experienﬁe and
a schedule free from major interruptions. Also from thelfirst teries experieﬁce,
we were able to estimate the probable attendances more accurately and to make
necessary adjustments, E.g., three additional mothers withuut tusbands from Center
4 were invited to Group 8, providing a larger group. The median attendance at the
four groups in the sccond series were 7,7,9.,5, and 13 as opposed to 2,3,9,5, and 11,
in the first scries.

In sunmary, six of the eight groups werce unqualified successes, according to
the attendance data. Both of the other groups had certain probiems, but even these
continued with some participation for their planmed period. As both éf these were
in the first series, and both used Sensitivity-Discussion, it will be of écme
interest to note whether the Trainers' inexpavience, the group contont, both
together, or some other variable like the centers chosen, was responsible fcr the
unevenness in attundance when we next turn to the Traincrs' own summaries of what

occurred in the group meatings.

Group Procoess and Content
The entire sories of small group meetings totaled over 190 hours (approximately

8 groups x 8 wecks por group x 2 sessions per week x 1 1/2 hours per session). The
‘ 1 i [ 1
sessions wore tapo-recorded, so it would ba possible to derive objective’measures

of group interaction {vom thesc tapes. However, such a process is extremely costly,

~%' was not done for the present report.,. The following narrative summary of the

ERIC :

“ULEAL groups based on the Trainers' reports which were'made following each meoting
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and discussed in weekly supervision, with additional clarification provided by the

tape-recordings if necessary. : )
Trainers AB: Groups 1 and 5

Group 1, the only voluntary group, used the Sensitivity-Discussion method with
all nothers. Though the median attendance of the group was only three, a tetal of

seven mothers attended two or more meetings, indicating some interest but little

middle-class clients and a Social Service Aide with no prior group experience. The
gfadp immediately began with a sﬁrvey of problems the mothers were having with their
preschoel children, including running away, eating problems, vomiting, nose-bleeding,
and passing out; 3159;3 mothoer mentioned that one of her children had choked to
death, The Trainers dealt with thesc cnormous reality=based situations in a rather
nondircctive, ﬁtrpHSSiVE fashion. Rather than deal with indiviQual or cummulative
feelings aroused in the group on hearing about these hardships, the Trainers per-
mitted the mothers' one-by-one recitation of their problems. Not surprisingly,
geveral of these mothers with the most serious problems failed to return after the .
first mecting ov two. |

"In this case and athgrs, the inservice suporvision, occurring after-the-fact,
could not do morco than’hgip the Trainers modify their behavier for future meetings,
and fﬂiinWﬁup on what already occurred. Most importuntly, the Trainer who was also
the Center's Soclal Service Aide individually discussed the meztings thoroughly and
helped with the problems of mothers who had failed to return, E.g., a mother whose

husband was vecently Jailed was helped to enroll at a neighborhood health centar,
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After the first several meetings, the Trainers shifted from their nondirective
stance to a more active, structured, problem-solving approach. For example, the
Trainers encouraged a mother whose daughter had vomitting and nose=bleeding without

a medical reason, to spend at least some time.alone with the girl every day when

she was well. 1In a fgw weeks, the symptoms disappeared. - In a follow-up interview
six months later, this mother prcfuseiy thanked the Parent Project for helping her
daughter who had continued to be well.

Mothers gradually introduced problems with their husbands, and, midway through
the series, some mothers discussed their own personal problems, fears, and worries.

One mother in particular was very diétnrbcd, appearing delusional agd to hallucinate

at times, and she dominated the group, The group tolerated her deviant behavior
because of the small ﬁumhcr of mothers present and the Trainers' reluctance to |
confront her. VThé Trainers' reluctance secmed to be related both to this mother's
pawerfullrale in the political structurc of the center and the Trainers' persanalities;
In the final meeting, the three most loyal attenders expressed much positive feeling
for what they derived, but :equésted meetings with teachers'f§ allow the m@thérs

to learn what their children were doing in class.

In a follow-up critique, the Parent Trainers commented that they did not work as
hﬁrd as Lhey should have in getting their Group 1 parents out to attend meeﬁings.
However, it is unclear what single factor or combination of frctors may have contri-
buted to more interest and attendance in Group 1. What is clear is‘that many mothers
did make occasional use of the group, but tﬁéy did not sustain their involvement
enough to permit the real coalescence and development of a‘vinble group, They were
prevented in doing so for several reagons. In the first mectings when mothers

8 ,
presented practical problems, the Trainers' nondirective response probably discouraged

at Jeast some mothers from placing confidence in the group to help them, and thus they

ERIC
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did not return. Later, the one mother's domination of the group curtailed the
others' sustained interest, Nevertheless, the fact that some mothers made

continued though irregular use of the proup indicates it did serve some,

probably ;uppﬂrtivuifunctian for them.

In the second serles, Group 5 was conducted by the same team of Trainers
in the same center with a group of father and mother pairs usinz the Langﬁage
Development approach and.for pay. The Trainers made a more concentrated Effofﬁ
by repcated home visits to get fuller parﬂiripatiﬁn in Group 3 than in Group 1.
Of all 15 couples invited, nine families were rgﬁrésanted, inclvding six fathers,
Of the six families who did not particépate, three did not because the father
worked at night, and the fact that we emphasized the couples’ atténaing together.
In two other cascs, where the mother did attend, the father also did not
participate much or at all because of a work zanflict; Sometimes the father had
two jobs and sometlmes was asuipgned to an evening shift, Of the three ather-ngn%
partielpaﬁing fami]ius, twg-fumlliés told the Trainers on home visits that they
would attend, but never did; and one family could never be 1aLaLed |

Graup 5, COVEde the Languape Development topics of colors, shapes, letters,
nQAEEfsi and sggfy—rEading, The Trainers began the topie by demonstrating
materials to the parents, and then in the same meeting provided the parents with
sample materials chpraetice with themselves and also to take home to their
children, At the next meeting the parents would review what their children did,
bringing In samples of their vork, e, g., My Own Book, ”llluqtr ting colors,
Parents felt they did not have time outside the meetings to male any special
materials needed, for instance, flagh ecards for letters. Thus, time was spént in
the meetings for the preparation of these materials. One sct of an expensivé,l
camm%rgjni educational spin-and-match toy was circulated among the parents and
was quite well recelved, The presentation of the numbers and letters was
arbitrary vather than grouped; thatlis, the first half of the‘numbefsg‘then the

g sond half; the firat third of the letters, the second third, and then the
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The parents noted that their children liked the games, lessons, and \
materials they braught'hnme. In fact, there was such interasc that squabbles

