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This paper, is abstragted and'adapted from the-fimal report of the .//{/
7

,~/

Home Learning Center Pro;ect (Gordon. and Gu1nagh 1974).

,
* e T - ‘ - ¢

The purpose “of the Parent Education Program at the Instltute for

-

o . -

— . e

Dekelopment of mean Resources (Gordon, 1967 ,}969) was to 1nvest1gate
a home-oriented approach into interyentlon in the llves of very:young*

children in a way which might break tie po?erty cycle. It,attemptéd to

-~

raise the chances that a young child will'reach a higher‘level of intel-

-

-

. AN

life w111 gain in competence and feelings of self-worth. The project )
‘!6 . - s .

was a combination of reseérch and demonstratlon, contalnlng phaoes ‘of .

%
basic research mater1a1 development and fiéld teStlng of both materials

¥

-
—~— .

';.\ ¢ . . .
- » 1 v,

* v N ) L4 t

and %f,dellvery-system.

The oveiall aim was to inyestigateithe effectiveness and practica—
L3

/e :' * - -
bility of 'a home centered technique for~cognitive language, and person-
ality development of mother and thild, based upon the-use of paraprofes- ,

)
. . ¥
. .

sional educators who are themseTVES members oFf The’ populatlon served,

This model represented an-innovation, in famrJy serv1ces whach - if effec-

PEES

t1ve, exterded the reach of the professrgnal, upgraded the competence
. Y . ¢ - '

and importance of the"ara rof¢ssional, 'and in the long run reduced the
Amp parap ? : ! !
. , . -~ -

(3
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H

.
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need for such services as parglclpants became more ca%able of meet1ng - , |
thelr\DWn needs. ‘The specific aims were to answer the follow1ng ques- *
=4 y - ’ ~
R a - 4 « \ .
< tions: . o - . « .

’

A, Can a home visit approach using paraprofessronals as the cL v

.
. ,/—
JU -
e

=" key educators of parent and ch11} be tarried oyt for . ’ ’
R s A ‘- , ' - )
** children below the age,of three? ' - . . .

> > . " . .
3 - ¢

. 'Can intellectual and personality stimulation materials be
. . ) .

developed which can be easily taught to the mather and « ~

" % ¢ ¢ . ¥
4 child by paraprofe551onals9 2% .. ‘4 ) ' . '

, » C. Does early chlrd’stlmulaflon prov1ded through a pwogram .o o \\{.

sugh as this, have continuing effects as youngstérs reach '\

" [N ’ ¢ - ‘

1 kindergarten aJnd t'he b nnlng of/school years? ... ... .* "' h e e
o 'y 7, A . * T3 ’
. Jhis paper W111 res ond br1ef1y to the first questlon, 1gnore the:

L .

§econd/ouestlon and focus mainly on the third questlon * . L

- *

+

’ The on\glnal program was entitled The Pirent Education Projeet‘

(PEP) (Gordon, 1967) and was a basiﬁ engihéering:effort to answer such.
- . ‘., » - 07 A N

“ practlcal questlons as to whether a set of materlals for mothers and - /s A

v

infants could bet developed and-déllvered on a ﬁﬂpkly basis to the family

N - « .

byvpajgprofe551onals. The PEP pro;ect had 150 exper1menta1~fam111es ’ C
’ "

and two cantrol groups of ahgut 30 each. One of the control groups was ’ .
. - . * 13
= e N ~ < -

used to;gook at the issue of making -a ”friendly" visit‘versus making an

i

. educatlonal visit, In this contro} group, graduate nursQF vi§4ted the .

“families qn a systematlc ba51 , but conducted no' parent education. The

purpose waS’to explore the'Hawthorne effect of simply visiting. The )

[} , ~

- Sther control group receiyed only the posttest, This first effort |

[} - »

lasted unt11 thc children were 12 months of age at which time they were e
. L . ) ’
tesged,\ g L - - ’

{8' ~

Y ‘e, . . n ¢




The next project -continued with the samé families and’ worked with f A .

