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ABSTRACT L . .

The central objective of the Chilihood and Parenting

* pesearch Program was to assist member states of the Appalachia
vducatisnal Laboratory in determining ways to work with families to
foster the development and educational progress of children. To
achiave *his objective, research, reporting, analysis, and .
d*ssemina*ion activities vere_ conducted in 9 "scopes™ or activity
areas. In the form of objectives, sgopes wvere defined as the Yo
f51llowing: (1) complete regional parenting surveys, including base
q#mple\and model parenting- program surveys: (2) complete family case
studies of the Home-Oriented Preschefl Education (HOPE) follow-up
study: (3) prepare a position paper on planned actiong in field
settings: (4) prepare an integrated report of the HOPE follow-up
study: (5) write an account of procedures found to be most useful in
he assessment of rural Appalachian families: (6) derive field
‘measurement batteries from HOPE follow-up study measuress; (7
complgte preparation of the devglopmental theory of pareating and
refine the theory's main propositions based on experience with the
Tndirect Parent -Interview: and (8) disseminate results: and (9)°
interpret findings of the surveys to the Childhood and Parentiﬂb Task
Porce as well as to local and State educational agencies in the
region. Activities conductei within each of the scopes of work are
sumnarized inghe initial ‘section of this fipal report, ani wvork done
in scopes 1 through 8 is reported in deta n the appendictes.
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. . CHILDHOOD AND PARENTING RESEARCH PROGRAM

Edward E. Gotts, Alice M. Spriggs
- _ . ahd Mary Snow . . )
. . B N . oot 0

-

. ‘ Overview
®

o

¢ ) ‘ . . '
The Childhood and Parenting Research Program was undertaken under

a grant from the National Institute of E8ucation in June, 1978, fér an

eighteen month period. The first eighteeen months under the grant yere‘

.

PR used to locate samplks, recruit staff and select instruments which could

-

be used in the major data gathering activities of the Program. All major
data gathering ac‘ivitiég of the Program Were also commencedt under’ the
\ grant and most of them were completed prior to the onset of the present

. contract period whiéﬂﬂbegan December 1979. ‘Theocentral objective oé

this research-has béen a twofold one: (1) to assist A.E.L.'s member

states in determining and selecting effective courses of individual and:

. ) % ,
, collective action to foster children's development and educational -~

LY

. progress by working- with families‘anq (2) to develop a\knpwlqége base,

théoretical‘framewofk, evaluation and research tools, and the nécessary
ot \ .

field contacts to permit the first objective to be achieved. The present

final report covers gctivities condugted during the initial year of the

contract ‘and reviews as méhy activities from the period of the.grant as -
are necessary to make the report intelligihle. For additional information

on, the activities of the grant period, the reader is referred to a fifdl v

report available from the Education Resoyrces Information Clearinghouse

- Y
- *

. " as ERIC Document Number ED 183 293. . -

Q
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T ] . o .
\aqtions in field settings, 'showing the generalizable’nazure pf what

¢

Further background perspectives are reported by an overview «
. : 4 . . ,

abstract of the study published in Résearch Relatingrto Children, 1978-1979,

. 7 -

Bulletin 42. 42-MA-1 "A Longltudlnal Study of Relationshlps Betwéen

Parental Characterlstlcs and Chlldren s School Outcomes in Central Appalachia."”

. : ’ [\ p

+ Scope of Work . ; . . . -
The work conducted from December 1979 through November 1980 consisted .
. ) -~ L . : . not
of the following scopes Qf work: Y .

. & ONE.' Comp%gte Regional Parenting Surveys, including. base sample
surQey and survey of model parqnting programs, data ,coding and analyses,

and report- of findings.

)
L

vaof Compleﬁé family case std@iés of HOPE Féllow-Ub‘studyg . .

ihecluding study of youﬁger siblings. r, A

FARN .
WTHREE. Prepare from findings of ONE, a position paper on planned

"

.
» i

. Y S «
FOUR. Deleted from FY80 work by agreement with NIE.

»

'FIVE. Based on the analyses of the HOPE Follow-Up Study data, é%?

gould emerge from such actions. .~ //

4

+
prepare an intergrated-report Qf the Study's findings. .
e &\ \‘
-~ . .
. SIX. Wrive up from ONE and FIVE the procedures found to be most

s

useful, in the assessment of rural ﬂbpalachian fgmiliés.

.
-

9 SEVEN. Derive field'measurement batteries from HOPE Follow-Up

Study measures studled in F?VE

~

EIGHT. ;Complete. preparaglon of the developmental theory of parentlng

(Appendlx K of prop05al) and reflne the theory's main prop051tlons based

N
“

on experience to date with the Indirect Parent Lpterv1ew.
- * A

«

NINE. Digsseminafle results of FIVE throuyh SEVEN.
NINE : ot HE 1 SEVEN

-

+

S

L
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~—




TEN. Disseminate results gf ONE.
..* ,
, ELEVEN. Interpret findingg from ONE to Task Force and regional

LEA'S an%ySEA's through carefully desf{gned, brief written communications.

-
-

TWELVE. and THIRTEEN. Deleted from 1980 worﬁ by mutual agreement with

‘NIE. This work 1s to be conducted in. 1981._ oo~

-

.éummary Report 3 )
- /

The design‘of cpe final report calls for examining in this section:

particular schematic order the various-scopes of work as to the
genefzﬁ purposes, procedures and outcomes of each. Much more detailed
. - R \

information on the individual scopes of work appears in a series of

related appendices, as described below. This design will allow the
v . : )

LS

reader who wishes to have a comprehensive overview of the entireéx program

of research to examine it in this summary section and then to turn for

) s -

more detailed 1nformatlonfto those partlcular appendices, which are of

4
lnterest. The design.will also allow us %g dissemlnate as 1nd1v1dual

1

and separate pieces .the reports(contained in each of the appendlces, L

’

to meet the needs of parficular groups who do not require the entire
Yeport.- . ‘

\ .

Scope qﬁ Work: ONE consists of two parts: The Base Samgple Survey, as~:-/4/

»

.

deseribed in Appendix A and a Survey of Model Programs, as descgibed in . ‘
Appendix B. The case studies performbd in conjuriction with the HOPE}
Follow-Up Study (Sfope of Work Two) are described in Appendix c.-

A position paper'(Scope-of°Work THREE) was éeveloped based on findings
from the S%erall‘research program élcs a specia1<}iterature’revfew conducted
Lwe .
in 1980 plus results of a ma]or regional needs assessment also carried out

in 1980. The posit;eﬁ paper examines actions which should be underteken J

~
-~




>

P " in regional settings to improve the effectiveness of school/family

A . . - Ps

relations. This position paper appears in Appendix D.

a

Ma)or findings fronf¥the HOPE Follow-Ug Study (Scope of Work FIVE)

are reported in Append1§'E. Appendlx F contains a report based on

4

r Scobe of Work SIX, regarding procedures .found to be most useful in the

assessment of the needs and outcomes of programs among rural Appalachian

o .
families. Recommended field measurement batteries for specific purposes
. >

(Scope of Work SEVEN) are considered in Appendix F.
. ’ ¢

The HPPE Follow-Up Study used a developméntai framework for
conceptualizing the parental role in relation to child-rearing. Specifically,
Lo - .
. . ‘ < . - {
a special interview was devaégped to examine this aspect of the parental

role. Appendix G contains the results of Scope+of Work EIGHT's examination

of this special”interview as to how effective it was In measuring a
U ~
developmental dimension of the parental role.
- ]
§
Scopes of Work NINE, TEN, and ELEVEN all call for dissemination .
‘ : *

2

Y/ .
activities. These are ihcluded in the main body of this report together
- ~

with an account of internship support, training, and technical assistance

8 . - v ,

activities of the Research Prograﬁgwhich havesassisted in the‘dissemination

’
+
effort as well as ip A.E.L.'s institutional objective of promoting

o educational equity. The organization of the summary report is as follows:

. (a) the base. sample survey portion of the Regional Parenting Surveys is
*
examined flrst (b) the Model Parenting Programs study is next described;

- (c); the HOPE Follow-Up Study's findings are reported; (d) an Sverview is

-

»

- ' provided of the Family Case Studies and of a special study of younger - ‘
siblings; (e) Scopes of Work SIX and SEVEN are reported together and their

implications for the assessment of ‘family needs and for the evaluatiol of

~
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famgly—orfented programs are examined; ‘and (f) the dissemination{\training,

internship, -and stechnical assistance activities of the Research Progyam are

‘

. - ~ - L'y .
summarized. Once more the reader is referred to the appropriate appendices

]
'

1 ’ . "3
as cited earlier for more detailed information on each of the subparts
. v - ' ‘

3 . £

(a-e). . ) -

-~ -

- \

Regional Parentiﬁg Surveys: Base Sample Survey
Pu se. The purpose of the Base Sample Survey has been to obtain

current information about the experiences and need of parents in A.E.L.'s

seven member-state region. This includes knowledge of the varied life

L4 .

circumstances of families and the degree to which parenting programs and --
- - »
o .
services are known, utilized, and desired by parents. - Information was
. . . 9
also sought regarding the social ne;works of parents and their relatiopships

r

~

’ . .- N .
to sources. of advice and-help. Particular emphasis was placed on inquiry
»

regarding the roléfof public schools and such co ity resources as the

‘
. M

. medical profession for providing assistance to families.

.Scope. Random samples of‘parents in ;wehtyffour counties across
five states have been iﬁte;viewed. The states involved in this portion

e -

of the study are, Kentucky, Ohio, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia.

The total number of interviews planned is 1,160 of  which the major portion.

(920) are interviews with paxspts of third graders. For comparison
Y

purposes, 120 interviéws of parents_of ‘kindergarten stq?ents and 120

L]

interviews of tenth-grade stydents are being conducted. Parents are also

. ’
I3

being sampled in Alabama and Pennsylvania by use of a special questionnaire .

which parallels the interview form used in 'the preceding five states. Thls
) - )

‘procedure will permit comparisons to be.made between the interview and

questionnaire approaches to obtaining similar information on family needs

.

.~

-

*




and support systems. Comgletion of this Scope of Work has been someggat

/

delayed because the data gathering phase required additional funds.beyond

o

those available under‘Ehe,conéracc. Eventually additional funds were

b v ¢ “

provided by action of the’A.E.L. Board from Laboratory reserve funds.

N.I. E has accommodated this delay by allow1ng A.E. L. to complete various
codlng and data analysis act1v1t1es in the first part gf ﬁlscal year 1981.

Accordingly, the £indings reported in Appendix A are for a portion of the

overall sample, as will bé indicated'later.

.In the same local districts from whicg-random samﬁies of parents
¥ ‘< ' '

. were selected, a survey was conducted of programs and se;vices available

to parents in each locale. Some of this information from the survey was

% 4 . ﬁ)

then incorporated in the form of specific interview questions in the

overall parent instrument. Thus, the parent interview was customized to

each cormunity in which it was used, - ) ' a2
Methods. Information about parenting experiences and needs has been

sought directly from par?nts themselves by meansg of personal interviews.

[l -

Counties were selected randomly from within the major categories:

Appalachian Rural, noﬂ-Appalachian Rural, and Urban.

The parents 1nterv1ewed n each of the selected counties are a random
. . £
sample of all parents of children in the particular grade level .(in most
. .

casés, third grade) in ;Lat county. The random nature of the sample was -
essential in the design of the study in order to insure that the whole

B

range of family and parenting situations would be represented. This means
g ° . b
that within the total damPle there has been an equal chance for represeptation

of‘barents from two parent, single parent, and extended family arrangements;

for parents of normal and handicapped épildren; for 'parents of differing
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socio-economic circumstances; and so forth,

Because of ‘the necessity to maintain a good rappoit bétween the
¢

E]

paféntlrespondepts and the intervijewers, 16ca1‘;esideﬁts wgré hired and

trained to serve as inteyviewers in each of the school distriet sampling

areas. It was they who carried out the survey of’local programs and

. M. ¢ .

services,*selected the randonf sample according to A.E.L. specifications,
, . ~

contacted and interviewed parents, and returned completed interview

-
<

protocols to A.E.L.'s offices. All data collection procedures have
followed the guidelines set up in a Qrotectioﬁ of human subjects review
process. Thus, parents Qho'participated did so ‘on the basis of informed

k

_ consent. All records have been maintained to &ssure their’confidentfglity.

Procedure. initially‘all public school superintendents within the

. ' a . , ’ . .,
selected counties were contacted. " Their cooperation was requested 1n

(a) obtdining random samples of parents &nd (b) in locating local

interviewers. In many instah%es, the supetinteﬁant designated a contact
. ,

person within the school syétem to work out the necessary details withf’

s v
L}

+ 1

A.E.L. staff.

Anpall-day training session for local interviewers was held in a —
M ]

central location in each of the fiVe\étates._‘Fbllowing this}'the local

interviewers condycted practice jnterviews and edgéged in a telephone

H s

" conference with A.E.L. staff for supervision and(feedback before proceeding

with the remaindet:of their Qprk. Only aftertghis preliminary work did

i

the interviewers begin mailing letters to parents and setting up appointments’
for actual interviews. . - , . oot . _ .

¢

Data Analysi

g. Data are being analyzed in several ways: by sééte, by

oyerakl reéfbn and by the previously mentioned major ‘Categories across

-

- - M <

<&

o~
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states, namely Appalachian Rural, non-Appalachian Rural and Urban. In 4
i ~ L. ‘ad@;tion to descriptive reports dealiﬁg with geographic areas and sub-

4

-~

regions, there are also to be intense analyses of subgroups representing,,
4§iffering,fa;ily and parenting situations, for example; by demographic
: ) ) » .
characteristics, by types of sdcial'netwprks used, etc. - N
‘Findihgs. Interviews aave nbe been completed for 100 ﬁ%rcent of the
. samﬁlexfor.Virginra and West Virq}yia. These results are repérted in
Appendir A. Data colleétion has gone particularly well. in ;iew’of the
quite variaed field condftions and the general,design of the'steey yﬁicﬁ ,t

’ “

) ' N . ’ » . >
calls for A.E.L. preparation and support of local residents as intervieyers
- . . <. . )
' at great distances from our offices., ¢ ‘

r

.

. t
‘ i It is already possible to observe some.impact of the study apart from,

* .

the knowledge generated. - The interviewers have almost uniformly commented :

N ! ¢ N
. . .

"about the fast that they have learned things about their ewn'comhunities

¢ N ~ ‘ *
- that theySAid not preViousl} Know.
~ 2 .
. A coﬁhﬁnit? resources available and into the quite varied conditiens of local
families. Paré;ts requnding to the interyie&s‘have frequently‘expressed
; to the 1nterv1ewers that the experlence of part1c1pat1ng iﬁ thls‘process

. - «

has caused them to reflect ?pon a variety of famlly—related issues that'they

~
v, - ' >

. had not thought about//reVLOusly. The cooperatlng local educatlon agencres_

J
have expressed interest in. rece1v1ng the results of the 1nterv1ews w1th the”

- . P

[ .« o [ . P

9
o parents in their complled form ahd ,several have also been 1nterested in the
’ ‘survey of communlty services. In accordance with ‘the study s;glan, flndrﬁgs
P / ‘e

will‘%e made avallable in descrlptlve sumary form to assrst schools,

A
1

' . . -. ¢ oy
agencies, organizatxons, and state level planners who desire to use tﬁls

\

d . informatlon in plannlng programs and services for parents or for modlfylnq ,'

. « DR ‘\

- ' B . -,

ocmd,
e

These new insights have been b6tt into

T

~ -

&
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existing programs and services. "

- £> !

It appears thdt the purposes of the study will be accomplished, based

on the kinds of information being provided both by community agencies and

- [ (3 1

by the parents interviewed.. The parent interviews are particularly rich in

the information that they provide regarding parent-teacher and parent-

-

physician interactions. Parents have indicated both how successful they

feel these interactions are and how they could be improved. Such

'

information is of considerable value in planning ways to improve school/family

relations. Another particularly rich area in the parent interview data is
! . : ) B .

in their definition of "good mother" and "good father." 1Insights from

- P

these definitions can be beneficial to schools and other agencies for

\
-

determining whether their approach ﬁo”working with parents is effective

or whether it is at cross purposes. Data from the 'parents further indicate

the sources of information and help on which they rely, including the

. s

relative importance of these various sources to them.
W . “ .

It is intexesting that, although parents express various dissatisfactions

with schools in the interviews, they mention the school first as A& resource

.

« o ®

to which they look not only for help with their child's acgdemiq,developmegt
but also for assistance with social and emotional difficulties that the

child may &wperience. They also tend to View schools as highly influential

5 2
in'determining,the.child's future -- perhaps as influential upon the '
child's development as they themselves as parents ares.. .

., In addition to the foregoing areas, Appendix A also discusses the

. ? .
code books used to extract information from the parent interviews; presents
Y (N

the general approach to identifying dependent and independent variables

within the data; and affords an overview of the highlights of findings for

. 3

" - \

the two states foF<which data are now complete. ) . 5 %
L . !

D

. . "‘

i
C
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A

Regione} ;are;ting Surveys: Model Parenting Programs

Purposes. The purposes of the survey of Model Parenting Program;
are: (a) to seek an understanding of the reasons for the favorable impact
of these programs'on parents hng childreg; (b) to determine how transferable

particular model programs might be to agbqhér population or locale; and

’ { ’
(c) to be able to provide the information from a and b to those interested

in inaugurating parenting programs or in improving upon existing programs.
) ) .

Procedures. Programs for study were selected based on recommendations

-

of the Childhood and Parenting Task Force (a regional group which works

together with the staff of this A.E.L. Research Program), members of the
A.E.L. Board, advisors in local education agencies, anq through‘prio;
contacts that A.E.L. Programs staff have with programs throughout the

© . :
- A.E.L. region. Programs were selected to repreSent the various categories

- .

of a taxonomy of parenting programs and services that was previously

. i

developed and reported by A.E.L. staff in the report to N.I.E.: Review

<

of Major Programs and Activities in Parenting (Charleston, WV: A.E.L., Inc.,

1979). That taxonomy is reproduced here as Table 1. An effort was made

to obtain programs representing each of the major categoriegkyithin the

-

. . classification. .
" A.E.L. staff developed an open-ended interview. Most interviews
» - . -
" . + N
- - were conducted by;telephone by one of two’ staff members. A small number

1
¥

~ .of program surveys were cohducted in person, particulérly at the stage

tﬁat tﬁe interview itself was being developed and checked for adequacy.
4 -~
®y  The interview was conducted in a manner that allowed considerable latitude

¥

- to the program personnel to express in their own terms and in their own

Ny

order of priority those things which they thought to be important to

%
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TABIINY -

3

Parenting Program;Classifjcationsl’
I. Primaf§ Focus, on Parents

A. Parent Groups to Meet Parents' Own Needs While Dealing with
" Parenting Issues (Examples: Parents Without Partners;
Transactional Analysis; AEL Parent Discussion Guides)

B. Training/Educating Parents to be Coordinators of Forces

.. and Resources in Their Children's and Their Own Lives

* ' (Examples: voucher’ system; The National Parent Federation
for Day Care and Child Development)

C. PRarent Training for New (Parenting) Roles Outside the Home'
(Examples: ACYF efforts to prepare parent paraprofessionals;
parents as tutors; home visitors; classroom aides)

II. Parental Skills Focus: General : =
4

A. For Adults
1. General Parent Education (Preventative/Developmental) y
(Examples: Child Study Association of America; parent
"education" programs)

~
[

. 2. General Parenting Training (Pfeventative/bevelbpmental)

N (Examples: Florida model; Verbal Interaction Project)
‘ ty
\ g ° . a . g
‘ 3. General Parent Education (Corrective/Ameliorative)

(Examples: foster parent training)

4. General Parent Training (Corrective/Ameliorative)
(Examples: TADS four Training Parents to Teach Models;
Heber's Wisconsin program)
A - [N \
B. For Children

1. General Pre-Pdrent Education (Preventative/Developmental)
{Examples: Exploring Childhood Curriculum, if non-experiential;
Family Life Curriculum) ®

2. General Pre-Parent Training (Preventative/Developmental)
(Examples: xploring Childhood Curric¢ulum, if experiential;
peer tutoritig)

3. Teen-age Parents (Corrective-Ameliorative) .
(Examples: NACSAP-related efforts; Florence Crittentan
services; school law changes) vj :

-

s
lrrom GOtts, E. E., Spriggs, A. M., & Sattes, B D.  Review of Major Programs

and Activities in Parenting. Charleston,<WV: ' Appalachia Educational Laboratory:

1575. ’ .
/ = , L

\
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VI,

Parental Skiils Focus: Specific T f\ !

A.

Parenting Programs Having Specialized (Limited) Goals
(Preventative/Developmental) .

(Examples: ECS .child abuse prevention effort; prenatal classes;
school entry orientation)

Parenting Programs Having Specialized (Limited) Goals
(Corrective/Ameliorative) *

(Examples: Parents Anonymous; neglect and abuse "hot lines;"
crisis nursery)

Parent Linkages to Institutions/Parent Involvement .

A.

B.

D.

,Parent Involvement in Governance and Aév{iory functions

Home~School Communications Development
(Examp1e5° parent=-school conferences; Sprigle 5 'learning to .
learn" emphasis on home-school understanding)

Parent Involvement in a Non-Centtal Supportive Role
(Involvement=~l)

(Examples: fund ga;sing; voluqteers in non~instructional aide roles)

(Involvement=2)
(Examples: P.L. 94-142 provisions; Institute for Responsive
Education; Parent Advisoiy Councils under E.S.E.A. or E.S.A.A.)

Collaborative Rélations of Parents and Programs

(Involvement~3) oy

(Examples: cooperative day care or nursery school; "contracting”
systems between parents and schools) . ‘

Specific or Limited Assistance to Families

A.

Parenting Programs to Complement'br Supplement Family Roles/
Functions (Preventative/Developmental) -
(Examples: day care services; Infant Education .Research Project,
E. Schaefer; CDS Consortium efforts in child care)

Parenting Programs to Complement or Supplement Fam;ly Roles/
Functions (Corrective/Ameliorative)

(Examples.‘ protective services; foster care; homemaker services)

General or Extensive Asgistance to Families

A.

Res;ructuring Society to Support Families (Preventative/Deveiopmental)
(Examples: “technological cradle;" family advocacy; call for family
impact gtatements on public laws; family policy formulation) ,

Comprehensive Family Support and Protective Systems

(Corrective/Ameliorative)
(Examples: Parent-Child Centers; Child and Family Resource Program;
intensive casework services; Home-Based Services, U, Iowa Clearinghouse

type)
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! ¢

comment upon regarding the services offered. Nevertheless, the following

)

areas were covered at a minimum in each of the interviews: goals and

objectives of the program, populationiperved, program type, services offered,
staffing %attern, source (s) of funding, inter-agency cooperation, potential

. S
for replicability, and special requirements for replicating the program

elsewhere. 1In addition a wealth of factual information of varied sorts %

.

was obtained. Because of the considerable diversity of directions which

the individual jinterviews took, it was necessary agtérwards to summarize
/ R

them into a more uniform format to achieve some degree of comparability and -
*

to facilitate finding particular items of information. It is in this latter

»

form that they appear in Appendix B.

v "

Findings. Somewhat over twenty programs were studied in this manner.
[4

Their focuses ranged from pre-parenting for teenagers to parenting classes

for adults, direct invélvement o} pa;ents in various cooberative capacities
in educationql settings, early interventions with parents of handicapped
children, support system programs, involvement o% parents of school age
children in federal title prqgraﬁs; Head Start, extended«day programs
iniliated by parents, and so forth.

Of the programs surveyed, a majority are servipg r;ral families; howeve:,:
some urban programs were also examined. Virtu;lly ;11 of the programs are®
serving educationaily,disadvantaged populétions or are serying them in
conj;nction with other fam;lies in the same communities. The programs
studied are in all of A.E.L.'s seven member states.

A thread that could be detected running through all of the succesggful N
programs is that behind them there is a major commitment made® by a key

person or persons. A second thread is that the successful programs

involve people who are not working in isolation as a program but who are

-
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working in collaboration with other agencies in their respective

) . L ] P '
communities. The programs studied may’also be called "Model" on other

grounds. This is true in the sense that many of them are already in
. _/
the process of being replicated and are giving technical assistance to

-

others who are attempting to repl%cate what they have done. It ié also
instructive to note tHat those programs which appeared to$be ﬁost
successful had s who were quite ready to éooperate in giving out

: igformation about what y Qere doing. Their-enthusiasm, interest,
and dedication could readily be sensed in the interviews. ’Other findings

v

plus a summary of each program studied appear in Appendix B.

1)

Regionél Parenting Surveys: Uses
-Results from both the Base Samgle Surve;’and the Survey of Model
Pérenting Programs Yill first be widely didseminated to practitioners
in A.E.L.'s region. In addition, result%lof these two surveys provide
' a data base for plann}ng additional research which will follow in the
area of school/fa@ily relations. These findings will enable A.E.L. and
others in the region {a) toncarry out indepth focuseé studies; (b) ta

contribute io the evaluation of parenting programs and services; and

B/ . »
(c) to provide input to policymakers in the region. In the instance of '
” .

Y

' !
the Model Parenting Programs, a further use will occur. Additional studies

e

fwill be performed in selected programs from among this group to determine

the perceptions of both the parent clients and the program staff as to
the particular elements-within their programs which are responsilhle for

their success. This analysis will assist A.E.L. to develop refommendations

for how to strengthen programs. Further studies of these programs are also

planned to determéne nSt\Snlzjégth whom they are successful but which
N ° ’ ' \

£ N A
| S
Ly

=
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populations either do not seek their help or find that these types

of services do not meet their particular needs. Such inquiry can provide
’ v
a basis for planning services to meet presently unmet needs of special

‘ g
populations of parents. Finally, knowledge from the Regional Parenting \___—_)*S\\

~

Surveys will permit A.E.L. tQ provide valuable consultation and technical

assistance to state and local educators who are seeking to develop more

‘effective programs for improving school/family relations.

’

The two precedng\sections have described 7tudies which were

.

designed, as noted, to guide future planning for work in the Childhood

and PEIenting Research Program, as was the HOPE Follow;Up Study. They

were, the;efore, to ferm together the basis for a position paper on

planned future actions ggpope of Work THREE). wn;n A.E.L. became involved
. A

in a major regional needs assessment study in 1980, it became possible
(4

<

for staff to include in the sampling de51gn needs statements on chlldhood
and parentieg for validation. Such a valldatlon procedure was conducted
'in all seven states. Analyses of these new deta'were eﬁded to what had
been learned from the other scopes of work,. thereby providing é new
consolidated data base feritﬁe pasition papeJ. Subseguently a special
committee of the A,é.L. Board invited a further more spebifically foeused
position paper.‘ The reeult‘of ;his overall process (Appendix D) is a v ) (
position paper calling for A.E.L.'s future work te focus en the building .

and improvement of school/family relations. This emppasis for future

research and development was clearfy endorsed as a priority r:egionwide"i

by separate needs validation studies done in each of A.E.L.'s

member states. ’ k

[~
C\
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HOPE Follow-Up Study . ”§

.

Purposes. The HOPE FoliowiUp Study was designed to measure child- :
réaring practices, attitudes, styles," and resources,of gamilies, and .
to identify the empirical r%lationships between these and child outcomes

MR .
measured in terms of school progress and social competence; and to establish

‘

whether the HOPE experiment (1968-1971) had had enduring effects that
were still detectable when revisited in 1978-1980. The design of the
original experiment also made it possible to inquire whether parents

had been‘shanged by the experience of receiving home visitation, and, if

*

soz;what areas of behavior specifically had changed.

+

Sample. Three-hundred fo;ty-two children ages 1l to 15 years, including

approximatelytequal numbers of boys and girls representing all social, racial,

and ethnic variations prevalent in southern West Virginia were included in

the sample. These were children who,with their families had participated

in Home-Oriented Preschool Educa?;pn‘(HOPE) from 1968 throuéh 1971. All

-

parents and arsmaller representaé&ve sample of younger siblings were also

Y

sampled in the‘gtudy. All énalyses we;é\io focus upon correlated data
from within family units. All family units could be identified as having-

been selected at the time of their initial participation in the program on

a random, representative basis, and, further, assigned randomly 5ither

to a commﬁnity cdntrol‘group which had available a television signal only,

or to one of two exper%mental conditions which had in cormon for the family

2

unit that they involved weekly home visitation by a paraprofessional who

.focused on iSSues of child development and preparation of the child for ,

school. .A smallei and represenéative subsample from this la sample alsc ’
° .

participated in the family case studies described in the ne ajor 'section

}\ - A
ofythis final report.

<)
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An initial feasibilitysgtudy was conducted in 1975 by A.E.L. o0

- .
’ v »

‘. determine how many of the children could be located in the Fayette,
s . A

Mercer, Raféigh, and Summers County School Systems of sdﬁthgrn West

Vfrginia.i Over half of the original sample Fould be located at that

)

time. Records were kept on any children who could not be located if it

5

was known whether they had moved away or for what other reasons they

)

7
were not noy in the school. The next stage of the sampling commenced ’\\
! ’ v ’ i
in the school year41977-1978 at which time A.E.L. contacted the

4

families of all of those children who were found still to bé enrolled in
'the school system of the fgur counties. With additional assistance from
. ’

the school systems at that time, it became possible to locate several :
. e . .
. children who had moved from one place tg another within the four-county

N ‘\> area. A small number of additional children and their families were

identified subseéuently in the process of performing the study, when the

fact that they had participated became knownzthrough contacts with
~ "Q‘
\ .

\\ relatives or other third parties. Attempts were then made to' include . R .
' ’these families in Fhe’follow-up'sample as well. _The net result oé the
A hd . .
sampiing wa;'that all familjes wh;Lh could be located at)theﬁfnd.of'the f .lﬂ
. approximately ten-yearhinterval were invited to pqrticipéiétf%‘the follow- )
: N

<

up study as indicated below.

Ptrocedures. For zﬁe children, school xecords Qege collected incluaing

£
) ’ N .
grades in stbject area§4‘school attendance, standardizea achieyement and
: R ; ¥
ability testing, and indications of whether a child had been in a special
_ Lf'ﬂ glaés placement or had been held bac;\in grade. *In addition, the children's

. teachers combleted the School Behavior Checklist to determine each child's ,\

style of coping and the presence or absence of égdications;of internal

' -

.N\ . |

- IS I
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& emotionai or social conflicts. Children also were lnterVLewed by a
}' } local pergon who was spec1ally trained by A. E L.ﬁfor these purposes.
Each child whose parents gave consent for ag interview completed a direct
) ~self report type interview-dealing wieh educational‘ana vocational ' )
aspzrationsh feelings of person;l contrql,‘artitudes toward family life, -
7 g ‘éseociations with various persons and ;rougehinside andgoutside the homeLJ/‘ o
.and ‘so %orth.t Children also were interviewed with the Tasg§fg£¥Emotional )
. Development (T.E.D.) Test (H. Cohen & G. R. &eilfﬁgrookiine, Mass.;’T.E,D.

[

. 1
N
.

. -Associates, 1975).

3

‘

School data were summarized acrgss occasions over time to form
c -0 N
. ‘ & .
composite Yariables for school attendance, achievement, ability, and teacher

-

¥ o4

grades. - The School Behavior Checklist%gag‘gcored ih the standard manner
- YK - \

LETY

R ’ , ., = '__-. . a@*
B A
refernced in 07 G. Johnson (Tests and Measurements.in Child. Development:
TR, T
. . . /

"Handbook II. San Francisco: Jossey-Ba§§: 1976) to reveal Scorgs for coping
' . . -

and non-coping‘syles of dealing with, the interpersonal environment of the

~> school plus symptoms of personal d&%gﬁgag;zatlon, depreSSLOn, and anxxety.

. at

1 o A
The d1rect or self report Chlld 1nzf ew was stored largely in keeping witk

/

A —— .

its derivation Srom earlier research perﬁorméﬂ by Fels Research Institute in
. » .

. < A

Yellow Sbrings, Ohio, with the help of;eonsuitation from the original

inveéstigators in those studies of student achievement and aspirations.
] . . ' ‘ A s 4
' ‘ e‘ < . 5 . . : '

. Factor analyses by A.E.L. revealed that the direct child interview produgeﬂ
‘essentiall§ those factors which had been built into it from the earlier
. 7 " s
/ @ X .

Fels work. ' The T.E.D. Test was scored according to-the standard scoring

system developed by Cohen and Werl. Moreover, in collaboration wjH

@ . :
. test's developeré, A.E.L. applied a ney’scoring syétem and validated it first
- ' , Y - L ’ )
. ~ based on the original normative data firom Cohen and Weil's standardization .
o ' . » .
f . . sample. '
’ v ’ r)ﬂ 4
. ) L
Qo : S )

ERIC | | ‘

P v .
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A direct or self report interview was designed for completion by
. ¢

ﬁerents in the HOPE sample. This instrument drew upon well-~known
. research from the Fels Research Institute, Kohn's measure of parental
values, the Home Environment Scale from the High/Scope Educational

N
R . N .
Research Foundation (based on dissertations by Dave and Wolf), an

- -

igaptation of Pumroy's ng:LLgné Pg;gntegttitgaeesufvez, a new sex-role

scale based on the f6rk of Brogan and Kutner (Journal gg.Marriege>and

2

\\\\the mily, Feb. 1976, 38, 31-40), an extensive "demographic sectlon,

o et

and specific qUestlons deallng with child and family health and with the

&
child's perspnality. Parents were also interviewed by local interviewers
- o \ - ‘ -
' . in thelr homes using an ipdirect measure of parenting skills which‘presented

to the parents a series of- child development 51tuatlons in picture fonﬁ

- and requested that they answer a series of standard questions about each

picture while telling a story about it. The retionale for this latter .
1nstrument is further discussed in a later sectlon of this report that

deals with the developmental theory of parenting. Both the &rect and

indirect parent interviews were scored in ag;ordance with their orlglnal
.

R
sources based on the rationales with which they had been constructed.