H

among the children regularlyv ensued, The underlying issues sametimég;surfaced
as problems iﬂlthemselv25; namely, how much time ﬂae% or can the mother

devote to her children, and how much time does the father? And how is sibiing
rivalry handléd? The Trainers recommended dealing with the sibling quarrels

in a practical, straight-forvard manner, notin ng the developmental needs of

each of the children. Things had prcgféséed so wvell that in the later meetings,/

more challenging tasks were prasented,=cutting‘shapes from spcnges and making

mobiles, yet these tasks were cleary too difficult for the pawents to perform,

and they complained. Few individual ptnhlems of the children were brought up
by these parents, and these were academic (e.g., short attention span,
difficulty in learning), rather than gmaticnal./

Finally, Group 5 ended with a partv, and the parents were outspoken in
their praise of the group, feeling their ghildren had done better in Séhaﬁ;

. because of their home activitieé with them. They said their Ehiléféﬁ were sad
they would not be attending méré meetings. As one of the Trajuers summarized,
"The Group 5 parents demonstrated a marked Lncrease of féeliﬁgs of competence
themselves, One could see in the group the satisfaction theylgbtained by
becoming more familiar with the basic tools of language, The feeling of
competence in and of itself, I am sure, promoted inqrease& interactions at home."
Also, the parégts felt the praéramxshogld be continued in their center in the
following year, | | |

Comparatively, Gruéps 1 and.5 were éénducted at the samt. center in the same
year with the same team of rraigers The vervxsimilafitie% of the two groups
makes the difference in the pgrénts tesponisiveness more dramatic, Two grgupq were
different in membership, content, payment, and experience of the Trainers. Of
all the possible factors feapanéible for the differences between the two grauPs,

the latter, thL Tlﬂtﬂ;f%' lack of ExpcriPﬂCE in GrauP 1, seems to be the most

[:R\f:single impmrtaﬁt factor. Much likerphéipgtents they dcsaribed, in the second

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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series the Trainers seemed to feel that they themselves were more competent,

took more satisfaction, and were more relaged promoting in ased interactions

in their group,

Traincrs €D and CN:Groups 2 and 6

Group 2 had the least continuity of staff from the pre-group evaluation’

to the group meetings, and it required two full meetings of orientation

before they could begin to wark_with Language Development. Full participation
came ncar the end of the second meeting in disgussing the problems of rats
in their homes. The Trainer asked, how do you pull yourself aﬂa your childreﬁ
out of this situation, to which the motlhers resﬁﬂnded, educacion. Then the group
settled down to the self-chosen task of writing the alphabet, hav1ng dismissed
the topics Suggistbd by the Trainers of colors, shapes, aad incidental teaching.
Besides writing thie letteérs of the alphabet, Group 2's Language De%élépment topics
included size, shape, colors, g#pressiéh of feelings, and much attention-ﬁc story-
book reading techniques. . _Mathérs vere encouraged to bring materials on
which they worked with their children. If they did not bring the mata;ials,
they vere asked to talk about what-ﬁﬁey did. Dnly-a fev mothers clearly did
not work with theirAchildrgn_at home o

At the Christmus saasﬁnd;ihﬁmmgthers helped thelr cﬂilﬁ:en make a greeting
card, and held a Christmas party including all their children, dnd for
which they brought much food. In spite of this very good Eaginning fér this
group, there was shafp.attritian in attendance following the Christmas
holiday. The faét that this group was so aahesivé before the hcliéay break
rendersg more plausible the mothers' own explanation why attendance sﬁddeyly
fell off: There were two rapes and three murders in the neighborhood in
N;w Year's week, many had to work o?ar_the holiday and wanted to rest)
there was a very hnrqlrai; on the night of the first meéeting in 1970, and some
Parent Project’ checks that the mothers received were not good.’ This was because

check books wdre stolen, and the checking account was closed. The latter ineident.
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more tﬁﬂn anything else, broke down the feelings of trust ané cornmitment of
the "marginal' members iﬁ the group, whe possibly might have been able to
make the transition at Chgistmas if the check incident hadn't occurred.

. Group 2's meetings developed into the format of spontaneous conversation
at the very beginning, language develcément review and new exercises, and free’
discussion at th; end. . The free discussion evolved thfaugh topics such as the
objectives .of thggg'childegriénﬁed meetings, the mothers' own lives' abjecﬁives,
sex tducation, the use of two languages, the drop-off of attendance fgllawlng
Christmas, the mothers' irritation that the center was closed over the holi=
days, and the group's termination. After the first few mEELlﬂgS " the mothers

- expresscd how surprised they were at the experience of working closely with
their Ch?ldt@ﬁ‘—hﬂw much the children knew and that they, the mﬁthegs, should
have helped before. The topic of helping the children to express feelings
elicited the mothers' own axpressian of féeliﬁgs that were frequently ones of
sadness ahaut not achiev1ngrthelf own lives' full potentials.

At the group' %‘termlﬁaLlan the Trainers helped the maLhEL% to ExprSE both
thcir pa 1:ive and negative fealiﬂgs abgut the group and its scieduled Lerniﬁaa
tion. For example, one mother deseribed how she showed her SﬂvpﬁﬂyEaf“Dld how
to read story-books to her five-year-old, and the two worked beautifully.

In summary, Group .2 was the most successful group in terms of both
objective and subjoctive indices, so that it might be considered as a model for
future gfgups! including by chance both the strutured language development skill-
area and the in=depth personal feelings area.