. ~
them, until the children were 24 montH% old‘\ This study‘was entitled s

- - - -

Early Child" Stlmulatlon Through Parent Educatéon Pro;ect (ECSPEP) (Gordon,

.
1

0

1969) In thlS study the or%g}nal experlmental group was d1v1ded and

half were randomly a551gned as a new control group Sipce no 51gn1f1cant

L 4

dlfferencp was found between the two control groups in the preV1ous study, .

both these groups wers comblued into a common pool, and half were ran-

domly assigned to the exper1menta1 grqup in thlS study Thiq gave four
/:

‘
.
.Y . I'd Y . ; .

« different groups. - ) MR A
The families E%ptinued'to be inyolved in the intervention p&ogram
Y : " - . 3
‘through the child's third year of liﬁe. However, there wWas an addition

" i to the program‘,wﬂp‘to this. p01nt all of"he intervention had been of the

h\me visit nature on & once- a’YEEE~SChedUIe<. N&w in addition to,this

.’ . -

i
home visit each child spent.two hours twice a'&eek in a home learning

. A . -~ N
P
pdoject they-were a m1xture of urban horfes in the GalneSV111e area, and

. /// center (HLC) of f1Ve chlldren These were in homes of mothers in the

L4
rural homes around the 12 county area. Each paraprofe551ona1 home visitor
worked with ten‘famllles, S0 she met with two groups in the home learnyng
centérs This completed .the 1nterventlon but data continued td be col-,

Y

lected on the ch11dren through age s:x.

Q . L
. \‘ l ’ .
!r . ) Samplé . ) ) ¢
o L} Y. = Lo ¥ : e Iys
- . ,The or1g1na1 samplg was 1dent1f1ed at blrth of ghe ch11d by the
) Obstetrlcs staff of the Teachlng Hosp1ta1 of the J Hillis Miller Health.
. 4
) Center for the Unlver51ty of Florida’. The criteria for selection, in D
Cs [} - N 4 d * + h - i K3
addition to the economit code, of "indigent" on theahospital admission
N . form and re51dence in’'Alachua and 11 otzer surrounding counties were:
. . ] ) LI . . s . "
-’ ) .. . bl .t ¢ - ‘_)
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* ° .. - I : * & . ' ) \ ’ 3 .
¢ single birth, no bredch or Caesarian delivery, no complications to the

4

mother or infant, no evidence of mental retardation apd no evidence of - ,

. A ° * . | o

. ‘4
mother's mental illness. . _ .
» . % Py I * - M
. New fam111es were added into the longtudlnal populatlon beglnnlng in
om . : L ¥
‘Noﬁember 1968 1n,orde%vto investigate the effects of training on children

- "

, and mothers who had no preV1ous exﬁosure to, the project. Criteria for "

w

.
-

» g - i
Ehe selection of the new population were less sStringeng than those for the
. P g / e .

orlglnal populatlon. We did not secure any, obstetr1ca1 or pedlagrlc

ng *

screening nor were the‘bables necessarily born at the hea%th center;
. . & -

| 7rather, they were recruited from families that met.the OEO guidelines so

, that the ecqpomlc background of the family was. 51m11ar to that “of the .

original group but’ we knew less. aboyt the health 51tuatlon
In order for the fam11y to be in the program, the mother had to

agree to be v151ted once a week and work wath the perent educator. She
T } .

also had to allow the child to go to the home learning,center twice a

L . P . Lt '. v
week. . The program was fully explained to the motheir and written consent,

.
- . - hl -

. \/ - - * v - .
»  in keeping with the Public Health Service rules on research involving ., .

<
4 B v > - -

hifhan subjects, was obtained, . ",
C N
» . - . . A s I - . . . .

1 .
* Treatment Pla > r .,
x;>\“T' at t n ' .