In addition to the foregoing data and the datd which are mentioned

@'— -t
later for a subsample of families in the case studies and in the younger

sibling study, extensive preschool test data were avpilable on the children

P

frommihe period of their program participation in 1968-1971. These laté&é

L4

data are still in the process of being recoded into form to allow comparisons

between them and the latér data from the children and families. Therefore,

the longitudinal aspects of this study will be reported eubsequently. *
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All child interviews and parent -interviews were conducted without

. - the interviewer being aware of the group. to which the child,@f parent
. ‘ N 4 <
¢ had originally been assigned. Special arbitrary code numbers wgre further

. assigned to these cases so that persons performing scoring of the completed
. “ . : \

. . J
Jprotocols would be unaware of the groups to which the individuals might

Y . 5. .

have belonged. The somewhat over 100 teachers who completed the 5ch651

. -

z Behavior Checklist were also unaware of whether the children had been in

HOPE in an éx@erimental or control condition or had not been associated

with the program ‘at:‘a“'l'l. The qhildren's school records were devoid of

[
v

s N ’ L . - .
information regasding their program participation, and we, accordingly,

' N
assumed that their school careers were not directly affected by
- . ’

.. . ‘ . N
reputational information regarding their participation or non-participation.
e v ‘

The‘follow-up study design includes within it a number of methods Ydr.
checking on-the potenf?kl/effects of attrition on the continuing

representativeness of the overall sample. Some of the checks on the

T -
= s’

- potential effeékg\of attrition still need to be made before final reborting

-

of all results. The N.I.E. has agreed to allow A.E.L. to perform tHése
additional analyses during the first/Bart of Fiscallfear 1981. What can
be said at this point is that special coding procedures have beeh used
to identify thgse families which did nét partic¢ipate because they had

. A
moved away or for other iogistical reasons versus those who did not
.

participate because they were actual refusals. These groups will be
¢
seﬁarately analyzed and compared with the actual participants in the
4 - o
interview portion of the follow-up study by examining preschool tesf

data available on them plus by examining school records which were picked

up in early 1975. It appears, therefore, that the overall data available

—

3

oo
(S
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will be sufficient to reach conclusions about the representativeness

’

of the sample that completed the interviews. ' : a Co-
. Rz o *

-

Of the 344 chrldren whose school records were located beginnlng in
l97§, 48 represented younger siblings of children within_the overall
sample (i. e.,'in some families mor; than one child had'partiéipated
e1ther in the experimental or the control grou%y .in no instance were
children from the same family assigned to different groups) . This means

that there»were 294 family units potentially available‘for sampling if

they could be located. Of the foregoing, 215 family units participated

. voluntarily in variohs aspects of the follow-up interview study. This

means that there‘ar;~79 family units which we{e,elrgible to be included
' ~ 7

but which for some reason were not. Of the 79, 33 represent actual

refusals. The remalning 46 are families where death of a parent, removal

to another location out of state, and other logrstical reasons account -

for the nonparticipati®on. The 215 participating famalies include o,
163 experimental families and 52'control gxoup families, with experimental
}amilies~outnumbering control familes about three to\one. Among the 33
refusals, however, > were exgerimental and ll\control, revealing onlf

.

a two to one differential between the\groups. It is, theréfore, apparent
that there was a slrghzlzvhigher refusal rate in the controél group than. 7
in the experimental group relative to their respectine sizes in the
overall available follow-up sample. As was indrcated earlier, theh

possible s1gn1f1cant effect of such a desparity upon*the overall study

will be explored subsequently - <’ h
‘ ~ 4
3 .
(A , ©oor i

i
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Findings.

®

Extensive school data were available on the experimental

and:éontrol children as’indicated earlier.

over the first six years of

‘ \ ’
.schopl the Hopﬁ children had better attendance records, higher teacher

. .
back a grade in school.

~ .

. "

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

.
B

4

grades in.basic skillg areas, and were' far less likely to have'beenfheld

The probability of-all of the fbregoinq findings

N1,

wpsuless,thap Not oniy were the children less likely to have been

- . * ' ! -
held back in grade if they were in the experiﬁénta; group, but’ retention

+

N -~

. !
— . . ’
in grade can be seen tp have been reduced'dramatically from 25 percéht in

the control group to 5 Qercent‘in the experimental group. This large rate
erstood‘in terms of the practices of

.
method of handllnc the placement of -

of ret:ent:.on in grade is t:o be
rural school systé%s of using t

handicappeg_children pripr to the more recent enactjent of P. L. 94-142.

.

In their junior high years, theQFxperiﬁental children were identified by
., -

’
~

. 13
their teachers as being better organized in'their classroom behavior,
[y »
¢ 0y
less likely to be depressed, and as having a moré successful adjustment

o

On statewide testing results, the HOPE children

demonstrated higher ability and hiqh%r Derformancg on' achievement tests

with ted&chers and peers.

.3 1

v

in basic skills areas.. Perhaps more impressive is the fact that HOPE

childrerd exceeded national norms on ability and achievement, ‘wheré€as the
contfol childr?n fell below n%{fg;al norms, as is chéracfgristic of child-

w
.

;eh in the frural school systems from which they come. Overall it may be

said in terms of their social and emotional devélopment, their academic

. - Y
progress, and their behavior as viewed by teachers that the experimental
/ N ) ", T
children‘in HOPE -ten years after their original barticipation in home-
. .

+

e

’

¥

oriented preschool education are, coping more successfully with the environ-
N . - .

+ «

R . . . s
ment of the school than is true of their randoyly'ass'qneg control peers.

b

20 .
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:.The parents were also compared on a variety of measures to determine
whether the effects of receiving home visitation during the child's preschool
years had had an enduring. effect upo; their parenting behavior. Using a .
variety of measures from the Fels' research on achievement behavior, it was
found that the}"academic orientation" of the experimental mothers was highly
different from the academic orientation of the control mothers. The compo-
sition of ratiqg items making up this variable suggests fhat in their des-
cript§o£ of themselves the experimental mothers had higher levels of aspira-
tion, higher expectations, and greater satisfaction with their children's

s academic achievemqpt. Other measures from the Fels' work were not sensitive

to possible enduring effects of the treatment. For example the ;yocational

, orientation" of the parents did not differ between the two groups. This

’

means that their levels of aspiration and so forth for their children's voca=-

S

< tion were not different from one another. The Fels' in%erview also covers

areas of self-description of parenting style. None of these self-report
measures of parenting style differentiated successfully between the groups.

AEL included in this direct interview some specific questions dealing with
N

parental support of learning at home. A statistically reliable difference

was found betyeen the groups for this variable, with the experimental mothers
- . 3

'having a- greater tendency to provide support for learning at home.

Although M. Kohn's measure of parental values orientation has been used
extensively, AEL found that it did not work satisfactorily or reliably as a.

measure of parental values using his scoring system. An)altérnative scoring

e

syséem of the instrument was developed based on the correlations among the |
items within this population. These correlations produced interpfetable

factors, but these factors did not differentiate between the experimental

and the tontrol grbups.

ERIC
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=
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AEL had also developed a slight adaptation of the High/Scope Home £nvi-

. 3

-ronment Scale to determine whether the home was more supportive of learning
§

in the experimeﬁtal ;; the control group. This instrument looks at both the
material objects in the home that might contribute to learning and to the
practiceg of parents in providing, enriching and intellectually stimulating
experienges for their childr%n. On this sgale a highly gignificant differ-
ence was found between the two groups, in favor of the experimental fami{}es.
What may be concluded ovegail from the forégoi;g direct interview measures of
parenfél characteristics is that the primary effect of HOPE upon parents who

v

received home visitation has been in those areas which relate most closely to

the child:s academic development and orientation. On variables which attempted

‘to assess other areas, self report did not provide reliable indications of

ditferences. . . !

A quite different approach to assessing possiblg changes in the experi-

mental group which may have persisted was AEL's use of an indirect parént in-
.- N g .
L ) N .

terview. This interview, which used a series of pictures of child development

e . Ke :
situations to elicit stories from parents, was scored in a mann®er that reveals

the problem solving abilities and perceptiveness of parents as these relate tp

the development and educational progress of their children. It is, therefore,
v

instructive to look at the results using this particular approach in contrast

to the self-report approach whic@ has traditionally been used in studies of

’
/!

this type. One ‘variable scored for the stories is "perceptiveness;' of parents

-

.regarding issues of child development. These ratings reveal that parents in the

experimental\group were more perceptive of child development issues than were?

' n

parehts in the control group. Subscores had also been developed for parents'
perceptiveness at each of five child develobmental levels: infancy, toddler,

preschool years, elementary school age, and early secondary school age. This

: . - 2f\
()
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S ame difference favoring the experimental over the control families was found
at each of the five age leveis. .

o .

A sécpnd performance variable scored from th; indirect parent interview
was a variable called "outcome."” Ratings for out?ome indiéate’whethéripar-
Ents have a more positive and iéng-range perspective ‘on outcomes versus a
more negative ahd short-range perspective on outcomes. Outcomes here refers
to the outcomes envisage? by parents of what might happen in the developmen-

P
~

tal situations examined by parents in stoiies they told. They were specifi-

cally requested in each of their stories to tell how things turned out in

the end. If they did not mention this in their story, the interviewer fol-

lowed up with additional questions to-attempt to clarify their perspective

on outcome. The outcome variable‘clearly differentiated between the experi-
, mental and the confrol families for each of the five age levels and for the

overall comparison across age levels. Parents in the experimehtal group con-
. sistently Qiewed the outcomes of child development situations more pbsitivel%/
and ig longer term perspectives thaﬁ did parents in the control group.

‘ A third area scored in the indirect pafent interview stories was defined
as "teaEhing-learning.“ The parents gaa been asked in their stories t;\hgm—
ment- upon whether there was any teaching, learning, development, or maturing
going on in the stories as they saw them. The va;£ majority of such’parental
comments dealt with teachi?g and learning rather.than with development and
maturing. RemArks specifically dealing Qith de;elopment or maturing were
more likelf to be made in connection with the transition érbm childhood into
early adolescence by parenés from this yopulati%n. It is, accordingly, accu-
rate to refer to the variable simply as "téaching-learning.“ On this . vari-
able parénts from the experimental group exceeded parents from the control

’

group for each of the five age-related subscores and overall score for their

OO
-
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understanding of teaching and learning potentials that exist in child devel-~
73 -
opment situationSa

.

The approach used in the indlrect parent interv1ew to sampling parental
performance in a varlety of ch11d developmenﬁfgituatlons may be viewed as a
simulated approach to ecological sampling, in the sense that parents were al-
lowed in a variety of simulated situations to reveal how they might react to
contexts that vary greatly in the child age and child development challenges
that they present for parenting skills. The evidence from the measures ob-
tained from this interview sﬁggest that a more generalized effect occurred
for the experimental parents. It appears that they learned not only skills
relative to.thinking about preschool age children, but that the treatment

. ' .

effectively expanded their overall perceptiveness, the positiveness of out~
comes which they anticipate, and-their_ understanding of teaching and learning
potentials of varied child development situations from infancy through.early
adoles%ence. These kigds of more Qeneralizéd effects can probably be attri-

’

buted to active learning processes in which these parents subsequently engaged

once they had learned general‘strategies for thinking about their children's
ﬁaevelopment and learning as tﬁey participated in the HOPE process wﬁen their
children were preschoolers. )That is to‘say, it should not be inferred that
these ex?ensive gene;alized effects occurred automatically. In;tead it is
belie;ed that they would have occurred because the parents theggelves had
learned to take a more activ; role in exploring and learning about what was
going on as their child grew MP.& It seems probable algo that “the generaiiza-
tion of effects to the period of infancy and toddlerhood would have resulted

from a combination of reflection and from the fact that someé of the parents
f N >

had younger children for whom they had subsequent opportunity to extend and ,

apply their new ways of\thinkang about child development as they came along

. 30
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%from younger ages, including infancy.
In summary, it appears from a variety of both child and parent indigAtors

that participation in HOPE had enduring effects upon the families who received

o>
home visitation in comparison with the control group. Some questions remain

regarding possible différential rates of attrition between the groups and so
: i

forth. Further analyses will be completed during the early part of 1981 to
clarify any possible limitations to the conclusions that have just been stated.

See Appendix E for further details on thé HOPE follow-up study.

3
-

o

Family Case Studies
_The Family Case Studies was an intensive investigation using observational
methods in homes of family interaction patterns, communication, styles of child
_rearing, and‘famil? processes'which evidence themselves in structured.sampling
situations. All families selected to“participate in the Family Case Studies
had already participated in all aspects of the interview study of‘égients and
children. In addition, the Family Case Studies explored the status of younger
siblings of children who had participated in froject HOPE, to determine whether
effects of the program had been extended by the parents to .them as well as to
:
the HOPE children. Because the number of younger siblings in families in the

Family Case Studies was fairly small, it was necessary to sample additional

younger .siblings whose families were not in the Family Case Studies. A more

complete report of the Famil& Case Studies appears in Appendix C.

-
)

Purpose. The Family Fase Studies were conducted to provide more in-depth
information on a representative subsampie of the families who had ﬁarticipated
in,thg larger HOPE-follow-up study. Moreover, since the other primary data

gathered on the parents all were obtained by interview, it was important to

ERIC.

IToxt Provided by ERI




-

?

28 . ) }

-

obtain data of a different sort based on direct observations of the parents'

" interactions with their children and spouses. _ This study also contained within
-

it plans to assess the temperament of the target children and of any younger
siblings ;ho had not participated'in HOPE but Qho might be of school age. The
information on child.temperament is to be‘used subsequently in various causal
analyses to rule out differgnces in the children that are attributable to under-
lying biolégical variations but which might erroneously otherwise be attributed
to parental practices.’ Finally, the younger siblings were to be studied to de—‘s

termine whether the parents had applied the things they learned by participation

in HOPE to their younger children as well as to the target children.

Procedures. All family case thdies were carried out py a single inter- ’
viewer who had previously had contact with the families selected. All families
were pre-selected according to demographic stratification variables that had
been found in the "Index of‘Favorability" analyses to most significantly differ-
entidte betweén families whose cﬁildren were coping and non-coping. Because
efperimentgl families outnumbered control families about two to one, they were
included in the Family Case Studies in about this proportion. The person con-
ducting the individual family case studies was unaware of whether the families
were experimental or control o; of the exact principles of stratification
whereby they®%ad beenlpre-selected.

After a list of families meeting the necessary stratification criteria had
been assembled, the field worké?“coptacted families and asked if they would be
wflling to participate in a further stage of the study. They were told t%at

for this portion of the study, which would take an entire day andiéossibly part

of an evening, that it wouldjbe necessaf? for all or nearly all members of the

family residing in the household to be present during at least parts of the day.

.
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Famil&es whose schedules could not easily accommodate this were iﬁcluded by
the field worker conducting several of the studies on weekends. Faﬁilies
which could not meet these criteria for inclusion at any time were eiiminated
from further consideration for this study. 1In this manner 28 families repre-
senting the experimental group And 12 families representing the control group
were studied duri?g 1980. é

Immediafely after scheduling a visit and prior to its éommencement, éhe
field worker would completely study all of the existing dAta on the family
that was about to be visited. This meant that the child\s school records,
interview reqérds and parent interview records were all reviewed immediately”’
preceding that visit. The purpode of this review was to re-familiarize the
worker with information which might Bé important to functioning effectively
as a participant-observer in the family situation and to eliminate possible o
duplication of information sought during this occasion. This review, further-
more, served together with the data collected and cbserved during the visit

*

as the basis for completion of standardized ratings immediately following

each of the visits. By following this procedure families were not needlessly

burdened with questions and areas of inquiry for which sufficient information
for completing the ratings already existed. Because th; information available
and the informifion needed varied for each family, and beéause each family's
circuﬁst;nces differed from those of other families, each case study was some-
what different. It is for this reason that they are called family case studies
rather than the family casé study. Despite the highly £%dividua1ized nature of
the studies, it was possible to e them comparable by completing certain stan=-
dardized ratings as described lowﬂ

Consultations were held by telepﬁone with Dr. Diana Baumrind, Directo; of
thé Family Socialization and Developmental Competence Project. These d}scussions

/
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established that AEL's data base would be sufficient following the one-day

visits for completion of the étandaré ratings that have been useéd in the lon-

v gitudinal study conducted by her. To'achieve maximum cémparability she pro-
vided the as-yet unpublished édolesgent version of the parent behavior rating
form. The rating scales examine par.;ent:al authorit:y“i' terms of direct:ivgnes‘s,
parental influence, and maturity expectations. Besides parental authority,
three o;hervmajor domains were explored in the ratings: t¥aditionality, ra-
tionality, and affection. These major doﬁgins were divided fﬁrther~intQ dimen-
sions in the same,manner as was parental authority. Multipie rating items also
relate to each of the individual dimensions. Ratings were completed both for
the seventeen dimensions that relate to the four major domains and'fofiez dif-
ferent parenting behavior rating items.  Anglysis of the ratings indicated that
five major factors accounted for the variance in the seventeen dimensions.
Seven additional scales accounted for the variance detected in the 82 behavior ’
rating items. l — |

Each family in the case studies was also rated with the AEL Supplemental
Family Ratings. These supplemental ratings provided seven additional dimensions
\V.on which the experimental and control families could be compared. A rating was
also available for each mother from completion of the Shure and Spivack problem

-

solving tasks. In addition to the foregoing types of quansitative data, a
summary statement was prepared on each family to indicate how the familygbiewed
i;self as a unit in relation to %Pe rest of the coﬁmunity of which it is a part.
These were not prebared ih the‘manner of clinical case rebortslbut rather in the
manner of biographical statements which might have been articulated by aNfamily
member who was attempting to desesibe and charac;erize the,fdndamental attributes
of the fqmilx. & N

1
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By agreement with tﬂe‘NIE,further descriptive materials on the case

I3
studies methods will be prepared in the early part of Fiscal Year 1981 at
no additional cost to the government. The procedural descriptions will be

sufficiently complete to permit othexs who are interested in replicating the

%7

.
2

R

case studies to do so.

Findings. Nine dimensions of child temperament have been studied by °

@

<
Thomas, Chess and Birch (Temperament and Behavior bisorders in Children.

New York; New York University Press, 1968). Th;zzkakge assessed using a
questionnaire form developéd by Dr. Richard lerner. Moderatel& high to high .
internal consistency coefficients were sbtained for eight of the nine dimen-
sions. Since temperameﬂt represents a biologically-based substré%e of behav-
ioral .style, it was nét anticipated that children would bé‘aféected'in thesé}

s

respects by the treatment. This appears to be the case, inasmuch as the

3

experimental'and control groups were not different on any of the temperament

scales. It is conceivable, nevertheless, that the manner in which the tem- %gg

perament scales come together to form secondary factors could be reflective
° k-4

& .

¥

]

of the incidence of behavior disorders. In order to evaluate this possibility,

£

the items of the Lerner scale were factor analyzed and the exberimental and

4

control groups were comp2red on these fourteen factors. ' While the factors

generally reflect the nine temperament dimensions, the dimensions do in fact
come together in ways suggestive of differing patterns of ‘daptqt}on to envi-
. - . + s B
ronmental circumstances. For three of the -fourteen factor ‘comparisons (a num-
. . .

. \
ber of results exceeding chance) significant differences were fowid between

the experimental and control groups of children. These findings suggest that, -

the experimental children have adopted a more attive style of interacting

’

with the environment, in the sense, that they would rather be doimg things than

sitting around. In this connection it is easier to distract them from something
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tﬁat they are doing and to engage them in-a new activity. A second difference /f

s
~

was that the control childreh tended to be very sound sleepers in the morning

v

while the experimental children tended.to,be up and ready to go. On the other

hand, the control children were described by their mothers as more reactive to .

new situations and physical stimuli. '

. e .
The AEL supplemental ratingsy-produced interpretable factors on the fol-

lowing dimensions: good communcation; ‘uncrowded livingeconditions enhancing

7
¢

interpersonal proximity; quality of relations with own parents; parent relations
H N

with own parents affecting relations with own adult siblings; comments on folk

.

superstitions; mutuality in the family; ana'stance regarding parental sexual

taboos. While all of these were ciéar fagtors, the exﬁeiimental and éontrol.

parents did‘no; differ on any of them. Tpe parents also did not differ oh the

Shure and Spivack problem solving scores. In this last connection the ﬁean
L4

parental score for the problem solving situations was 16.715, with a standard
: . ‘ ? "
deviation of 6.982. This mean suggests that these parents would tend to handle

these types of child probleps by providing a simple "because" when refusing the

child's wishes or when attempting to redirect the, child's behavior.

¢

-

Parents in the experimental and control groups were compared on the seven

<

scales derived from the Baumrind ratings. The first scale reflects a component

of parental authority which was labeled "firmly directive.” Experimental parents

* o~

were higher on this scale than control parents. The second scale was labeled

"tiaditionality." On, it the experimental parents were once more signifiéantly

higher than the control parents. Finally, experimental parents were higher on

Scale 7 which-was labeled "Affection and Responsiveness to Child." The gtroups
- >

did not differ for the following scales: paféntal control; clarity of parental

e

xole expectations; intellectual stimulation and control in:'child redr;ng? and

« -

supports and encouradges maturity. It is interesting, nevertheleés; to note that

N
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the means of the experimental parents were higher on "all of the preceding

variables. Given the small number of parents being compared in the study,

-

it seems likeiy that with larger sample size all of these differences would

.

have reached statistical significence.

-

In summary, the case studies have added further information ‘to that ob-

tained by comparing “the experlmental ‘and control groups for the larger sample

using the various interview and school data sources. The case studies have
suggested that there are differences in the children,in their general styles
of adaptation. Parental ratings using scales derived from Baumrind's work™

reveal other differences between the two groups of parents. In work to be

[4 —

carried out in early 1981 at no additional cost to the government, relation-
ships will be examined between the sets of variables derived from the case
o
studies and the variables available from the larqer family study. These

analyses will be used to clarify the nature of the overall differences between
the experimental and control groups. Attempts will be made in those analyses
to infer which aséects of perental behaQior have been responsible for parti-
cular child outcomes. Data on a small sample oﬁ younger siblings are still

!

preliminary at this point. They suggest that some of the’kinds of differences

2

observed between the experimemtal and control children' are present also in
,their younger siblings. Because of the small size of the younger s1b11ng
sample, however, it is premature it this time to reach conclusions about these

differences without first completing more-complex types of analyses which will
. 8

control for other possible sources of the, differences observed. These addi-

tional anlyses are a part of the work agreed upon by AEL and NIE to be con- .-

ducted early in 1981. - >

- -4
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Recommended Methods of Studying Rural Appalachian Families \

-

This section of the report considexs Scopes of work SIX, SEVEN and EIGHT.

The discussion will proceed first to methods for studying rural Appalachian
]

families. After that the potential of these measures for serving together’

as fieid measurement batteries will be considered. ;

-

Procedures for Studying Rural Appalachian Families. Even though, as has

already been noted, the various scales derived from the direct and indirect

parent interviews were not equally successful in detecting changes in parental

behavior over time, correlational analyses show that virtually all of the scales

derived from these two interview procédides have interestfhg and interpretable
, /

correlational relations with individual’child measures. If one's purpose is to
- as purp

conduct research on rural Appalachian families, then it is clear that both the

13

direct and indirect parent inteS%iews have much to commend them. But if the

purpose of using the instruments is a practical one having to do with the mea-

.

surement of program gutebmgs, then it appears that only selected subscales from
/ ’
the direct parent interview are of value, whereas the entire indirect parent

interview would appear to be of value. Thus, if one were selecting the most

useful scales f;pm a direct parent interview for practical evaluation purposes,

VA 4
the achievement orientation interview items, items having to do with parental

.

supportiveness of the child's learning at home, and those dealing Qith the qual-
i -

ity of the home environment would recommend themselves. The demographic sec-

tion of the direct pérent,interview would in any event be useful for inélusion

for statistical control and analys¢#® in almost any typé of application.

’ -

Other considerations beyond sensitivity to treatment effects and relation7

- .

ships between variables should influence the decision of whether to use or not

to use these Qérticular instruments. The direct parent interview requires

-

sémewhat more p?rent time to complete than the indirect parent interview. if
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only those portions of the direct interview which were found to be useful in

the present study were retained, the two instruments would, require about equal

[}

amounts of parent time for completion, i.e., about 45 minutes each to'be admin-
istered. This is a substantial amount of parent time, but if the approach
taken for evaluation purposes is one of sampling parénts rather than of admin-

istering the interviews to all parents in the program, then the procedure is

0

reason?bly efficient and cos? effective as a means of determining program
L4

’

effects. If the purpose rather than evaluation is the assessment of parent

-

needs for purposés of planning, then the instrument from this group which ap-
pears to be most appropriate is the indirect parent interview. This inter-
view lends itself well to describing what the needs of individual parents are

for particular kinds of éxperienées which would improve the}r skills for per-

@ \

ceiviqg more accurately the social and cognitive developmental means of their

children at various age levels. Because the indirect parent interview is di-

wided into five subsets, each of which provides reasonably reliable scores On

important indicators, it would be sufficient to administer only those sections

of the indirect parent interview which related to the age of child on whom the
.
particular educational program was focusing.

Scoring and coding costs are another consideration which should affect

decision making regarding the use of instruments of this variety. Within the

direct parent interview the amount of effort involved in scoring and coding is

\

extremely variable. Atii‘tion here can be focused on those parbﬁgghich have

proved to be most useful in the present study of Appalachian parents. The

Fels measures require considerable time for scoring. Yet, if one wishes to

Q
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measure the important variable of parent academic orientation, ther. this igf

. @
the procedure which would need to be followed., In contrast, the scoring of,

-

-
the home environment scale is much more straightforward and objective, requiring

q
.
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less time. The demographic section of .the direct parent iqterview is virtually

pré&-coded at the EiMé of response and simply needs to be analyzed. Scoring of
\/ )

the indir%ct parent interview is more time-consuming than scoring of the direct

v 14
parent interview. Thgi, while the indirect parent interview provides generally

- )

4 7 . N

more useful indicators for a combination of parent needs assessment at the indi-
. 7 . LS

vidual }evel and for program ®valuation, the ‘operational.use of the measure re-

a

quires a greater investment in interview scoring and interpretation. AEL has

. .

sufficiently worked olt the computer data processing procedures for both of
these instruments, including checking all necessary item reliabdlity statistics,

that people who wish to use them would find this aspect of the work to be little
$

problem if they have -access tp computer facilities. = %
The intéiview measures used in the Regional Parenting Surveys appear at this

time to be very promising instruments to use in research activities where the

purpose is tg understand more about what communities offer and the kinds of
e (‘ \ - —

needs which individual families have. These research values of that parent in-

.

terview point a133 to one of its pé£2tica1 values, namely, that it prgvides a

-

.way of lodking at entire communities when one is in the process of planning X
for a program wﬁ&ch is intended to increase school-family involvement around
the learnin% of the child. Coding of this parent interview is accomplished in @

- » .
two stages. E}rst the more closed~ended guestions are coded using one code

~

book. After that the mbre open-ended guestions are coded using a second code

-

. 8 . N
book. Even though this coding process is’time consuming, by careful selection

of a smaller representative, random sample to whom the interview was adminis-

~

téred, it would be possible to determine much about a particular community for

-

purposes’of planning how to improve school~family relaﬁions and low to increase

the schools' iqyoléement with other agencies that would be helpful to families.
n / ‘ [l

{
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The methods used in the case studies theﬁselves are ex;reme1§ démandiﬁg r
in terms of study time and would prove impractical for any typical field
uses except for purposes of fundamental research on f;milies or for proyid-
ing clinical assistance to individu;& familié%%which have very speciaf needs.
An exception td this is the temperament quest;;nnaire uséd withi;\t£e family
case studies. This is a measure that can easily be completed by parents on
their own and provides information usgful not only for research purposes but
for understanding individual learning styles and problems of particular
children.

Among the child measures used in the larger study, the indirect child
interview or TED Test is a valuable clinical instrument which is useful for ‘ : )/
research gfd for the.asses§ment of needs of individual children. The utility
of this instgpment has been considerably increased through the application of

the new scoring systems developed by AEL. ,Even though the instrument has been

available for about ten years now and is widely used in school systems, there

2
-

has continued to be the need for the kind of an overall scoring system which

has now become available for use with the TED through this research. Admin-

-

.istration time for the TED is modest (i.e., about 15 to 20 minutes per child);

— ] . =
scoring can be completed by psychometrists and school psychologists who have
' A
/
. g
received appropriate instruction; and scoring time is relatively modest for

an instrument yh;ch provides the richness of clinical information that this

one does.
+

The direct child interview AEL developed to parallel the'parent interview

L3
L]

measure is both easy to administer 'and tO score. L%?ministration time is

ap- )
proximately 15 to 20 minutes per child. Information from this intervigw/gég;;//i—_hQME‘

Al |

with areas of academic and vocational significance that are well suited for re-

kY

search and for individual guidance and'counseling purposes. Finally, the &
k1 .
," . V:.! 4; . s \
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School Behavior Checklist is an ihstrument which can be completed for an indi-

¢ -~

vidual child in about 15 minutes by a teacher or in the group form can be com-

pleted fpr an entire classroom in only about an hour. As a screening device

the School Behavior Checklist is eétremely powerful fo; detegting both academ%c
and'other difficulties which the child is experiencing‘ in the school environ-
ment. Its validity has been shown relative to a wide variety of other indica-
tors of child school progress.

In summary, AEL has developed an@ tested a variety of parent, community and
child measures which together are useful for both research and program planning
as well as for individual needs ;gsessment and clinical planning in some in-
stances. The next subsection of this reporé examines w;ys in which these in-
struments can be used in combination to accomplish particular purposes ;s field
batte;ies. For additional information on the psychometric properties of these

instruments, see Appendix F to this report.

)
Recommended Field Measurement Batteries. For research purposes the measures

used in the HOPE Follow-Up Study, the Family Case Studies, and in the Regional

2

hY
Parenting Surveys appear to be psychometrically acceptable and valid. For pur-

poses of evaluating the effectiveness of programs designed to increase the in-

o

volvementwgf/pérents in their children's learning, a parent-child battery con-
sisting of standard cumulative record data from the school plus the indirect
parent interview, the TED Test, and the School Behavior Checklist:would appear

® LI
%o provide in-depth appraisal at a reasonable cost if sémpling of cases is used

&
rather than administration to ai%Aprogﬁgm participants. Selected su@scales from

3 B 3
the direct parent and child interviews, may b;§akc6mmeqd themselves withir a
e o -
: ~AFes . - n
_program evaluation battery if there is a direct correspondeﬁé; between the
, - a > N h 13

s »

. o
P >

prégram objectiveés and the strengths mentioned earlier for the direct interview
! instfuments. A thiré’purpése for field measurement batteries was considered:

L

¢ N -
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assessment of needs and measurement for planning individual programs. If the
purpose of the needs assessment is for planning a program that will serve a

community, then a combination of tpree measurement approaches can be recom-

mended: the instrument Learning to be a Better Parent is valuable for iden-

tifying content areas in which parents wish to receive instruction and assis-

tance through the local ed;;atién agency; the parent and community survey in-
st?hments used in the geéiona; Parenting Surveys can be used to determine
community resources available and to asséss any of a ;epresentative sub-

sample of parents from the population to be served; and the indirect parent
interview, for relevané portions of it, can be used with a representative sam-
ple ;f parents to determine some of the particular areas of parenting skill with
which the population requires assistance. The last of these instruments can

be used together witﬂ the TED Test to assess the needs of individual families
and children for whom special kinds of programs will be delivered Bn a more

individualized basis. See also Appendix F in this connection.
¢
Measuring Parental Generativity. The indirect parent interview was de-

‘éigned with an additional purpose in mind besides its potential for research,
evaluation, and assessment uses. This instrument was intended to permit the
testing of a developmental notion of parenting skills which suggests that
p;rents may require different skills for being Q{fective in rearing infants,
toddlers, preschoolers, school-age children, ang teen-agers. This overall
group of skills for fostering the development of children is called genera-
tivity. The specific measures of variable; such as perception, ou;coﬁe, and
teachinq:learning for each of the five age levels may be viewed as components
of tﬁg overall generativity required'if children are to experience optimal

development. The usefulness of the indirect parent interview for testing _

this conception of pareﬂting skillss that vary depending upon the developmental

/




level of the child, may best be judged by examining the psychometric properties .

of the component subscores that together make up the overall generativity

’

sFore. From this vantage point it may be seen that the interview allows re-

liable measurement of parental'skills for dealing with children at each of the
five age levels and, moreover, provides insight into the specific skill func-
tions that may‘be measured %or each of the age levels. For more on this con-
ception of parental skills as being differentiateé into Eomponents related to

child developmental level, see.Appendix G.

Diésemination, Technical Assistance, Training, and Internships

Dissemination. A vital activity during the past year in dissemination has

been maintaining contacts with members of the Childhood and Parenting Task

Force to keep them informed of progress with the work. They will be prowided
¢

with copies of this overall final report and requested to provide AEL staff
with suggestions about which parts of the overall set of findings they would
find most useful for distribution in short abstract form.

A number of publications and presentations were disseminated throughout
the yearlfrom December 1979 through November 1980. This comT:nced wiéh the

presentation of an invited paper "legislated Roles of Parent Involvement and

Curxent School Practices," to a conference held in Washington, D.C., This paper

. h . ;
will be published in 1981 as part of a state-~of-the-art publication by the

National School Volunteer Progfam. A special session was qrganized and presen-
tations were made in February to the annual convention of the Ame;ican Associ-
atiqn of, School Administrato;s}gn methods of measuring parent needs and program
outcomes. A research presentation was méde in_M;rch 1980 on the HOPE Follow-Up
Study to the Southeastern Psychological Associationm m;eting. A presentation

on the characteiistics of rural Appalachign families was made to the Kanawha

»




41

Valley Community Council in"May. 1In June a session was chaired on "Family
Research/Parent Training." The entire scope of the childhood and parenting
research program was presented by a research pahel in Jufe 1980 addressing
ghe topic "Distinguishing Cﬁaracteristic of Appalachian Children and Families:
SomeyFindings and Needs for Further Study." Finally in June 1980 at the first
annual conference on Appalachian families and children AEL led a study group
on "Needs for Research on Edpca&ional Policy in Appalachia."

Members of the AEL staff participated in July in a Families as Educators
Conferencey sponsored by the NIE, along with representatives of other Labs
and Centers. AEL shared some of their study findings at this time. 1In Sep-'
tember a special presentation was made on AEL's interyiewing techniques to a
group at the West Virginia State College. Another presentation was made on
child and family health and hgalth education to the Pennsylvania Association
of School Administrators in September. AEL presented précedures and findings

¢ .
from its work with families to the Second National Parentipg Conference in
October 19%9 in Richmond. A similar presentation was made at that time to

P
the Virginia State Kindergarten Association. In October a special invited

conference was held of West Virginia state educators in Charleston. Essen-

« ¢

tial findings from the childhood and parenting research prograﬁ were pre-

N Y

sented at‘thaé time together with their implications for pre-primary and
primary educatidn. A final dissamination activity of this sort was a collo-' °
quium held in November at the West Virginia Univerkity for persons from the
Departments of Education, Sociology and Anthropology.

staff publications during the year have included a review of Dr. Jane Mer-

’
N

* . vy
cer's System of Multicultural Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA) Kit in the Journal

of sSchool Psychology. A paper was published in Childhood Education, 1980, 56,

228-234 titled "Long-term Effects of a Home-orientgd Preschool Program."

~
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Another article appeareq_ﬁp Children in Contemporarg>Societx,‘1980, 13, 43-4s8,

called "The Appalachian Child." a publication on "Society, Education, and

Values" appeared in Thresholds in Education, 1980, 6(2), 11-13. The HOPE re-
search was further featured by Linda Shallaway in “"Country Schools: Forgotten

But Not Gone," in Educational R & b Report, Fall, 1980, 3(3), 6~10. A chap-

ter was prepared for publication_in a new volume edited by A. W. Child and

G. B. Melton, Rural Psychology, New York: Plenum Press, in press, The chapter

is titled "Home-based Early Intervention." Another report on HOPE and related

research was accepted for publication in the Journal of Special Education and
)
is in press. This article is titled “"The Training of Intelligence as a Com=~

ponent of Early Intervention: Past, Present, and Future." As was megtioned
earlier the paper prepared and presented for an NIE conference, "Legisiated
Rolés of Parent Involvement and Current School Practices," is being published

in Alexandria, Virginia: N?tion?FVSChool Volunteer Program. Finally AEL work-
ed togsther wi%h Abt ASsociates to prepare a description of a recent Adaptation
of HOPE to fit the primary level. This work appears in Abt's final report to
the U. S. Office of Education, E. C. Proper and R. G. St. Pierre, A search for
Potential New FollowaThrough Approaches, Cambridge, Massachusetts: Abt's As§oci-

i

ates, December 1979. 'This section describes what is called Home-Oriented Pri=-

mary Education (HOPE-II).