»érﬁup 6 had some staif turnover, as one Traigar_disccnﬁinued after five
meetings. The new Trainer, however, had done interviews with these matﬁefs, and

so little disruption occuvred. Group 6, to which all mothers were invited, used
O
[:R\}: SPnSiLivity ngcu551an hvald in pohEpS the best example of 1t., Group 6 i
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was large and spent the first two meetings on objectives, limit-setting, and
At@pics such as punishment of children sex education and husbands' irresponsibility,
before the ice was broken. In the next méeéiﬂg, a mother described how her

hushand died, her child was seriously Injured, and she was cheated financially both

times because of a lack of legal knowledge. She openly cried, and the group

rallied to her support with both practical advice (Legal Aid, etc.) and
. emotional support. Another mether, a neighbor of the first, was surprized to

learn of this, which pfnﬁpted the Expla§atign of "living with people but not -
kncwiﬁg them, " | | |
Next, the group fetﬁfnﬂd!to the topic of the roles éf the husband and wife,

aided by a solitary hushandrwhg came because "his wife was siakl" Then,
the group dealt first indirectly, then directly with the Lamar, $.C., busing
incident, the court-ordered sclicol teacher integration in Miami, and the
underlying feclings about the white-Black issue. In the most heated of these
meetings, all three Traiﬁers were present, a young Black female and a middle-
aged Black female, and a young white male. The two Black female Trainmers, who
disagreed in theif opinions, served as excellent role models, and pfaégically
all the mothers present frcely engaged in expressing themselves. Next, the two
languages issue was debated, but no final resolution was reached. /

~In the next méctiﬁg,,gncaunzgf group techniques were used because thelgrcup secmed
comfortable and cohesive enough to aﬁgﬁmpt it, one of the Trainers felt prepared
enough, and the group seemed at rather an impasse with "nutside'issues and
should have moved to the level of more personal feelings. Suffice it to say that
the encounter techniques worked ver? well with those ﬁhg patricipated in all
of the sessions, but there were problems raised on the re-entry of ‘old group
mgmbers, The brief encounter group experience tends to confirm our be%ief that
.it would have been hazardous if not disastrous to attempt in a new group. In

the on-going group, it facilitated the process to arrive at a deeper level (or

higher level) of progross towa¥d our objectives than would have been attained



using‘the National Training Laboratory techniques alone.

In his summation at the conclusion of the year's program, Trainer B gave a

very intriguing critique: "My overall feeling is that ycu can't get down

on paper the smiles in the mothers' eyes and on their faces cver their new found :

apility to communicate with their children and neighbors. The group helped the

to ’
mothers feel good about thEﬂbLlVES and to be able to see themselves as agents
A

of change."

Group 6 seems to be the most suceessful gfaupv ing the unstructured
Sensitivity-Discussion approach, and it involved two variablas from the most
successful group using the structured Lanéuage Development appraaeh A hlghly
competent Trainer, Trainer B, who was bcth active and flerxible, using 3 hyhrid
of training appla:&hgh, combincd free di%cussian with Language Develépment-in
Group 2 and encounter group techniques with Sensitivity-Discussion in Group. E.

Trainers EF: Groups 3 and 7

Group 3 used the language Development approach with mothers and fathers.
Again the pagenﬁs insistéd on writing the letters of the slphabet as their
children were doing in school, rather than working on the more primary skills
such as color and shape diserimination, ectc. Again, the Tfainers skillfully
p:av;dod the palunla with what Lhey wanted, and then went back to,and wove in
the primary skllls The Trainers made use of Sesame Street bﬁaklats and |
language arts exevcise material from the children's classrooms,

The Trainers, a Black male and a Blaék female, were twalexcapticnally warm
and out-poing individuals, who éngégéd the parents with.a very informal
joking munner, putting the parents at ease, In the ségand meeting, for instance,
following some joklng comments about how strange it was to te in front of a
blackboard, the parents took turns in demanstrating how to print the letters
BE the alphabet. Group 3 spent much time in role-playing various kinds of
parent-child instruetional interaction, like incidental teaching making 'My
Own Book," and a story-book reading. The parents themselves took a very active

rale 11 corvoed Litv cach asthor o advineg bhalnful advieca., AE an iﬁdiGétiBﬂ of thEv
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group's cohecivencss, the parents organized and ran two Christmas parties:
Onc at the school with the children, and another at one couple's home on a
Saturday night complete with the trimmings for a Saturday party. The parents

orgarized and did the work for both parties, and invited the Trainers as

The parents broupht ap a number of problems outside of lanjuage devel-
opment, including gpencral ehild=rearing issues, medical service for the
children, and safety pf?éautiuns at the school, The Tr;iners dealt with each
simply and effectively, The parents were cncouraged to make liberal use
of praisce or reinforcement when their children made a correct response or
did something good. A Head Start medical and dental team was brought in to
ansver the parents' questions.

For the .inal meoting, the parents decided to bring in tneir thldreé
to"perform” whatever they liked best to do. Although there was an undeniable
element of showing off one's own child Lo impress one's neighbor, so many
had to perform that they had to cooperate, taking turns, and it turned out

, , who dlid ) b ood rhan
quite nicely, not only for the t:hild!ren/wcj.li but also for their parents who helped thes

In contrast to Group 3, which started briskly éﬂd maintained a
high degree of intercst for its duration, Group 7 began much more slowly. Group
7 also iunvolved both mothers and fathers, but used the Sensitivity-Discussion
Method, and had less initial parti:ipatién than Group 3.At the first meeting,
only two couples appearcd, so the Trainer had to go out and arouse more
interest. This group was dominated by two fathers with the topics mainly on
community problems and general situations,such as school iﬁtegrgtian, police
relations, drug problems, delinquency, owning guns, jobs, attitudes of bus
dr%?eré, and scalping prices of ghetto stores. At one of the last meetings,
neither dominant father was;?:esent and the group moved deeper into faéily
aﬁd personal feelings than ever béfafe in the group. Onec cf the Tr;iﬁers

Q marized his frustration at the group's not having realized more family=-
& .
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“ks long as the parents are discussing problems ér issues that invelve
thefr families there is more interaction. Whenever there are community affairs
there is less contribution from the group because, some memker of the group

-~~~ 1s less informed. "peeasionally the parents would allow certain mémbe;s of
the group to talk of their own personal lives (job positions) whether it's
of interest or not., When trying to bring about ‘a group interaction for positive
have involved children, father and mother atticudes, and behavior."