-

( Table 1 1nd1cates ghe treatment plan show1ng the various éhbgroups
- »

from 1966 to when the ch11dren were six years old. All the chlldren gere
- .8

' ~
born between‘June 1, 1966 and.NoveMber 1, 1967, Tﬁé first two years of
3 * »

experlmental treatmeﬁ% werg 1n the PEP and, ECSPEP prograpms and confisted
o ’ .

Qf Weekly home v151ts. . The thrd year was in the HLC prOJect and’ 1nter-

vention was weekly home v151ts as well as experience in a group setting

-

S
twice a week,

[ / -

g A ; ) . ” . . v
-'I " ] " 4 ‘:' -

s A a3

M- ! . - ' » . . L v " . -~
\) " ,/ . L \"}4)06‘
“ . ‘ . - . H

. ERIC " - S o Anes, ‘
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Results-Attrition
" . . ° \

The first‘objective was to answer whetherm a program such as this

N ¥

using paraprofessionals as the key educators of parent and child, .could
o o . :& , ) .
be carried out for'children below the ages of .three. One of .the.obvious

quéstions in any longitudinal study is the rate of the attrition of the
SubjeFts. Although the families were only in the intervention phase of
s

the program while the ehildren‘were between three months and three years ’
; : A

sof age, the deeign requiredfevalpation at ages four,,five, and six. -

v

I'4 A C ot ~
? - nghe attrition found’ was very low, as 1nd1cated in Table 2. Using'

&~

-

the test given at age two, the Bayley Test of Infant Development as
[
rlOOo 94% of the chlldren in “the study (1nclud1ng controls) wvere Stlll’

»
* ‘

1nvolve& at one year lateglwhen the chlldren took the Stanford Binet
¢

]

\ ’
at age336 months. (The increase in gxoup seven'1slbecause two chiﬁéEST’

'!‘.,.' . . . , - i
missed the Bayley althodigh they were in the HLC.) ~ After 36 months, £ :
/\ . - " \‘ * * ’ . .
there was ne more interventien, and follow-up testing was done on the .
v, - R '- i . 'o -. - ' {l
children's birthday at-age$ four, five, and six. / -

- Fu . N
v 4” ] . .
.Several factors encourdged the parents cooperatlén. The mother

»

_was given $2.00 for partlcipating im testing. All children were plcked

] f B “¢

up w1th therr parents by, the same driver and brought into the testing

7

site. These factors probably helped'xn keeping fhe testlng,attrltlon-rate

<4 J

S0 low between ages three and §1x. Some parents who moved ‘and mlssed
. 3 -~

a teSt11? called us the next: yéar when they had moved back to tell us,

v
i

-
» o0

they wanted their chlld to be tested. This is what happened inlgroup

P ¥

s;x when” only 15 children took the test at age four but 16 took the test |
U‘.

)

" at age flve. "Most parents.also seeled to feel that this was an 1mpor—‘

. . : -
tant and'interestiné aetivity for theit child and wanted to be a part

#
W

. = * 4 -~ . v
of it. ’ ) !
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Attrition by Treatment Group

L]

.

Group years

g
7

-

\)

Number of Children

H

. 4

>

-

¢

Taking.Test At
] B s

24 mgnfhs " 36 months 48 months_‘k60'mqnths

¢

©.all 3 .
b first‘ '2‘ -

. .
second 2 ',

27

14

12

. first § third 12
§ <

first only
3 .

HLC

controls
. R

% of lentering

second-only ,

* 11

18

55

v
24

- 12’

12 ¥

- -‘. L]
11

-

+10.

' 16

23

14

9

11

.10y

15

26
12
2
11
1}~

16

G

72 moqths
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. isa measurd of in olvement or effort in taking thejtest.

»

. Y .
: Results-Longitdﬁinal Eéhdings-Stanford-

/ , dergarten and.the beginning school years, is answered below.