Technical Assistance. Some advisement and materials were provided to

the Ohio State Department of Education for planning and emphasis on parent in-

volvement for their special Year of the School. Informationéﬁﬁd consultation

.

was giQen to a local education agency in Eastern Kenthcky to assist them in
planning a school/home effért to reduce drug aﬁd alcohol abus; by children in
the commﬁnity. Various materials were pioviéed on a complimentary basis to
Ehe West Virginia Central Ch;lq.Care Board, Eo the Family Services Center and

A,
A .
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to the area YWCA. Technical assistance was also rendered to the Kanawha Val-
ley Community Council in conducting an area-wide needs assessment of family
serving agencies.

In support of three regional conferences sponsored in Tennessee by the
state education agency AEL provided consultation and materials to approximately
600 participants, 200 of whom participated in conferences in each of three re-
gions of that state. Some surplus field test materials were provided to the
State of Pennsylvae}a to be placed in home daycare resource centers statewide
to increaselthe ievel of proficiency of care providers in dealing with issues
of child development and learning. A joint activity was carried out with Me-
tropolitan Pittsburgh Public Broadcasting, the Pennsylvania Department of Edu-

~

cation, and the Pennsylvania Department of Welfare to make the publication

AEL Visits- Mr. Rogers Neighborhood available for use in home daycare centers
in Pennsylvania. AEL's role in this collaboration was to provide advice and

technical assistance, and to secure the permission and cooperation of the pub-

1

lisher of the "Aids to Early Learning" for these usages. The resulting prod-

uct will be used to improve the quality of home daycare services, including

after-school services for school-age children.

, During the past year staff from the Childhood and Parenting Research Pro-
gram spearheaded the planninonand coordination of the First Annual Cooference
on,Appalachian Families and Children. This Conference was sponsored Jjointly
with the West Virglnia State College in June 1980. Scholars, educators, and

service providers from throughout Appalachia attended tpe Conference to pre-

.
v

sent pépers and. participate in research symposia and dlscussion sesslons. As

J
a result of this process definite plans have been made’ to hold a second annual

conference in Knoxville, Tennessee in summer 1981 under sponsorship of the

University ‘of Tennessee-Knoxville. Plans have aleo been made tentatively for
| 5
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a third annual conference to be held in 1982 under joint sponsorship of Western

+

Carolina University and Appalachian State University. This annual conference
provides an important regional vehicle for the exchange of information and ideas

! -

on family life and on methods of promoting effective relﬁtions between families,.
schools‘, and other institutions within the region.

Traiéing. Training was provided in Wintér 1980 to YWCA staff members in
the Central West Virginia area in methods of using empirically-based approaches
to promoting the development of children in daycare both during the day and in
after~school hours. A summer fellow of tﬁe Southern Appalachian Leadership

o
Training Program was provided traiging for her work in a remote rural area of
gartin County, Kentucky as a lead teacher. 1Instruction covered areas of home-

t . .
oriented methods and the use of the Mr. Rogers Neighborhood series in conjunc-

tion with schopl outreach to rural parents. Brief training and consultation

.

was carried out with personnel at Eastern Kentucky University to‘assist them in

work with high illiteracy parents. An ongoing training and technical assistance

activity is being carried out dith the Morehead §ta£e University Developmental
Studies Project to help high-risk‘rural students remain and succeed in the Uni-
versity. The special assistance being prpvided inlthis Qnétanée ié in the area
of measuring student cﬁaracFeristics which predict which students gili haQe par-

ticular difficulties adﬁusting to life in the university. Such students gene-

rally come from isolated rural communities and in the gniversity enviropmeé%“

N

suffer a kind of culture shock when they are no longer in contact with thé mem=

bers of their extended famii§ system on whom they'haqe come to depend fér emor

[

tional support and assistance in adapting to new circumstances. Finally, a, the

requést of the U. S. Department of Education, a short-term training experience

was providéd,for the head of primary and setondary programs for one of the major

4 (adl
C : /
. L

v
states in Nigeria.

-
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Internships. As a part of its ongoing efforts to promote ‘educational
. »
equity in the region, the Childhood and Parenting Research Program selects

and proyides fellowship and internshfb experiences throughout the year. The

amount budgeted.allows for either one intern or fellow to serve continuously

through the year or for more éﬁhn one person to serve for shorter periods of

Q . -

time. Dr. ﬁinda Higginbotham completed a one-yemt postdoctoral fellowship
with the Program during early 1980 Her experien&es at AEL enabled her éa\\\\\?\\\%k_~‘y
move into a research and evaluation position with one ofvthe universities in
Eastern Kentucky. Because the needs assessment was going on throughout 1980,
a number of shqrter term internship‘exéeriences were provided. In one of

these arrangements a former Lab Summer Intern from the Pennsylvania State

A

- University was assisted through a short-term internship arrangement to carry
»

out a dissertation study which related quite closely to the ongoing work of\(

the Research Program. A side benefit of this arrangementuwas that it pro-

-~

moted a strong‘collaborative relationship between faculty members at the

Pennsylvanid State University and staff at AEL. Another equity intern Who

e .

- practicgs school psychology was appoi d dﬁring Summer 1980 to provide Hei
i . .

with specialized experiences in the #pe and scoring of some of the AEL child
and famiiy measures. A Charles;g;;afea G@ucato& was also provided internship
experiences in thg scoring of AEL‘T%afzect parent interview. She will be

i
able to use these new skills in family-oriented work. A final internship

adPointment tas mdde of another Pennsylvania State University doctoral can- .

didate who wished to gain additional skill in the analysis of the types of

)

data collected in the Regional Parenting Surveys. L

~
AEL also supports summer equity interns out of institutional funds. Dur-
. o

ing Summer 1980 three of AEL's summer equity interns selacted experiences

with the Childhood and Parenting Re$earch Program, géaff provided experience

~

»
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in curriculum development oriented to schsol/family relations to & teacher from

-

Alabama. A special education consuL;ant from one of the large Intermedlate

~ -

Units in Pennsylvania received an internshlp experience in Bcoring and inter—

1 - -

preting the various child and parent instruments as these might be useful for

understanding the circumstances of sociafly‘and emotionally handicapped. This
e . C T i
particular intern has since been appointed to a similar po&ition in the Penn-

> '

sylvania State Edﬁcation Agency where she will have further oppogtunity to use

e - ' s

the new skills developed. Finally, a doctoral student in school administration
£ R o
from the. University of Tennessee-Knoxville received internship experiences in

Ex N

the Regional Parenting Surveys methods of interViewing families and in the me-

thods used .to study model parentxng programs. . . .

> ,.«

In addition &o the tralnlng and 1nternshx¥ experiences described in the two

*
- *vf«: s . .

\a-r:'v\.

,preced;gg SubgectlonsJ«AEL provided training in interviewing and qodlng methods
s‘/*( g 3,
¥

to a largeeﬁumber of persons in the region durigg the past year. Most of these

. ¢

was gart of‘the overall AEL Research Program. A total of 51 fe-

v,\»’

males receivéd twaining ‘in various interview mthods. Of these five were minor-

f, &y, R -
» - ’
ity and 48 non-mlnorlty . Teg males recelved experlence in interviewing of whom

A & N .
l"’r
one was minQrity and nine non—mlndyify, @pere were thirteen females trained in
~ .

-
~

scorlng)and coding the varlous lﬁstfhmeﬁﬁs of whom one was a minority-person.
¢’

v

N [ ] ¢ ¥
The same type of training was civen ; ol X malesébf whom one was minority.
»l

. ¢
P - LN

Of the 1nterns who e experiences were described earller, the five interns

. s \ o b

appointed within the Re earch Program were al%.fbmale and two were minority.
’ N bg W > ’ $

. . o
.All three of the summer interns appointed dﬁfgélabwide basis whb selected to
2

work within the Research Program, were females?and One was a minority group ‘Q

: ¥ ) ’

member.

- - b'.? <
A final note is in order regarding inter=institutional relatiodshlps which

.
4 -~

have been developed during the past year, ,The regional Annual Conference on
O . , »
! " -y n~ )

B : Py
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Appalachian Families and Children has been mentioned as a vehiclé for increas-

ing inter-institutional collaboration. It was, furthermore, possible to dé-

—

velop during the past year collaborative‘relationships involving faculty frém
the Morehead State University, Mérshall University, the West Girginia College
of Graduate Studies, West Virginia State College, West Virginia University,
. S

the University of Virginia, and the University of Tennessee-Chattancoga. An
extra-regional collabo}ative'aétivity was carried out with T.E.D. Associates
of Brookline, Massachuggtts in connectioQ with AEL's refinement of new scorihg
p;ocedures for the T.E.D. Test. Progress in these areas is important to AEL's

v

’ s . civs
efforts to serve as a linking mechanism within its member states.

&
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SCOPE OF WORK # \ONE
BASE SAMPLE SURVEY s .
REGIONAL PARENTING SURVEYS . ' :
v PRELIMINARY REPORT
. ’ . Mary'Snow

I: INTRODUCTION . :

. Review of Research Design

The revised research design of the Base Sample Survey called for 1260
personal interviews with random samples of pareﬂts tb bg coqducted in 24
counties of fiée states. Since then one county school system .reversed
its earlier dec1510n to participate; therefore, the f1na1 numbers will be
1160 interviews in 23 cogftles in the states oggylrglnla, West V}rélnla,
Kentucky,. Tennessee and Ohio. Major categories for the selecti;n of tﬁe sample
and for the analysis are Appalachian Rural cou;;ies and Urban countids’ Fsr
comparison Qurposes, aqd in order to provide'a more'representative picture
for igdividual Ftates, some non-Appalachian Rural counties aré also included.’
Most of the.interviews.(920) are with the parents of third graders. However,
in three counties additional interviews were obtéined with the parents of
. kindergarten and tenth grade students (240). These were included to allow

us to obtain éome idea about how much the age level of the child affects

the parents' attitudgs, sources of information, etc. ™\

a ..
Gurrent Status i
At present data collection is complete in twgdggateS, Virginia and
® .
West Virginia. This consists of a total of 400 interviews. Data collection
is prbceediqg well in Ohio, the last state in which the study was initiated.
Two counties are compléte and three aré approx}mately one-half complete. A
. \
I q'
/ 55 -
o .
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major effort has been made this fall to move the data collection in the two

remaining states, Tennessee and Kentucky. In Kentucky interviews are complete

in two cou?ties and intg;vié;eirreplacements in the three remaining counties

have resulted in satisfactory, regular progress. In Tennessee it was
s ! ' ' ’ ’ : s
necessary to train, or have a previous interviewer train, new peqple in
}) . N 4 .
three counties. This was judged necessary as the earlier interviewers were

either not working or were proceeding much tog.slowly. Early indications are

that these replacements a!E committed to completing all the interviews in

e

b - , T
those counties as quickly as possible. However, because the 'holiday season

is now upon us, we expect the remaining data collection will go into January.

Meanwhile, two coding procedures are being used with the data. Code

N -

Book I covers the coding of those responses gwhich either were pre-coded or

which are clear and relatively easy to code. This codq/ﬁboklwas devéloped

. N . . 1
first and has been used with the 400 Virginia and West V;rginig interviews.

. [y -
This first wave of coding hag also yéén acgomplished ‘for all other completed

.

interviews received by the lab. The tqtal number at present is 862.

Code Book II covers the coding of the op;ﬁ&gnded questions and some
coding of indexes. This Code Book has been devéloped with the help of our

»

coders and is now in its final revised Form. The nature of the corresponding
data required that more timg, thought and training be built into the”develop-

ment’ of the Code Book II a?d in the coding itself, which is ngw beginning.
-3

v ¢ .

The data from West Virginia and Virgiﬁia has been coded (Code Book I)

and key punched, and preliminary computer results, (consisting of frequencies
> ’ '
and percentages) for each item have been obtained. The second part of this

report will consist of a discussion of these preliminary results. It should

¥




&

be very éleh;, however, that.this report represents only the very first

v

stagé in the ‘analysis of the Base Sample Survey. Coding of all 1160 inter-
views using Code Books I and II is expected to be completed by March. The finéi//

report will be based on an analysis of the total gample data.

The Enalysis

The next step will be to develop indexes of dependent and independent

’

variables and to run these agaifst each other. Some Mitial possibilities
for dependent variables are (1) an index of Parental Access-to Help:; (2) an

index of the Perceived Needs of Parents; (3) an ‘index of Aspirations for

-

Child; and (4) an index of fﬁe Degree to which Parental Responéibility

is Shared. “Some of the independent variables will be:

(1) ﬁegion'of Residence_ (Appalachian Rural, Urban or Non-Appalachian

Rqral)} (2 Household composition (number of adults, number of children,.

number working, etc.); (3) Previous %jiiiifﬂﬁﬁ Raising Children; (4)  Demographic
. -~ - /

Characteristics (eéucation, gccupation, religion, etc.); (5) Definitions of

>

"the good mother"” and "the good fa;he}"; and (6) Social Neéwork (type, intensity).

A multivariate analysis using Lazarfeld's elaboration model is planned.

- ”

Depending upon the results of these analyses, other techniques and tests of
. N 14 .

significance will be run for particular parts of the data.

«
2 . .

II. HIGHLIGHTS OF PRELIMINARY RESULTS FOR VIRGfNIA AND WEST VIRGINIA

This report is concerned with-400 cases from four Appalachian Rura&'

. s
K3 . .

! e -
counties and Four Urban counties.

.-

~

. s ™ L .
Family Composition, Present Parenting Situation

. Characteristics of Respondents, Type of Pamily Structure
: - ~=d. 3

»

N . s ™ N 4
one of the adults holding a major responsibility for raising the sample T

- -
.

As our only criterion for an e}igible restndént was to be at least
|3 ’

] . ‘ p -
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child, it was theoretically possible to draw a wide range of different types
of persons, e.g., natural mother or father, stepparent, adoptive parent, .
foster parent, grandparent, depending uﬁon the faﬁily circumstances,

However, as expected, most of our respondents (93%) were natural mothers
- .

of the sample child. However, in 17% of the cases the father or stepfather

chose to participate as the second respondent. Three percent of the inter-
3
views were with the father alone. ‘

The majority (78%) of.parent respondents are part of a nuclear family,
’ . \v A
either from a first marriage or a second. Overall, single parent families

make up 11% of the sample, and extended families another 11%. The biggest

4differenca between the.Appalabhian Rural and the Urban families is in the

3

number of single parent families, which is only 5% for'tﬁe Appalachian Rural
-* .
families, but 22% for the Urban familiés. Tpe number of divorced parents is

. NN i . X ‘
al§o higher among the Urban sample (18%), than among the Appalachian Rural

sample (3%). . .

<

Work Status . o
Overall, 48% of the mothers in our Virginia and West Virginia sample
are working outside the home; either part-time or full-time. Adding to

this. the percent of women who are looking for work, we find that 50% of
Py . ‘e .

.-

these women can be considered to be” in the labor force. When broken down

ikby region, the figures are 45% of the Appalachian Rural women and 51% of

the Urban women are in the labor force. TConversely, 48% of the Rural -
Appa*achian mothers say they have no occupation} while only 29% of the
Urban mothers say this £s'the case. ‘
. . 1
£
e .
- LT ) b




5

Previous ExperiencegiaisiggfChildren

Regglfs for the total sample show that 35% of the respondents say
they have had previous experience raising children. But again, there are
rural-urban.differences. ﬂmong the Appalachian Rural respondents 41%’
claimed sﬁch experience, while among the Urban respondents 24% replied in

the affirmative.

Care Arrangements and Pooiing Arrangements for Sample Child

.The percentage of parents who use:some kind of care arrangement when
they have to be away }s around 80% for both rural andsurban respondents.
The difference is in whether the care arrangement is used regularly and

’

often or seldom. This type of breakdown is as follows:

. .
Care Arrangement Rural Respondent - Urban Respondent

Reguiarly Useg 28% S51%
Seldom Used * 51% 31%

The most common types of care arrangements reported were, in order of
. . .

magnitude: (1) neighbor, friend, babysitter; (2) family member other
than grandparents; and (3) maternal grandparents. Again, there are dif-

ferences By region, with Rural parents using family members most often, and
- . ’-

. 9

Urban parents using the neighbor, friend or babysitter most often.
Pooling arrangements are not cemmon, only 11l% of all the parents

feport using pooling arraggements. But among Urban parents 19% use such

arrangements, whereas only 7% of the Rural parents do so. ~

Other Adults in Sample Child's. Life v

The great majority (88%) of the 400 parents interviewed said that

there is at ;éas; one other adult (besides self and spouse) whom they

>
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entrust gith some responsibility for the sample child. In fact, the

ke
. highest single percentage (41%) named three such persons. Who are these

other adults? Total results show that the maternal grandparent is the most

R

likely candidate (42% Total, 41% Rural, 44% Urban), with relatives other

than grandparents coming in second (35% Total, 43% Rural, 21% Urban). These

are followed by older siblings (27% Total, 27% Rural, 26% Urban), and then

by paternal grandparents (25% Total, 29% Rural, 19% Urban). Differences by

N

region can again be ‘observed. Relatives other than grandparents and
paternal grandparents are more likely to be entrusted with some responsibility'
by Rural parents than by Urban ones. And aﬁong Urban parents workers in
schools, clinics, scouts, etc. are more likely to be named (14%) than among
Rural pargpts (9%).

When asked whether there are adults (other than Qpe parents) that the
sample child is emotionally attached to, the percentage of parents replying
in the affirmative is very hiéh (90%) . When asked who these persons are,
the most freqﬂent response was relatives other than grandparents (48% Total .

51% Rural, 42% Urban), followed by neigﬁbor, friend, babysitter (33% Total,

28% Rural, 42% Urban). Next most frequently mentioned were a maternal

grandparent and then a paternal grandparent.

Thus, aécording to these results we can assume that the great majority

of children are significantly influenced not only by their parents, but by

H

other adults. These "other adults" either share some of the responsibility

*

for the child or they have a special relationship with the child, or both.

These "other adults" arggmost likel§ to be relatives, but those entrusted

witq responsibility are not generally the same relatives that the child is

1]
1

most’ strongly attached to.

-




’

i

Special Problems as _a Parent

;

In answer to the question, "Do you feel you have special problems
as a parent?", the total results for the Virginia and West Virginia sample

indicate that 22%, or slightly over one-fifth, responded "yes".,K6 The picture

.

changes, howevei, when we look within the regional categories. Only 16%
of the Appalachian Rural parents feel that théy have special problems,
whereas 32%, or almost one-third of the Urban parents feel that they do.
Further interpretation of these results will be possible after the second

wave of coding is completed; the above question was followed by an open-
> . . . v
ended question asking the parents who replied "yes" to explain their special

~
A==
'

problem(s).

-

Social Network: Formal Contacts *

School Contacts

* When asked about the frequency of their talks with the sample child's
teacher, the most common response was two to six times within the past year

< . .
(52% Total, 48% Rural, 59% Urban). 23% have talked very frequently (7 to
12 times a Qear or more), while the remaining 25% talked infrequently (once
) .

2z

a year or not at all).
Reéponses to the question "In general, how'helpful have your talks
been with teachers or other school staff?", tended to be faverable. 55% of

the parents said these ‘talks were "very helpful", and 35% said they were

"somewhat héleul". Urban parents were somewhat more favorable than Rural
— " ‘/ ; k3
parents. ("Very Favorable", Rural 50%, Urban 64%).

However, the responses to the next question, "Could such talks......

-

®
be made more helpful?", indicate that parents feel there is room for
improvement. 46% replied "Yes", 22% "Don't Know", and 31% "No". These

~
[
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results were similar across the regibns,with the exception that the Urban

parents again were slightly more positive.

Y
L

- Greater understanding of these responses will be possible after the

second coding is completed. w§,will then learn about parents open-ended

responses to why they rated their talks with teachers as they did, and

how they think such talks could be: made more h€

Other Organizations Child Participates In .

63%;of the'parents reportéd that the sample child pa;ticipated in
one or two organizations other than the school. The most freqﬁently.
mentioned type‘of organization was a church-related one. Probably of
most interest here are the number of children who have no organizational
'participation oqtsiée of school. 3T;ey constitute 28%’of Ehe total ;ample
- children. But when looked at hy region, it is found that 36% of the Rural
children have no such membership, whereas only 14% of the Urban children )

have none. This no douybt reflects the transportatioﬁ problem, as well as

the probable smaller number of such organizations available to Rural

< -
. ey

children. '

Medical- Contacts

-
.

Virtually all respondents said they have at least one medical contact,

-

and 27% have as many as three medical contafts. The most commonly named

type of medical contact was the General Practitioner (70%). Although many

other types of health practitioners apd facilities were mentioned, most do

. not begin to rival the prominence of the G.P. The one exception is the

e

Pediatriciah, who is named almost as often as the General Practitioner, but

only by Urban parents.
» { iy
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Most respondents (ovej 80%) consider themselves and»their spouses to

rd

be in good or excellent health. Over 90% consider tﬁe sampie child to have
good or excellent health. The most commonly #entioned health problem
experienced by the sample child was an accidental.injury or fall (39%).

72% of all respgndengs had talked to scimeone in the medicai profession

about the sample child at least once»&hring the Past year. 18% had talked

a

four or more t;mes, while 24% had had no such talks. .

When asked "In general; how belpful have yih found your talks with
X :
doctors concerning (the sample child)?", 61% rep that tﬁey were "very

helpful", while 30% replied "somewhdt helpful". Again, Urban parents

tended to be somewhat more positive than Rural parents.

But when asked whether such talks could be more helpful, 42% responded

.

"yves", 26% said "don't know", and 30% said "no".

L4
. @ . .
As was true of parent-teacher interaction, we expect to learn much

more about the meaning of these responses after the open-ended questions are

coded. Parents were asked why they rated their talks with doctors as they
y:
did, and also how thgy think spch talks could be ftade more helpful.

S

v

Access to’éhannels

-

Preparation for Parenthood )

r .
Slightly over two-thirds of the 4@Lpondents said they did not have a

clear idea of what it would be like to bgwa parent before they had children.
41%, said they had had a course in school which provided gome type of training
for parenthood. However, only 30% felt this course to have been useful.

More about the type of course and the reasons respond;nts feel this experience

v

was or was not useful will be available later.




-

) . oo \ \
Slightly over 50% of these parénts said there were: things they wish -

they had known before becoming a parent. ZAhd over 80% wish to pass on ‘

-,

information to their child to help him or her be better prepared to be a

-

parent. Later reports will discuss what klnds of things Parents say they

wish they héd known and what kinds of thlngs they wopld like to pass on

to their children.

- ' ’ ’ \

- 77% of all the parents agreed that "in today's world eve(zgfiggﬁeds
some kind of help in rearind children". Th;}e are only small differences
here by region (APPalaigﬂWQI Rura%‘parents 74%, Urbantparents 83%). The

second wave of coding will reveal who these parents say are their most

3 - )
\

important sources of advice and'he}p in rearing. the sample child.

Specific Situation Contacts . : : . - f ‘\_
- '

Respondents were presented with a series of descriptions of specific
o ) v . . ‘

.

chiid-tearing.situatidﬂg and asked+where they would turn for help if féced

with these situations. The results atre as fo{lows: .
4 .\ ' ' !

]

4 For a growth and development problem, the first source of help namqg

¥ ) . . x ! )
was most often the doctnr (72% Total, 75% Rural , 66% Urban). A few

respondents would turn first to books or to family members. The next source

.

of help also tended to be the doctor or whoever he recommended (38% Total,

42%‘hural,v32% Urban), Some would turn next to family members or books or
" .

the school.

1

-~

Fa#é a health problém the doctor is almost unanimously the first
source of help fo; both.;egions'(94%). In ¥esponse to "Where woulé you
turn ggég", the doctor 'is still the most favored source (73% Total, 75% Rural,
67% Urban). The difference between where to turn first and where to turn
next can be aceounted for by an increase in "don't knows" for the second

question.

s
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Por a sqcial-emotioﬂal problem, the highest percent of parents would

k}

turn first to. the gchool (36% Total, 43% Rural, 23% Urban); family, minister,

] . L .
the childrand the doctor are all mentioned by smaller numbers of parents.

~—

"’ When asked where they would turn next, more parents would still name the

school or some member of school staff, more than any ,other single source

(24% *Total, 29% Rural, 18% Urban). . o,

In the case of a learning problem or questf%ns about opportunities

for higher educatioq, the school is undeniably the first source of advice §

aﬂd help. For a.learning problem, 92% would turn first to the school. For
. : . .

a question about higher educétion, 74% wéqld turn first to the school. When
\ -

asked "Where théy would turn next", the highest percentages in ﬁoth cases .

. 5
would still turn to someone on the school staff. For learning problems,
. : !,

v
-~

. . .
48% name the schoql; for a higher education question, 38% dame the school.

Sources named by smaller numbers are the doctor or a college.
. . N

EL Thﬁs, it appears that paremts look to the medical profession and to

*
. v

school personnel as extremely important sources of help and advice. This

is true for both Rural and Urban parents.

Attitudes and Aspirations

Aspirations ——

Y

One series of questions relates tolthe aspirations ‘he=parents hold
for the sample children. As regional differences are small, only the total
" will be reported.

-

Results for educational aspiritions reveal that 50% of the paremts

! . e o "

. . b
swant their children to go to college, 23% want them to graduate from high
-~ 8

school, and 21% want them to "go as far as they wish".

Y L\ &)
ARV
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In regard to occupatiohal .aspirations, 60% of the parents want theif
: child to do {yhatever he or she w;nts", 23% ' would like their child to have
: ' "some sort of p;ofessién", and 5% mentioned a trade.
_ Personal qualities desired for the child as an adult will be
v » discussed- in future repor%s, aslthey'are included in the 'second coding
proceduref Y ’ ;;fm\ ~F
When asked "how much will all of your hopes for (chil&'s) futd}e\be
. ' ., * . v
influenced by.....?", highest ratings were given to the influence of theb
‘ :resppndent, the spouse and the schools. 77% of the respondents said that
they themselves cquld/inflﬁence the child}s future "a great deal", 72% said
thgir sﬁ%use could influence the child's future "a'great deal", and 73% said
’ that t%e schbols'could influence the child's future "a é:eat deal". .Other h
( influences were ﬁenti;ned} e.g., peers, church, governhént, but none wefe
rated as bei nearly as important as these three.u G
Sourcés of Information ’
) Social Network - In;ormal Contacts ‘:‘
‘ ?he great.majdrity';f parenés (58% Total, 65%(Rural, 70% Urbin) said
| that they talk to other parents often (everyday, several times a week, or
once a week). Almost all respondents believe it is helpful to talk to
° other parents (71% Total, 95% Rural,’85% Urban) .
hd When asked how many relatives or very close friends they are in
‘ touch whth regularyy, there were clear differenceshby region. 40% of' the
“ . Rdral pareﬂzg are regulérly in ;Zntact with 6 to 10 such persons, while only,
26% pf the. Urban parents are iﬁ reguiér confaét with this many persons. \\ .-
Conver§ely, 29% of the Rural parents ar;‘in regular contacgt with 1 to 5
; such persons,. while.41% of the Urban-parents are in contact with this
- relatively §mall number.

. » (

- - b © N\
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Over 80% of all respondents reported that there is some person among
their relatives and.close friends with whom they particularly like to

discuss the sample.¢hild or child-rearing in ggneral.

Media Contaét

Responses to the questions asking about the media as sources of
)} , .
infof;ation and help indicate that they are not, on the whole, as frequently
« used as personal contacts. . Respons .are similar across the regions.

Of the different types of reading material asked about, magazines

AY

appear to be the most popular. 45% said that they had read an article

’

reléted~to child~rearing in a magazine in recent months. However, only 33% ’

remembered what the article was about. 30% reported having read a book

related to child-rearing, 26% a newspaper article, and 20% a pamphlet or

-

newsleEter in recent months. 1In every case, smaller percentages remembered

»

the subject mattersand still fewer had dIscussed it with anyone else.
Television 1is evidently a more common source of information than
4

v .

reading material. 48% of the pareg{s remembered seeing a program about
children and parents in recent months. .
ﬂi&' A majority (56%) of the respondents believe that reading material

' ’ 4 ” ‘\}

. tould be made more helpful to parents. 68% believe that television and

radio programs could be made more he%pful to parents. Their specific

suggestions for improvement will be dealt with in future reports.
' / '

Knowledge of Local Programs and Services

Pﬁrents were asked about different tybes of programs and services and
whether any of them were available” in their county. Respondents who replied
"yes" weﬁé then asked to tell about the particular program 6: agency. Later

- we will be able to match names and descriptions of programs volunteered by

respondents with the known programs available.

&
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Probably more dinteresting than those who said "yes" or "no" to
these questions are the number who said they "didn't know". 51% of the
respondents did not know whether there was a program for those interested

in becoming more effective parents, 37% did not know if there were
&
organizations thatwprovide for parents .own needs (job-training,;gsterests,
A

.
.

etc.), and 29% did not know whether afly kind of preparation for parenthood
was available locally. Respondents evidently are most familiar with agencies
or organizations that provide assistance’ to families ffacing difficult

situations; only‘12% answered "don't know" to this’qdestion.

-

Tgen
Parents were then givep the names of specific programs in their county

which were taken from our survei of local programs and services. The majority
)
of respondents had heard of the mzjority of these programs and services;

however, less than half claimed any knowledge or familiarity with the majority

of them. e

-

Demographic Information

Finally, a demographic‘profile of pur Virgiﬁia and West Virgihia
respondents will be presented.

__ Education

»

The parents in this sample were most likely. to report high school

graduation as their highest level of schooling (47% Total, 53% Rural, 35%
Urban) . However, the 6rban respondegt§ @re much Jrore iikely to have gone
n_?eyond high school, to colleée, or even to a post-graduate level. Those,
jiho have achieved an educational level beyond high school make up 20% of
—the Rural parents, but 41% of the Urban parents.‘

Few respondents i:e currently attending any school. However, an

interesting result is obtained when we shift from “Are you or your husband

[}

»\ -

.
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going to school at the present time?", to "Do you or your husband plan to,
v

s

go back to school in the future?". The percent of respondents replying
N T4
"ves" jumps from 6% for the earlier question to 26% for the second question. .
%A - " .

This is truQ\for both rural and urban resbondents. The percent of spouses
2 4

who plan to go to school in the future is also higher than in the present, ~1
. N ~

~ .

but the difference is not nearly so dramatic as for the respondents.

Going to School Pfesently Plan to go Back to .
~School in Future

L4 #
Yes, Respondent {Total) / 6% . 26%
. / v
Yes, Respondent (Rural) 3% 23%
Yes, Respondent (Urban) 10% 32%
«/ ’ -

. / . o=
Yes, Spouse (Total) 4% 9%

. : | . %
Yes, Spouse (Rurhl) e . 5% 9%\\ ‘o

. . \ ) - ~
Yes, Spouse (Urban). ) _ 4% 8%
Religion .

Almost all respondents state that they have a religious preference
(89% Total, 88% Rural, 91% Urban). Most (75%) are Protestants. 48% of the
Rural parents attend religious services once a week or more; 34% of the

Urban parents attend this often.

Race . ‘. ’ -
. L1 * ¥

Of this West Virginia and Virginia sample, 93% are white, 6% are black,

less than 1% are Asian, and less than 1% are Hispanic. Once again, there

’ )
i

3

»

is a difference by region.
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Appalachian Rural Appalachian Urban - .o
4 e e Bl‘aCk"" s l% z 16%&
Asian ' . . 5% ,
Al ’ N
“Hispanic - ’ - .3%
White . 99% - 83t kX
‘ - - ) . -
Organizational Membership
In regard to the organizations of which the'respoﬁdent and the spouse
are members, the most sfriking finding is the h&gh percentage of each who
belong to no organization. By region, Rural §hrents are even moge likely
_ to belong to no organization than is true of Urban parents. Urban parents
are also more likely to belong to a greater number of organizations than
the Rural parent. #
T M * ) . . N
Organizational Memberships-of Respondent
- AY ~
- Total Number of ) .
Organizations Total Appalachian Rural - Appalachian Urban
. N . ) N vy ’ ,,\
0 . : 33% \ . 37% - T 26%
1 28% 31% 338
2 , 21% 21% ’ 19%
3 or more 15% 9% ™ 26%
S Organizational Mémbershgéi of Spouse (Father)
- . K '
‘ Total Number of . ,
Organizations - Total Appalachian Rural Appalachian Urban
0. | 433 454 ... 40% b AN
/ . - .
. 1 28% 33% 19%
& ’ ~ ﬁ
. N ’
2 ~ 13% 14% 11¢
T more 133 . 9% “ 228 ‘ '
. . - ‘\ . .
\ ' »
. _ 6\{,\ - i
. ! - v} +4
] . . {@ .
. N
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Respondents weré more Iikely to belong to a ﬁTA]RTO or Parent Advisory
LI: ‘ ’
Group than any other single' type £49% Tbtal, 422 Rural, 61% Urban). The

% ”

Y

next most common type of membenship was churdh:related (22% Total, 20%

. ‘4 Fl .
Rural, 25% Urban). ’ SN

- -~
3

. o s o

» ‘~ ' L.‘ .
_ For the father, the most common type of organizatjonal membership .
N

~

Total, 25% Rural”

»

was a Union, Business or Professional Assoc:tatj,,on: (27%
< - \

34% Urban). The next most frequently mentioned'memberéhips were the PTA/PTO/ ,
. & .

. o o, - '
Parent Advisory and the Lodge or Civic Association.™ Urban and Rural parents

responded similarly when asked how often they attended meetings of these
organizations. Approximately 39% attend some\organizatioﬁal meetings

frequently, once a month or more.. ’

. A
S lemtor ‘ d v /’\[

s

a,

Respondents were then asked whether any of the organizations they

. . - . ™
belong to "provide an opportunity to get advice or talk over Goncerns about

the sample childrean". 42% of the Rural parents and 44% of the Urban parents
replied "yes". More specific information about just whitch organizations

. @
and in what ways their programs are helpful will be available later.

III. CONCLUSION

Perceived Needs

‘

A very important‘?inal qﬁegtion asked, "Is there any particular kind

»” X > . {
of help for parents that is not éyailable locally, but which ypu feel is

needed?”™ Overall, 32% of the parents interviewed responded "yes". When
examined by redion,; it is clear that .Rural parents areymore likely to feel
the need for help tﬁat is not available than is true for Urban parents.

39% of the Rural pareﬁté responded "yes"; only 29% of the Urban parents

did so. Thgse who replied "yes" were then asked to explain what is needed.

This information will be analyzed later. a

s
s \
Vv
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3 Interviewers

‘The tail sheet contains information about the quality of the interview

from the perspective of the interviewer. <Some interesting studies of inter1{

« .

viewer attitudes and affects could be carried out with these data. Of
. , <

.

particulér interest will be the explanation of tggée interviewers (32%)

who said the interview contained "unusual? features.

3y AN 'Y

.

>

: N
P Concluding Statement N
"r A 4 .
In conclusion, this preliminary data analysis suggests significant

o

L

differences between the parenting situations of Rural and Urban parents.