However, it should be pointed out that the nansdaminant parents were happy
to participate in the community-oriented meetings. Indeed, ore of the active

fathers was subscquently clected to a neighborhood political office,

Trainers GH: Groups 4 and 8

In tandem with the preceding Groups 3 and 7 of fathers and mothers, Groups
4 and 8 vere held at the samﬂrcghﬁers with the mothers who had no partners.
As discuused earlicr, in the {irst series, Group 4 attempted to use the
SensiLivityaDiSﬁuggiﬁn Method, vet due to poor plamnning, there was a maximum of
12 invited mothers, and there were no more than three or four mothers at any
meeting so there could be little meaningful interaction. fhé discussion items
ranged from discipliningchildren, to school programs, to Christmas shappiﬁg, to
job supervisors. Interestingly,vhen censidering the choices or disbanding
the group, or continuing, the three regular attenders steadfastly chose to
continue by themselves., |

Eight mothers who did come or said they would come ;Efé repeatedly asked
back without success. Tollow-up interviews documented that twn mothers discon=
tinued because they were sick, and when they recovered they had to work extra
té;make up for the loss of income. iherg was a great deal of sickness-in the

i .
. L]
community at that time. One mother said her children were sick, one mother had

to work late, and another said she had to attend church revivals and meetings.

o iree additional mothers candidly sald they would like to attend, but when

ERIC . :

emmmgiey got home from their job and finished the work around the home, they were



too - tired or just didn't feel up to par. These mothers without husbands in
the home appuar to be overvhelmed with day-to-day coping and jast did not

have the health or energy o attend the Tarent Project mectings, even for pay.
In caﬁg}usiun, these mothers who Initially expressed interest gave reasons for
not attending that sounded very plausible for the most part.

The final group, Group 8, again the mothers without husbands, used Language
Devvlnémgnti and had the sccond highest cohesion, With the exception of two
unusual dropouts and two latccomers, this group would have haa the highest
cohesjon of any proup. As it was, it was a close seconl to Croup 2,

The sequence of this group largely paralleleditha other Language Development

groups but followed the Parents Traiuners' Manual more closely than any of the

other groups beginning with color, shape, and moving on to letters. However,

nature than the other Trainers provided. It 1s not possible to detail all the

L3

excereises and demonstratious here. A few examples will suffice, There were
pronunciation exercises (incidentally, without going into the one-language

versus two-language issue), filws on communication, language puzzles and games,

To show how successfully ﬁhe‘Trainers invulved the parents, another example: Peter
Rabbit books were given to all parents wvho were divided in two gf§UPngDﬂé
parent group brought home the books with cut-oul characters to read to their
children and euncourage them to play with. The other parent group brought home
only the cut-out characters from the books and cold their children to make up
stories which they wrote down. The next week the two parent groups compared
notes.

¢ As a whole, the parents were very consistent in carrying out assignments
and bringing their children's wvork back to the group to te discussed, Whenrthe

O najority of the parents were actually observed working with story books with
ERIC |



helping children. Cne mother, however, did_nac practice what slie preached or what
she had said she did with her child at home. While her assignments indicated that
she took time and helped her child with assignments, when working with him in the
group situation she constantly cursed and belittled him because lie was not meeting
her expectations in the task he was d@iug- She praiscd his efforts very little and
had mostly negative remarks to make about his efforts. The cther parents were
patient and undefétnnding when scén working with their children.

The meétings usually started late becausc many of the pareéts worked all day
and found it difficult to make thec meetings at the scheduled time, In general,
Trainers and parents cstablished good rﬁlﬂtignghips, The meetings helped each of
the group members to become much better acquainted, and parent-parent and parent-
Trainer relationships and interactions werc sincere and méaniﬁgfulg .Parents vere
really gfuut when it came to giving each athér a feeling of being worthwhile. They
continuously praised cach other's children's work when assignmeats were being
discussed,

" One of th& Trainers concluded that the meetings were really worthwhile in
helping the parents work more effectively with their small children on language
devalopment, not just the child in Head Start but other small ones in the family
also. The mothers said they look forward to the mectings, and that now their chil-
dren feel that their mothers can do something to help them as well as their teachers.

Now their children looked up to them more, and this made the mothers feel very good.

Attendance-group process data comparison. The two sets of data, attendance and

group process, coincide closely with each other, especially on six of the eight grodps.
g _ :
The two possible exceptions were Group 1 whose rather poor attendance does not reflect

some of its positive interactions, help, and mecaning to some mothers; and Group 7
L S o _
[ERJ!:DSQ rather good attendance does not reflect the relatively impoverished personal

r
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Mother=father comparisons. Neither the quantitative actendance data or

gqualitalive group process data indicate any advantage or disadvantage to any of the
three classes according to marital status and fathers' participation: All mothers,
mother-father pairs, and mothers without husbands. A possible exception was the
mothers without. hushands Group 4, in which they invidiously compared themselves

N Croup 3 which met in the same Center; hﬂwcvct, Group Q'sérelativgly small size
secms to have been more impaftaﬁt than, the fact that they were husbandless.

The comparison of mothers' participation with fathers' participation using the
group process information confirms the earlicr offered mother-father attendance
comparisons. That is, given an equal chance to participatei fathers took advantage
of all phases of this opportunity as avidly as the mothers,

Language Development-Sensitivity-Discussion comparison., 'The comparison of

Language Development with Sensitivity-Discussion secems clearly to favor the former.
A1l four Language Development groups attained good attendance and sood qualitative
rétings, while only one of the Sensitivity-Discussion groups attained a good rating
on both criteria. The reason for 1355 success with the other three Sensitivity=
Discussion groups varied: Group 4, which came the closest to complete failure (yet
evenlit did not), was the victim of poor planning based on inaccurate initial
estimates of probable participation. Groups 1 and 7 suffered from the Trainers'
lack of experience and training, respectively. Therefore, there appears ﬁc be

variables, such that less well trained and/or experienced trainers fare better with

the Language Development method.

Roles and f{unctions of the inscrvice supervisors. Each of the two inservice -

supervisors were limited in the roles to after-the-fact analyses of situations that
could not be lived over again. Their task was an casy one if the Trainers had per-
o et Tee . ; . , s . I

E l(?rmzd competent:ly, and the groups had progressed smoothly, requiring mainly positive

P v | : .
reinforcement from the supcervisors. If, however, there were problems, the task was



E

Page 24a

much more difficult,

For example, one of the Trafiners in Group 2 performed well below ;xpectatians.
She wag a highly regﬁmmcndcd parent who had demonstrated her community leadership.
Furthermorve, during the presurviee tfaining, she showed an overt willingness to
participate and made positive contributions to the group while, probably signifi-
cantly, remaining somcwhat guarded personally. More significantly, she failed to
complete her shavre of pre-group reseérch intervicws. When Group 2 began, her own
attendance was irregular; and, in fact, she made disruptive comments. Repeated
supervision efforts failed, and then her previously guarded pecrsonal crisis erupted:
One of her tecenage daughters ran away from ﬁome. Finally, she acknowledged Eer ouwn
need for outside help. She elected to seek counseling {vem her minister and
resipgned from the Project.