-

-

' ) 4

Binet © s
\ . . .
“The th;rd questlon doés early child stimulation provided through

L]
- ¥ ’

programs such as this’ have continuing effects as younsters reach kin- ¢

4 1

* L . ' ‘e ; b .
" At age sik; all ch11dren were measured on,three instruments:

The

1 }' . *
Stanford- Bln)t \The Caldwell P!eschool Inventory,cfnd The Task 0r1ented

1
Behavior écale.

~

“The firgt two tests are cognitive measures, and the last

‘ Only the
) ) - . L
results for ‘the Stanford-Binet will be presented in this paper.
. R . ’
Several sémples\were7used to do statisticdl analyses. Two of these
~ . ' N,
dlfferent samples W;IL be preSented here. Table 3-gives thelresults on

the Stanford-BlnetRfor al six‘year old children who took this test

~ A v

Table 4 giives the result for chlkoren whb had-the Bayley at.

(N=179).-

age two and" the Stjnford B1net at ages three, four, five and six (N=142).

v

The sample size varies with ed?E;of"theSe grohps. ThE’different' .

Fd

~ groups have been analfzed in order to seeoif differendcs might appear

if different criteria~were used for the data.

~

Keeping ont children from

the data who were not present for test1ng each year may change the.

' -
characteristics of the sample. o r\
As seen on Tahle 3, children in ﬂvz}program all three years (group -

[V

e | .

one)’, the first two cofisecutive years (grpup two), or the second two con-
AY
5, or in fhe HLC only (group seven) scored

N
ie}utlve years (group thre

slgnlflcantly higher on the Stanfordelnet than the control group (group

eigbt). The differences are 7 2 p01nts, 9 4 p01‘t 6.2 points, and 5.6
L= * 'y a\ b N
points respectlvely. These scores aye three yealg after 1ntervent10n was com-

pleted (fn group one, three, seven), and fous years after group two was

in a home visit program. These differences. are statistically 51gn1f1cant,

.

s




*, ‘j‘ . . ( Tabl(, 3 . . ,' X R .' . : ‘ i

" « «" M 1 x R D |

> Means* and Standard Dev:ntlons for Stapford- inet at Age 6 o ‘
by Numbex’o of Years~and Tmnlng of Participéation in the N

"8t imulation Program

> - » N - :
§ 17 4 -~
.o ( (\ . ., . . -, . , . R
x . . - *
5 .

-

(. . o o ‘Stanford-Binct

/f}r?;p Years N " X - . . D

1 all'3 .. 26 ©oes.aRr L . 13.3

2 first 2° 11 . 98.0% - 12

.ot

3 second 2’ . 8 . - 948 € G99 - N
‘ 4 " S . . . b
4 first & third" 9 . 90.4 ot
' « . ) LU b ) . ’ - ' ~ \ < i ’

5 firstonly ~ - 1 ¥ L3 ' 144 S

. . ‘ . . : v~ . -
6 second oily <. 13 _ . 90.5 ‘ 13.0. -

. . ; ¢ * ‘ 3 ~ .
7 " HLC -1 Y - N L 12.7 - v .

8  controls 51 . 88.6 : 2 » :

**llig:her than control, p< .o0l, ong-tajled. * E s
*Higher than control, p<. 025, one-t iled: v . . N ™
Total N=179. ° <_. - x - T~ g
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but they are not large in the absoiuﬁe'§ense. Howeyer,‘it should be ¢

’ r B A ‘
. « remembered -that t?ey occurred three gcars after the end of the treatment,
o N . . . 1
X AP . X |
a treatmefit that was only, minimal and being developed at the time it was '
L . PO S i . . S . )

- in operation. L . - |
Table 4 givgs the data for children who have been tested on each 1

. -

"occ351on 51nce age two. At age two, there are no 51gn1ficant differences

. s : /
among the' eight groups, except that gr?up four is lower than the other
R . , Seven groups. For group one, the,méans are sign}ficantly greater %nan group ;
- - - . b * . -

7 . - \ L]
eight, the control group, at ages three, four, five and six. For group
.- o, : . . ’ ) .