It is also evident that any real understanding of these preliminary results

o
AN

will only be possible after the analysis of the corresponding open-ended

—~
“; P © * ,
. questions.
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REGIONAL PARENTING SURVEYS: MODEL PARENTING PROGRAMS

a

Alice M. Spriggs and Paul D, Mays

Overview

-

. The Division of Childhood  and Parenting, Appalachia Educational Laboratory

\

> (AEL) , conducted a study of model parenting programs located throughout the seven
member stétes. This study was conducted as a part of AEL's Regional Parenting
gb;gfurveys“mich‘is a major component of the'Childhood and Parenting Program.
This report summarizes the purposes, procedures, and findings of -the study in
descriptive form. Dissemination pléns and us®s of the study are also described.

L] .
Purposes. The purposes of the Model Parenting Program studies are: (a) to

. y
-

,idéntify, screen and study programs in the Appalacbian states that deal with

@

] parenting, (b) to determine the goals of the programs, the populations served
' v
k] 4 ~ . «
< and ghe extent that other community agencies are involved in ordefi;o under-

stand the reasons for the favorable -impact on parents and children, (c) to
determine Low transferable certain prggrams might be to another population

or locale, .and 2?) to provide information to those interested in reblicating/

.

adopting existing programs lor in impro&ing upon existing programs.

Procedures. A variety of progiams related to parenting are now operating.

L

The Community Resourses catalogue for any given city in the Appalachian Region
describes programs that are either totally or partially designated pareﬁting

or parent education programs.. #&he smaller communities and rural areas have

L]
far less to offér. However, some form of assistance to parents, though it

may be strictly printed information, is available from the State .Departhent
- ‘ld
of Health and the State Department of Welfare in each of the states.

As a result of reviewing community resource guides, .contacting key

o N
personnel in agencies, cgnsulting with the DC/P Task Force, the AEL Board,

F
Q N - v '?‘1
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program directors formerly associated with AEL, and reviewing information

gathered as part of the Regional Parenting Surveys, it becomes evident that

the existing programs serve many;different groups with varying needs and

that programs have very diverse goals and objectives. It would be impossible

to assess all the programs in operation. Therefore, an attempt was made to

- >

categorize programs using the parenting program classification (see Attachment

I). . b‘\-//‘/ -
Once the major listing of programs by categories had been developed,

additional consultation w}th the Task Force and AEL Board was carried out to

provide AEL staff more detailed information about the designated programs.

.

This information, along with geographic location, was then used to narrow

the original list af 90 potential programs to be i terviewed to approximately

. S

300 kd \/

An open-ended intervigu-was developed by AEL staff and field tested with
various kinds ,of programs in the. local area to check for adequacy, flow of

information and suitébility of language and questions- {see Attachment II).

-

R
This was done primarily 'to insure that interviews would not have questions

that might appear to solicit confidential information or be an invasion of

. * ‘e
privacy. - , -3 .

.

After the questionnaire was fihalized, two divisional staff conducted

the, interview either by on-sit2 visits or by teleéphone. ach interview involved

-

an initial contact that included a description of the study and a request for

the contacted program to participate in the’complete,interview. An appointment
~ o “ N :
was then set up for the indepth interview, which lasted approximately one~half

-

hour. The intervisy allowed cons}derable lati e for the program personnel to

express in their own| terms.those things whicly they thought to be important to

o

their program and cehtributed to its success

, 75 ‘

‘e t .




Conclusion. It was possible to complete interviews with twenty of the
potential candidates. The programs studied range from pre-parenting for
middle school .and senior high school students to parenting classes for
adults with children of various ages and stages of development.' Program

JﬁLi range from comprehensive child development to providing specific child

rearing information to adults. The extent of community resource involvement

L

and the funding- sources vary greatly. These variations are intended to indi-

cate the variety of types, audiences, community resources and funding sources
' N
of programs now operating,

Information obtained from the interviews was syntHesized and written
into brief narratives (see pp. 6-57). . . _//‘

Programs surveyed served both®urban and rural families. The majority of

the programs serve adults who are interested in being better parents or
Vd

parents who have young children in a program with a mandated parenting

’ c&ﬁponent, Thus, the parent education is d;fécted toward the adult and is
. 'mift often developmental or preventative in nature as opposed tofcorrective
or ameliorative.“ Federal funds are the Qost‘common source of revenue for
qhe«prggrgms §t%died, especiaily those programs for young children with a .

ﬁ%renting component. However, the majority of the programs serving adults

* -

operate either on a voluntary contribution basis or with gsommunity resources

and minimum fees to participants. The composition of persons attending the

! {
k3 . -~

programs vary. The federally funded programs are targeted td serve educa-
1 . o N

tionally disadvaqtaged“familiés. The parenting groups are more often
attended by middle income fﬁdilies and.indicate difficulty in getting

others to attend (see Attachment 3).

-

Programg serving school age students or prospectiye parents are

funded by state funds or locgl school syétems. The programs are offeréd

“
- L]

. N )
y. _ * 7
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as part of the regular curriculum and tend to be the résponsibility of the

assigned teacher. Howewer, support and endorsement of the courses are
evident at the administrative level.

While programs are unique, certain commonalities that attribute to their
success are evident. These include: (1) a key person(s) has mide a major
commitment to the program, (2) programs are working in cooperat%on with ether
agencies, (3) programs have multi-goals in order to meet the needs of a variety
of people, (4{ flexibiliéy is exercised in the use of curriculum! location of
courses, format of presentations‘and other prégram aspects in ordé; to interest
and involve participants, (5) cost effectiveness such as cooperative purchasing
and shared facilities allow mmore offerings per badget dollar, and (6) if schoel
based, an experiential component that includes ch;ld'care isAnecessary for maxi-
mum learning to occur.

Many of the programs studied are already being replicated and, are providing -
technical assistance to others who are attempting td réplicate:the model.’ Others

-

do not have the staff or funds to provide on-site ;echnicah%assistance but will
. = v 1)
provide printed information or telephone conéul;ation with interested program
' ¥
personnel. \ ’ , —
/ .
Dissemination and Uses. The Model Parenting Programs teport will be

disseminated to the Task Férce members and to gtate and local personnel who

L4 - '

are working with parenting progfams in the AEL region. The reponf will serve
. 3

as a basis for additional studieg. Selected programse will be s;udiéd in more

-

defaii to determine the perceptions of both the parent clients and the program
< L

{
staff as to the particular program_elements that contribute to their success.
3

Inquiries will be undertaken to determine which pbpulations do not use these

] -~ -
programs or find that the programs do not meet their needs. This information

will serve as a bas%i,for planning services to‘assist,thos‘ populations of

parents with unmet néeds: + ' b
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Finally, knowledge from the Model Parenting Program Surveys will be used

along with the Regional Parenting Surveys findings to provide consultation

. L 4 .
and technical assistance to state and local educators who are attempting to

develop programs for improving school/fanily relations.

¢ L

N
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CHILD DEVELOPMENT PROJECT OF THE CABIN CREEK MEDICAL CQNTER

Dawes, West Virginia

The Cabin Creek Medical Center is a primary health care clinic designed to
provide comprehensive health services to residents of the Cabin Creek, West

Virginia area. The Center operates four “"special projects" designed to meet
N\

the special néeds of a specific group of people. One of these is the Child

* Development Project. : ,

The Child Development Project was the first special interest developed

.

into’a program format and implemented by the Cabin Creek Health Association.

This occurred because of a particular concern by the board of directors about

. -
4 v

the health and welfare of children in the area.
< . 13

In the summer of 1976, the Child Development Project sought and obtained

funding from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundétion.\ The overall goal of the

F -4
project has been to provide comprehersive medical and educational services to

~

‘preschool children. These services have been provided within the medical
center ;nd in éhe home, The project was iniéially envisioned as an outreach
projecf)for children under the age of two but was later eﬁanded to include
chi%dren under the age of six and their fémii&gg. Future goals include
gxpanéing the program to include children up through age eleven and working

‘wite area schools to increase their services to ¢
4

7

The services now p;ovided are: (1) home services to participawing
children includinélsocial services, health,éducation, infant stimulation,
and d?velopmental screening, (2) inmunization tracking, (3) coordination,of
Well ¢Child CareyDay which provides @evelopmental screening.and health educa-

‘tion for children, and (4) provision of educational materials on parenting,
* : LY

. 1 ‘
thild development and other related topics, ’
. f\‘ : 7(‘ - \
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The Child Develop?ént Project staff consists of a child development

specialist, a community outreach worker and a part-time redistered nurse.

»

. L
The child development, specialist must have a master's degree in child develop-

-

ment or a related social services field. The community outreach worker is a

local person who is trusted in the community. She accompanies the nurse on

home visits and also makes home visits to provide developmental experienceés
co '
and educational materials to the child and the famiiy.ﬁ\The nurse is provided

by WVU School of Nursing. < .

[N . Bt

This programs serves both children and adults in a developmental /preventative

<

way. While the children are the most direct object of certain services such as

4 health care, the parents are provided educational services at the same tire.
The principal source of fundiag for' the project has been a three year 4
?
grant from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundatigh. The grant period having .come

to an end, the CCHC has contracted with the’ WV State Department of Health to

. continue this project. The proposed plan to provide these services is to employ

; .
a services coordinator/tracker for not only child déyﬁlopment but all other

LN

'

3 . .
coordination tracking. I
\ The Clinic works in cooperation with many agencies, including Shawnee

- o b
Hills, WIC (Women, Infants'and Children), Family Se{giFes, and the Crippled

Children's Program with the erartment‘of Welfare. Funding is provided by b

the National Health Service Corps, United Mine wOrkefgylnsurance“ WV Dept.

of Welfare, WV Dept. of Health, Medicare and the Robert Wood Johnson

4

Foundation.

lication of this type prograniéLpos%ible. Ho&ever, such a program ia

very costly and outside funding is necessary because the program is service

de¥very and not self—supporting.‘ The funding that made this project possible
. ha TN
was pPrivate foundation monies for implementation and services. The program

hasl?géﬁ,successful enough to receive a contract from the WV gtate pept. of

ERIC - ©

s “ ', oY




v

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

\ o

-

L3 . ] '
Health. The Cabin Cre¢k Medical Centet}provi%gs comprehensive care to a very
“~

rural area and the Center fills a variety of needs in the community.~
-4

\V N ‘
Source: . . , /
; .
r Y . * . '_ r") . .
Margaret Light, Administrator : L. ,
Cabin Creek Health Center . . -
Dawes, West Virginia .
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. CONCERNED PARENT INFORMATION MEETING

.

AND PARENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Saegertown, Pennsylvania

_ RS

Concerns of parents, teachers and the principal have led to the formation

-

of two groups, the Concerned Parent Information Meeting and the Parent\}dvisor%§

AR
N

~ .
Committee, at Saegertown Middle School. The school had had a PTA that folded

i

from a lack of interest and-disagreement with the PTA's philosophy. However,
p )

v a . R '
the parents wanted to be involved in the school's operation and offer the
’ %

. N o\
school support. Therefore, a group of teachers and parents committed to.the

- * N

. < . . % . .
- school formed a committee and set up guidelines for parent and community input

to the sthool. ) [//

Out of committee's plannihg evolved two groups: (1) an Aavisory Committee

°
,

- and (2) a Concerned Parent Information Meeting. The Advisory Committee is o
. M o ¢

limited.in membership to one pareq&kper township, five faculty representatives

and the principal. This group megets once a month, serves in an adé%so{y capa- ) 7

city to the principal and plans the Concerned Parent Informatidn Meeting which

is held later in the month, The'Concerned Parent Informa@}on Meeting is open

to the‘ééblic but is primarily attePded_by parents with children in the schoéll
. Each.meet?ng deal primaiil} with, an area gf interest or ::ncern to pareﬂzs.
, . ! ' »
Scme of the topids dealt with thus far, include tr%nsportation,“grading system: .
. : —— . 4 . .
curriculum, and familiarizat%on yith thegfaculty. The group also provides ‘ \
N - $

~

‘resources to the schopl., For instance, career education and non-traditicnal -

‘

work role programs are planned and provided by the group. Parents come: to

'

3 “ . . . * . . )
the classes and discuss their occupdtions or occupations within theiry career

. . %
area, serving as a resource tg the school and as a role model to the ,children.
. . /

L ° -

Members of the group also serve as aides in the school, organize and chaperone

t

. * )
after gchool parties and serve on committees to involve parents in the program.

Q £ .

ERIC € f on - ,
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%
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, T8 e .
One Qf the futurejgoals of the program is to involve parents in daily classroom

-

activities. .
d -
.The overall gdal of the program is to provide a supportive and united parent-

T ‘
school relationship that will provide the best possible educational climate for

.

the children in'the school; The program is viewed as developmental, one from

\
v

whlch the ram1f1cat10ns w1ll ‘be seen at a later time. 4
’ P4

This program has beeq_in operation for just over one year and is still in
’ e

the f%FQative stages. However, the program resulted from the perceived need by
a numbexr of.parents and faculty that home-school support is beneficial to all

involved parties, All pereons involved participate on a velunteer basis. A

crucial feature is the time 1pvolved and the w1111ngneSS to give tlme to the
- Ar _"°‘
progtam.” One or tw:‘xery qqultted individuals are needed 1n order to success-
5%

fully carry out thls tﬁ%e program. .Cooperatlon and comm;tment from the principal’

of the school are also kéy elémeﬁts tO'its'succefiﬁt‘ " o P
. ’ £ .
This program, while very new, has been_able Eggpéihg about parent involve-

ment in an areafwhere it had not existed for years. sy . 2

The program can be replicated inpany school system desiring'similar

. 1nyolvement of, parents. The key fe res for repllcatlon are descrlbed above,
$ .

1.e., attltudes of scheol, commitment of time bxégey faculty and‘a few parents,

4

. and a need and desire of parents to work with the)sqhooi to provxge the best
e . v - o .

possibie supporf system for their children. ° B

R s )
. o ,
_Source: ’ ’ ' v '
‘ v
Donnan _Stoicovy, Principal ", > ¢
Saegertown Middle school T . :

Saegertown, PA 16433 . . 8 N T
Vh '

» ‘ <
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EARLY INTERVENTION PROGRAM OF SHAWNEE HILLS COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH CENTER

Charleston, West Virginia

The Mental Raﬁgfdetipn Componeﬁt of the Shawnee Hills Community Menfal
-~ " ' ,'

Health operates a Day Training Center for mentally retarded and physically

handicapped children. The Early Intervention Program resulted from the /-

recognition that children would benefit if services were provided from the

time of birth rather than waiting until the child may have suffered permanent
danages.

This program is designed to serve families of developmentally delayed'
-infants from birth to three years old who have physical.handicaps, biith
defects, eeizure gisorde%s, é;aumas, or have been identified as'high risk -
children such as pie@sﬁﬁre birtﬁs. Referrals to the program come from

physicians, pediatriciahs and pediatric neurologisis. The child is brought
. ’ t »
to the Center and thoroughly evaluated by a team composed of a speech path-

olodist, phy51ca1 thergplst, child development specialist and home trainer.

ps

The team then develops an educatnonal plan for jthe child that will be carrled

out in Fhe home by the parents. The home trainer goes lqto the home to teach
‘;he fam:z.ly how to work ijth the child.

A p;eschool class also meets once a week. The objective of the cless
is to encourage children to communicate and socialize with children of their

»

own age group as well as to help the parent and child overccme the experience.
13 ‘ .
of separation from each other, often for the first time. During the preschool

class, the parents observe the children on close circuit television in order -

t® learn additional techniques from the teacher> .
: »

Another ccmponent of the program observed by parents is language group.

Its purpose is to give additionai stimulation to youngsters delayed in either




- N
. h ~

receptlve and/or expre551ve language skllls. It provides a structural

*situation whlch encourages children to use verbal responses during

sfory, time) snack, time, and concept building time,

.

! The program is primarily a training program for parents of handicapped

\

children. The overal} gdal:of the project is to give parents the confidence

-~
.

*in themselves that they.argfgoihg to have to have in order tq be the most

éffective parent(s): This is done by providing parents with the skills
]

[

and abiiities_néeded to teach the child. By using these skills, the

.

parents will pfevent delays and daméges that can be permanent or difficult
[

. to overcome, Parents are respon51ble for nearly ald the aqthltles %i59m’ .

i
mended'by the profe551onals. Therefore, the program serves children’ »
- » ' \

indirectly afd_ is* developmental/preventative in nature, Y
. . ) - ;o

~

Several professionals with specific expertise are needed to opérate

-
3

the program effectively. The program director should have a iéster's

-

. . . =
degree in cdunseIéng or special education and the lead teacher a degree
\ LI
® <
. v \
.in psychology or related area. Other crucial staff posjitions are degreed’

-

o

people in physical therapy and speech ﬁathqlogy. Very important to thg

success of the prograﬁ are the paraprofessional home trainers. These
L g = ’ ’ N - ° -
o v o -

people must be.sensif" to the needs of parents and know °how,'t:o deal

‘ )‘- y a a a a .-‘ ’
with people. The home tialners are hired primarily on their interpersonal

2 -

’

skills ,and extensive on the job training is prbv;ded. . ) S AT
* 1

.. .The program works cooperatively with the pediatricians, pedlatric

.

neurologlsﬁ’and physicmant in'the area for-féferral and follow-up serv1qgs.
N -

The referrlng phy51c1an/rece1ves a cop? of the Early Intervention Prog}am s

evaluatlon and home tragnlng !'hn. The "Crippled Chlldren 's Center ﬁrov1des
I »
a staff person to do audigQlogical (impedance) screening, Cooperation and

L]
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.. | N -
shari of ‘services with other components £ the. Shawnee Hills Mental
Heal Center is a'regular feature of the program.
, \ ¢ -

The Shawnee Hills Community Mental Health‘Center, a private, non-

’

Y

»

. 4 . . . . . o X
profit corporation, is a comprehensive service delivery organization
. ; :

o~

serving citizens of all ages in four West Virginia counties. The families

in the Early Intervention P}ogram fall dinto'Title XX éligibility for
1

developmentally disabled. . . '

¥
~ .

M °

.The program does not have a formal evalda;ion procedure. Shawnee
% ) ° .
. Hills is now working on program evaluation plans. , Quarterly reports

indicating numbers of particigigts, trends noticed and servites provided

g ) . ) - - N ) ', -

are written to meet federal guidelines. This information is also provided
L. > ‘ - . »

Iy

-

¢

- B
to the funding, source. : ) 4“\‘5-'

4 . Thigh?rogram requiresﬂEhe'umbrella of an agency for replication: The
N ”,‘ N . ¢ -

.

expertise needed to-successfully operate the .program is expensive and
» N b4 <

often must be used by two oy fore progrdms inm''a larger agency in order

o~ ~ . 1
. T¥ * * ¢ ‘ b &
to afford the‘staﬁf needed. fhi§ program could be replicated by an
. [ » B ) .

_ existing service agenty that is operating preschocl programs But is not

’ .
A

[y

pro¥id;ng services beginning at birth. Some additional staff and éhariﬁg
e - o - . o '

',—9 . .. . .
. of respdnsibilities would allow for downward extené}on of ‘already existing
) e % ’ . - »
.f progravé. ’ .
£ 'd v & 1]
. e » B - v
. -* .
" N A ., LY - " . ' %
~ I . . - ) /
Source: - . . N
5 L4 N ' - . LN
Kathy Higgins, Director ) - . A\ ': o :
Early-Intervention Program < ) ‘ . < . N
, . Shawnee Hills Mental Health Centex - . T
Charleston, West Virginja * £ | * , . - N
“ Q' ~ ’ . » * .
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EXTENDED DAY CARE -PROGRAM

Falls Church, Virginia
’\_‘,. v a
Falls Church Public Schools, through its Office of Community Education,

¢
has operated g before and after school day care program for elementa;y-ase

,
P_/

ybuth for the bast five years. The program is designed to provide quality

day care for children of working parents. A parenis' advisory board helps

1

govern the program. Fees paid by parents on a sliding scale are the sole

Pl

source of support, although the,school provides several services including

-
.-t

busing, payroll aﬁd purchasing, liability coverage, and general administration.
The program came into existence in 1975 when a City Councxl-created
Lne
Commlssion on Chi Care Needs in Falls Church determined through a survey

4 e

-

that there was a considerable need .for before and after school care pf

elementary Eghool children. The group enteredq}pto an agreement whexrgby
the school system' would administer the program with City Council agkgfeing

/ .
to pay some start-up costs and to make up any first-year ‘deficits. The
program began in October 1975 with one center, 27 students and three
- > ) . ' v
counselors. The program now has three centers, 105 students and 10 staff

<

.
2 - ¢
members. . .

4
e purpose of the pij:}am is to provide quality, supervised before

‘and \afjer school care for elementary age children whese parentg are '

Lo

The schools provide class-

- ‘ i . . . . P . . MES 1Y
* room space,\use of facilities.such as. %ﬁﬁes and gyms, bd%ing between
a .o ' M ' . Ny H B - .
+ schools, insurance,K coverage, purchasxy and payroll services aﬁd;?en@ral

-
.

assistance from tRe Office of Community Educetion. Beyond the many jin-kind
. . y . - “w .
q Pad L1 » .
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®»

services, the program is completely sglf-supporting through fees.

M

The program is basically administered by the Extended Day Care Advisory
Board, a group composed of two parents from each of the participating schgols,
. N Qi

?ncluding the Catholic school in the community. The Board proyides basic

° X .
policy for the administration of the program, subject to approval of the
h Y ’ -

. ~ %g
the School Board is involved only “in

v

School Board. In practice, however,

personnel.

special situations and. in matters of Since the School Board

is required by law to appoint all school personriel,

the Advisory Board v
> ¥ /

. ; 1)
refers all personnel appointments to the School Board for approval.
‘ ' i
8
@D Initially, a head counselor at each center implemented policy and
- ran the program. As the program grew, it was necessary to hire an admini- :

strator as a part-time employee to run the program. This Program Administrator
supervises the day care operation on a day-to-day basis and is the administra-
tive. arm of rhe Advisory éoarq. Each of the three centers has a head counselor
(colleqe degree) who runs each particular program. Under each head counseior

are ofle to three other counselors, depending on the number of students. The

- ? o - £

school principal aids in the coordination of the program with the school in
the areas of space utilization and custodial schedules. .

The program consists primarily of a combination of recreational activities
/ / ) . s ’

Q

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

L

and special aétivigies such as field trips and parties.
1 ) i

the afternoon.

o

teachér professional days, etc.

- B

~(l<%ncludiﬁg free pfay, organized games and sports, board games,, arts and Wafts,
. ) f, )

.

-y
Snacks are served in

.

¥

e L oy, L
. The program'also operates on non-major holidays, vacation .

periods lncludlng summer, and other days when sghools c%gee--snow days,
- ,L

-~
= . * >
. . . . ) , -

the summer, the program operates 1in cooperatlon with®the Recreat10na1

Departhient's playground program. }Summer staff 1s hired separa%ely from the
.
. i

_school year program,

P

\

1

a - \ &
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In summary,lthe program is a collaborative home-school effort that grew

out of a community need and the actions of ,gsome paregési It can be feplicated
. ;e . : '
sby otller communities where there is the commitment by the parents and the
. . 3 , . ‘ . -
sthool system to meet an ever—-increasing need’¥ i.e., before and after school

- - *

care for elementary age school children,
- ’ A}
» ¢ - v
% C
Source: ° . .t

.

] . f
Ms. Nancy .Beach, Director
Community Education .
Falls Church Public Schools =~ °
7124 Leesburyg Pike *

Falls Church, VA 22043
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THE FAMILY EDUCATION CENTER

St. Albans, West Virginia

The Dreikurs Family Education Center is community oriented non-profit

¢
‘ organization in Charleston, West Virginia. Its purpose is to. help parents

find affective ways to develop more positive and satisfying parent-child

2

relationships. The Center is operated totally by volunteer staff who have

received ektensive\Qraining_in the Dreikurg philosophy. 2
. . X .
The local- center began operating about five years ago when Dr. Mansford

7

A ‘
Sonstegard started the Family Education Center for practicum experiences for
" graduate students da% West Virginia College.of Graduate Studieg. Dr. @onstegagd
. has started many groups throughout the country that areé baséd in Adlerian theory.

The goals of tﬁe Family Education Center are to enable parents to become
v ‘ ' °

- -t

actively involved in:

L]
I3

Identifying ways in which they and their children have been interacting
together in both effective and ineffective ways.

L

ore serious behavior problems.

Learning alternatlve parenting skills that 75 prevent minor and typical.

troublesome situations from developing into
aﬂ

Sharing experiences of commonJconcern to all parents. )
. r »

Fostering mutual régpect, cooperation, responsibility, and self-reliance ™
among all Qembers of their family. ‘ )

% -

These goals aie attained thropgh training as outlined in Children: The Challenge
°* T

¢ e

by Rudolf Drejkurs. ' ' ‘

. % - .
The staff consists of a group of M.S. dégree counselors and well trained;

L)
’

paraprofessidnal parents.’ The local staff is trained and assisted by Dr. Mansford
-2
Sonstegand, professor of counsellag at Wvcods.'

The emphasis at the Center %s on preventlve measures based on the prlncipais

‘e

of Individual Psychology as developed by Alfred Adler and Rudolph Drelkars. ‘}’

.
& K ]
«

-

,
J
P

J
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Here, the child is seen as responsible for his actions. Parents as well as

P

children are considered to have rights, and the stQFion to all family diffi-

culties is foand in‘the law of social liging which states that all

7 & LA

People are

"equal. Parents need to know how to motivate the child to cooperatéf to respect
i . \ .
order, and share responsibilities,, L .

The services provided are for parents of children Sf all ages ard are

consifiered preventative in nature. Parents are actively involved in the 8-10

week courses which meet one time per week. Parents are involved in the following

ways: ) .
4

- -

1. Parents learn to help one another. Personal problems are not discussed,
only those problems that are common to most famiﬁgﬁh.

-

Parents, through interviews conducted by a trained counselor with both
parents and children, are ‘furnished “specific" suggestions designed to
improve not only problems with an individual child, but the relationship
between -all members of the family.

2.

3. Parents and interested persons come to I'earn and discuss ideas about
.children's behavior. Parents learn why kids do what they do--and whaE
to do about it.
’ . /

Foliow-up sessions wre scheduled, at which'time progress is reviewed
and further guidance is given Af found to be needed.

!
.

5. A supervised playioan.is maingained for the children of the families
that are attending the counséling sessions. Added insight'iswoﬁtained
in this type of setting by observing the intgractions between the chil-
dren and the persons maintaining the playroom. '

. . e
. J‘The primary target ghdience f%f the Family Education Center is parents

+*

interested ifl findjng effective ways to develop more positive and satisfying

o o ) - . ) . )
’ parent-chlid relationships. However, thé Family Education Center i

s of value
{ ~ ! .

. ! R a .
to persons in the "helping professions" as well - teachers, counselors, youth
e ' ) - .

.
»

. . . S )
leaders, ministers, social workers, nuxses, or any-adult who wants to under-
s - %

moi@ effectively with children.

stand and communicate
. [4

Anyone may attend the family education sessions. Pa#®hts are encouraged
~ . . -
td‘9ttend as obsgrvéﬁs_at least once before scheduling to be counseled. Many

- * * o

A . : 4 ¢

,
., - .

?
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¢ L

parents gain greater insight into their own family situation by'htgending the

1

session. &
oo

The Center works cooperatively, with the Hehrt' & Hand House in South

N

» Charleston. The_ House provides free office space for the Family Education
1
Center. Churches and community centers in the area provide free meeting

A 7 . . . .
g&tes. A fee of $5 is charged to persons attending the classes. This fee

-

covers the courses, materials and chi}d care.

Fl »

No formal evaluation of the parenting groups is conducted. However,
lk !

follow-up sessions for participants arg&held to tyy to determine what impact

P

’

-

the ogr has made on participants. Also participants tend to attend addi-
¢ teer .

tional ssions én other issues related to parenting conducted by the Family’

»

Education Center.

Similar parenting groups can be started by an interested group of parents.

. ¢ . . : .
However, the parents need a group leader who is trained in how to deal with
)

groups, It is not important that the group have expertise in the

material beca&ge the idea is that the group learns|together and helps learn=

thed by a person who has

occur, Therefore, a group can be estab

g

in the Adlerian theory., Most typically group‘ leadérs are parents‘who have

‘an interest in learning more about beihg a better parent. Y

s

Source::

“"  Lee Anne Kenngy -
Youth Services Office
Hansford Community Center
6th Avenue . <.
St. Albans, WV ‘ v

()
YV
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@ Huntington, West Virginia

“of charge‘gnd Marshall University faculty membérs serve on the board and

,
.

- THE FAMILY LIFE RESOURCE CENTER, INC.
' ' ~ .

v . , )

The Family Life Resource®Center is a non-profit, multi-faceted organiza-

tion meeting community needs in Huntington, West Virginia. "The Center was

N \

foundéd in 1976 by Eleanor Moser Ehrough gifts and.vélunteer services. )

u
o o

Having positive relations with other organizations in the community
hay'geeﬁ’a key to the éuqcess of the program. For e}ampié, during the

firsg %hree yeé}s of operation the YMCA provided space to the Center free

"

-

act.as volunteers. A ' p

The goal’of,the Center is education in the areas of parenting, self-
) : .
help, and guidance cdinseling and referrai. The Center also serves as.
” < B *
. 24 . J N

- B 4 ’
an agent for identifying and encouraging exchange of information among

. q . . . B
various agencies in the gommunity. In addition to these primary concerns,
C - \ .

related areas cénside;éﬁ to be of major importancé inth?e the training
H )
[ .

of others in establishing family life resource centers, and increasing
. ‘ ‘ .

v N - 6
community awareness, of resources which are avallable for persons concerned
- = %

Jwith the quality of family living. ' - . .

-« o~ 2
- . ! 'y

! . L] a . - M ) . a :
‘ The Center has a wide variety, of services and programs emphasizing
. . L 2

i
~ EX] 8 -

crises prevention through family life education. For examp}e, classes

for single paregxs and adoléscent, parents are held., The Adolescént

. ~

Parenting Class emphasizes effective parenting and career development,

- a
)

but also deals with such concerns as‘meal'blanning and budgeting. The

EaT 4 N
"t f "

Single Parent Class is structured around a nkeds & sessment sheet which

- - . ‘ ’

is completed by every attendee at the first class. After the general -

3 R
session whichjdeals with personal money management, the gseries is

-

o, 93 L

ﬁkﬂm . .
!
\

¢

»
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vt . . )
divided into six sessions which focus on the topics indicated in ithe needs
2 y .
assessment. In addition, gar;icipants are counseled on an individual basis

¢ -

Vi the‘tdbic which, they priortized highly was not identified by the group
- . ’ L. ’
as_ a whole. Both the Adolescent Parentimg Class and the Single Parénting

° &
. . »

C%pss emphdsize problem.solving techmiques. . ‘ S

@

- * 1

%
‘.

Parenting workshops‘dealihg partigulariy with parenting skills and
., . - ’ 4

4 » .

. . L.
practical living skills are held on a‘reg:lar basis. - Thése classes help

participants identify some of .the concerns of daily living, whether it be

LN £

personal inter-relations within the family; finances, being an inffrmed
consumer, discipline or the role of emotions in parenting.

-
R -y -

The Center has aided in the formation and sponsorship of self-help

groups. Examples include Parent Anonymous (dealing with child abuse and

¢

neglect), Candlelighters (parents who ha§e~children with cancer or have

. L4
died from cancer), and groups that provide.self-help and shelter for
-

battered wamen. . . }/ \ .

The Center periodically holdnmeetings at which members of professional

organizations, judges, represeéntatives of social service agencies and others
. N \ -—/ *';
addxess themselves to various issues such as available resources, project
-

*

funding, new legislation or other relevant topics.

The Center was higﬁlighted.as one of eight examples of innovative family
work in a national p?ogram package focusing on family life in YMCA's all

over the United States. There islan:agreement that the Center provides a .
resource in family life which is quite different from anything offered in
* EN
A . ' ‘

. the‘locai YMCA and together the two agencies suéplement each other and

-

o Jake a substantial contribution to the community. The Center is an agency

4 ° of the lacal United Way and has been designated as a demonstration project

"
-
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for the Appalach&an,Regiqnal Commissioﬂ'(gg%). ~The Board of Directors

-

has now appointed a special committee to give leadership to location of

e 3 * :‘ -~ P4 ’ 3 »
.funding ‘sources from various government agencies and private foundations.

. L . ‘
0 A program 9? this type.can be replicated in other communities. The

’ . : ) ) .
key element is commitment from a few dedicated people. This program was
started B§ the formation of a board 'gathered under the leadership of one

a

individual who not only volunteered her time as an exegutive but also

contributed her own personal professional'.library as a nucleus of the

z

resources., 1 . o

, K]

The staff of the\Family Life Resource Center is ‘available for consult-

ation and training and is preparing a resource package for dkssemination on

1

‘how to establish a family life resource center,

v o, . ”

2 e
ate o .y

Source: - i ’ e s
- . y . o
Eleanor Moser, M.A. ‘ , ~ B
Family Life Resource Center, Inc. . ’
3 [N - s

-

Suite 601 | NS

Huntington, West Virginia 25702

\ ’ T A \ . B -

.




FOUST MIDDLE SCHOOL FEED PROJECT OF OWENSBORO INDEPENDENT SCHOOL

. Owensboro, Kentucky ° -
¢ -~
3
L4 )

" the Facilitative_Enyircnments ﬁhcouraging‘Development (FEED) Prcject
"is one of the Practical Arts cluster courses presentedtto eighth grade

studentsfat Foust Middle School, Owensboro, Kentucky\ The course is a'~
/ ¢ *
. nine-week session ip child. development that includes actual care giving/

L3

practice in a variety of c¢hild.care centers. ,
!

~ N .
The program started in 1976 as a unit in the general home econemics

\

curriculum that incldded some work in child care career education. The

N
teacher began researchipg student contacts witgwchi}dren and learned about
s \ : .

the Exploring Childhood materials and the FEED Project. Thg Foust School

o 4 .o~ 0
was selected by Indiana University in 1976 to become a field test site
A 3 .

. B

for the materials. » -

-

The goals of this program are to provide students with ch11d develop-

ment 1nformatlon, an understandlng of the résponsibilities of parentlng,

*n
* u\ ] °

and 1nformat.mn and exposure to ch11d deVelopment careers. - Thls is don§
thrcﬁbh a combisied classroom and field.experjence“approach.

The project is staffed by-onefteﬁcheg"who has an Education Specialist

(Ed. S) degree, considerable teachlng experience and a great deal of enthus1asm

[y
i

for the approach. Qne teacher s a1de was part of the staff during the flrst

‘four years, but this p051t10n has been eliminated with cuts in funds. The

Ay

same teacher has operated the program the entire timebit has been in the

s¢ho3l system. The teacher is respons1ble’}or all aspects of the programs.
TS
She teaches all in-class sessions and is respons1b1e ‘for locating fleld .

-
an

‘sites .and fleld site teachers. Each year,'approximately 20 field sites are

. ' ' 'ﬂa
involved in the activ1t1es. ghesealnclﬁde day,care centers, Head Start

14
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classes, public kindergartens, church related- nurseries, hoépiﬁals, and
programs for physically and mentally handicapped children. FEED Project

students are transported to ane from the field site in school, buses.