More generally, when the inservice supervision uncovered prmblcmsAin éhé
Traincrs' performance, the supervisor's task was to use the pact episode ag a learn-
ing device to equip the Trainers to handle future situations wmcre effectively. The
them to generalize from the past situation to a future and somewhat different
situation. The Trainers whose personalities could be characterized as open,
flexible, and:self-feliant, seemed able to learn the best from what supervision had
to offer.

Trajiner variables. In the final analysis, it was the Trainer selected, his

personality, his prior group experiences, his preservice traiuing, and then his actual
experience with these parents, that made the most difference whether a particular
groyp went well or not. Eighé of ;hé nine individual Parent Trainers appeared quite
effective but uaried’sqmewhag in the levgl of their effectivencss. The Trainer

O
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whose two groups were most of fective was relatively expericnced in groups prior to

the Parent Project, and in his personal approach he was active and flexible, somewhat

modifying cach wethod in the direction of the other method as it seemédiépprgpriate.

When the unexpectaod arose, he dealt with it openly, inmediately, and in a professionally
T expert fashion. When the unexpected confronted the other throe teams, the Trainers
often remained passive and had to return to the issue at the next meeting after:
cénsultiﬁg with their supervisor, This sheds light on the difference in the results
of the two mcthods, for in the Language Devclépment method, the unexpected occurred
less frequently, With Language Development, the Trainers knew what to expect and,
perhaps, were a bit.mgfﬂ at case, thus setting the parents at ease more than with
Sensitivity-Discussion.

With the experience of the first series behind them, the Trainers secemed even
more effective in the svecond series, In the most successful groups, including threce
or four of the four of the Spring gr@uésg the enthusiasm of the parents and the
Parent Trainers' oxcitement over the parents’ responsiveness were mutually géntagimusg
In short, morale was very high when we cnded the parent meetings on the scheduled
date,

Discussjon

Were parent groups effective or not in arousing énd sustéining these pareaﬁs'
interests, and why or why not? Cautioned by the pessimistic results and forecasts
‘of most comparable undertakings, we used every reasonable technique to engage
parents of Head Start children in meaningful participant group 1nteract1an. The
eriteria of success for this project arc fivefold, and only two criteria or indices
are génsidgred here: naméiy, the parents' attendance at the meetings, and the
group process. The results of the other eriteria are reported elsewher;z In a sense,
the most objective data regarding the parents! in participating is their actual

¢""endance at the parent group meetings. From the index of attendance, six of the

ERIC -
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clght proups appeared clearly successful, and a seventh ggrﬁup (Group 1) moderately
so. From the index of group process, six of the ecight gr@qps appcared. td sustain
a high degree of relevant intercest émang the pafént participants, with a seventh
group (Group 7) in the marginal zone. Only Group 4 was a failure on both criteria
and this was because of a quasi-administrative planning error: Nnt iﬂviting enough
ﬁatent& to make up & large cnough group, which was a mistake attributable to our
lack of experience.

The two marginal groups are worthy of special comment. . Group 1, while having
low attendance and group eohesion, had leyal enthusiasts who found the meetings

relevant and sometiwmes very helpful, but who attended somewhat irvegularly, Group 7

. had discussion that was community-, rather than personal- or family-oriented, and

ERI
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appeared to very dependefit on a foew spokesmen who presided, freeing. the rest of the

1 : ’
group {rom the!/responsibility to really partieipate. Thus, this group had little

proup intéractigﬁ. yet it had moderately good atgendauga? appavently due to the
spokesnen's charisma or interest in the. community topics béiﬁé discussed. Therefore,
five of the eight groups celem‘ly. met both the criteria of attendance and group
process and two more met at least Qﬁeléf the criteria accounting for seven of the
cight groups. 1In summary, according to the attendance and group process data, the
Parent Project may be considered a success,

If it was a success, why was it in comparison with reports of other Head Start
programs for parent cducation and consultation? First, there are no other systematic
reports of this type, and very few even ancedotal reports. Edicational and mental
health professionals are concerned that low-income parents of children in Head Start
and déy carc be "dealt with" somehow, but they convey an attitude of incapacity to

$

involve the parents meaningfully, as Belfer (1971) recently observed. Caldwell
states, '"We lowered our expectation of what we had hoped to accomplish in our parent
and have patiently followed the Iead of the parents -as to what they expect
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from us and what they will accept labelled as democratic" (1970, p. Y. Even in
reports of apparently successful Head Start parent éfﬂup-EdUEatiEﬁi the consultants
appeared to relate to individual parents, rather ﬁhan engender interaction among the
parents to make the group the primavy vehicle for change (Cook, 1968; Farley, 1971).
Compared to a tfaditi@ﬁal, rather authoritarian approach, Caldwell's more pessimistic
attitude implies that--however impatiently--she at least respects the parents' right
to practice self-detcrmination of neighborhood programs for their children. Dumont
(1968) makes a cmmpéiling affirmative case for the cammuﬂityﬁs retaining its own
self-determination in a possible power showdown with professicnals.

The Parent Project demonstrated that participant group methods are at least one
.way éf‘ﬁnfaveliﬁg the gordian knot posed by the need to involve low=-income parents
in meaningful parent education and theif demand fc:;i: a democratic nrocess that avoids
professional condescension. Interestingly --and ﬁzrhaps not entirely coincidentally--
nutritional and health cducation for Head Start parents are Ewg very important
potential applications of the history of group methods in which one of pionecr
experiments used group discussion methods to change housewives' attitudes toward using
more fresh milk, cod liver oil,and orange juice (Lewin, 1943). Indeed, the foige of
Child Development is currently upgrading its health education for parents and sponsoring
cxperimental variations of Head Start known as lealth Start and Home Start. Future
endeavors should include other field intervention research projects using paftiéipant
group methods, which systematically investigate effects of variables that were beyond
the scope of the Parent Project, such as, using the children's classroom teacher or
aide as one of the Parent Trainers, using the Social Services worker as one of tﬁe
Parent Trainers to confront community-level pfébléps, or using particular EQﬁtEﬁE like

t
family nutritional, health, and dental education curricula,

L

, As Zurcher (1969) found in the development of Topeka poverty program neighborhood
N . :
'Wiéﬁﬁtian committees, the Parent Project groups combined clements of all thf?e Tuckman-=
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classcd scettings: Lherapy groups, human relations groups, and natural or laboratory

groups. Zurcher, who carefully observed without disrupting or intervening in the

naturalistic setting, noted that only one of the 12 Topeka committees reached the