. twos, th@Lmeans are.significantly greater than the control group at age

\.» four and six. Grolp seven sis significantly greater than the control group
S » - x
: .. ,at ages four and six. Thus, the differgngqs4§hat appear ‘at age six are .
. ; ; o k < TRE A S E
present earlier, but are not present at all ages. For some years, the '

&
1 , * . N

“differences between the means of treatment and contro : ups, while .

-

-

approaching significance, do not qualify as statistically different. , It
- . [} <.

might be noted that the restricted sample in Table 4 (tnosé that had every .
. : . 4 L ' o -7
test since age two), gives higher means for the control group than on
A ] . = n

»’

» . * ¥ N -
Table 3. This makes it more difficult to reach significance between treat-
\ ‘ment groups and control groups. Note glso that the variance has become

_ more stablllzed and that the standard dev;atlons at age six. arc less than ‘ . s
L thf usual standaird deviation of on thlS :;sx. The groups are more .
homogeneous than expccted. " The data 1nd1cat; that those';n the program for
‘ three years.or two consecutlve xpars (groups two and three) 6% in for the -
X ' th1rd year only have higher means than the control group. ] C .-;¢

. - 3 . . - .

' piscussion " ) - * ' .
- . , . ¢

o ; Thé data presenréd above indiéate that this series of projicts had long- -

P
- term effects on the ch11dren.- Basic questlons lying bcnlnd ‘the series of

3
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\\\*Ibngiggginal efforts between three months and three years of age were the

N ‘ '
relative contributions of length of time (one, two or %hree years) and order

of time (first, second or third year, colmbinations of two years) to the

: \
effects on children and parents. We can infer from the data that the
S o

most effective results were achieved with those familied who were in the
“ b

program continlously from the child's age three months through three/years.
. . /
The effects on the children im terms of Stanford-Binet scores at age six
: : -
show that this group consistently exceed the control population and have

maintained a steady level over the last three years.
The next set of effects seem to be most pervasive for the children
who were in for two consistent years, either the first two or the last

two years from three months to 24 months or 12 months to 36 months.
~ Ca

’ Chilggen who were in for both the first and third year do not show'superi-

. - P

ority to tHe control population, When we turn to those who were in for .
only onemyea}, the-data at age six indicate the suéeriori;y of the HLC

combined approach of home visits and small group over control. Neither

-

of the other one year efforts show this, However, it should be remember-

ed that the children who were in for the first year of life were out of

L
* 2

v the program for -five years, whereas the children.who were in the HLC

@ s

were out of the program only three years. Further, when we examine the

results- at age five,. it is clear that.phere are lasting results for parti-

"\.‘

v

-
.

cipation in the first,year of life only.
PR /

- . . y
It is also evident from all our data that our prbgram in the second

yeaf of life only (12 to 24 months) was an ineffective effort. We have
l .
_.commented in other places (Gordon, 1969, 1973) that this may have been due

»

to several factors such as the focus on motor ‘development in the early part

~




/ .

/

+ -

Y

. of the second year of life, the nature of the activities may not have been

as useful as in the first year and the fact that the mothers’ may not have
> &

seen gains that are so easily seen in the first year. We would suggest that
intervention programs consider work for a minimum of ‘two years and possibly
longer if they yish to ‘achieve som~ long-lasting gains for the family,

To what do we attribut& the lasting effects on childred? We have

¥ .

<
no clear data but we would speculate that the sustaining of gains on the .

‘Stanford-Binet for at least three years after the-end of the program should -

not be attributable to-any of the activities per se, Because we see the

attitudes and behaviors of the motherszas critical, we would speculate

that the gains are due to the changes in maternal attitudes and feelings

about education, about the child and about "themselves. It is these, that

contribute to maintenance of the differences between experimental and .

L

control,

~  An analysis of the correlations between parent and child measures which
was done but is not presented here, shows how .important maternal g%tizzde
-y ’ < .
is in influencing child intellectual performance. Since most of this analysis
- .

was done within the experimental group, these are influcnces over and above

the program itself. . ) .