Students who are interested in child care careers and are also’

prospective parents are the target of the program. The school reduire

'

that all eighthgrade students, who can be scheduled, participate in this
exposure unless an extenuating circumstance exists. The program is -

preventative in nature because the students are not yet parents. Skills,.

<

knowledge and attitudes toward parenting and young children will allow °

the participating students to make more enlightened decisions about
&

their relationships with children.

The selection and retention of field test sites is crucial to providing
the experiential component of this programs. The impression made by the
teacher and the student determine whether field site teachers participate

because there is no additional salary or stipend for the field site partici- _

pants. = Their commitment to the purposes of the project and the small amount

-

of assistance by the students are the only rewards to the sites,

v

The principal source of funding for the project are the local funds

/

for teacher salary and bus service and a small amount of state funds

~

because it is a vocational program. The funds are adequate for, operating
the class but the loss of a teacher's aide will negatively impact on the

project. No fees are involved because this class is part of the public
& \

school curriculum.:
- L™

The program was originaliy evaluated by the Indiana University

¥

eyaluator who published the findings.. An IU evaluator is now doing a

follow-up study of the students who participated’in the original program.’
These findings have not been published.

»

N

QO
o
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The project is very transferable and has been implemente€d by various

\ . ’ >
other schools. The Poust‘faculty’now have a slide and video presentation

»

that enables them to show what is happeping in Owensboro to«interegied

groups throughtut the U. S. phe program can be placed in a variéty of,

. 1
durriculum areas such as social studies, home economics, or career

4

eduéation. It can b; offered over nine or eighteen weeks, or modified ®
to meet otger time framgs. The key to adoption or replication is a
dedicated, experienced teacher with considerable enthusiasm for the
yprogram This must be backed up by school administrators‘?na a princi-¢ .

pal wvith a great deal of autonomy who are supportive of the project,

1

the teacher and the curriculum. >

4

Source: N
b .

Nancy Erickson
Foust Middle School
601 Foust Avenue >

Owensboro, Kentucky 42301 " -
[ N ln

. .

r
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v . ) GARNET SCHOO% AGE MOTH@R'S PROGRAM ,
. ' Cﬁa:leston, West Virginia _—
School, age mothers’ or prospective mothers in Kanawha County publié
L 3 - schools have the option of attgnding their regular attendance school or

. . ~ B e o
participating in the the Garnet School Age Mother's JProgram. « Students

in the Garnet”Program participate in a regular curriculm and are carried

in the enrollment of their home school. 1In addition, students participate
v . § . ’ .

in.a family living class and"a parenting skills class two hours ber week.

, The program is operated by the Special Education Divisioﬁ, Home Bound
Instruction Department of Kanawha'County Schools. The primary objective

i . 1y

- of the program is to provide a regular, continuing'education to, pregnant

"y .
\ . ’
. teenagers or young mothers.‘ Students receive instruqtionYin all required
v . N
7 junior high and senior high school subjects and in electives such as
v ' . )
| S business courses,; home economics, and advanc¢ed math and sciences. Students
' ~
normally return to their home school the semester followiné delivery of the
baby. A ) "_ . o
The prdgram is in its eighth year of operation.’ Thd staff consists
. . ‘o ) ’—_-/ . - . L]
- of one full time Jead teacher who teaches English and Social Studies and
' a full time social worker. The remainder of the spaff congists of teachers
é’égﬁ from .other Kanawha Countﬁ?Schools, cdunty health nurses and various resource
v P . . i _
, persons. (All teachers are degreed and are employees of the lécal school
- systéh. The program,aﬁﬁinistrator is the Director of Special Education for
(/ . Kdnawha County Schools and the program is funded by the school system!
' The program serves approximately, k50 students per year, a minority of
N - . .
those eligible to participate. Other pregnant studehts gontinue in their
h . - home schools or drop out of school.
- _ . L)
: " " 9n
. . . . . o
Q ‘ o, - . ¢ . q.

. »
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Garnet staff feel the program hés uniqge'features which are beneficiai

- . * . ‘
to the enrollees. The babies may be brought to school if the mother does

\ .
not have anyone to care for tR® child at home. Uniqueness of the students'

-

situations can‘pe shared and discussed. A positive attitude of staff and
- . -

-

other students is supportﬁ%e‘to the students. Most of_these students

-~ I3

have decided to keep the baby, and concrete information regarding child

»
) ,

care, nutritioh, health, and séfety is provided the prgspective mothers.
A great deal of information/education included.in this program would
' . : . N
be beneficial g§ all teenagers and prospective parents and it is not
. )
§
A

available to them now in %?is area., /,~
: ' ‘ . .

ihoe * - . } ¢ !

Source: P .
) ' s . _ _

George Ann Ferris < . \\\~ . C

Bonnie Wagey . ! . . - Y i ot

Garnet School 5 - : .

422 Dickinson Street o

Charleston, West Virginia . - . .

e

e
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- GROWING TREE PRESCHOOL. . '

- 3 . .
., Webster Springs, West Virginia

> ¢

The Growing Tree Preschool is a cooperative nursery school in Y, //(/
. B 3 ‘
-

Webster Springs, West Virginig. The program was established by the

\
. o . . .
currept director who also serves as the teacher. After)determining a

=

heed lexisted in this rural county for chiléren, the director studied

-
3 »

a number 6f‘programs in Charlottesville, Virginia, and decided that the

Parent Cooperative Nursery School was the best model to replicate. The -

.

school was originally established in Upper Giade, the population'center“ .. .

of the area to be served. However, after one year, it was evident that

L]

the majority Yﬁ thetfhildfen attending the program werelfrom the town *

[ Y
.of Webster Springs. The school was moved to a church in the town.
The presche6l operates from Septemger Ehrough November and from March

through May because of severe winter weather. Children age two and older

.

are eligible for enrollment. The school is supported totally by tu}tion

' v, . . ' .
and parent involvement. A.criteria fox enrollment is a pledge that the
- .

parent Yill participate in the program a specified‘number of houré each .

month. A few childrenmay enroll whose pérents cannot participate. The

pérgnt participation is deéigned to fulfill two goéis: . . .
(1) to allow the pr?School to operate with only one salaried employee,

thus }eéping enrollment fees low; and ’ -

a

* 5

(2) co allow the parent to observe child development, and become familiar

with and carry out appropriate learning activities with yohngtghildren .

so that they méy be better tegchers of their own child at home.
4 *

The program is bésically an educationai program for children ahd could
- ' ~

be classified for developmentally aged two- to five-year-o#lds. The teacher //,

10

!

-




¢
. e
has a master's degree in early chr}dhood eduztlonbut the program is lighly N

depengent upon the inbolvepent:of_the parents. Two to five parents partici-

- e e e e —_— .

: . pate in the cgessxoom at each session. A home-school newsietter gees to
, [ 2
the parent every two weeks. ‘Thls'letter includes a Talk About Page, which

A

.

\ ‘
} descrlbes the current cla3sroom act1v1t1es and suggests related home ,
\ Py I R ]
activities. o , ® Y
- ) ’ . € } . - . .
The Growing Tree Preschool is operated by the director in cooperation
! . - ¢ N L ¢, . . . »
with a goard’of Directors. All financial support comes From tuition. The
* -~ . . : .t
program is evaluated informally by the director who ‘sends a detailed
questionnaire .to the parents at the end of each semester. ~ The suggestions
\ . ) )
E - N L.
< $re used, to make ghanges or médifications in the program. The program has
- received a considerable amount of favorable neCJspaper coverage throughout w
\J
3 *- /. 4 -
the areas ) .. .
. The program can be replicated quite easily if the appropriate tegacher/
s N . - 2
» ¢ ~ .
director is available. One person trained in.child development or early (*)
R} . ’-
- &
. childhood education is required to offer the educational component of the
- R ¢
prograﬁ? This particular.diggctor replicated the program in a higﬁly rural ‘
area after observing the program’operating.in an urban area, with highly
. + educated parents. Therefbre, the approach can be used with a variety of
parents. ) ’ !
o . .
] . ‘ -
t .
Source: i 9 . .
. Jacque Wllllams, Dlrector . oo ’ ' e
. Growing Tree Preschool . . i
*  Route ‘4, Box 20 ' : ' . !
- . Webster® Sprlngs, West V1rg1n1a 26288
X ' )
; - ’ 3 :
'} ~ N e
. — .
[ L4 - . ~ -
. . . 2

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




- —-

[ SdPAN

T~ -l—/—-—’. S ( - .
N . * w [
- ‘f' . ’ . N ‘
30 .7 T ’ ’ ) ,
P . } s
. L4
. HOME BASED EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAM OF THE '
: ’ N ) - .
CLINCH-POWELL EDHCATIONAL%OOPERATIVE ) .
v ) ' °
- TazeWwell, Tennessee’ : -

-
"

¢
Education begIns at home and parents are the first and most important

teachers of yenng chi}dren. This is the basic philosophy of the Home Based

’ ©
Early Childhood Education program sgjgloped by the.Clinch-Powell Educetional

Cooberative. It began providing services in 1971 to three, four and five

7 . . . . »

year old children in four rural counties in East Tennessee. '

. The goéls of the home based program are: , i .
Vo (1) to involve parents directly in the full development of thelr own

Lo chlldren, : -
e "

T (2) §o help garenps strengthen their capac¢ity for facilitating the

overall evelopment of their children,
’ ’ -
(3) to dellver comnghen51ve services to children and parents, or
substitute parepts, for'whdém a center-based program is not

4 feasible | & & , .
. o N ’ .

.+ The program consists of three xelated components:: 4{1) home visitation,
- N N ' I ¢ . . ) ’ ~

- < F-Y . N
(2) group experience’ for children, %nd'(3) coordinated curriculum. The home

3

. k2

visitation ¢omponant is. considered the most important element of the approach.

These visits are conducted once each week in the homés ofseach child in the

’
-

\
program and 1555 approximately one hour. The home visitor dé&ivers materials

; -~

‘q ¢, . . -Y,
skills and (2) daily educational activities which the parent and. child could
’. B . ’ - .
do together. The home visitor explains the matkrial to the parent, and when
e - . .
needed, onstrates the educatiopal®activities. The home visi;B}\@ay also’

b

to theqz;;>\Tich consists ¢f: (1) ipformation_on how to improve pafenting

* . . .
provide /Other services such as referrals to social service agencies, public

£ )
. ", . . L.

health.nu?se, and county welfare. agencies. p . - ’

» M > . - !
le§§réém type exﬁeriences are provided for the children by a teacher ',

whd”ff;;els to selected locations td hold one-half day per week classes.
. 2 A

. - o/
[

3
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-, i -

These experiences provide an opportunity for social growth by giving children

-

s ' -

‘practice in sharing and working tdgether.
: ; .

This program cgﬂe into being in 1971 as a replication/adaption of the

. .
-

. Home Oriented Preschool Education (HOPE) approach to early childhood educatien.
- 7 - ‘ ; -
The originai funding source was the U.S. Office of Education. This money is
now supplemented by some Head Start money and state funds, "Captain Kangaroo"

was used as the third television component of the ‘program fibr several yeaxf'sa -

Staff wrote viewing guides-ageAeducatigpal activities to accompany the tele-
. Lo ' . ’
» vision program to use at ClincREPoyell and at other ‘sites using the home based’

approach. This component has been replaced over time by the curriculum materials.

?

In 1973, Cllnch-Powell became a Home Start Training Center with funds from

N .

*

;o
,the Administration for Children, Youth & Families (ACYF). Training and.technical _

assistance can be provided to éarties interested in‘replicating the model. These

. * .
dessions are conducted several «times each year in Knoxville, Tennessee. Trainees

,may receive undergraduate or graduate credit from an accredited Tennessee Univer- :
- *
. " sity for participating in the workshop.
In 1977, the -Joint Dissemination Review Panel approved/;he model as being

one which is exampZary and worthy of implementation by sc¢hool systems and

s .
other educatiorlal agencies. The program is now a functionjing member of the
1 . .

Nptibnal Diffusion Network.

. - N 3

Source:,

' N N' ‘. ;
Dr. William Lockes Executive Director
¢linch-Powell Educational Cooperatlve -~ . .
P. O. Box 279 ’
Tazewell, TN 37879

o
. \
e - \ .
. ) =~ . -
' v | '
Q . ' jl().;
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HOME~-SCHOOL~-COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT OF DOThAN CITY SCHOOLS

. Dothan, Alabama -

2

The Home-%chgol-Community Involvement Program in the Dothan, Alabama
. ;o - . 4 »

«.City School System has reduced the number of student suspensions from 878
.o . 'y

in, 1976-77 to teh%in 1978-79. This success has been achieved by designiné

L e .

an alternative school program that helps children with serious disciplinary

problems within the school system. : ' ’ .,
., ¢

‘Prior to 1976, susperision of students with behavior problemsfwas

N [3

frequently used as a disciplinary measure by administrators in the sé%éols,

-

.For the next year, ho&ever, the director of instruction, along with teachers

Id

and administrators, proposed an alternative program. The new approach was
N " P
* aimed at deterring inappropriaté behavior’ while keéping/the offenders in a

P

] / @
normal school setting. R

, . ’ . , ’ 2
The specific goals of the program are: -~ ’

(1) To modify the behavior of delinquent students din such a way as to

- “allow them to function ,successfully in the regular classroom,
(2) To provide students with an opportunity to better understand the

néture of their personal problems through individual and group
A1

J " . T

counseling, * \\§ -

\\N\ (3) To enable paients of target students to acquiﬂf a better understand-

’ N ' s

ing of the child's gfeds, ) \

’ . // o v

(4) To make parents of target students aware©f the efforts made in the
school program to meet the child's! needs, and

) (%9 To formulate a .solution to the student‘s behavior probl;¥ .thrdagh -

’ )
conferences of all concerned--the parent(s), teacher, counselor and

student. .

185
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Every -student in the Dothan system is eligible for referral to the alterna-

tive program, including exccptional students. Regular'classroom and special
education tedchers refer students to the program when they are unable to deal

- » ' -

with the student's classroom behavior. The alternative program is centrally

located and . is housed in a scﬁool building adjacént to the systeﬁfs administra-

.

tive offices. Parents are xesponsible for transporting thé chileen to anq:from

school: L oL . ’ - .
> h
'l -

Originally counselors yorzed“only with students who were'rgferred to the .

~

' alternative school. The counseling service has expgnded'sd that each school

. v - ,
has a counselor on staff to work with both students and parents. I?dividual

~

and group counseling is available to all children and pggents in the school.

However,. once the child has been referred to the alternative school, counseling

L4 )
is mandatory for the child and the barent. Parents must participate in an
. . ) . ' )

seminars using the Systematic

»

entrance and exit conference. A series of.
Training for Effective Paren-ing (STEP) materials is attended by the parents
¢ * . ) ?
. in order to help the parénts learn how to deal with' their child.
/ ‘ i . , Bf ' ’

The program also operates an Adviédry/Ad&iéee (an) qomponentnin the middle

v

and high schéol. A highly trained teacher works on a one Fo ten ratio with
B - ‘ : 7
targeted students and their parents,,primaril§ with the goal of helping the

¢ . - fri

1

>

parents keep the child in_school. \ »

. At the %enior high level, a "Sunshine'Call" program is being ,piloted.
. -~

. .-
4 This consists of the school calling each parent at least twice a year with

v - Y .

. an affirmative report about the students. This approach is béing very

¢ ¢ *

positively received by parents ofechildren in the school system.
4

- s

. . ) ]
The pfogram staff consists of a Broject Director, Alternative Teacher

. . .
and ten Counselors. The Project Director must b% skilled in crisis inter-

-

. Xpntion counseling and the Counselors must hold Alabama Elementary Certifi-
» ) 14 . - n

L4 4 * .

cates, have experience in élementary teaching and counseling and psycholoéidal

b4 -~ v
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0 N s

training. The Alternatiye'Teacher must bé a certified, experienced teacher .
N ) s

who is stable, stern and consistent with students. All personnel are hinéd on L,

- . . I 4

the basis of their reputation.as 8isciplinarians and their. capability for .
relating %o,students, irrespective of their areas of aca@eﬁié certification.
. . . . ‘\)". ,},: .
A major reason:-for the success of the alternative scheool is ' the involvement
RN tog , .

v

& LA - _" . .
with both the home and community. The program has an excellent working relation-
[} . . :

ship with juven}lé court authorities. Children rafely need to bé referred to

juvenile court. However, when need does arise, court officials are very support- .
* « -
ive of.the school's recommendations. The program also works closely with the

Mental Health Clinic, the Exceptional Child. Center and the local hospital. / $
' »

Referral rates demonstrates the pregram's success. .During each sch@ol year

-~

. 3 ’ '
eighty-three percent of the students referred to the program have not returned.
o » . . h

Thiz has been true for each of the four years of existence. : . B

\

The evaluation of the program has been condugted by the principéls and
4

. . T ' - + .
counselors. These have been informal questionn;}res as well as statistical °

. - ’ ' 4 . i
figures that document referrails, placement of students, parental participation,-

etc. The information has been used to meet ESAA’ requirements and for local .
. 3 .

. . . ‘ )
Planning purposes. ', R
- .. - -

The program can be replicated where the school administration has a commit—

-

~ .

ment to deterriﬁg.inappropriate behavior whilé keeping offenders in a normal

- - "

-

school setting.. Staffing,'facil;ty and funds to carry out the project are

-
>

needed. A project director skilled in crises intervention and.the’ability to
work with a variety of people and égengies is rdecessary to imblemeﬂt and éuber-

-

. . . |
vise the project. I . .
. ' . . R TN . }
e € V4 . ' |
Source: . ' - ,-1{}"‘ ‘ ‘ <
LK) . . " :
Carolyn Ballard -

ESAR Project Director
Dothan City Schools . - . .

. - ' ‘\ -




. METROPOLITAN HOME AND FAMILY LIFE PROGRAM d

.
' -

. { ’ kY .
N . ~ Columbus, ' Ohio
” - .
- ) - L C o
.. The Metropolitan Home;and Family Life Program of Colupbus, Ohio
S wt N R E . " ¢

came into being as a result of the Disadvantaged Act. of 1988 which
» » ] i : - . ’ ' : .
provided funding for agencies toprovide special programs for the low

[y . ARy

. income population. The State Departmentvof Vocational Education %nd
. , . N . .

. ‘ ] .
the Columbus Public Schools with cooperation from the Columbus Metro-'

’ politaﬂ Houéfig assumed the responsibility for developing and implementing

" the program. oL . . ) . . ‘
4 - F . . .\
.. s The goais of the program are (1) o enrlch the quallty of famlly life, -

%

-0

(2) to make parents aware of the importance gf .their role as the chlld'
- f1rst teacher, (3) to help parents develop a pos1t1ve self-lmage and to
N impxove_ the guallty of famlly llfe for famllles in the area, and-’ (4) to

lmprove the welfare of “infants and toddlers through educatlng the parenks

L o P

;hn.proper child care. . v,

A var1ety of gourses are provided to the parents in nelghborhocd
L}

centers, community houses and schoqls throughout the city. Atr*present
! s . . . ‘.

free clisses are offered in family living) sewing, budgeting, nutritiop,-
parenting, furtniture uphofstery, foods and fitness, and parernt and
» . . A ' .
child interaction. The courses provide information and socialization .
. ’ T i
experience for the participants. R . ) . : P s ;
A ‘e é.)
'+ The staff consists of a supervisor who is respon51ble for admlnlsterlng +

-~ L4

- -

y-
P ‘

. the progrpm, curriculum deyelopment, stafflng, and evaluafion. The staff

r

nclqdes an infant stlmulatlon coordinator, a publlc relatlons/medla " e
3" ; '

person, seven part-time teachers, four general educational aides, and -

Y ~ - - -

. : N X ;.
four home visitors, also aides. Certified teachers conduct the regular h

ERI

.
v 3 s s
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class sessions and the educational aides provide classroom assistance

to the participants. The home visitors go into the home and work with

Y W, .
the parents on an individual basis. *

- . .
®, -

A great deal of coqrdination with other agencies is a strength of .
- s
this prog¥am. The State Department encourages cooperation with children

. - LA S M

<

)

.services, family counseling, welfare, community houses, hospitals, and.

‘

Head Start, ' - . , : .

s - ~
< »

The funding ratio is 90 pertent federal and 10 percent local money

N ¢

! and is for low income families: only. The difector does not feel that

L8
.

the‘budget is adequate because they are unable to expand and the para-

oy

professional staff'sshours are now being cut back due to ah hourly sélary

~
“®

. increase. Partiéipation of the target group th been very high. The
director contributes this to specific factors: (1) the program goes to
the people, (2) a highly skilled and ex;;emely empathetic staff tﬁat
:relates well to the participants; and (3) a positive "word of mouth"
reputation’;n'the éreé. The program can be considgred\botb p;evgntative
"and ameliorativg. - )

" Each course offered by the program has a list of specific objectives

to be accomplished. The participants,are given a pre and post test to

»
L)

gmsx .
2 - .
' determine the extent to which the objectives have been attained. The

+
- *

. program is being evaluated by a doctoral candida&s\?t Chio State University.

However, the director discourages this type evaluation because the evaluation
. * ' €

¢

involves excessively long and difficult instrumentg which tend to make nega-

‘i:ive impressions O"] tﬁe students.,

.

? The concept for operating this type program is very transferable.

However, the necessary ledislation, funding andocoopergtion of spongbrihg
. 1 3

]
s '

5« agencies requires cox;n'nitment from many sources.
Lo 100 -
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Source: <

Alice Johnson, Supervisor

Metropolitan Home and Family Life Program
Adult Education and School .Sexvices Center
Columbus, Chio 43215 e ‘
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PARENT EDUCATION LEAGUE (PEL)

.Lynchburg, Virginia

[N

The' Parent Education League of Lynchburg, Virginia is a.non-profit,
totally volunteer organization of parents supporting parents. The goal

of the program is to provide supéprt and education to parents and families

through the first 10 years of pafenting, including specific support to

prospective @‘arents . . .

To accomblish this goal a monthly program is presented with area

professionals who provide information about parenting and answer gquestions.

~

. . L .
There is also a monthly newsletter which serves as a community voice for

Y

parents. The newsletter contains information about the monthly Program,

»

. ¢ describes family activities that are going on in the community, gives
: N

. A .
health and nutrition information, and suggests activities for parents and

children to do together.

M r

The Parent Education League originated in Lynchburg as a chapter of the

-y

< . . \
International Childbirth Educition Association which emphasizes family-

\

cehteredsparenting, Jincluding childbirth classes. The local hospital gradu-

ally took over these activities and the PEL shifted its focus to emphasize

-

parenting acl;vities for parents of children aged 10 and under.

P N [

.ot ) d
The serviceaagf the organization are designed to serve parents of young
3

e &

children and would be considered developmenfal/preventative in nature. The

-

N

organizgtion'gyﬁembership§is composed of middle income range*parents., The
\\,‘ i N .

. parents are actually the entire organization.

g
- 5

The PEL is orgadized and
operated solely by the members. Members servé‘ip all capacities and are
¢ .

" also ﬁhe recipients of the services. This rrogx“his'entirely voluntary and
! L]
all monetary support is provided by $2.00 yearly dues plus fund raising

. -
*
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activities of the organization, A Board of Directors of pgrents serves as
t.he govérning body of the orginizétion.

The organization cooperates w?th the local hospital and with the public’
library and churctes. Referrals are received from Family Services, Virginia
Baptist Hospital, the YWCA and social service agencies. Programs are ﬁe}d

. .
at the library or in local churches. The PEL also houses™a library of ©

.

specific bodks related to parenting. This is a very popular feature of

4

the program and plans are being made for expaﬂsion. The League also cooper-

\

ates with local agé%cies to babysitting classes for young teenagers to
enable them to do a better job and also expose§ them to child development

and prospective parent trainin%; The program is considered preventtive

because of the populaktion it serves. The hospiEal"shared {hformation
about the PEL with new mothers. PEL volunteers teach the Baby Care class
. 4
at the hospital, a class covering newborn care for expectant mothers.
AN

This program is very transferrable to a similar group of parents

-

interested in cooperatively providing this type service to a commgnity.

a t -
The commitment and involvement of a few key people are essential to the
establishmept of a program similar to this., Very little financial

~

resources are needed and the program is totally self-supporting. The

s

program also could be adopted/adapted by a group or agency who are inter-

ested in providing a newsletter and regular programs to assisting adults

3

in the role of parenting. ‘ .

Source: i

Melissa McCann, President ° —~

Parent Education League of Lynchburg

Box 2322 > )
Lynchburg, Virginia 24501 .

’11(» . )
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PARENT OUTREACH PROGRAM

Louisville, Kentucky
. ~ .

The Parent Outreach Program is operéted by the Council for Retarded

-

o

'

Citizens of Louisville, Kéntucky. The program began in 1977 to provide

« services to parents of mentally retarded-children. ’ <
The primary goal of the program is to provide support and assistance
to barents of mentally retarded children or adults when help is needed.

‘Parents of retarded persons volunteer to share their experiences and

o
» .

useful‘informatioﬁ‘with parents who are just beginning to lea#n about

.

“mental retardation. The volunteers can help new parents understand and

QCCept their own feelings about their child: They also can share ways

b

of telling relatives, other children in the family, and fr;end% about

tgé handicap. - "

Together, parents can explore the potential .for mentally retarded
pertons' to develop as a part of society. They can expand their: own
awareness of the possibilities for persons who are mentally handicapped

to be all they can be in a society that is growiﬁg in its awareness of
_the unique role of every human being. '
[}

The program is coordina;ed by a salaried social worker who coordinates‘
the training of parents of handicapped children ta become volunteers to
wo;k with other pareﬁts of handicapped children. At‘the present time 36
volunteers, including six couples, are activ;ly working with other,parents.
Volunteers typically sexve three or four referral; but’somg may work with
ten. The program has served 120 families in the last three years and

numerous other referrals have been received. The program is self-perpetuating
) ‘ . =
in that parents who become involved as referrals are assisted and impressed

L

" » -~
to the extent that they become a volunteer.

19
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Volunteers are trained by the socjal worker; the training lasts 6-8

' z

L

hours and is broken into three sessions. The materials used have been

developed by the Louisville group but are similar to the ENCORE materials.

. . . * -
Training includes: ! ’ .
s : : b

»

. kl) Normalization - pﬁilosbphy that being a child is first and the
. handicap is seconéary; . |
(2) Program information and }istening skills workshops;
(3) In—ﬁ%spital phase - dealing with a new diagnosis or Frisis.

The Program is classifigd as developméntal/preventative because its

»

¢ .
purpose is to help parents deal with a handicapped child in the most posi-
tive and constructive manner possible. Thus, the program is not expected

to prevent the handicap but to provide support and encouragement to the. ™~

4

parent ,of the child.
/
The program is funded by the United Way who supports the Association
for Retarded Citizens.
The program has been replicated in other areas of Kentucky including

Elizabethtown and Lexington, and in Jeffersonville, Indiana. In order to
. replicate, a community needs: > - I .

(1) Two extremely dedicated volunteers, or

- : . { . e
(2) A paid staff personm in an interested.qrganization. :

’ ~

The Louisville staff is available to provide ;saining, consultation
N . \

x A ' . RS
and resource materials to interested groups or agencies. ' >

-

Source:

Ann’ Dancy, Associate Director ,

1146 South Third
Louisville, KY 40203
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/. * PARENT STUDY PROGRAM -
. ‘Qh
Lynchburg, Virginia_.

* -

The Parent Study Program, inaugurated five years ago by Dr. Kenneth
Weét, is go-sponsored by Lynchburg College'znd Virginia Baptist Hospital. %

The progiam consists of fourteen different ten-week courses that are =

offered in.various locations throughout the city. =«
"”'t‘ “'w« .

The program was brought to Lynchburg by Dr. West who had pagticipated

-

in a similar program in Tgllahassee, Florida. He originally taught one
expefimental class at Lynchburg College. The cburse was so well received
thgt it was expanded vastly ng now has a co-director. The Baptist Hospital,

local pediatricians, and teachers began suggesting the program to parents
- :

of children.

.The purpose of this program is to foster democratic parenting through

a 'method that: ' ‘ ~

(1) recognizes-qgildien as contributing members of the family,
(2) gives parents alternatives in discipline, .
(3) involves children in decision makimg and planning, .
: ' ) (4) offers communication training, and )
(5) contributes to'chilren becoming independent, self-reliant,
responsible, self-confident, friendly, and creative. ,
. .

The cbursés which are based on the Dreiku;s appranﬁ, were originally
taught by Dr. wést and by gr;duate students 'who had tak%n the course. . As
the program exﬁanded, parents who had taken the classes became co-leaders
and then £ead leaders of the courses. These leaders were originally totally
- volunteers but'ére now\paid & small sum for courses taught. This is more
for reimbursement of travel costs and copying fees than an actw&l salary. °*
The courses £ave‘been offered free but a fee of $10 is now assessed those
who can afford to pay. The prégram received Title 1 fgnds, ﬁalary supplement

L -

~and other benefits from Lynchburg College. The federal grant éllows the .

. L
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. N, . . . )
> program to work with parents 4% children in special education, low income

parents, parents of adolescents, single parents,‘parent Qf children in the

-
.

ﬁuvehile court system and with PTA's,
r S

The program is designed for adults whd_are parents and is both develop
mental and corrective, depending upon the partiicipants' needs. An emphasis
is placed on providing child development information to the participants

so that adults will have realistic expectations of children. Communication

©

is also stressed and ways to develop di;;gghe between pérents and children

are discussed and demonstrated. .
“y- .
The current director plans to expand the program to include adults who

v
are not yet parents, This will bs qg\undergraduate college course designed
for students without children. This is based on the theory that problems

of parenting/may be prevented. Also the parents may be more satisfied
3 |

oY

. [N
if they have specific knowledge about child rear{;é and parenting prior

to assuming the responsibility.‘

F

The Parent Sfudy Program works closely with:Viiginia Bad%ist Hospital

-

- » , .
and with Lynchburg College. Pediatrician§b$sfe referrals to the program on

a regular basis and the Juvenile Céurt System' sends parents to the program.

The program is primarily self-suffici?nt becalise the operétional costs 5
. . . ’ /
are low,. However,"ﬁ§nchburg College does provide support for mailings and

classroom space, and some staff® S$alary at the secretarial level.

P

Continuing meetings for "éréauates" of thé course are held by an
: °

. .

organization called ACCEPT. This organization alloyws parents to\ tontinu€

to work on their difficulties and share their experiences after the

course has officially end;d.~

The program is On; hundred percent transferable with the tfawining
o; a session leader. all of the materials ééé packaged and the
+ concept and apéroach are incorporaggé.into tﬁe material,

.

t
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' Dr. Kenneth West
Director .
Parent Study Program “
. Lynchburg Cellege
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" THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY TEACHER CORPS PROJECT
By
- . ‘} 3
X University Park, PennsylVanla P
a2 ’ Enl
. e ;
Parent involvement is'one of the important components of the Teacher Corps

- . <
.

of Pennsylvania State University. The'broject is impleﬁented in the Keystone

Central School District (KCSD). This is a mountalnous area of central Pennsyl-

el +
. .

vania with many communities which: (a) arewrural and remotely isolated, (b)
3 [} * “'“ ’ ~
have limited industries, f{¢) havé a.median family income of $6,907, and (d)

. M -

have sub%tantial,unemployﬁentr*xThe communities are also charaéterized by
(1), limited opportunities to,emplo youngiahd;olgzr adults, (2) decreasing

2 ~

achievement rates 1n school,/(j) 1gh drop out rates, (4) 1ncrea51ng juvenile

school-related issues,
> ’ “ ' N Q [ .
. The Teacher Corps Project conductea a neéds assé%sment survey” of members_ ~
- A P
of the various communltles wlth;n the school‘dxstrlct. ,FlVe perceived needs
~ ¢ 417 N R . > /
of parenting were idgntified:’ _ 27 . L, o
¥ ‘ Lo )
(1) to develop traifing ip parenting method’s for high schodl students
' and membgrs of the community, o >

Yo C A .
B S,

~

% N tae
(2) to teach parents how to ig}tiate and suppert an\&;divfoualized

,approach’to~Iearning and evelopment with'théin c ildren, '

(3) t& encourage motg coqpunlty 1nvolvement xn the schools,

75 " .

(4) to 1mprove adult edycation programs in thp community and the school,
and ¢

«

{5) to establish permanent communit& programs cf parenting.
a * N ‘ \ 5
Tentative models and'approaches have been developed as' possible ways of
meeting the five IQentified needs, The modelsjare?

.

(1) Classroétm Training and Tutoring Proén . .This p;ogranffocuses on

v
» . -

selecting and training members of the commuﬁity‘to serve as tutors

P e
.
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, kY .

F] s

in school classrooms in 'preschool through grade 12. These inclh@é

phrents as well as retired and unemployed adults trained by schodl

.

.staff. .. 5

S

.

+ (2) Home Training and Tutofing Program. This approach involves the - .3.

selection and-training of community members to serve as tutors ‘in’ oo

the homes of’E;;Qunity members., Ehg home “visitor would assist
s . hd g . f .
parents)in helping their own children with séhool:related projects .

as well as assisting them in using angd devéloping potentials for
» -

.

. . J T
+ learning in the home enviromment. .

! 3
(3) Annual .Community-School Awareness Dinner Program. This involvgi
. . ) ,
annual or semi-annual #inners to provide recognitio# of the impact
~ N . .

N

oA

i

1
made by the home and school working together.

<
¢ e

(4) Extended Day Program. This®program operates, aftex regular\schoég . )

“:" ";:‘-. . .
hours to provide interestgﬁ'chlldren, in grades preschaol through

12, with educational ¢pportunities that are supplemental and .
Ve

recreational in nature. .

. £

(5) School~Home Resources Program. Eéople within the community that

J

—
possess specific skills or crafts cas be utilized as resources

t
within the school programgfnd could also be incorporated in the <«
& "".”' ) l ’
extended day program. : -
< . .

(6) Parents as Censultants. This program is designed to train

parents to serve as educational and therapeutIc consultants to

other parents who“have similar interests, concerns or problems. .
.
These parents then form a resource pool within the home-school

©

- " community. N

- . N
(7) Parehtigg Skills Communfcation. This model is a modification of a

.

proven parent education training program; the Parents Effectiveness

119
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' o ' .
Training (PET). This approach: provides immediate relevancy as well ‘

. . as rapid implemeﬂtaggon within the framework of day-to-day parent/

S ”~
' child interactions. The program stresses child development know-

- -
‘ﬂ‘ . . a

ledge, individual differences; needs df children and adults, and .
w . .

i basic listening skills. . The program will ‘be recommended for use
. 4 . : .-
- in_adult education classes, high school health, curriculum as well

5 -
- e ’

© AN
& .as.community service groups.
. ° Y .
A Y )
These approachéds ‘were designed in direct response to the identified needs
T e : . .