"Purposive' or "Performing"

[¥]

tage of group growth,

However, ' the Parent Project's primary nghasis was on systematic intervention,
and, iu fact, the groups evglvcdrqui:kly, telescoping several Zurchér stages, hypassing
the pre-group Orientation of the parents (I), TFocusing on the rask from the outset
(I11), and avoiding Limbo by meeting intensively for a time-limited period (V), In
the Languape Development groups, Catharsis (1I)), Actioul(IV)j and Testing (VI) were
promptly dispatched und;fgllgwud uiEhIPurpnsive (VI1) or Performing théétask, while
geveral Scnsitivity~Discussion groups spent most of their time in these thfee earlier
stages. .

The Parent Project intervention strategy provided trained leadership, prior to
starting the actual parent groups, which was indigenous to the community (see Figure 2).
In this sense, the Parent Project's preservice training was highly comparable to earlier
programs' use of T-groups to train low-income paraprofessionals und middle=class

individuals together in the same group (Culver, et. al., 1969; Carkhuff and Griffin,
1970, 1971). But the carlier programs ended at just the point where the main inter-
vention of the Parent: Project began, namely, to use the individualé whe received the
initial preservice training to themselves be the Parent Trainers in the eight gfaups
involving 119 parents. Thus, the Parent Project's intervention strategy was éﬁ
iﬂgerdﬂpénd&nt whole in that the Pafénﬁ Traiﬂers; selection, preservice training,
inservicce supervision, and commitment, equipped them to be competent iﬁ the actﬁal
parents groups. The Trainers then received positive feedback dirégtly and indirectly
|
from the parents which had an upwardly spiraling cffect on the Trainers, permitting
) \}fhem to give their fullest conmitment to the parent groups. By the same token, the
,[ERJ!:

s roup training equipped the parents to be more effective with their children. The
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parcnts then received positive fcedback from their children which had an upwardly

spiraling c¢ffect on the parents' involvement i£ the group.
What role did the five dollar per meeting payment héve in securing and maintain-

ing the parents' initial commitment, and their commitment throughout the course of

! the meetings? Thé payment should be seen as an incentive for the parents to

participate regularly, that dis, secﬁring Eﬁeir initial conmitment. It is to

be seen in the context of the entire Project and especially the interpersanai

relationship established between a parent and the Trainers. By paying the parents

to participate in the meetings, we tangibly demonstrated Ouf;ééﬁ?iﬂﬁigﬂ chat both

mothers and fathers ave important. The most valuable function of the payment may

have been to render the Project, personified by the Trainers, as more credible.

roles as parents more seriously and gain in sclf-esteem as persons.

If this analysis is correct, then!the payment of money functioned as a rapport-
building, concrete token. Therefore, in terms of establishing rapport, the Trainers
could and did many other things, iﬁcludiﬁg listening syﬁpatheti:ally, praising them

. i -
for actively participating, and sincerely expressing admiration for the good jobs
they did with their children. Ultimately, thc most important kinds of feedback that
the Projeet sought to initiate for .t parents were from the other parents in the

%

same situation, and from their own cldtdren. The interpretation that the payment

Qas a rapport=building token is supported by a comparison of pre- and postintervention
attitudes about participation in group meetings. -In samples of parental attitudes in
the Pavent Project's five neighborhoods concerning the participation in parenkt group
meetings without payment, there was an increase of about 19% from the spring of 1969
to Lhé next year, about two months after the Parent Project ended (Wohlford, 1971a).
Thercfore, the ?r@jeét seems to have made a favorable impact cu the community, not

]E i%:in its éccepﬁgnce and endorsement ?y parents who actually participated in it,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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but also in the grealer willingness to participate expressed by nonparticipating
parents, lnAsh@rc, when it ended, the Project had a positiva mementum ih the
conmunity, and if it had continued,. the participation could have been expected to
be even grounter than it had been.

In future projects, perhaps the taﬁparc between the parents and Trainers may

"+ be initjally established by some means other than payﬁgnt, such as in the pre~group

interviews, ov imelusion of teaching or medical staff in the group, so that the pay=-
ment reinforcement step could have been short-circuited. Illowever, in retrospect
concerning this project, we fecl that the importance of payment varied within our
sample as a function of sociocconomic class. The very poor, e.g., those mothers
without husbands, on welfafe; and employed at physically exhausting day}s§wark;
probably would ﬁét have attended without the financial iﬂcentivui In CDﬁﬁfaSE!té
the very, the mederately poor to lewer-middle-class, e.g., intact families, payroll

jobs, emploved in non=-phyvsical jobs like secretaries, ete,
J ) 3 - - =4 3 3

O
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probably would have attended the meetings even if no payment were offered. Thi

conjecture warrants further study, -

Sinee both the Language Devﬁiopmgns and Sensitivity-Discussion groups had some
success, ncithoer approach can be ruled out, although the more structured Language
Development Method appeared slightly more advantageous, capecially for less
- cxpéri:ngulerainarsi ‘As planned for resecarch purposes, cach Trainer team conducted

both a Lﬂngungﬁ Development group and SensitivityﬁDiscussiDn group in the two -

scparate series, so as to reveal possible ding:cﬂce; in the approaches. In éfactiéi,

the Trainers were relatively free to modify the approacheé as they wished, and

occasionally thcy!did‘ Fou iﬂétangé, both the highly structured Language Development

approach in CGroup 8, and the much more apeﬁﬁandad Language Develapmentképprbach in

Group 2 appuared to achicve very good results. Glearly,iit was the personalities

of the Trainers that account for much of this variance, and for even more of the

variance among the four Sensitivity=-Discussion groups.