-

The longi%udinal program was successful,, The concept of a parapro-

fessional home visitor recruited from the comnunity and working on a one-

to-one basis with parents at home seems to be a. useful and successful one.
Further, the amount of intervention in these projects, because of the
nature of the research design and our desire_not to have extrensic re-

i

inforcements via comprehensive services or the possibility of one interpret-

ing threat of loss of service as requirement for participation, was limited.

[3

Homes were visited only once a week; in fact, visits were made two weeks

/

A
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out of three, The time spent in each visit was usually less than an hour?

- ( g - . : : {
The information conveyed was démonstration-of simple activities and the ' N

*

%

encouragement of the mother to not only use. these dur1ng the week but \to . 0

\.

) develop her owyn. <i"ew materials were nrov1ded and the mothers were shown ways
= v - : ’ - . '
to make theif own. Further, we were developing the program while we “were . '

0 -
P .

implementing it, so that there were superv1sory, training and conceptual
- ~. . r

errors made during the course of the years.. Neverthelessufln spite of‘the . ,

£
- '\(

11m1ted approach, the development prleems a?d the lack ‘of comprehen51ve
\

~,

R % -
services, we feel quite confident we can staté& that, the effort was successful)
* AN ‘; . ’

s
2 * e . . . '
s . .
- . 4
-

Further Research c . ..
OS}T z , » . - )
b4 v LI . - * \‘:\ -

Any ﬁrogram of research alpgys suggests additional researclt. ' The 5

L4 . .
answering of one Set of questions leads to the development of a new set?

. ’

1 .,

‘ _ First, although it is clear that_the effects of this program last through
L) J . . . v,

v ‘ ‘kindergarten, it seems to us important that these families and children
- . 5 .. L

*

be followed so that we/can see éhether the effects persist’in the early

-

S school years. There should be no reason to expect that the effects will

»

last forever, Life f?'far too situational. We cannot exgect th€ results
of any pxogram to persist wlthout some reinforcement in soc1ety and school. \
We noted that the parents seem more educational oriented and more involved

and ‘the children certainly were functioning at a somewhat higher level

- N -
-~

.than controls. Hoﬁever; all this can be turned afound in school. One ‘ .

‘ )

- purpose of the Natlonal Follow Through program was 50 sustaind effects of”

Head Start We'*need long1tud1na1 studies of programs such as-ours to see
. f‘g EN) j N

what the natural effects are which may suggest to us additional intervention |

ﬁ_a . . / !

2 ' L
. . & . . .

The analyses of the relationshipsjbetween maternal” and child varia-.

strategy.

) bles also indicate the need for much more multi-variant study of the
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relafionships between family variables and child performance @ithin ex-

- -t

perimental groups. All intervention programs have made general assumptioné

N~

3 4+ ° s
abqut the group being served and have tended to deliver the same service

4 L]

or sdme program to each child or each family. Yet, we are allugﬁare of the
L .

problem of the match, the issue of subject by treatment designs or the
notion of aptitude treatment interaction. More careful fine-giained analyses

- -

' ; - "\ h ‘. . .
of the entry behaViops‘of parents and children related to the activities

)

and program and then to outcomes are needed, We are q%,a’point where
. ° H .

A}

programss such as ours and others have demonstrated the general effective-

ness of the cgnceptLof home visitation and the utility of paraprofessionals

as workers with families., W€ now need more programs which use rifle rather

. ¥
than shotgun approaches, ;

o It was also élear that there are'wide differences of - teaching style’

~l“f. .
within the group, Our work ‘in Follow, Through, and the responses to our

jnaterials, supports the vigw that these differences exist in other popula-

. : ¢ ¥

tions, such as the middle class. ,We need further research on both parent
i . .

education and parent-chi}d bransaction§ in all segments of our society. We

. . . *
also need data on the way society supports or negates the role of the family
in child development, 7 .

A}

In summary, this project, combiz}ng elements of field research, program

devélopment and materials developmen demonstrated that such work can
\ U s
. X, .
contribute to not only our scientific{knowledge but also our implementation

capacity, It is a demonstration of the link between child development and
, .
social policy.

2.
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