-

- ~ '

of tHe pXrents in‘th;se rﬁraﬁgAppaLachian counties. The Teacher Corps staff

M - -

is currently in the process of implementing the various approaches described

.above in the Teacher Corps Project. Thi4 is being done througﬁ close collabora-
S : , - ’ . ’
tion with the .Community Council of the Teacher Corps and the Adult Education

.
S 4 -~

. - o
Programs in the area. Approaches are instituted on a gradual basis. A great

N . \

deal of research, planning, anS*o anization precede the start up of each
. . ) y :

t

apﬁroiﬁh”. Close follow-up, including modification from suggestions by teachers,

ks L

parents and community ;§{§ons, accompanies each approach. While each approach
is tentative they represent viable models that address specific needs of members

of these communities and highlight some of the potential directions for home-

school interaction. -

.

e , ,
This Project is funded as a comﬁonent'of the Teacler Corps of Penn State

. e . Iy
University. Therefore, replication of the approach could occur in other
L

Teacher Corps sites if a perceived need for such activities is identified.

v v . 4 -
However, the individual components and/or combinations of such components

could be replicqted within school éystems that are interested/committed to Y
-, 1

encouraging more community involvement in the schools. However, the commit-~
\]

ment must be at the administrative level, either that of a building principal

or a central office administrator. The ¢ost of such implementatiof will vary

‘greatly. Approaches such as one, three, five and six could be implemented at

fRlc - - -y
o1y -

’
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very little cost., Other approaches., such as \two, four and .seven woplqaiequire
- . ’ -~ &J ‘

salaries, facilities,.extensive planning and in gome cases-the hiring of staff
N . HE ‘ o
to administer and Qperéte the pfogram. ‘ . . .

. *

S e st

Evaluations and findings will pe available from fenn State over the mext

- two tg\three years regarding the effectivggess of these approaches. - Assistance

in implementing parts of all the componé;%ﬁfﬁﬁli also be available,

. . RS —_— %
: : ' o o '
. , .
\‘ .
‘Source:
. : ! "
’ Dr. Thomas D. Yawkey 7
- Early Childhood Facwlty - ’ ' ‘ v
Division qf Curriculum and Instruction N ! ) s
Pennsylvania State University ' . i
University Park, Pennsylvania 16802 S
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.1nvolvement in 1ts preschool (ages 3-4),

\
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PROJECT PLAY - .

S Bristol, Virginia N
' & . ® . ,
The Pro:ect PLAY Program 1n Brlstol Virginia is-a home—éthoof team .

3

appr

oach to educating young‘chlldren.

The\proggam(stressee pareht and community

.

.

grade level.components. ) N

-
+

is to integrate perceptuai motor

enhance learning.

+

The objective of“Project PLAY (

.

The program's g;,

kindergarten, first grade and second

-r
. .
~
v

-
-

Psychomoteor Learning .for Academic Yieldg)

N

act;vities with coghitive activities and thus

3

1s for the parent program are:

(1)

(2)

to teach parents how to

to prov1de

wfjhthelr chlldren,'

materlals to increase learnlng in the perceptual,

psycho-

»

. o

motor, and cognltlve areas,
~

ko util
and personnel,

(3)

/ (4)
the accuracy and rang
and

(5)
‘development.

The project director designs,

«

. "

v

,the program and also serv

* v

¢

_ested in adoptiﬂg/adapting~the approach.

<? ~

teachers,

The Qreschool educational eomponent is an adaptation of ,AEL'

Preschool Education . (HOPE) Progect.

= \

in a mobile van that travel
i

home visitors and volUnteers.

I3

to offer'perceptual-motor activiti
e of their sensory perceptlons and dlscrlmlnatlons,'

The staff is coﬁgesed of classroom

s to thelr cofmunity; a

»

ize community resources to augment school materials, facilities

’

B

e;NEEPwhlch children learn to increase

v

to improve children's conq&pthal-language abilities and social emotional ,
. ¢ " - .

[y
3

implements and administers all components of

-~

es+as a disseminator of the program té personnel inter- -

/
o ¥

o

s Home Orieqted

- .
The children attend class one time per week

-

hape v151tor pays a wéeki&

visit to the child's home where she teaches the parept how to teach the Chlld
- 1 - -

~

and.l;a@es suitable learning activities fo

)

held on a reguldr basis.

) e,

RIC . K
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In addition to the home-school involvement, the program- reaches out to the

community for resources. The YMCA provides the facility for the Project’'s

Preschool Swim Progrém, which is part of the regular curriculum; the local public

L )

library, and a Toy Lending Library, is used on a regular basis; senior
citizens volunteer in the classroom on a reqular basis; and the Bristol Mental

Health and Special Services Office provide mental and physical health services

@

on an as-needed basis.

The project received developmental funding from USOE, ESEA Titles III and
IV-C. These monies are supplemental by the Bristol Public Schools and the pro-

3
gram operates as a component of the public schools. There are no charges to

.

families with children in the program. : //

§

The Project has been approved by the Joint Dissemindtion Review Panel
(ODRP) and adoption/adaption critéria have beén developed. The Project PLAY
staff will provide inservice’ training in basic program components, techniques
"for program coordination, inservice activities on tﬁe curriculum components,
diagnostic monitoring, classroow observation and‘"hands on" experiences; .
Schools may adopt/adap§ the entire approach or single ﬁodules. The program

can accommodate 20-60 pupils per teacher, grades K-2, Materials have been

-

developed to accompany all components. )

Children receive pre- and post-testing with norm referenced test, criteria
», - .
referenced tests and curriculum specific batteries. Data indicate that highly

significant gains were made by the project participaeés when compared with a

» J

matched group of non-parficipan%E&

. ~ a 1]

. ) 4

Source: . ,1:3'1
N s

&

Dr. Evelyn Murray, Director ) ‘
Titlg IV-C ) '

Bristol Virginia Schools

Bristol, Virginia 24201,
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REGION III CHILD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES . &

) “»  Huntington, West Virginia- .

) The: Region III Child Development Service Office provides a variety
N ¢ »

of programs and activities for parents and children in a six county area -

in southern West Virginia. The Office is one of several created by an
o > o

executive order of the governor in 1972 and funded by state monieg.

R4 o -

4

Region III has been abYe to diversify its funding and now receives monies Y

from the state legislature, Title XX, ARC, the United Way, and donations
; 1

v

and fees.

Currently, Region III operates prograﬁs providing day care, parent
edueation, identification and education for handicapped children, and
training of child'care workers., Although the components are interrelated,

only the Parent Education Program was included in this interview.

. . N
The Parent Education Program serves parents in thrge counties. FParents

. .
. . ~qy -
interested in promoting their child‘'s intellectual and emotional growth

receiv%&training and advice through the service of two parent educators.

L}

These parent educators make weekly visits to the home and provide materiails
and teaching suggestions for parents to use with their children. The par-
ents who participate in the program are usually young parents, single

parents and parents who are referred by protective services. A contract-

3

uval agreement is drawn up between Region III and the parent which obligates

both parent and Region III staff to participate in the weekly visitation

activities. This contract is reviewed and renewed every six months.

3

e [N

The goals of the Parent Education Program are: (1) to support the

family in its child rearing responsibilities, (2)’ to help parents under-

4

stand what to expect of their children, (3) to provide materjals and training

I
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that will enable parents to be more effectivesteachers of their children,)
gn@ (4) to provide outreacg services‘for the family.

Thé administfation of the Region III office has degrees. ip early

. childhood ed?cation and education administration. The Parent Education

Program is staffed by an early' childhood teacher and one child development
assistant, and is supervised by the day care coordinator.

Services offered by Region III. are expanding; apd CHILDREN'S PLACﬁ,
a new child development center with a comprehensive approach to young
éhildren's and parents needs is now open. This center includes a resource
center for all pgfentg enrolled in Region III programs. Child-study.
sessions for parents, a tqy-lending library and counselling ig the area
Sf pa;enting are available in the resource center.

Funding for all Region III's activities is broadly based, as ingica;ed

earlier. Cooperative efforts with the city of Huntington, Cabell County

Schools, Marshall University, the West Virginia Department of Health and

¥ . ¢ :

Welfare have contributed to the program's growth. An enthusiastiec,
’dedicated administrator has also been a key to its success.,

Repli;ation of this program could be carried out under the auspices
of other .area or regional agenciés. One or more of the companents could

be replicated if sufficient funds, staff and facilities are available.

Source:

Norma Gray, Director

Region III Child Development Services

803 Hal Greer Boulevard

Huntington, West Virginia 25703 ’ _1'7!*




URBAN PILOT PROJECT

Cleveland, ©Ohio
o

The Urban Pilot Project is a compensaéorgdgducation project operated by

the Cleveland Public Schools and funded by the Ohio State legislature.

\

The Project is one of four similar projects developed in Ohio in 1977 to

.
establish a home-school-community liaison for grades K through 12. In Cleveland

the Lincoln-West attendance area was chosen as the site for the pilot project

because it is a very heterogeneous section of the city containing Blacks,
Indians, Orientals, Spanish-speaking persons and other ethnic groups.

The purposes of thée project are:

»
(1) to maintain an effective line of communication between the home,

-

school and community,

to identify students who need agency/educational services and follow

g
through, -

to help parents become aware of community services available to them,
to develop student and parent involvement activities, and
to assist with the attendance program.

The project manager holds -a M;s. degree. The manager desigﬁs the overall

¢

program, hires staff, trains staff to work with parents, and conducts parent

3

meetings. The staff includes consultants, teachers, community aides, attendani%:\

aides, and a clerk. The primary staff members are community local salaried
aides whose duties are:

(1) to identify students who need services,

'(2) to make home Visits, to parents,

(3) to provide community'information to parents,

(4) to attend community agency meetings, and

to assist in getting parents involved in school programs and activities.
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Parents attend regularly scheduled meetings during the school day. Contacts

with employers are made and parents are permitted to leave work for the meetings.

¢

The project staff providQ§ services to the school and the families. .Special

curriculums have been designed for junior and senior high schools, Elementary
. .
teachers receive assistance in developing integrated language arts experiences

«

through conferences and demonstrations, Two mathematics resource centers have

been developed and newsletters and handbooks for parents have been prepared.

,.The program impacts on all involved: the parents, students, community

and school. Sbme of the impacts are (1) easier access to the services of

camunity agencies by parents and students, (2) new teaching techniques and

»

resources for teachers, (3) parental involvement in the educationaaf their
childrers, (4) additional activities for children and parents, and (5) improved

attendance in school at the secondary level.

The program is designed to combine rehabilitative, prevehtf%e, and develop-

. mental programs in a school-family-community effort to test the impact of a

‘e
v <

< maximal educational program for disadvantaged youth.

- o
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State legislation and funds are needed to duplicate this program. However,
%
other sources of funding could be sought and uséd. Commitment by the superin-

tendent and/or school board is nécesséry in order to plan and implement this

type project.

Source:

Joycé M. Fashola >

Urban Pilot Project . g \I:).‘ )
Paul L. .Dunbar School ' 3 . ~
2200 S. 28st. , .

' Cleveland, Ohio 44113 . . ' .
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e VENANGO COUNTY HEAD START PROGRAM.

Franklin , Pennsylvania
.

s

N The ,Venango County Head ?;art Program has been operating in a rural

v -

section of Pennsylvania since 1968. The project's overall goals are
(1) to promote a greater degree of social gompetence in ch&ldren‘of

low income families and (2) to involve the parent in the child's educa-

tion. The program has a staff that includes a director, an education
coordinator, a health/social service coordinator, a parent involvement
coordinator, five teachers, seven teacher aides and one home visitor and

various support personnel. The director and education coordinator must
-

* hold a.college degree in child development or early childhood. Teacher§
. vmay have acolleg% degree or a CDA. The program provide; sgrvices to'
approxiamtely 95 children and their families. These services include:
health, mental health, nutrition, parent involvement, education and
social services. The program is considered to be developmentally/preventa-

tive because the program is developing all aspects of the child and is

thus prevent;ng health problems, educational delays, social problems,

.

’

etc’, . &

NG
The parenting component is one of the most important parts of the

Venango County Head Start Program. The program stresses parent involvement

.

and has a high rate of participation. Parents participate by serving as
staff persons, paid substitutes in the classroom, and volunteer teacher
aides. Parents serve on center committees and on the overall program
committee called Policy Council. . The parent participation rate on the

Policy Council is 50 percent. Parents also participate at the Western

-

Penns%}!ania level, the state level and on the national level. The R

1 . ~

‘Q LT ' RS
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parents are policy makers and participate in processes involving bhudget
and personnel. The program is mandated to give parents perference in
hiring for non professional positions if applicants are otherwise

equally qualified. The program is also concerned with career development

for the parents. They are encouraged to complete the GED, and the Head

-

Start Program provides payment to parents taking the course.

The Clarion Intermediate Unit provides a speech therapist; the
Department of Welfare provides medical screénings and physical examinations.

Local dentists provide dental services and the Association for the Blind
. ’

. . » . .

does wision screenings. The program also works cooperatively with Laster

.

Seals, and Family Services.

The Head Start program is federally funded throuah Health and Human

» .
Services (HHS). HHS provides 80 percent of the funds and 20 percent is

local support, which includes volunteer time, space and other in-kind
4
contributions. The program is evaluated on an annual basis by ali\‘

.

participants, parents_ and staff, to determine if the program has met the
manda;ed‘éuidelines. A federal representative evaluates the program ,
once a year. - //\\’—////
This program and its goals are similar to many other Head Start
programs. This‘program has been more successful than many with it:s,,‘3
parent involvement component., Parent involvement extehds from minor

activities all the way up through the budget decisions. Other Head

a

‘ LW
Start programs can replicate the parent component by indicating a

sincere desire for parent involvement, providing the conditions conducive
to involvement, and actively training and educating parents to be aware

of and informed about their role as a Head Start parent. Specific inform=-
. ‘ \

ation and suggestions can be provided.by the Venango County Head Start
¥ i

Program, l“l/
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Source:

Pam Gibbons, Director
Veénango County Head Start
1328 Liberty Street
Franklin, Pennsylvania 16323
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Home-Oriented Prescﬁool Education (HOPE) Follow-Up Stu§y: ,

Family Case Studies- Procedures. and Findings , e
- _ ‘E. F. Gotts and P. Jones

.
“

The HOPE Follow-Up Study is & long-term (approximately ten years)
N investigation of (a) whether pg;entél skills were enduringfy influenced T

\

. . : by participation in the experimenfgand (b) whether parental skills relate

in predtcted ways to children's school performance, life adjustment, and

=

developmental status (cognitive, social and eﬁotional) during the secondary

school years. . }i\\' ) .

The Family Case Studies, which form a substudy within the laiger study,

have been designed for two purposes: 1) to proéide varied observational

-

data by which to cross-validate varidus interview measures and to verify

. . ¢
theoretical interpretations and 2) to provide more indepth information on

7 .
a representative subsample of famililes--from which vantage point it may be

-

possible to ma&; richer, more fleshed-out generaliéations about the intra- (/
kfamily processés which are associated with child competence.- .
. . ¢ , .

-
.

Sample
' {

As a part of the HOPE Follow-Up Study, 40 families were selected ouf of
. .

.é larger sample of somewhat ove 200% in a stratified random manner, to

reprefent the original HOPE griméntal vs. community contiol conditions

2 > .

and to represeﬁt'demog{ap ic variatiﬁns in terms of: sex of head of house-
hoid, mother's age at mafiiage, geographic mobility, 0céupational level

(of head df household), size of sib group, family income,,educationql level

Al

(of head of household), number of adult-oriented organizations to which

+

-

O ) P ‘ 1 ()’)
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head of household belongs, number of child-orienééd organizatioﬂs to
which head of household belongs, and years family was in the\program.

-

These particular demographic variables wefe preselected through ;egrés-
. sion’analyses for ﬁﬁeir e%feqtivenes; in indexing thé "favorability of
‘the family demographic patterp" relative to (i.e., as predictors of)
measured child outcome (i.e.;‘és the criterion). Selection was made in
AEL's offices so that the field~;;rker wouid be blind as to the exact
~reasons that individual families were selecteds Whenever a family did not
choose to participate, a substyfution was made of a demographicallyaéimilar
family. < » -
All families in the case studies had been in either an experimental
group (HOPE) or a community contrél group during the years 1968-1971,
>
when tﬁé children were.three to five years/old. The experimental families
had received weekly paraprofessional home visits, which the control families

had pot. All families had access to an AEL produced television program

Around the Bend which was broadcast daily during the school year. Experi-

mental families'were, moreover, regularly encouraged by a home visitor to

see that their children had an opportunity to view ;he program. Experi-

" mental group parents were themselves invited to view the program with
their children and to lead their children %P various correlated home

? -

learning activities.

Case Study Procedures

] -2
¢ ’

The procedures were jo;ntly adapted or devised by the principal
N =~

inQestigator and the field worker to assure both a) the practicability of

using the pfbcedufes under anticipated field condjitions and b) the

© ~»




. _ - +
suitability of the procedures for accomplishing the scientific (i.e., ° :

empirical and theoreticaﬁ) purposeé of the studies. Only those procedures

»

were used on which the principal investigator and field worker were satis-
fied as to the issues of practicability and suitabiiity. A small scale ' ¢

pretesting of the general protocol was carried out with two families, and
- »

. neceésary procedural adjustments were made.

-
-~

¢ Data had previously been collected from each‘family by two types of

L}

parental interviews andttwo types of child interviews. " Pranscriptions of

these records were reviewed by the field worker, usually on the day immedi-~

e

ately preceding each family study. Extensive criterion school data had

also been collected but were’not available to the field worker for review.
- ’ 5
The purpose of reviewing each set of four family interviews was to prepare
N . . :
for the case study by determining what was already known and not known

- “
about the family, on the basis of which family interest could be engaged

. ¢
and additional information could benelicited from family members. Another

,reason for this preliminary review was to permit the field worker to make
/

an individual family determination of how to proceed during the igdividual

family study in order to insure that all nécessary data would be available
q - .

for completing standardized ratings immediately following the case study
visit. From the foregoing it can be seen that each case study was tailor
made to fit the particular family in question, while assuring that compar-

able data would be available to complete the same. ratings for all families.

In addition to filling in %gy missing information, the followiﬁb'areas ‘

LY

were explored in the course of the case study visit: child temperament,

using the scales originally develop;d by Thomas, Chess and Birch (196@)

2

- and adapted to older children and adolescents by Lerner(1980); problem-

, solving tecﬁniques in child-rearing, using procedures developed by Shure

’ /

D4
U
1

|
i
-—
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3

3

~
and Spivack (1978 , pp. 216-224); int@r-generational influences an parents

. . s -
from their parents, devised by ; styles of family communication and

»

levels of moral reasoning, usinpg procedures'adapt;d by Baumrind (1978)
* N : ° 4
from Kohlberg; characteristics of younger siblings of school age, if

present in the family; conditions of hoye; informal aspeéfs of communica-
tion (i.e., not in structured situations such as those cited aboy;);
. superstitions and routines ‘and rituals that are important to the family;
{ how_family ﬁembers pdss the time of day; family interaction at mealtime}
_openness o;'canéor of family members during visit; living arrangements;

L]
and nonverbal aspects of communication. The majority of these data were

-

derived firom direct observations of the family, who had been instructed

to follow their regular routines as much as possible except for the struc-
. \ .

( <

# dilemmas.

4

tured sessions in which all family members worked together at resolving moral

D

i

Usually on the day foflowi%g the home visit, afPer reviewing all new
data, Baumrind-type ratings were performed (Attachment 1) using the full
rotocol of 82 behavioral rating items plus the 17 more global constructs.

Batmrind, who performed consultation regarding use of her procedures and

&

adaptations, was satisfied that the types of daé; and the amount of data
available to AEL would permit ratings of this type'to be performed. The
field worker has since found that it was possible to complete all ratings
from the total data set available follswingfthe vis;t.

The field,ﬁﬂ.ker also ratéd the parental problem solvi : from a
tra;scription of the discussion held around the Shure and Spivack (1978)
type stimuli. Ratings were completed on the Supplemental Family Ratings
(Attachment 2) form (AEL , 1980). F%Palli the field worker “dictatzzﬁa'
case séudy impression of the family. It is about 1,250. words in lenéth

-

LY
and covers Personal Characteristics of the parent(s) and other family

135
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(\ members; Condii}on of Home; Interests; Inter-Generatignal Perspectives;

&fituals'and Routines; and General Comments.

The overgll approach of this narrative is to describe the family

+

1 -

. . . )
from its ow%ﬁperspective\(i.e., participant observer viewpoint), identi-

< f§ing ﬁow the family conceptualizes itself and its place within the largex
c ! : 7
T .
community. No attempt is pade to enforceecompara?ility across families

- u

in this portion of the record, but instead to depiét\fhe twistings!9nd%

turnings of each family's uniquenéss and focus by means of an empathic
S

.

biographical sketch.

- a

The facilitate reference to the other instruments used, AEL's adapta-

. $ :
tion of the temperament survey (lerner, 1980) appears as Attachment 3.

~

AEL's as#gnment rner's items, based on Thomas, Chess and Birch
(1968) appears as the final page of that atgachménf. The essential Shure

and Spivack (1978) materialg/used in the present study appear in Attachment’
v - P - : -
4, .

The authors of this report are preparing additional descriptive

‘materials on the typical procedures followed in carrying out a case study

' . . ‘
. with an indivkdual family (cf, Childhood and Parenting Research Program,

.

.Final Report, 1980, pp. 27-33). These will appear as a separate report
i

in eariy,1981. The report will serve as a field'manual for persons who
N - , . < .
are attempting to replicate the procedures followed in the Family Case

-

Studies, «Tqiéfmportance of #he present report plus the field manual
which will follow is that they will remedy what prior case study repofts

. have generally failed to do, namely, to provide sufficient description

™~ 4

of the brocedures followed to enable others to replicate them,

: o N
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Findings

The temperament items (Lerner; 1980) were scored according to the coannt
categories established by Thcmaﬁ, Chess,‘;nd Birch (1968), as indicated on the
final page of Attachment 3. Cronbach alpha reliabilities of\Fhe nine scalef,

1

were as follows, after deletion of unsatisfactory items: Activity (.85);

: Adaptability (.69); Intensity (.74); Threshold (.51)—-item 87 deleted, but *
. X &
still a very marginal scale; Negative Mood (.74)--item 18 deleted; Distract-

Rhythmicity (.89)--items 31 and 54 deleted; Approach (.86)--item 3 deleted; . :
ibility (.81); and persistence (.76).
\

As was mentioned in the Final Report, the experimental and control groups

- were not expected to differ in the foregoing respegté, and they did not. It ‘//
was considered possible, however, that they might differ on second level fac-

tor scéles. This possibility was examined by factor analyging all raw items |

together, drrespective of their theoretical scale content. This resulted in
- ~T

gﬁ jéctorsh

-

having eigenvalues greater than 1.0.

¢

The fourteen‘factors were. identified as I Slow to warm up (items in
descending ordex ogvtheir importance to the factor were 79, -82, 58, 15, -16; 43, .
__ =59, 32, -13, 2, =25, =50, -68); II Rhythmicity (47, €4, -71, 51, 70, 85, -67, i

81, =21, -9, 7’, 89); III Active and diéfractibie (42, 6, 54, -34, 29, 35, 37,

46, 9, -78); IV gersistent and non-distractible (11, 56, 12, 22, 30, 41, -20);‘\ ) ;

T v Igtenseoreaction (L?,‘Sé, 18, 7, 26, 39, -65,°46); VI Pleasant mood (=66, 55,

--27, ?8,"-65, 62); VII Active, 'restless éleeper (72, 63, -86, 57, -78); VIII
Sensitive‘to‘external and insensitive to intern?l stipuli (28, =63, 87, =76);

IX Adjusts to Tew food quickly (=3, 52, -44, ;84f; X Not reactive to light,
placid (-40, 19, =33, -80); XI Hiéh thr;shold (61, 75, 38, 74, 29); XII Predict;

-

- ,p able appetité‘(l, 88); XIII Sleeps in vs. up and ready'to go (54, -36);.and

”

XIV Reactive to new things (73, -8, 68). @




As was nofed in the Final Report, some @ifferences were found between
the experimental and control child on factors III, XIII and XIV (;ee pages
31-32), The finding was that the experfﬁéntal group was higher on factors
III and XIII and lower on factor XIV. Together these findfngs were inte-
preted as suggesting that the experimental children have pdopted a more l
active style of interacting with the envirénment, in the sense that they
wqpld rather be doing things than sitting around; they are up and ready to

go in the morning; and they are less reactive to new situations and physical

Stlgt:;ur
? - ’ .
ing” the case studies, the mothers completed the problem solving situa=-

tions (Shuriléufpivack, 1978) in Attachment 4 by interview. The responses
w;re scored according tb the standard scoring system appearing there. If
multigle reséonses were given, all were rated and an average computed for
each of the eight problems. fhe Cronbach algha reliability for this instru-
ment was only .60; In this connection it should be noted that the proced
usefulne;s has been demonstrated preﬁiously with parents of children who were
muﬁh younger than those in the present sample (i.e., our s;mpie is made up
of young ad; esqents). The experimental and control parents did not differ
in their/ﬁg;i scores on problem solving. The overall group mean was 16.715
(standard deviation 6.982), suggesting that these parents tend to handle

situations of these types on the average by providing .a simple "because"

whéh refusing the child's wishes or when attemp¥ing to redirect the child's
. ‘a ad ,
behav1or. * . I . .

&9 . -r 3, -

The4AEL Supplemental dellg’hatlngs (1980) appear in Attachment 2. They

-

-
v

3

dkre completedashortly after the field worker completed each case study visit.

- °
*

These?ratings were factor analyzed to determine how the individual ratlngs

~

might best ?e combxhed into scales. Seven factors® were extractgd in this

»

L

*a
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manner: I Good or effective communication (II, C, II. E, IV, ;I. b, II. A, III,
C); 11 Uncrowded, uncluttered home (III. B, -III, F, 111, G, II, F); III Rela-
tions with own parents (I, D, X, B, 1); IV Relations with siblings based on
parental example (I. B, 2, I, A)é V Mentions fglk superstitions (I. E, ¥II. D);

% VI Mutuality in fami}y‘(II. B, III, A); and VII Stance regarding parental

taboos (I. C, =-III. E).

The 28 experimental and 12 control group families did not differ from one
another in any of the foregoing seven areas. It is evident that these factors
reflect (a) general intergenerational matters between the parents and their
-families of origin, (b) social class differences and (c) folkways and mores.
Adults do not usually ch;nge in such areas. Thus, these are areas in which
"no differences" suggests that the stratified sampling procedure was égccess-
ful, even with small sample size, in selecting parents who were properly

' representative of the larger experi;ental and control samples,

Data were also available from Baumrind (197&) type ratings completed on
the case studies families shortly after each study visit was completed.
Ratings were completed for each family on the 82 parental behavior items plus
the 17 constructs {:ttachment 1) representing four domaifis: “1);Parenta1

. Authogity, 2) Traditional?fy, 32 Rationality, and 4) Affection.

It was important to test fqr this sample hpw closely the relationships
among the 17 constructs represented the fou; damains, because Baumrind's
prior studies had been conducted Gith samples drawn from populations differ-
i;g greatly from those in rural Appalachié.

A principle components varimax rotated analysis broduced five interpre;-
abie factors from the 17 constructs: I confideﬁt exercise of parental influ-

ence (I. B. 2, I, B. 3, I. B, 1, III, A, 1); II Affectionate enjoyment of

parental, role (IV. E, 1, III, C, 1, IV. D. 1, I ?)C. 1); III Stimulates
. "y

LAV
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maturity (IV. B. 1, I. C. 1); IV Traditionality (II1. B. 1, II, A, 1, I, A, 1);

and V pPushes child (1. C¢. 2, -III, B. 1, I. -A. 1). Factor I corresponds closely

»

to Baumrind's Parental Authority domain; Factor II resembles the Affection

domain; and Factor IV subsumes the Traditionality domain. The Rationality

+

constructs did not come together to form ; single factor but instead were
distributed across the variéus factgrs. Factor V contains a ﬁingling of
Parental Authority and Ratioéality constructs. Factor III mingles constructs
of the Parental Authority and Affection domains.

Overall the relationshigs discussed above suggest,that the structure oé
constructs relative to domains in this Appalachian sample reasonably approximates
the domains previously studied b; Baumrind. Factor scores from this procedure

were, nevertheless, not used to make inferences about possible differences

between the experimental and control families., These comparisons were bypassed
because, as Baumrind has notgd, the constructs are less behavioraliand more

difficult to rate. It seemed, therefore, that they would be of more value for

v

examining the theoretical domain than for looking at individual differences

between families. '
]

To compare the two groups of families, seven scales were formed fram the

82 .parent behavior rating items. Scale formation was carried out by a rational
i . I 4 0]
scaling procedure by exapining a special matrix displaying the correlations
among the 82 rating items and a) the 17 construct ratings and b) factor scores .

for the five factors. In this manner the assignment. of an item to a scale

becgme a function of the m;gni;ude of its correlations relative to the 17

]

constructs versus the factor~re§resented'domainst Items which rélated most

highly to a dcmain were not assigned to scales, whereas those which related

most highly to constructs were assigned to scales. This rational procedure

permitted the formation of scales comprised of items which most clearly and

~ 1
,
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differentially represgnted one of the constructs. The purpose of this was
(a) to assign to the less abstract ievel (i.e., construct rather thgn domain)
while (b) maintainiﬁg~a clegr theoretical linkage to the Baumrind model by
retaining only behavioral items which corresponded to the actual constructs
from which all items had been generated.

The result of tbe p;ocess was seven construct-related scales composed
of behavioral items. The interpfetation’of the scales then became a matter
of content analysis vis-a-vis priof construct identification. The seven
scales thus‘formed were: A) Firmly directive (20, 21, 22, 18, 16, 17, 15,
38, 13)--which most closely resembles I. B Parental influence; B) Tradition-
ality/conventionality (39, 43, 41, 6a, -65, 35, 40, -30, 37, -6l)-~which most
resembles II. B Conventionality; C) Parental control (la, 2a, 14, 4a, 2b, 8,
4b, 36, 1b, =53, 9, 23, and weakly co£related -52, 23)--most resembling a
mix of I. A Directiveness and I, B Parental iﬂfluence; D) Clarity of parental
role expectations (44, 46, 47, 31, -42--and weakly rélated 7a; =51)=-=-most , °

P

resembling III. A Intellectual clarity; E) Intellectual stimulation and

control in childrearing (3a, 3b, 48, 49, 50, 45, 76, 19, 32, 33, 12, 5a, 56,

"62, 5b, 67)--a mix of I. A. 1 Areas of child's life constrained, III. a

Intellectual clarity, and III. B Intellectual stimulation; F) Supports and
P .

encourages maturity (26, 26, 29, 63, 66, 28)--a mix of I. C, 1 Encouraggmenf
of maturity and IV. B and C, Responsiveness and Supportiveness; and G) Affect-
ionate and responsive to child’(?%! 73, 70, 64, 55, 72, 75, 69, -10)=--matching
BN
Iv, Affection.
The preceaing:method of rational~-empirical scale formation was intended
A\
to identify item clusters associated with constructs rather than domains. It
\
allowed, nevertheless, for the possibility that one construct or another might

{ .
more focally index a d?::iai' See, for exafiple, scale G which matches domain

IV but which was actually ‘identified because the items had iny€ommon that they

14%
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were most clearly related to the dimension IV, D w;rmth, suggesting that
p;rental wvarmth may X particula; value as a marker of the affection
damaig.

The above-identified scales were suhmitged to an internal consistency
reliability analysis to verify the psychometric fit of the rational-empirical
assignments which had been made. 'The rgsulting alpha coefficients for the
scales were: A (;92), B (.85), C (,90), D (.73), E (.94), F (. 86) and
G (.85), The scales, constructed from parent behavior ratings, appeared
to be sufficiently reliable for making comparisons of the two family groups.

The 28 experimental and 12 control group families were compared by
si fé alysis” of variance on scores ocbtained on the seven parent behavior
rating scales to determine. whether these'might reflect enduring effects from
the HdPE treatment. The experimental parents differed from the control par=-
ents by béing higher on scale A,<g;rmly directive (m = 3,01 vs. 2.65 for
items); higher'on scale B, Traditionaiity/ponventionality (q = 2,08 vsi

1,72); and higher on scale G, Aféectionate and responsive i; child (m = 2.71-
vs. 2.43). The precgging ;eans were computed to item-mean equivalents to
facilitate comparison with the actual ratings which range from 1 to 5
(Attachment 1). Ii was concluded(that HOPE had in fact produced lastiﬁg
effects in parents on these ‘measures.

Whilerthe groups did not differ reliably from one anétﬁer, theygroup
means for the remaining scales are rg?orted here to describe the actual
,éentral,tgndencies of parents within this population: scale C, Parental

control (m = 2.13 vs, 1.86); scale D, Clarity of parental role expectations _

(m = 1,29 vs. 1.13); scale E Intellectual stimulation and control in child-

.
v

t .
rearing (m = 2.95 vs, 2.87); and scale F, Supports and encourages maturity

)

(m = 3,12 vs., 3.04). . -

A}
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ATTACHMENT 1

PARENTS OF ADOLESCENT CHILDREN
Mother Rating Sheet

Parenting Behavior Rating Items
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Parenting Behavior Ratiﬁg Constructs

A.1 Areas Constralned . 11l A1 intellectual Clarity-

A2 Restrlcti;/eness intellectual Stimulation
B 1 Self-confidence Fairness

B2 Firmness : A1 Separateness

B 3 Directness o L ‘Responsivenefs'

- Maturity Encouragement . Supportiveness
Démandingness ) Warmth

. bl .
Deference 3 Enjoys Parental Role

- Conventionality

¢




5.

! 1
- .

(CONSTRUCT I A 1

Parental Authority .
A. Directiveness

. ~r
*1s Areas of Child's Life Constrained (Constrains vs. Places Few

onstraints

-

Many areas of child'gﬁaife.are severel} constrained by parental do's
and don'ts. It seems to observer that ehild can hardly move without
coming into contact with a parental regulation or prohibition.

Parent regulates many areas of child's 1ife, but not so completely as
in #5, so that observer does. not experience the claustrophobia and
tightness of control present in #5.

Parental regulations govern some--but by no means al]--of ch11d s life,
with considerable freedom being left for child to maneuver on her/his
own. § .
Paréent regulates very 1ittle of ch11d s life, Ieaving child quite free,
to act as s/he will.

Parent regulates virtually none of child' s 1ife, leaving child not only
free of constraint, but perhaps even untethered. *

L4 EN P‘
Y
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CONSTRUCT. I A 2
i. Parental Authority
A. Directiveness . \

#2, Restrictiveness (Seeks to Maintain Contro}- over Adolescent

ys. Wi ish Control as Child Matir :

“
4

5% parent's contro'l of chﬂd is characteristica'l'ly intrusive. Parent‘s

style is marked by mgging and prying. Parent seems not to trust
child. °

4, Parent fs frequently Edssy, nagging and prying in her/his control
attempts, though.not to the same degreé as in #5. o '

3., ° Parent's sty\e of control is. swetimes (or over some issues) in-
trusive. . b C g

2. Parent is seldom bossy, nagging, or prying

1. Parent's control of chﬂd 1s. aeaomp'lished without intrusiveness.
Parent'a'lmost never “pesorts to naﬁ@-jng or prying. Parent tiusts

ﬂ‘e&“\
‘
s

5.

[
’/
§Eafd : which is about parent's -attempted -
YErd) ovev‘ spectfj’d sreas of child's 14fe. Construct 1 A2, in con-
trast, nates the mamm? 1n which parent1tternpts to exert control. A
parent may attanptmto contro'l many areas of the child's 1ife without
~ doing so in an 1ntrusiye, bus;y-»é# \g{qgg’ing way Such a parent shbu'ld
\b§ rated high on Construct: I A 1 %ng' 1ow on the present Construct.