The group structurc and the father's role deserve special comment, as low=-income

parents, cspecially fathers, of preschool children are often characterized by many
uéad Start ficld workers as virtually imp@ssiblé to inveolve in parent programs.. In
comparing the Pafeﬁt Project with other programs concerming fathers, it may be-

participate, If a program regards fathers as important members of the family and
important persons in the child~rearing process, then it should make every effart.ta
encourage the fathers' participation. We assumed that céﬁVEﬂience was important for
thc:mathers and doubly important for the fathers, so we had the mectings held at the
Head Start center in their own Eamiliaf neighborhoods, often within walking disﬁaﬂce_
'frmﬂﬁamug, and on weekday cvenings when most people were free. We assumed that

continued participation wvould depend upon the mothers' comfort in the group and
1 I I [ g P

Q
Eg:gé;hly so for the fathers. Therefore, we had at least one Black mother from the
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comminity as a Trainer in each group, and onc male (usually_Elack) as Traincr in
cach fathers and wmothers' proup. We furthgrﬁdru JHSuﬁed Lthat the marital
rolationship should be strengthened, and that the fauh&%s should not feel ?uta
numbered py women.  Therelore, we structured groups invelving fathers to include
only married couples as paortners., In ovder not to neglect mothers without husbands
in those conters hoaving the wmother-father groups, we arvanged a separate serics of
meet ings fov thewm.  Qur stritegy to iavelve fathers and mothers appeared to work
quite well, as among‘purgnts who atteuded at least one meeting, fathers participated
as avidly as wmothors.

ndations for other programs., The participant group method scems to be

an effective vehicle to duiivcr community=-clinical psychological services directly
to low income parents for §ducﬂtianal3 remedial, and preventive funetions for their
preschoel children and the parents themsclves. The following rucammendatiéﬁs are
offerwd for other applied programs for parents of preschool children:

1. The-partiéipant group's diagnostic-classification value and its potential

for treatment, or change of bechavier, of the participant have been clearly demon-
strated. Group experiences may involve the participants in a meaningful way for

sroviding a relevant somple of hehavioer, and the basic impctus for ehanve comes
P i3 4 3 I =

from an acceptable veference group, others in the zame situation.

Z. In order to be successful, a parent program should be totally geared to

serving the parents' needs, including convenience of wecting time and location,
3%

babysitting, ctec., as well as in the content of the program,

3.

!

Tf payment is not available to aid in establishing rapport with at least
those parents in hard-core poverty, other fairly unusual procedures probably are
necessary to develop their trust and understanding in order -to participate

initially in a parent prograu.

ERIC L |
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4. In order to involve fathers to a program for parents, mecetings should be
scheduled in the evening, have at least onc male trainer, and ;ncluﬂe';s many
fathers as wmothers in the group.

5. Once the parents are there to participate in a group, vhether or not they
continue depends on the skill of the Parent Trainers. As discussed earlier, the
Trainers' effcectivencss is an interdependent functien Df(thﬂif éelegtigﬁ on the
basis of personality and prior group experience, preservice tfaining, superyisicﬁ,
as well as the sitvation in whieh they are with the parents, including worling in
teams and belng free to choose their preferved group approach and to exercise their
own individual style. | !

6. Whatdver objectives are to be pursued with-the parents with either should
be stated in behavioral terms and embedded in highly specific expericnces aﬁd_
concrete examples. In Language Development groups, the parents arce often quite -
insccure and anxious about their homework assignments with tﬁéir thlﬁfén,
Involving the parents in actually making materials, while discussing their use and
éhcir childrég: is n good technique to follow, Similarly, in Sensitivity—ﬁiscussiaﬁ
groups, abstractions about child=rearing arce not as valuable as pursuing coricrete
examples that the pavents brimg up about theiv childeen.

7+ Although the Parvent Projeet dealt exclusively with 1@w—in§§me Black
for most other low-income target pgpulntiéﬁs in a variety of programs such as adult
cducation, conmunity mental health, etc., as well as preschool child development.
Modificationa are in order for certain types of groups, E.g., in the case of
Ium%liga with sehesl-age ehildren whe have problems, onc or more families includin%

811 the echildren might pavticipate (cf. Minuchin, Montalvo, Guerney, Rosman &

Rchumaf, 1967).
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8. -At a minimum, supervisors should have had expericnce themsclves iﬁ
conducting regular sensitivity training groups, in wafking with Jow=income
groups, in ccuns&liné parents, and in rendering clinical services to preschool
children and their families. Also, organizational experiences is desirable to
help Lh? supervisor cope with pgtential policy and practical issucs c@ncatﬁing
the interfaces among relevant Head Start components such as ParEﬁt-lnvq1VEment,
Sacial Services, Psychological Services, and Educationm,

9. Since thﬂ Parent Trainer 1s the key ingredient of the Parent Project,
certain more specific recommdendations are offered regarding his @rrhér role in
future aéplied grauﬁ'pragréms'that use less thaﬁ.fully credentialed trainers.
:Iﬁdﬁﬁd; the Parent E?Gject may bé primarily viewed as a program féf‘thé
training of "paraprofessionals," whigh is a term not ﬁsed in this repgrﬁ | -
because of its connotation of second-class Df‘iﬁféfiﬂr status, Everyone,
iQG1ﬁding the supervisors, must respect the valuable and unique role of gha
Trainers. (1) FuEurn programs should Qﬁticipﬂtg that some [rainers will drop-
out during their preservice training and include Alternaté Trainers in the
preservice training. (2) Trainers shadld be used Iin terms of two, not only
to permit the cthnic and segldistributigﬁ of Trainers for every parent group,

f

(]

but also to facillitate the Trainers performance in the group. A pair
Traincrs‘pfavide support for caeh other, cover some of each other's blind s?aﬁsg
and facillitate inscrvice supervision by promoting a ﬁ@ndéféﬂsive, problem=solving
attitude for the parents' welfare. (3) The continuity of Traiﬁers from year to
year should be maximized for high quality groups in a regular program.. The_first'
serics of Pﬂféﬂﬁ Project mectings in pﬁft constituted on~the-job training giving

them veal preparation for the second series of meelings.
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Footnotes

(Page one) The author is indcbted to Mrs. Margaret Darden, Mrs. Leona

Eldridge, Mrs. Jean S; James, Mr. James M. Kolarik, Mrs. Elizabeth Phillips,

Mr. Irving D. Struachan, Mrs. Nancy Thompsen, Mr. Joseph A. Trunfio, Mrs. Birdie
Wkite? and Mrs. Maxine R, Wooten, %halgSVE of themselves as Parent Iraingrs and
made the Parent I'voject pessible. The author wishes to thank Miss Helen Stolte,
Miami Head Start Project Maﬁaggf and Mrs, Gracie Milger, Associate Director of
the Econcmic Opportunity Program, Inc,; their respective staff of Head Start

and Child Opportunity tcachers and aides; and the Dade County publié échéﬁl
5uperinﬁﬂnéenzs and principals whose coopcrative assistance was essential and
always given. Finall?, the authgf wishés to thank Dr. Herbert M. Dandes, the
Associate Investigator; Mrs. Leslie N. Danford, Dr. Thowas O. Hilliard, -

-Dr. John W. Mcbnvidi br, Carl E. McKenry, and Dr. Virginia Shipman for their ~
suggestions and support throughout the project. The Parent Project was sup-
ported in part by a research grant titled, "Changing Parental Attitudes and
Behavior Through Participant Group Methods,'" from the Office of Economic
Opportunity (CAP CG-8003) to ﬁhe Uﬁiyersity of Miami, for which the author was
the Prineipal Investigator. |
(Page one) Lﬁ;ease sec removable cover pagé;7

(Page énE) The extent of the llead Start commitment for parent involvement may be
gseen in the fact that four of the twenty-some official policy statements in the
"Railnbow Series'" of pamphlets are devoted to the participation of parents: No., 5,
Volunteers in the Child Development Center Program; No. 6, Pargnté are Needed:
fuggestigns on Parent Participation iﬁrGhilﬂ Development Centera; No. 10, Points
‘fﬁf Pnranté: 50 Sugpestions for Parent Participation in Head Start Child

iDEvbl@pment Centers; No. 10a, Parent Involvement: A Workbook of Training Tips



4,

5.

for llead Start Staff.

(Pﬂgﬂghrue) "Since the inception of the Parent Project, the group mdvement has
tremendously gained in pnpuiariiy.h@th amgng!prafessiﬁnals and in the general
population. As with any sudden popularization of a complex phenomenon, there
have been distortions, excesses, and abuses, as critics within, and outside the>
group wovement have pointed out (Takin, 1969; Koch, 1969). Oversimplifications
of group apérﬁaches often fail to diséiﬂgpish among significant différences
between Sensitivity Training, as practiced and dgsctibedéby those at the National
Training Laboratory, on the onc hnnd,iand the Encounter Groups, as practiced by
tliose at Fsalen Institute, on the other. There are many sﬁbstypes and variations
of group method between these two polar types and beyend them asewalli With the
exception of a few weeks' experiment with encounter ée:gniqaes in Group Number 6,
the only vxpliﬁitly implement ed smﬂli group methods were the sensitivity training
or T=group methods.

(Page six) The prescrvice sensitivity training and the inservice supervision of
the Parent Trainers was conducted by ﬁhe Principal and Associate lnﬁéstigatafs,
and the preservice language dévalapmﬂﬁt training waé conducted by Mrs. Leslie H.

NDanford who was assisted by Mrs, Jean S5, James.

(Page scven) While some Trainers developed a strong preference for one method or

the other, all Trainer teams used one method in the first series and the other
method in the second series, as required by research considerations. As with
choosing Irainer partners, complete self-selection of tho method by the Trainers

may have heen preferable for optimal motivation.
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Characteristics of Paront Training Groups

Period/Scries

Group
~ Number

- Center

__Parents

_ Method

| Payment

Traine

1

Cchter 1

All mothers

Sensitivity-Discussion

No

Payment B
all/ 2 Center 2 |.All mothers Language Development Payment ()]
Servfes 1 . 5
3 Center 4 Father- Language Davelopment Payment ET
mother pairs o
/ Center 4 | Mothers with- Sensitivity-Discussion | Payment GH
out husbands S

wing/
Series 11

Conter 1

Conter 5

Coenter 3

Centar 3

Father-Mothor
pairs

All wothery

Father-Mother
pairs

Mothery with=
out husgbands

Language Development

Sensitivity-Discussion

Sensitivity Discussion

Language Development

Payment

Payment

Payment

Payment

T

Trainervs A, €, and E are male;
others are Rlacl,

the others are female, Tralvers A and ¢

are whize; the
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. Table 2

P

Objectives at Three Tevels as Formulated by the Parcat Trainers

7[_:}‘?2"_31_?% _of Objectives e Objectives e
- - 1. To accept tﬂé parents by being_nonﬁjudémental.
giiinﬁrs'.Dbigggéggs !Ei To be accepted by the pafénté.-

3. To makelparants feel caimfortidble ‘to be open,

1. To accept the child as an important individual persc
A, To spaﬁd tima alone with the child.

2, " To show the child you care.

3. To set reaponsible. limits.

Pirenta! Oh)ectives

4. To explain situations to child,

5. To understand your feclings abhout the child and to e
them congtructively. |
A. Tor the parent.

B, To model for the child, .

1. To feel himsclf to be an important individual person

2, "To feel good as a person,

Children's Objectives ‘ 3. To do things, to say things on his own, and to feel

j.t-

4., To express hils thoughts,
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Figure 1

The Usual Entry.of a Young Child from Low Income Family Into Public-

School: The Burden is Placed upon the Child Alone.




Figure 2

The Parent Project's IﬁEEEVEﬂtiqn Strategy Reverses the Burden, Plazing.it
Back on Adults. The School and Hgaé Start Reach out into the CaﬁmUﬁity for
Group Trainers Who-Work Directly w%th Parent (Groups to Strengthen the Family.
The Family then Modifics its Interﬂgyian with their Preschool Child.
Note: Shaded dreas & Nunbers:

1. Public school=llead Start contract.

2. MNead start's preservice training & inservice Superuisiaﬁ;@f'

Parent Group Trainers.

3. Parents' Group conductaed by Parent Trainers. C ;
4. Parents modify their family interaction.
5; Preschool ¢hild is better equipped for Head Start -and publiﬂ

scliool. ’ -

FRIC
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Figure 3

Goal of Interventions: Moving Al]l Units into Closer larmony with cach
other (Functional Interdependence)--Including the Child, his Family, the

Neighhorhood Parent Group, Head Start, and the Public School.

Figure 4

The Parent Projcct's Intervention Strategy Conceptualized Acgﬂrdingitg

Inpnt, Intraproccess, and Outcome Variables,

€
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