£

&

¢ . e
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CONSTRUCT I 8 1

1. Parental Authority
B. Parenta) Influence

**1. Self-confidence (Self-confident as Parent vs. Lacks Self-

confidente as Pa;gn§}

'-5r1-P&rﬁnt radiates self—confidence and personal potency; seems at ease
- and sure of self with «child; is confident of her/his own ability to
set guidelines and standards for child.
4. Parent usually seems. at ease and sure of self with child but not as
confident as in #5.
3. Parent is often at ease with child but sometimes seems {11-at-ease
and unsure of self,
Parent tends to lack self-confidence; often ambivalent or vacillating
about her/his abitity to set guidelines and standards for child.
Parent lacks self-confidence as parent, and is usually at a loss as
to how to guide child; may have abdicated this responsibility.

N

| eadiR
.

. . C e s
* l,

The self-confident parent who for ideological reasons refrains from'setting
standards for child should be rated high on this construct.
’ ‘ »
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CONSTRUCT 1 B 2, :
.
Parental Authority p
B. Parental Influence - (
*+2.  Firmness (Firm Enforcement vs, Lax Enforcement)

Parent attaches considerable 1mpoFtance to firm enforcement, letting
child know clearly that adults are in charge. Parent will not be
coerced by the child and will use power where necessary to enforce
directives. )

Parent exerts firm control and enfdrces directives, but not as
consciously and consistently as in #5..

Parent does not make an issue of enforcing directives or appears
ambivalent about whether to be fim or, lax.

Parental control is lax; parent does not make an issue of enforcing
directives. child can get her/his own way. ,
Parent cannot enforce her/his directives and child seems to be

managing parent, or parent on principle refrains‘froﬁ jssuing and

enforcing directives. . ~

-
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CONSTRUCT 1 B 3

kS

parental Authority . *
8. Parental influence .

-

*3, Directness (Directly Confronts Child.vs.. Avoids Direct

Confrontation) 1

_parent confronts child directly when child misbehaves and may-at .
times aven provoke disagreements with child for their stimulating

effect; parent is clearly urafraid of child's angér. — 1
parent usually confronts child directly when child misbehaves; although
- parent may.on occasion gloss over misbehavior, parent js-unafraid of
child's anger and may occasionally provoke disagreements with child.
pareht, in order to avoid provoking child's anger, at times glasses-
. over misbehavior; parent does not enjoy confrontations "ith/ffj]d but
will risk them for Thportant issues. (
Parent usually avoids cbnfrontations with chil& and 'will frequent]&
~gloss pver misbehavior. ’

:__parent will go to extremes to avoid confrontatiens with child, in-

cludingiignoring blatant misbehavior, mockery, etc.; parent may be

fraid of 'child's anger.

\

[

By »misbehavior” is meant behavior of which parent disapproves and hes
proscribed--e.g., smoking, failing to do homework, coming in late,

snacking on junk food, etc.

-
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_Parent encourages ch11d to do her/his'best in all ac;ivities in’

’

CONSTRUCT. 1 C 1

Parental Authority
C. Maturity Expegtatigps///, ‘
2 Encouragement of Maturity (Encourages Mature Behavior vs.

Indulges and Overgrotects{

?

which child engages, and to act responsibly and take responsibility
for her/his actions; in general, parent.expecté--and does not expect
Jess than--age-appropriate behavior from child. ‘ . ’
Parent encourages child to do her/his best and to ‘take responsibility
and act responsibly; however, parent is not so consistent as- in #5
and will sometimes be acceptant of ,less mature and/or responsible . |
behavior. ' ” 7
Although parent in general encourages child to do her7his best and

to act in an age-appropriate way, parent %s also acceptant of less
mature behavior and may at times encourage it. - ‘
parent tends to demand less of child than Eh11d°1§ capab]é of, andﬁ
may treat child as if s/hg were ¥ nger and less. capable. '
parent makes few demands oh chiYd and dbes not reduire age-appro- .
priate behavior; parent infantilizes child by 1ndu1giqg and over-

rotecting child.
protecting - & A
\ '
!
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A

.~ Parent discourages qhild from excelling at activities.

CONSTRUCT 1 C 2

-»

.‘:Parental Autﬁbrity

C. Maturity Expectations
»2. Demandingness (Pressures Child to Excel vs. Ac
of Child's Performance)

-

Parent pressures child to excel in all activities in which child
engages and ts not satisfied unless child performs superlatively.
Parent pressures child to excel in many of the activities in which
child engages and is not satisfied unless child's performance is
well above average. - ' ‘
In géngral. parent is acceptant of child's level of peffonnance;

“on occasion orin -specific areas parent may pressure child to

improve her/his performance.

parent is generally acceptant of child's level of perfonnance
and rarely. pressures child to excel; where such pressure does
occur, it is realistically based on child's capabilities and

" sensitive to her/his abilities., | :
.- Parent js virtually always accéptang_of child's performance; such_

demands as parent may make on child are realistic and contribute
to child's development.

4




- CONSTRUCT I1 A1

I1. Traditionality

A, Deference \

* 1. Deference (Encourages vs. Discourages Deference to
Traditional Sources of Authority)
Parent requires that'child show réspect and deference for .

" traditional 1nst1tutions and sources of authority (e.g., po11ce‘ “
teachers, self, other adults); parent is intolerant of any signs
of disrespect in the child.’

. - Parent enéouragesjchiId to defer to traditional sources of authority
but is not so intolerant of lack of deference as in #5.
Parent is not in principle cqmniflld to either deference of dis-
sent, and does not systematically encourage or discourage either

" in chitd.
Parent, while perhaps not in principle opposed to.deference to.
traditional sources of authority, does discourage child from un-

" thinking deference and stresses the feed for ‘occasonal dissent
"and even disobedience.
Parent is opposed to deference to traditiona1 sources of

authority ahd encourages child ta dissent and even to disobey.
b
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- CONSTRUCT II B 1 - /*///

B
Traditionality
B. Conventionality

1. Conventiona11ty (Values vs. Discourages Conventiona11ty
for Se1f and Child) -

-

Parent gives full support to Eonventiona1 values and lifestyles,
insisting on them in chtld and exemplifying them in self. D
Parent supports conventional values and lifestyles "and encourages
them in child, though not with the same insistence as in #5.

Parent supports some conventional values and lifestyles and en-
courages child to at least consider them,' but parent may also en-
tertain and encourage child to entertain some non-convenfiona] values
as well; and/or parent is not insistent that child hcld to con-
ventiona1 ways. . /

Parent is critical of conventional valués and lifestyles, may
encourage child to considercor experiment with non-conventional modes.
Parent is rejecting of conventional values and lifestyles, exemplifies
unconventionality in her/his own behavior and strong1y encourages
child to do likewise. ¢ ~ .




" CONSTRUCT IIT A 1
¢ : ,

. 111, Rationality

A. Intellectual CIArity
*1, Intellectual Clarity (Self-aware vs. Not Self-aware)

Parent is acutely conscious of the meaning of what s/he does,
leads a fully examined life, and possesses clearly articulated

" {deas and ideals for self and child.

Parent is in.general conscious of the. meaning of what s/he does;
ideas about self and ideals for child are in general clear and
well-articulated or parent is acutely aware of self or of child,
but not both.

Parent is usually conscious of the meaning of what s/he does;
jdeas about self and ideals for child are adequately clear and
articulated.

Parent is often unaware of the méaning of what s/he does; ideas
about self and ideals for child are often vague and inarticu-
late or parent is unaware of self or of child, but not both.

.. Parent is unaware of the meaning of what s/he does, is unaware
of own stimulus value and also insensitive to the personal attri-

butes of her/his own <child.

The term "meaning” in this item refers to implications for personal
identity and self-image and the consequences for self and others.

ot
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f . CONSTRUCT 111 B 1

I11. Rationality
" B. Intellectual. Stimulation .
**1. Intellectual Stimulation (Provides vs. Fails to Provide
Intellectual Stimulation)

5. Parent makes a purpoéive and vigorous effort to maintain as
stimulating an tntellectual environment for child as possible,
.and will subordinate material advantabes or own convenience to
" this end. |
4. Parent makes an effort to provide an intellectually stimulating
) enviromment, but not so vigorously as in 5.
3. Parent provides a somewhat intellectually stimylating eqviron-
ment for child.
2. Parent provides an environment with 1ittle intellectual stimu-
lation for child.
. 1. Parent makes no effort to provide an intellectually stimulating

environment for child.
- ! ~—
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CONSTRUCT. 11T € 1

I11. Rationality

5.

C. Fairness N

**1. Fairness (Just vs. Arbitrarx‘ggn;:g]) '

Parent's exercise of confrol is Just and fair with appropriate
demands being made upon child and punishments matched to in-
fractions; parent is consistent, exblicit and rational in her/
his exercise of power; parent does not focus on own- interests ‘at
expense of child. ° o ‘

Parent's exercise of control 1s Just and fair and is evenhanded
in dispersal of time and materia) resources, but not so conscious,
conscientious or principled as in #5. '
Parent's exercise of control 1s usually just and fair, but on
occasion or under extreme circumstances parent may be arbitrary
or unfair; parent is usually equitable but on occasions may use
power to unfair advantage. \

Although parent attempts at times to have her/his exercise of
control be just apd'fair, it 1s more often capricious and. arbi-
trary; parent often favors self in intéractions with child. .
Parent's exercise of control is generally arbitrary and capri-
cious,/with mismatches between infractions and punishments, and
incorSYs 1es in the demands made upon child; in generat, con-
trol attempts seem tied more to parent's moods or whims than to
any notion of fairness or appropriateness; parent seldom 1s

concerned about equity and generally resolves conflicts of interest
S0 that the balance is in her/his own favor, -
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CONSTRUCT 1V

»

Iv. Affection ?
A. Separateness Co.
1. Separateness (Liberating vs.

-

Al

» >

Intrusive Love)

5. Parent is responsive to chijld's bids
closeness and may occasionally initi
ever, parent does not overwhelm chil
needs. . ’

4. Parent is responsive to child's q;ds
such bids her/himself, somet {mes mgé
rather than those of the child. -

‘for physical and/or emotional
ate such bids her/himself; how-
d with her/his own emotional

for closeness and may initiate
e to meet her/his own needs

A

3. Parent is responsive to child's b digfor closeness; moreover, parent
often initiates such. bids her/himself, sometimes without regard for

child's readiness for such intimacy-

to impose self on child in an attemp

closeness. ‘
2. Parent frequent]y 1n1t1atés bids fo
" cPoseness, often without regard for

-i.e., parent sometimes seems
t to meet her/his own needs for

r physical and/or emotional
ch11d's’?ead1ness for such

contact and more often to meet parent's own, rather than child's

need for closeness.

1. Parent very often initiates bids for phys%ca]‘and/or emotional s

closeness, often with total disregar

<
engage in such intimacy-=i.e., pa?gﬁ

d of child's sreluctance to
t seems to overwhelm child

and smother her/him with excesses of affection.

N )

4
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° j CONSTRUCT IV B 1

s

IV. Affection - - \
B. Responsiveness '
**1. Responsiveness (Responsive vs. Nonresponsive to Child's
" Individual Characteristics)

5. Parent takes considerable and consistent care to tailor her/
his treatment of child so that child's unique tonfiguration
of characteristics is taken into account."aé well as age, stage,
and developmental level.

4. Parént's treatment:of child takes into account child's age,
stage, and development level; parent makes some effort to tailor
her/his treatment of child according to child's unique configura-
tion of characteristics. .

3. Parent's treatment of child takes into stount some aspects of
developmenta1 Tevel, but is 1nf1uenced by a somewhat stereotyped

+ or idealized view of what a child of that age and stage is like.

2. Parent's treatment of ch11d doés not adéquately take into account
child's.age, stage. deve1opmenta1 level, or unjque configuration
of characteristics, but neither is it so stéreotyped as in #1,

1. Parent's treatment of child is basgg/on a stqfeotyped or 1dea1ized
view of what adolescents are like, and fails to take into account
“child's actual age, stage, developmental level, and unique conz
figuration of characteristics. '




f : | . CONSTRUCT IV C 1
L+ IV Affectfon
d C. Supportiveness
1. Supportiveness (Supportive vs. Nonsupportiy_)

5. Parent is consciously- and conscientious1y supportive of ch}1d
and disp1ays this supportiveness <by,. for examp1e, showing con-
sideration for child's negative feefings, praising child's
accomplishments, and encouraging’ child in her/his goals’; parent .

2 - gives the impression of being on child' s side,- of being child's
advocate.

Parent is generally éupportive of child but not so extensively,
consistently and/or cons jentiously as in #5. ;

Parent is sometimes suppz;;?Ve of child, or parent is supportive
".*_ of child in some areas but not in others. e

2. parent is seldom supportive of chilg, and seems to have ]ittle
appreciation for child's feelings, concerns, aspirations, and
accomplishments’. V.

Parent is not supportive of child and may even be rejecting, e. g s |
@ by ridiculing child's feelings, concerns, aspirations, and |
accomplishments; parent seems to have it in for child. . 4
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CONSTRUCT IV D 1

IV. Affection-
D. Warmth _
*+], Warmth (Warm vs. Cgol)

A

_Child is ‘treated with extreme warmth.
Child is treated warmly. ’
Parent either alternates betﬁsen warm and cool, or treatment
of child is lukewarm. L
Child is treated coolly.

Child s treated coldly.

N
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IV. Affection
- L Enjoyment of Parental Role

5.

CONSTRUCT IVE 1

1 injoyment of Parental Ro1e (Enjoys vs. Does Not Enjqx
Being a Parent) )

-

Parent obtain; gﬁ@at satisfaction from having children, enjoys
being with. thém and exercising the parental role; parenting pro-
vides a major source of joy in parent's life. : |
Parent enjoys having children and obtains much satisfaction l
from parental role. '

Parent usually enjoys having ch11dren and exercising parental
role, although at times parenting seems to interfere with parent's
ability to meet her/his other needs.

Parent occasiona11y enjoys exercising parental role, but more
often finds children an obstacle to the satisfaction of other
needs and 1nterests

. -Parent resents and resists having to exercise parental role, does

not enjoy having children, *and sees them as a drain on her/his
time and energy.
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ATTACHMENT

<

\,
N—

Supplemental Family Ratings, AEL, 1980

4

= Not Applicable or Could Not Determine)

Intergenerational Issues

A. Parental Influences (Avoid - Follow):

A Avoid parental practices they dislike

For many ar

For several axeas
For 1 or 2 areas
 Issue not relevant
For 1 or 2 areas
For several -areas
For many areas

' Follow parental practices they like :
L

B.

o0 -
1. Current Family Relationships, with own Parent(s):
]
{
-

b,
»

Very Positive

Positive

Neutral
or
-~ Ambivalent

Negative Very

Negative

2. With owh Sibling(s):
p: L
Positive with ~ 5 4 3 2
All + Most + Even Nix Most -
of + and -

. .
1l Negative with
All -

Mention Parental Sex Taboos (Usually re,Avoidance)

Avoid this "mistake" with own children 2 t
Wish could change, but repeat parents' behavior 1Yy

Acceptance/Rejection by Own Parents When, K Growing Up:

-

P

Felt Accepted < {
or Included - 5 4 3 2 1

Very
Much

—3

> .. Felt Rejected
or Excluded
Somewha{ Even ‘Somewhat Very 3

Mix Much

Mention Folk Sugérstitions or Practices, as Learned from Parents:
- — Lo
3 2 1 -
Mention - "Mention a - Does not
Several , few mention




II,

N/A

-\ B.

N/A

c.

N/A

N/

# L
!Q N
Pa%terns of Communication : w ’
A. Affective Quality of Co;;:>&cation {(Communicate Positive Feelings): ’

P [ - "

5 4 . 3 2 15
Well

i<

Very Well Average

~Poorly
Degree ’

” Very
Poorly

Extent of Context for Family Communication:

£z . —+ N
3 T2 Eyg

Not at all

Not involved
Each Others'
Activities

Involved in Each

I~
Others'Activities Extensively Somevhat

L

Clarity of Communication (Cognitive Aspect): .
4 5 7 7 7
Very Clear//

Y
o
4 3 2 1
Cle3r

Moderate Confused

Clarity..

Very
Confused

Use of Non-Verbal Communication:
-

| o

7 4 3 2 1
gften

+-

B

/ . Almost Alw;ys Seldom Hardly »

Ever
E.{ Really Listen and Hear:
N/A . 5 g 3 . 2 1
Very Well well Average Poorly Very
' Degree Poorly
F. Manifest or Tolerate Physical Proximity (Personal Space) :'
B - A > - *‘
N/A 3 2 1
Much Moderate Little-
Proximity Proximity Proximity
IXI. Other Qualities of Family and Surroundings . .
»~ A. Parents Enjoy the Child (Distinguish from lLoves/Likes) »
{ . < a *J‘
N/A 4 3 . 2 1
A Great Somewhat Only A Not At
) Amouynt . Little All
B. Amount of Priébcy of Family Members (Based on Available Space plus
Privacy-Related Practices);
<~ - !
y 3 2 1
N/A Extensive Moderate Limited ¥
~

"l'
v . e




>

-

N

C. Engage in Rituals (Stylized Folkways): ..

3
< J -
/A 4 3 2 s £ .
, - Much Some Only A Not At .
R Little Ali
- T 2 b
D. Mention Folk Superstitions or Practices (Any sources)
N 3 2 1-
Several A few None ,
E. Engage in Fixed Routines (i.e,, Degree to which Daily ﬁf?; is OrganiZéd)
N/A . 4 3 2 1
Much Some A Little Not at,
of Time T All
F. Condition of Indoor Space (Furnishings and Gear):
. <= o | ~ o
N/A 3 2 ’ 1 A
Extremely Overcrowded  Uncrowded
Overcrowded
‘G. Physical State of Home:
< ' = -
N/A . .5 . 4 .3 2 1 .
Extremely Clean Average Dirty Extremely
% Clean . Dirty
IV. Degree of Rapport or Openness to Study: .
< - — >
N/A° Vg 4 3 2 1
Extremely Open Provide only Guarded Extremely
Open what is Asked Guarded ..

Name of Parent

Date

D #

"E-_

<
)




I N - L Attachment 3
i * ‘

DIMENSIONS OF TEMPERAMENT SURVEY--CH{LD OR TEENAGER
% ‘ TN )

' o . ID#: >

Your Child's Name: . ' ) Y
‘ bl .

HOW TO ANSWER: On the following pages are géme- s;atements about how children
like your own may behave.. Some of the statemehts may be true of your
child's behavior, and others may not apply to him or her. For each #,

statement we would like you to say if the statement is”usually true of

s’ your child or is usually false or untrye of yourﬁ'hlld. Ther& are no

» "right" or "wrong answers, because all children behave in different
ways. All you need to do is ansqgf what is true for your child. ’
Jl L4 - L‘ -~

Here is an example of how to answer. .Sugpose a statement said:

"My child eats the same things for breakfast evéry day."

If the statement is generally true for your child, you‘would write in:
"true,” because ié would be m?:? true than falsgi

If the statement is generally false for your child, you wpuld write in: -~
"false," because it would be more false than true. g

On the iine to the left of each statement write true if the statement

is more true than false of your child or wrige false if the statement.
is more false than true of your child. .

a

PLEASE REMEMBER THESE FIVE THINGS AS YOU ANSWER:

1. Give only answers that tell what your child is really like. It is
best to say what you really think.

XZ. Now that’ypur child is more grown up, you may not have as much
opportunity to observe certain behaviors. For this reason, if you
are not sure how your child behaves now, but you can remember exactly
how he or she behaved over the early years of growing up, then answer
on the basis of what you remember from when your child was younger.

3. g;n't spend too much time thinking over each statement. Give the
first natural answer as it comes to you. Of course, the statements
. are too short to say everything you might like. But give the best’
answer you can. Some Statements may seem just like some others
because they are about the same things. But, each statement asks
about a different part of the way your child behaves. Therefore,
your answers may be different in each case.

* 4, Try to answer every question one way oOr t%F other. Try not to skip
any. - : ) . .

5. Remember: true = mbre TRUE than false
false = more FALSE than true
»

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP! 15




Y

Child's Name:

y, N

- 7

true = more TRUE than false false = more FALSE than true

My child gets hungry at tﬁé regular mealtimes.
My child moves around very little,

My child's first response is to &ccept new foods.

¢

Some aays my child eats a'lot; other days my child eats much iess.b

3

« It tmkes my child a long time to‘get ysed to a new piece of L ‘

furniture in the house. *

My child can't sit still for long.
If my child gets hurt (he/she) cries out loudly.
ﬁy child shows pleasure (laughing and/or smiling) at a lot of things.

fty thild wakes up at different times.

Ioud talkipg doesn't bother my child. T, )

» » * .
Once my child is involved in a task (he/she) can't be distracted
away from it).

My child persists at a task until it's finished.

———

My child moves arﬁgnd a lot.
- & -
My child has regular bowel movements. :

- ‘ N
My child's first response is to keep away from new things.

My child can'make (himself/herself) at home any@here.
-My child reacts. intensely when hurt.
My child shows anger often.

Bright lights don'te¢bother my child.
No matter what my child~is dojhg (he/she) can be distracted by
something else. i

There is no set time when 'my child goes to sleep:

My child stays’with an activity for a long time.
If my child's schedule is suddenly changed (he/she) gets used
to it quickly. ,
If my child has to stay a long time in one place (he/she) gets °
very restless and fidgety. A

VU

My child usually moves toward new objects shown' to (him/het).

- s
S
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true = more TRUE }han false ) ~ false = more FALSE than true
v
26. . It takes my child a long time to adjust to new schedules, ;
27. My child does not show pleasure (laughing anﬁg;r smiling) at many things.

28. Noises at night can wake my child up easily.

29. If my child is doing one thing, something else occurring won't get
(him/her) to stop. '

30. " My child does not do any one thing for a long period.
31 My child eats about the same amount for dinner whether (he/she)_is

- home, visiting someone, or traveling.

-

32. © .My child's first reaction is to reject something ﬁew or unfamiliar
) to (him/her).
. ] : )
33. " Changes in plans make my child restless.
34. My child often stays still for long periods of time.
35. Things géing onmaround my child can take (him/her) away from what
(he/she) is doing. .
.8 ' " .
36. My child reacts to soft noises or low whispers. -
. ~ /
37. In doing whatever my child dqgé {he/she) makes a. lot of noise.

. 38. My child takes a nap, rest, or break at the same time every day.
e ° . . . )

39.- \ My child screams out when (he/dhe) falls.

40, " Sunlight bothers my child's eyef.
- P ‘ .
4l1. - Once my child takes ¥8mething up -(he/she) stays with it.
42, When my child has to be still (ﬁe/shg) get§ very restless’;¥\er a

-_— .
few minutes. +

43. When a person comes toward my childo(his/her) first response is td
. move back. ‘ N ’ L
- ) ) '
44. Within one or two tries, my child accepts new foods. ’ ’
45. My child reacts quietly. - i
N . )
. 46. My child doesn't keep at an activity when other things are going on
, around (him/her). ‘ -

‘

i, :
47. My child gets the same amount of sleep each night.

» . »

48. ' 1 My child frowns a lot..

-

) . F)
494 ] My child moves slowly,

If meeting a new person ckild.tends to move toward them.
g my CR,.
. \J o

? -~ - . L -
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51. My child,getf hungry about the same times each day.

52. It takes my child a long time to get used to a new kind of food.
(He/She) has to eat it many times before (he/she) will accept it. (

53. when my child reacts to something (ﬁis/her) reaction is intense. '

54. It is hard‘fo; my child to wake up earlier than (his/her) usual time.

55, My child smiles often.

56. If stopped from doing something, my child will always go back to it.

57. My child never seems to slow down. ’

58. My child moves away from new people.

59. It takes my child no time at all to get used to new people.

60. 8 My child eats the same amouht each day.

6l. You can shine a bright light in my child's eyes and (he/she) won't
even blink. Ve

*

62. If_watching something, my child will keep at it for a long_period.
63. My child moves a great deal in (his/hexn) sleep.

64. My child seems to get §1eepy just about the same time every night,

65. ) It takes a lot to get my child to react. °

S

@
0’ ‘\’)
true = mgre TRUE than fals(% false = more FALSE than tmeg
\

66. My child does not seem to laugh often.
_— 4

67. * My child usually can't predict when (he/she) will want lunch or dinner,

68. My child moves toward new situations.

69. ;_________yhen my child is away fram home (he/she) still wakes up at the same
. time each morning. )

f

70. My child eats about the same amount of breakfast from day to day.
_, .

72. : My child moves a lot in bed.

73. My child notices odors right away.
- - ,

. 74. It seems that when my child feels full of pep and erergy, it is at

.

the same time each day. N

75. My child does not react to even very loud noises.

»
” .

. A
. / o ‘

71. My child's sleep needs are quite variable, from a few to many hours.
i



true\:\more TRUE than false

- - ) 5

false = more FALSE than Srue

76.

77.
78.

79.
80.

8(1 .

83.

84.
85.
86.
87.
88.

89.

-

Iy

-

My child has bowel movements at about the same time dach day.

No matter when my child goes to sleep (he/she) wakes up at the same
time the next momning.

4
In the'ﬁﬁrning, my child is still in the same place as when (he/she)
fell asleep. .
% -
It es my child a long time to get used to new people.
when my child reacts (he/she) does so with vigorf

My child eats about the same amount ‘at supper from day to day.

When something new is being given to my child (he/she) moves forward
to it,

wWhen things are out of place, it takes my child a long time to get
used to it. . . s

Fe

My child does not react (cry out or yell) when (he/she) falls.

/ ”~
My child wakes up‘at the usual time on weekends and holidays.

My child doesn't move around much at all in (his/her) sleep.

My child never notices odors. -

{

My child's appetite seems to stay the same day after day.

My child wakes up the same time each night to go to the bathroom.
§
i .

L\
s o/




Tabulation of Apparent Primary Loadings by Content Readings

1. Act. HI 6,13,24,42,57,63,72 LOW 2,34,49,78,86
‘ (54)
2. Rhy. RI 1,14,@,38,47,51.@,60,64, LOW 4,9,21%,67,71

€3,70,74,76,77,81,85,88,89vv

® 3. Ap/With, AP 3,25,50,68,82 1 WITH 15,32,43%**,58
é (16,44,50) & : (33) )
4. Adapt. HI (9, 23#,@34v.C9 - Low 5,26,83,52,79,83
(69) .
5. Intens. HI 7,17,37,39,53,80 1 1ow 45,@
*
e (40) " . (10,19,31,61)
6. Thresh. u1 (0,d9,61,65,75,87 LOW 28,36,80,73
‘ ~ ‘\
S (27,66,84) . v (18, 33,46,55) y

® 7. Mood + NEG @8,7, 48,69 7). - pos 8)63 —

4 The marked mood items are secondary to threshold.

8. Distr. HI 20,35,46 .- : Low @1429
l
9. Persist. HI 12,22,41,56,62 ™ LOW 30
Attn. Span ) .
. [ (11,29) (46)
* , Lg

*2] Comment (on routine)
#23 is on example of our item where the potential for a secondary is there, but it seems
unlikely. N

**43 person (not = new) :

v 44 "a few™ is better

vv 89 maybe doesn't get up at all {(i.e., false for 2 different reasons)
primary loading, but also has secondary

( ) the secondary fits here .




Attachment 4

Problems Stated by Interviewer

1, One evening was playing outside and you told him before he went
that he'd have to come in as soon as it starts to get dark. You call him
and he doesn't come,

)Does anything like this ever happen? (If no) Let's make up what might
happen if it did, (If yes) What happended right then? What did you do
or say when (repeat problem?) What did your child do or say?

~

The problems can be of any content wherein the éh}ld refuses a
request by mother. S \\

In this and all problems to follow, ask a mother who says such a
problem never occurs, "What do you think might happen if such a
problem did come up, Just make it up." It is desirable, when
possible, to record the mother's responses in dialogue form,
such as:

Mother:
Child:
Mother:
Child: , \

You were shoébing and had . with yod: . came running over
saying he wanted a toy”ﬁé'saw in the store. You said he couldn't have
it. kept saying he wanted it.

-_ \

what happened next and what was said or done? )

The problem can be of any content wherein the child wants something

mother does not want him to have.

was playing with a friend and all of a sudden he. grabbed a crayon
from*that friend. You saw him snatch the crayon.
What héppened next and what was saiﬁ‘or done? .
The problem can be of any content wherein the child takes something
from another child and mother knows because she saw it happen.

~ -

. 'You went into the living room and saw ‘ climpiKg on the furniture
: ’
What happened next or what was said or done?
The problem can be of any content wherein the child is in a situa-
tion of potential damage to propexzykor harm to self,

5. One day came into the house very unhappy. He (she) told you’
another child his (her) age hit him (her).
{ »
what happehed next and what was said or done?
. This probl¢m, the content of which is also used in the pretest,
is repeatefi because of the frequency of its occurrence. The
problém can refer to any form of Sttack, physical or verbal.

17;




6. One day was visiting a friend's (relative's) house and he took
a toy (or something) home without telling anyone,

.What happened next and what was said or done?

"The problem can be of any content wherein the child takes something

. from an adult that is not his without first asking.

7. was playing with water in the living room, You didn't want him
to play with water in the living room, '

What happened next and what was’ said or done? -
The problem can be of any content wherein the child is making a mess
or is doing something in an inappropriate place.

8. wanted you to read him a story but you codldn't right then.
whined and nagged, "But I want it now!"

. what happened next and what was said or done?

The problem can be of any content wherein the £hild wans§‘something
“now," at a time inconvenient for mother, Ve

\ .

4
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s Childrearing-Style Scale

Score ‘ ‘ — /

v 100 Mother guides the child to thmk of his own solutions to

: problems, of the consequences of an action, or of how
to find out about another’s feelings or preferences (re-
quires decision making).

Examples: Can you think about what you can do about
that?

Now what are we going to do about this?

Do you think that’s a good idea? (if solu-
tion-related)

What might happen if you do that?

.Can you think of somcthmg else (different)
to do?

How can you find out how he feels, what he
likes?

Good, that’s a different idea.
95  Mother accepts child’s offered solution.
Examples: That’s a good idea (go ahead and try that). ' e
¢ O.K,let’s do that. -

(If child’s solution fails and mother elicits
another solution from child, score the latter

(4

100.) .
. 90  Mother allows child to have a say in the solution to a
problem by providing a choice of what to have or do .
- (choices suggested by mother). N ‘
Example: You can’t have candy today, but you can .
choose bétween pr

You decide if you want to_ hit him back or
let him beat you up. .

N~

" :, . Ii' you don’t like your hair this way, tell me
and II'Il fix it another way.
85 Mother elicits from child his view dof the problem.
Examples: How hard did hc hit you?
Why do you fccl so mad about that?

i‘\.

Is that a good idea to (climb on fumniture,
play with water in the living room)?
Why do-you think you need that toy?
How do you know he was angry?
Who hit first, );ou or your friend?

Do you think that’s fair?

O - , . ;
LRIC 7o ;o




80

70

65

60

55

_ Examples: You can’t go around hitting kids.

Mother eIxcxts from child his or others’ feelxngs in a sit-
uation.

Examples: How does that make you fccl?
How do you think I feel when you do that? .

How does that make feel when you
won’t let him play with your toys?

Mother suggests possibilities for child to consider.

Examples: Maybe he was mad because you said that.
Were you bothering him to make him hit
you?
Did you hit him first?

M8¥her articulates child’s feelings and/or talks of feel-

ings sympathetically. Mother articulates own feelings,
too, with some explanation.

Examples: You mustn’t do that because he will get
mad.

If you do that, youll feel sad.

Don’t do that again. I'm hurg (dxsappomtcd
# you). .

¥ don’t like it whcp you do\ that because

Do you think it makes me happy when you

v b do that?

Mother offers real explanation and converses with child.

Examples: 1 can’t buy that now because I don’t have
the money for that and the food 1 have to

buy. .

If .you dirty the walls, it’s harder for me to

keep your room clean. -
Mother gives if-then explanation: She.x'dentif'ies conse- .
quences (interpersonal) beyond mere threats. <L =3
Examples If you hit, you will get hit back and lose a
. friend. <

If you lend a toy, you can’t just grab it °
back. He'll never let you play with his toys.
If you keep snatching toys, someone’s going
to get hurt. X B

Mother explains child’s action without describing its po
tential consequences, but doesso in a nonthreatening

way.
Yy o

If you lend a toy, you can’t just grab it

back,
C17
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Mother models so child can emulate her actions or

words.

Examples: Let’s get out the mop and I'll show you how
to clean itup. .
You need to clean up this mess; I'll show
you where to put these things.

Mother makes child aware of others’ feelings by rheton-
cal questioning or statement of child’s own feelings.

Examples: How would you feel if “ 2

Don't grab. You wouldn't like it if he did
+ that to you.

Mother asks child to explain his problem beyond a mere
why. :

Examples: Tell me what happened.
What is the matter?
What does that mean when you say ?

Mother suggests simple solution to the problem or tells
the child how she, (the mother) will solve it for him.

Examples: Why can’t you'both share the toy?

Why don’t you write on the paper (instead
of the walls).

Tomorrow I'll talk 'to the teacher (because
that boy hit you).

Mother simply asks why the child did what ke did or

why something happened (to get information and not
in anger or exasperation).

Examples: What did you do to make him hit you?
Why did you hit him?
Why are you doing that? \

Mother offers abstract gxplanatx'on‘. 3

Examples: You have to leam to protect yourself.
Children must learn to share.

Lying is not nice. You must ie to yo
. parents. ’
We don’t hit friends. -

We don’t hit children smaller than we are.
Eat your vegetables and youll grow up like
Daddy (be strong like Superman).

Is that what&you’re supposed to do? |

Is that the nice thing to do?

20,  Mother gives relevant simple solution or consequence

(noniniterpersonal) in%a demanding or nonexplanatory

manner. Child is not encouraged to explore..

£
N oV
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° Examples: Clean it up. Get a sponge.

/

If you don’t eat, ydu won’t gc't dessert. If
you eat, you can have ice cream. _

If he hits you, hit him back..
Don’t hit him back, tell the teacher.

I told you to write on paper. §
I want you to kiss and make up.

Stop jumping on the bed, you'll fall.

Mother explains .gi;rtple “because” in her behavior.
Examples: You can’t ‘have candy now because we will

eat supper soon. SR
No, you cadn’t have candy because your teeth
will go bad,

Tcan't afford (the caq?y or toys).

Mather commands with simple explanation.
Examples. You can'’t stay up. You have to go to school

tomorrow. .
You're: fussy about your toys, so/ give it
back T
(To intermewer) I give her time to try and then I doit
for her. .
Put back the cahdy becayge it’s not the right
kind.

Eat it because it’s good for you.
’ ‘Give it back because it's not yours.
You’re not supposed to d/that

Wait. I'm sewing a button now (cookmg din-
ner now, and so on).

Mother commands or makes a statement to the child

. with no explanation.

Examples: Wait 'till I'm finished. C '
o  You'll‘have to wait.
Give the toy back. R
' Eat your food.
I told you not to write on the walls.

¢

Go to bed now. .

Mother uses threats, name calling, force. Mother does

not respond to the child’s problem or communicate
with the child in solving the problem.

' Examples: Shut up or I'll whoop you.

Don’t be a baby,
Just do as I say. Don’t back talk.
Never mind what you wgihtcd.

172
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(To interviewer): She just sulks and that’s too bad.
® (To inferviewer): Just let hith sulk, he 'l get over it.
(7o interviewer): 1ignore it (when he cries).
(To interviewer): I went to the teacher.
" Italked to the other child’s mother.

-
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APPENDIX D
Research to Improve School/Familyv elations

(Positién Paper: Planned Actions In Field Settings)

-’

Deliverable THREE
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Research to Improve School/Family Relations

Overvie

- -

. The Division of Childhood and Parenting, Appalachia Educational Laboratory
(AEL), developed a specifically focused position paper describing AEL/s future
e . 4
N~ '
_work in the area of schogl/family relations. This paper provides an overview

A

-of the process used to iﬁentify and verify the needed research and development

A

activities.- It then summarizes the problem, the focus of the research, and

~

_its potential impact in the 'area of school/family relatigns. The final sec-

tion describes three major Qrojgcts and the related work activities.
In early 1980  JAFL bqgane involved in a major regional'needs assessment
& | A
3 - A ]
study. The Divisionﬂaf Childhood and Parenting was able to determine the
. “ - . ,

status and needs of research .and development activities gelated to families,.

and children by partic1pat1ng in spec:Lric_;:omoonﬁ‘t%‘of this study The

v

. first compbnent was a major literature review that‘documenteddﬁhe character-

>

istics and needs of regional familigs and the gaps in the present services

- . (AEL pos1tion paper Children and g!yilies in® Appalachia- The Status, Needs,

5

and Implications fqn R & D Activities, June, r%?e) SpeCific %eeas statements

B -

>
é were then written by.the Division to be included in the validatdiof component
. “ v - * X . .

of the needs asséssment. Additional needs'statemeags were generated ‘in Needs
! Assessment Conferences in each of the seven states by a variety of particip%Pts

from education, social service agencies, parents, students and others.

These persons also named four persons to serve as validators of the statements.

.

The statements were sent to the identified qalidators. Analyses of these

»

statements ware performed and the DiViSion received prloritlzed statement¥'

{gee p. 13). Based upon these statements, the Childhood,and Parenting stafﬁ

prepared a paper describing the problems and the ptoposed R. & D activities
' ¥ . ’ ' . b
Q -that would contribute to the solution of the problem. :

s e . - 1r7
.
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Problem Statement

o

’

N @
. - . N

The answe'zstt? the quest:ion', "who should edu/cat:e children :‘rld for what - P
purposes?' have evolved along with our society. Two hundred yeérs ;:go in
ru:r~a1 American communities, the famjly and church assumed the responsibilit:x
; for socializing and educating children (Lazerson, 19'}2). The curriculum
closely reflected the prevailing culture and beliefs.
As ‘t.he United States became indust_rialize'd, urb.aﬁized and professionalized,
' control of educational programs, hiring practices and policies moved further

away from the local community. 'Professional educators became the leaders in

- -

determining school policy, and the role of parents as decision makers declined.

»

Along \vi&h i_.ndustrializat:ion came economic exploitation of many children--
- o » . \
especially’ those qi-cm immigrant families. It was in efforts to improve the

life opportdnitie§ of immigrant children that the first systématic educational
programs involving children and parents were begun (Hill, 1941). With these

>

programs as forerunners, many successful approaches have been found for involving

*

parents in school activities for young“chil‘dren.- Research studies report the
powerful influence from programs. with such parent involvement (Hess et al,
1971;; Schaefe::', 1872; Evans, 1975). RAEL's HOPE Project prociuced large inmgdiai:e

. effects, and more rec'ent: evidence shows that the results of that early inter-
vention have persisted into the children's second'ary school years.

;’)espit:e the many successes experienced in involving parents in preschool

programs, there are few examples to which one can point of similar successes.

v ~

v at the elémen'tuy' 1eve1.;_At the secondary level, such efforts are almost
# ) -
unheard of, except in‘the case of low income families whose children are being
\s:rved through va.rioug ccmpew?satory education pwms that are federal?.y funded.

Because gchool-home partnerdhips have not been éeveloped at the elementary and

(l‘ .
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secondary’ school levels, little is known of (a) how to go about this; (b) whether
such efforts would improve school-family relations and impéct favorably on chil-

o dren's learning; (c) what the precise objectives of such programs should be; and

N ) (df the backgrounds of families and the characteristics of schools which should
be taken into account in the design and operation of programs. Thus, if the
promise\and benefits of school-home partnerships in education are to be realized

* : .
at the elementary and seobndary'levels in the Region, research will need to be

conducted in the foregoing. areas ,dbout whlch s0 little is known.

The po551b111ty of conducting such research now appears to be a matter of . -

fortuitous timing.. The Amerlcan family seems to ‘be deergolng profound change-——
and if it is not, people, nevertheless, believe this to be the case. Current
t

beliefs about how the, family is chariging and about how-this is gmpactingvog;; : 4

l . . ‘ .

schools are making school personnel more ready than in the recent past fo »
- [ . N

rethink and reqfrango the nature of their relations with familios. The Fumr
. - s

blings of these changes among professionals have been‘cﬁ}onicled recently by

-

the Education Commission of the States, the Associaton for Super@ision ani/,
3 . © )/ . N N ,
¥ \ -~

Curriculum Development and the American Associaton of School Administrators,

N [ 4 . \
among others. Families too are feeling pressed upon by the changing times and,

® P . .

consequently, are asking (i.e., as evidenced in all recent Gallup polls) in

. unprecedented numbers for schools to betome involved with them in new ways."
° - . .
The potential for ﬂcﬁng change in’school-family relations is, thus, -
9 . ) . . -
///ngreat. Whether the directipn of change’ will prove to be constructive, however,

will depend upon the results and timing of stuch éfforts as the research'prOpoi!d- IR
i -
B herein. Certalnly one must recognize the potential for totally unwarranteg hopes,

’ q%sperceptlons of the schoonfamlly partnershlp, and so forth. Thus, both the

promise and the_risks of the present situatlon impart a degree of urgenc}—-for

»

¢
educational research ard deve;bi'knt seldom has opportunitigs to be in the

~ ’ * ‘ . s
vangud?ﬂ of change and to help shape what is to come.
w' . . ¥ : L . ‘%,
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Focus and Rationale

us .
By way of current and past research at AEL, much kKnowleige has been gained

regarding the characteristics and needs of regional families and of gaps that

exlst~at present in services to them (see AEL position paper Children and
‘ 12 -_——
- L
Families in Appalachia: The Status, Needs, and Implications for R & D

>

Activities, June, 1980). AEL has also deneloped family study techniques,

"

/ineluding measurement procedures and théory, which have proved useful in the

» .

Region. The proposed research is designed to build on {a) that knowledge base,

< (B) the reglonallyétested’methoas of family study and (c) a network of active

contacts with SEA personnel and LEA{S in “the Region.’ .
- . .. .
In order to address the problem of almost nop-existent models of parent
s - .
involvement at the 8econaary level and of the underutllized opportinities for,

school- famlly partnershlps at the elementary level AEL must launch a research
. ‘G .
program which first rev1ews and 1ntegrates what is known about parent involve-

»
v

ment at the elementary and secondary levels, Project 1l includes this back=-
L] - __&

ground/activityfand organizes an advisory body which will represent the K-12

s
" S . . &

school-famgly focus of the overall research program. .The remaining‘work can

be'oonceptualized as two separate project strands. Project 2 takes a Dbroad

fodés in terms of 411 families, while Project 3 1ooks,gt“spec1al apprsaches
: - %
‘ ‘ requlred by high nee& famli:es. : v ' /
-~ Project 2 attacks the problem fram several dlrectlons in response to the
several dimensions which need to be researched; ‘s) typeg, ofﬁcomminlcatlon and

interaction now,occurrihg ‘btyeen school and families, b)iferceptions of what

is and what i influenced these

\Y

?sired, plus background factors _whlch havt
. ; .

percepdions, small changes in schools (i.e., schoql climaté) which wopld

' -y L ' o

. N [ )




' ndeds of teachers for working with families, and e) teacher undgrstaading of

ways in which family background affects children's school performance. Out of
SN % a

findinés from this research, AEL will collaborate with institutions of higher

. k) « k) s . k)
education in the development of inservice and pre-service experiences for \
1 o

school personnel to equip them for esoablishing school—homé partnerships.
These experiences will be provided to selected school pérsonnel from collabora-

ting LEA's. Experimental studies will then be carried out in the LEA's of the

impacts of their approaches on communication and interaction between families
)

and schools and on family support of schools. The ultimate impact on student
« S . %
behavior and schood performance will also be examined.

-

L
Project 3 will adéfess the .problem with special reference to high need

14 "

families (e.g., single parents, low income families, etc.). The rationale for

focusing separatiely.on these groups is the belief that their needs are different
- * . . . <4 ’

and that the optimai means of involving them in their children's learni ay

»

. /
also differ. These considerations suggest that there well may be no existing

programs which provide optimal means for invoiving high needs families. Project
. A f

. v o *
3, therefore, includes provision for experimentation with combinations of exist-

£
ing program elements which together might prove'most beneficial tot schools in
‘ &

working with high need.families. . N ! .

Potential Impact of Program @ /

Althorgh schools now engage in, v:sious forms of family involvement at the

¢ P

_ @lementary level the nature of; these is quite limited in comparison with the

3

potential range of home-family partnershlps. ﬁht the secondary level signlflcant

parent 1n¥olvement is rarc, and when it does occur it is more often the result >

of §solated individual efforts rather

‘Yet there is potential for forming meanin ful school -family partnersﬁaps.

o

o
The proposed sygteqacicxteseaxch program wopld_provide &hswers that could

help: (1) prepare school pexsonnel'to.work"yith families more eéfectively; : :

4 : L ) e J
. ) Qg} - ) . “
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@«

(2_) provide new mechanisms for school-family communications; and (3) provide

» .

approached and materials that would assist school efforts in workijng with high

need populations. ' ) : :

A
e

{ The ultimate impact of the entire program would be that improved interac-

+

* tion and communication between families and schools would allow the two social
. - . »
-~ . . - 5 -
~ institutions to work together to provide the best education possible fo¥ chil-

.

dren and youth of the Appalachian Region.




4 PLANNING A SCHOOL-FAMILY RELATIONS PROGRAM

a. Projéct Focus and Rationale: . A ' ( ’

It is evident that the relationships between the school and' family are changing.
Both parents and school personnel are indicating communication problems, ambi-
valence in roles;--expressing a need for congsgructive methods of involve-
ment and support of educational programs. The Needs Assessment Projett has
documented the need for research activities that will lead to a better under-
standing of school-family relations. These stateménts serve as the basis for
sthe long range res8arch activities. Howevet, actual conceptualization and
 Planning for ' the research must be systematically developed and documented.

(7

The first phase of this work will be a th:rough literature review that will , .
' serve’ as the foundation for the additional activities to be carried out. This

literature review will document the state of the art of school-family relations

at the present time, will indicate research now occurring and identify areas

where additional work,is needed. Special emphasis will be placed on reviewing

; literature relevant to school-family needs at the elementary and secondary
levels and in high need groybs.

’

Using the literature search as background information, a complete proposal to

NIE will be 'prepared. Th®s proposal will serve as a gutde for the work to be

. performed and will document the objective goals, methodologies and possible

ogtccmes for t.he school-family relations research program

¢ (LY

Thls work must be perf&imed by AEL staff persons with experience in proposal

preparation as well as expettise in the area of school-family relations. AEL

staff will also seek input inghe initial-proposal preparation and throughout
- _ the project from advisory persons who represent the perspectives of parents, ?

teachers, administrators and students at both the elementary and secondary

levels. / . . X
. . \

-

b. ‘Project Objectives: : N O . ..
A
. . ’141e objectives for this. scope of” work arez~
J— » ¢ . ‘.
it l. To determine the state of knowledge of school-family relations in the
, ﬂ’ Region. -
. L 4 - P
' .2. To organize, and establish a working relationshlp wigh an appropriate .
. adv:.sory group(s). * . } ¢
. . ' - S




~

Based on the stated objectives, the following start-up
Ce Project Activities: activities will be carried out:

1. A review of the literature will be carried out in order to determine the kinés
of research that have or are now being done related to school-family relations.
Special attention will be given to research relevant to the Appalachian Regiop
and to research providing findings at the elementary and secondary levels.
This research will provide staff with a state of the art understanding of
school-family relations, will serve as a basis for planning and proposal writ-
ing and will provide documentation that identifies the persons and programs
with expertise in school-family relations.

&+ An adviéory group will bé identified and a working relationship developed.
AEL now has well established contacts with schools, agencies and communities
throughout the.Region. Examples include the contacts established through
the Regional Parenting Surveys-Base Sample Survey work, the Childhood and
Parenting. Task Force and AEL's Bpard of Directors. WOrklng with sthese

® established contacts, selection of a group of persons representlng the per-

" spectives of parents, educators and students ‘at both the elementary and
secondary levels will be completed. The group will need to be sufficiently
diversified to represent the interests of "high need" families, varied income

families, ‘and varying educational viewpoints but especially those most common
to the Appﬁlachlan Region.

21




RESEARCH TO IMPROVE SCHOOL-FAMILY INTERACTION R

L
B

a. Project Focus and Rationale

——

The purpose of this project is to premote good school-family relations by
finding practicp) ways to improve the quality of interaction and cémmunication
between school personnel and parents. The rationale is that good sdﬁool-family
relations will positively affect children's learning. : X :

There has long been a recognition that the child‘'s family and school
experiences influence one another. And certainly parent participatloh in
school affairs has broadened since the 1960's to.include ‘working clase as
well as middle class parents. Yet there are still questions about the roles
which’ family members and school staff should play in the education of children.

¢ There are claims by teachers and other school personnel that parents are apa-
thetic, uninterested, do not value education. There are claims by parents
that teachers do not really care about their children and that parent advisory
boards and other mechanisms for parent invplvement are not allowed to make a .
real contribution, are not taken seriously. )

According to Lightfoot, such,dissonance is largely-due, not to differences
in educational values or goals for children, but to mispe ions. Parents and
school personnel rarely have the opportunity for "meanihgggiftsubstantive

. _discussion. In fact, schools organize public, ritualistic occasions that do
not allow for real contact, negotiation or criticism between parents and
teachers" (Lightfoot, Sara Lawrence, "Exploring Family-Schools Relationships"®
AERA, Spring, 1980). With little opportunity to get to know one another as

§ people, teachers and parents often operate on the basis of negative stereotypes
of one another. The result is tension, anxiety and’ distrust.

‘The purpose of this project is to study methods of improving communication
and interaction between schools and familieg. While a certain amount of dissdn-
ance is probably inevitable because of the different kinds of réiatlonshlps
within the two institutionsgX it is believed that there is much room for improve-
ment. Little is known about how to build optimal relationships between families
and schools. ' -This project seeks to begin to fill this gap in our knowledge.

. o~ '

b. Project Objegtives:
“The objectives of.this project are to carry out studies in a sample of typical
" ¢ communities  in the Region which will contribute to:
1, Establr;hing a positive school climate for parent involvement.
2, Preparing school personnel to work wisth families. '
3, Devising new mechanisms to promote school-community interaction and communica-
tion including the means to ‘involve parents in children's learning.
An additional objective, dependent upon the accomplishment of the above three’
. objectives, is: g
4. Monitoring long-term é€ffects of, all these activities on community support
" for the schools. '

{

LS
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c. Project Activities: -

1,

10.

11.

Study the kinds of interaction and communication currently occurring between
families and schools by means of informal interviews and observations,
Study the perceptions by teachers, parents, students, and‘others, of school-
family relations in terms of what is and what is desired. Inquire also
regarding background factors and past experiences that have influenced these
perceptions. Interview random samples of the relevant populations.
Hold a series of meetings ‘with parents and school staff to discuss the,
results of the perception interviews - areas of agreement, disagreement,
misperceptions, etc. Parents and teachers could meet separately and then
together. .
Survey parents in order to obtain their suggestions for changes in organiza-
tional practices and proeedures of the school to which parents would respond
positively by becoming more involved. Consider how this varies by community
and by background of parents. Hold a workshop with parents, teachers and
administrators to e§plore possible changes in school organization and procedured
Study teachers' formal preﬁAration ard inservice education relative to working
with families.
Inquire into teachers' past experiences of working with families; teachers
understanding of the significance of the family in the educative process;
and teachers' perceptions of the legitimate roles of parents.
Inquire into teachers' understanding of the cormunity, including pertinent
characteristics of the population served: e.g., stability of residence,
ethnic, racia), educational background, degree of unemployment and numbers of
two-job families and single parent families,
Drawing on information obtained in 5, 6, and 7 consult with administrators
and educators from the nearest institution of higher learning. Plan a series
of inservice meetings and experiemfes to increase teacher skills and know-

Ayt
ledge regarding working with parents.
Uging the results of the studies\of s
tion and drawing on suggestions the) literature (e.g., Litwak, Eugene
and Henry Meyer's discussions of tompdnication mechanisms in School, Family
and Neighborhood, Columbia Univergity Presé, 1974) design mechanisms to
allow real, meaningful, substantife communication between parents and teachers.
Hold a workshop to discuss alternative'mechanisms with staff and.parents.
Conduct experiments to test the effectiveness of these different mechanisms.
Develop materials for teachers and parents dealing with what the child has bee
and is learning at home, what the,child is and will be learnlng at school, )
and how parents and teachers may reinforce each Oother. :
Study the degree of participation in school affairs and support for levy
elections before the initiation of any of the abovq studies and once yearly
for the duration of the study.

ool climate and school staff prepara- .

0‘3‘
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NATURALISTIC AND EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES OF
SCHOOL~-FAMILY PROGRAMS FOR HIGH NEED POPULATIONS

a. Psoject Focus and Rationale: ¢ )

¢
Ihere are many different methods of involving parents of young children in their
childﬁenls learning. However, at the elementary and secondary levels, there
seems to be less effort made to involve_pérents, and parent participation is

% significantly lower. While nearly all parents indicate a desire to be involved

their children's learning, a number of factors have shaped both the degree and
the kinds of fnvolvements that are possible between the home and the school. * :

These forces often lead to irustrating experiences for both ‘the schqpls and
families. Parents feel uninformed about and do not understand their responsi-
bilitdies in the educational process. S&cme parents feel that schools are too
conventional in the methods used for contacting parents. On the other hand,
schools feel they are expected to assume additional responsibilities that have
historically belonged to parents. Teachers, the persons most directly in con-
tact with the child and the home, feel they have not been adequately trained to
work with parents to insure involvement, and that the actual involvement may
create additional work in an already overloaded day. Such problems are aggra-

vated among families with gpecial needs when school personnel try to meet their
needs.

w
¢

Thus, researth is needed into methods by whjch teachers and parents can be

involved in effective partnersh;ps at the elementary and secondary levels,

with empha51s on"high need families. Special attention shbuld be given to

investigating the kinds of communication patterns and arrangements between

the home and school that are sutcessful in the Region. New experimental approaches

may in some ihstances have’ to he designed and implemented to attempt to meet

identified needs. Studiés of teacher preparation and imsgrvice education for
school personnel will bejused to determine the state of thesart of formally
fostering teacher-skilks and knowledge regarding working with parents. It may
become evident that workshops and inservice materials or activities are neede@
for school personnelwho vary in their levels of background and responsxblllty
for workinhg with parents--i.e., to provide awareness level information for
st personnel; to prepare in-depth and targetted train;ng ccnmonants for those

whq already work closely wltp parents. )

b. Project Objectives x R \ E

The objectives for this 'scope of work are: ’

1. To identify and develop an understandlng of elementary and secondary level
programs that Lse promising techniques to fostex school-family- relatlons
among high need populations.

2. To devise and test some experimental approaches to involving paren s in
children's learning at the elementary and econdary levels; and

3. To develop or adapt materials to effecti¥ely involve parents, school personnel

" and prospective teachers in working ether.

a




c. Pfoject Activities:

The following activities will be carried out:

r.

2.

.to such programs

I
Programs will be identified at the elementary\and secondary levels that
seem to utilize promising techniques to foster school- ~-family relations
with high~-risk populations. Such programs will be identified by (a) a
review of the li%erature that documents the important criteria relevant
and by (b) information provided from AEL's contacts in
the schools of the Region, Contrast schools may also be identified. .
Comprehensive data will be gathered regamding such characteristics of
the programs as: (a) their settings; (b) goals and objectives of such

" programs; (c) parent and teacher roles; (d) program methods; (e) advantages

4.

and disadvantages; (f) degree of participation; and (g) impact. A -descrip-
tive case study type report will result from-the findings compiled.

It may be learned through Iiterature reviews and case: studies that certain
high need groups are not receiving adequate school-family interventions
because none is available. 1In such instances, new experimental approaches
will be deszgned and implemented, These approaches will evolve through
the studies of" existing programs, analyses”of the needs of families and

of school perso"nnel, cqonsultation with the Program's advisory group, and
)in collaboration with parents and school personnel in specific local
settings. The uniqueness of the Region and the att;gudes of the people
fegarding school-family relations will serve as major sources of direction
for thé%effort (Photiadis, 1977).

During the experimental studies, it may be learned that certain ma;erials
not now available would be helpful or necessary in order to implemen
suggested approaches. Other matarials currently in use may need to be
adapted to the special needs of the Region. Workshops of varying levels
of intensity will likely need to be designed for school personnel. The
new materials will probably need to be developed with a view 0 both
1nservice and pre-service usage. . ®
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NEEDS ASSESSMENT DATA )
J . RELEVANT TO : & -

SCHOOL~FAMILY RELATIONS

7

This program has been designed in response to statements of educationa; need
_ derived from AEL's 1980 Needs Assessment project.  The coded designation* of

need statemenggmto which the program Yesponds are listed below. Needs state-

ment validation information for Tennessee and Pennsylvania is not complete.

Therefore, Btatements are placed according to the rankings at these state
conferences.

. } /

Pirst (Tﬁp)‘Qu‘Etfﬂe Priority Rated Statements

1107, L-109, K=37, K=5,\T-8, P-46 ’X@

Secondggggrtile Priofigy Rated Statements

L—102 1~104, 1-106,1~108, 1~115, A-19, A-24, T-26, T-35, T—60

[

!

Third Quartile Priority Rated Statéments

1

54 - ' :

AV

. 8 ’ "o
Fourth (Low) Quartile Priority Rated Statements

A s

el [

»

.—\

. x'i‘xéﬁf_'ﬁ§"‘0 = Chio; P = PennsyIVania,
.- T = Tennessee; V = Yirginia; W = West Virginia; L = Laboratory

>
-

)




~ ~ -
)
. . e 6
. - » -~
T - ’
’ /\.\“ '““N] -
£l
s ‘
¢ i ‘ -
. . \
/ }
. ' i ]
. Il
b * s
. ,
" .
L)
/
E . .
N
) APPENDIX E <
. . - P &: .
. . e - ’@
. HOPE Follow-Up Study-Findings G- . 0
“ v ’
' Deliverable FIVE ‘ « -
\ ) . %
A 3 -~ "
. » . A
) - A &Q /V .
. " % -
1 / 4 - R 4
- ¢ i‘L
) ~ 2 o
- <
s ) ¢ N 3
* ~
) 2
¥ . 'S " ¢ k]
!' + -
. " ¢‘ -
<3 .
Iy . ’
1 . .
- . ~
. -
— o S - S 4 . v
L 4
- P L.
. ~ I'd ¢ \l
’ ) " ‘ A
) ’ - . an . N
A @ . . N4 ’:l‘ﬂ‘ . 3 oo
» . y v T . - 2
‘e, ’ . . v: , ' r
O , ‘ ?
EMC . . . ‘ ‘ S . : .
e~ c ~ o P .. . C




HOPE FOLLOW-UP STUDY FINDINGS

Edwa;d Earl Gotts N

The problems of delivering human services in rural areas are multiple:

- ] . . . .
a) physical isolation, distance, poor roads, and non-exXxistent public trans-
: \ )
portation; b) scarcity of alls'manners of complementary resources and services;

‘. c) remoteness from institutions of higher education, medical centers and
3 -
*other sources of patential assistance; d) sometimes--apatﬁy, indifference

and oppositidn which arise from rural people's perception that newer ideas,

methods, and procedures may disturb or destroy traditional values and
patterns of living; and e) a history of neglect of rural needs by state and

: o
.federal officials who have been decldedly more conscious and responsive to

- the néeds‘of urban communities. The fo;egoing problems are magnified in

-

L, much of rural Appalachia because of its steeply mountainous topography,
sparseness of population, severe degree of poverty, and the strength of

- ¢

traditional culture.

' - . Ratiohale

. When the Appalachia EQucational Laboratory (AEL) was created in 1966,
its initial challenge was to analyze and document the exact nature of

. regional needs. The foregoing pattern of regional characteristics was
L 8 ’ ~

confirmed by a major needs study conducted at that time. The Lab's

response to this was to plan from then through‘l968 for regional inter-

v

ventions which might be carried out by local education agencies, after they
S
. . ~

-
A

‘had been bonded together into multi-county cooperatives. Such cooperatives
L
- were viewed as being capable of increasing the availability of scarce

AW

resources and of bringing them to bear upon specific needs. Creating a
b2 po

@ ' B .
climate to encourage such multi-county efforts was, -therefore, the first
- * 7 * -

. stép pursued.
&

. . )
Q- | * . l:}?; )

ERIC - : * ' < -

; .
'Full Text Provided by ERIC ’ ™
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The ne%ds assessment identified the. preschool chiid as requiring special
attention. This age group's needs when unmet were often later manifested in
- .
extreme shyness when they entered school; in reduced verbal interaction in
: L ~ : : :
the classroom; and in a high incidence of early schogl failure (i.e., retention
. in gradef'and poor performance on standardized achievement tests. The'Lab,
accordingly, decided to focus one of 1ts main efforts on preschool program

é

development--again through multi-county cooperative units.

L]

Geographic isolation and remoteness were to be overcome by the use of:,

.

(a) television to reach all homes; (b) mobile instructional facilities which
cduld travel into small communities over almost impagsable roads; and (c)

. selection, training, and use of local paraprofessionals who could visit
‘

homes relatively near their own places of residence. The overall approach
was to be home-oriented, drawing thereby on the strength of the Appalachian
-rural familg as a support system. These approaches to service delivery were
also selected as Qelng cost effective in view of the scarceness of resources.
That is, once produced, the television signal could be broadcast at virtually

+ no cost to the lotal preschool program; a teacher in a.mobile classroom

" N
s »

could travel during a normal week to as many as eight sites to provide once-

a-week half-day group experiencé sessions, and without the need to construct ~

suitable local preschool facilities in any of the sites; and paraprofession-

als could extend services in a highly individualized ma;her to families at a

N
.

relatively modest cost.
. N
The rationale for the approach described here may be(gbmmarized as
follows: it was responsive to rural Appalachian economics and geographic
conditiofis; it dealt with a major identified need, the preschool population's
preparation for participation in school; it used medi;, mobiie instructional

facilities, and paraprofessionals to deliver preschool services in a cost
Ve

effective manner; and it drew upon the strengths of the preschool children's

-

El{lC o - S 10: . .
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families, making them collaboratoré in the service delivery .process rather

& r
. than making them suspicious "outsiders." Moreover, it will be evident that

. 4
. o
the overall approach taken was to prevent early school problems before they

“ .

X

occurred.

The AEL Experiment

N

v -~

Home-based early interveption is by no means a new idea-. (Gotts, Spriggs
. < : . .

[

& Sattes, 1979). Nor is its agplication in rural settings unigque or without

- v

precedent (Klaus.& Gray, 1968)1 The intervention reported here was, never -

theless, 'the first to u%e as. its, strategy a particular combination of treat-

. b
ment components: ‘'daily television lessons in the home, weekly printed

. support materials and home visitation to parent and child by a carefully

-

trained parap?ofessional, and weekly group éxperiences for children in a
.’ mobile classSroom van capable of servicing isolated rural settings. Moreover,
\ A . 2t
the intervention was carried out as .a well-designed experiment. The study

qualifies, in -addition, as a clear instahce of a primary prevention experiment.
. *

Nearly ten years have passed since the irmitial three-year experiment

-

(1968-1971) ,was concluded in West Virginia. It has since been essentially

»

™ and successfully replicated in rural settings in four other states ranging
\
{

from Ohio through Alabama (1971-1973). Two of its replication sites, were
s 0

integrated subsequently into the national demonstration known as Home Start;
which has been a variant'and option within He;é Start since 1575. From.
ﬁﬂé?ﬁ 1974-1977, tpe Appalachia Educational Laborato;yi(AgL)Vpeﬁet?ped and vaii-
dated materials to support widespread operatién'of home-based interventions

]

- .
of this type for families of preschool’ and early primary age children.

. v

Collectively these materials are called "Aids to Early Learning" (Gotts,
. 1979). From 1978-1980, AEL staff have gather&d and analyzed extensive

. i - .
follow-up data on child}en and parents from the original experiment.

-

O . (‘] - ) v Lo
E MC ’ l i . ’ " ’
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This current work seeks to examine :ithe perxsistence and pervasiveness of the
. .o
intervention's effects. . .

- L4
v

. . -~

The report next considers the intervention by looking at the rural

conditions which led to.its design. After that the program is described; its

s

-

¢ immediate effects are reported; and its long-term.effects are examined.
- . -
Finally the experimdnt's implications for working with rural parents are :

~ ’ .
\ A ~ . i
considered. v

w

Characteristics of Ryral gppalachians

‘-' ”

’ { . .
e | A thprough analysis was made by AEL of regional and sample site demo-
- * - \ .

graphy to determine the exteﬁt to which its findings could be generalized ¥o
.t Q. ’ .,
I other npn—urbanz'set;ings in the northeast and southeast.

¢

s

»
’ .

v

~

Demographics: Then and Now ' “ .,
s . -

The original ABEL experiment in Home-Oriented Preschool Edugation (HOPE)

\ . 0

was operated in four counties of Bouthern West Virginia. The mining of

\

metallurgical coal was and continues to be the major so&hce of employﬁent in ,

these counties. 1In 1968 the larg%st urbanized center in the site area had a
o ‘ v o, we
the counties had a non-urban

population of under 20,000. The least rural of

population of 63.3 percent at the time of the 1970 cenhsus; the most rural had

.
.

“ ‘ ‘s . )
~a non-urban population of 86.8 percent (Bertram & MacDpnald, 19712. , .

g' In 1974-1975 AEL, in cooperation with the U.S. Bureau of tht Zensus,

performed a reanalysis of 1970 census- individual data records for the non-

v [

.o - ‘o
\ urban portions of a thirteen-state region of northeastern and .southeastern

o N . t
. - .

. states, including West Virginia, to determine’ further th€ ,oharact@ristics of

,

families of preschool children (Bertram, 1975). Thiq‘reanalysis was neces-

v Vl L)
< sary because the Census data had not been compiled prev$&psly tg examine

® . - N

this particular demographic subgroup. At the §gme time (1974) AEL interviewed

. ‘ 19, ' ' C1
. . . uuq
O » . ’ . ' -, ..
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

collection of 1970 (shively, Bertram, & Hinés, 1975). .

. ‘5

e

. ’ ‘ . ’
a seven-stfate sample of non-urban fqmllies, who were matched to represent

the 1970 Census for their respective countikes. Tﬁe interviews soughE-to

L3

clarify additional issues that had not been addressed in the Census data

f . /
The foregoing ‘efforts confirmed that the four-county site of the HOPE

*

experiment wasws;ightly more rural and had somewhat lower parental education »

>

L]

r
.

1971; Bertram, 1975). Moreover, the West Virginia percentage of non-urbaQ‘
population was 5.5 percent higher (i.e., more rural) than the northeast and

southeast average; West Virginia's median years of parental education matched
those for thé region; and West Virginig had about five percent more fam;l{és
below the poverty level than the regional non-urban average. Together, taﬁse
? "1 * -

facts suggest that theiHOPE sample was drawn from an area generally resem-

bling the nonFurbiEAportions‘of the region as a whole,.but diffe}:ed by heing
. o ¢ 1

somewhat more rural and by having lower 'per capita .income and lowex median

parental educatfion. Although the 1980 Cé%sus had not been analyzed at the

-

" time of this writing, there appear to have been no major population gshifts

A

over the p3§t decade which would have altered the foregoing basic demographic

:

» \ 3
similarities and constrasts between the HOPE site and West Virginia or the

.

overall non-urban région. ' . ) .% ‘.
/ ’ : '
It appears from other comparisons that the isolated rtiral populations of

the thirteen state region studied ({.e., Alabama,'Georgfa, Kentucky, Maryland,l

. ¢ .
Mississippi, New York, North Carolina,. Ohio, Pennsylvania,\géuth Carolina,
. s

Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia) experience’conditions similar to

.

those faced by isolated. rural dwellers -elsewhere in the United States

~ .

(Témblyn, 1973). The HOPE experience and its replications, thus, provide

Iy
.

- ~ . M . .
findings that are suggestive for other isolated rural communities in the U.S,
- . LI

M » f'\“
and per'capita incbme levels/than West Virginia as a whp%e (Bertram & MacDonald,

TN

’

%

-
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_ *"Th;finitiai (HOPE) ;ample was selected in'iééé b& r%paomly assigniné
q5§atm;nts to 3-, 4-, and S—year-old’chiiﬁren and ;heir pérents wha ;ere N
}iving‘within randomly sglectgd geggraphic grids -in the rural ::;as.- ) ]
Additional cpildren wer; added'ea;h.year'(in 1969 and 1;70, gy.thesg‘methods)

b

—

: o * ‘ .
‘ as 'some of the sample became old enough tg\enter public schools (or were .
r . N
. . . e - . . % B
3y otherwise lost to attrition)" (Bertram, Hines, & MacDonald. 1871). These

methods of selection and assignment were used to insure that the HOPE sample
. P N . ,

o

YL

would represent the non-urban homes of theses counties in both the community

] .

control. and treatment gfoups. It should, neverthe{€s§, be recogniied that

. ~ -

N ' subsequent businé to consdlidated schools brought many of ‘these rural children

into cont@cﬁ with qhildren from somewhdt urbanized -areas.

¥ '
« Q - i . - . h :

A Infexred Child Rearing Practices ‘

. k . . , - - .

Nearly ali of the ‘regional literature has‘identified_a core mythology
. ‘ . ',\}

/. .
. .
reg%r&ing mountain families and their probable child-rearing practices.

-

There is not‘aQ\present a(gata base sufficient to define clearly what these
» N L R ' . .

* families are like, although the HOPE Fofiow-Up Study zil% eventdally do much
. X ) o

to increase our understanding of these families' methods of child-rearing.
» -

] « -

» } i
These problems of the lﬁtg}ature have been discussed in more detail elsewhere
. Q (Gotts & Higgirnbotham, 1980). L
. = . )

!

~
’

-®

3, ' : '
Although it is clear that there is considerable diversity of family types

¢ . . ’ . ~ .

rin this ruréi population (Hansen & Stevic, 1971), some generalizations can

beimade. Unfortunately, these are based on relatively soft data. For example,
t
‘ . Q . -
. ) according to Brown.and Schwarzweller (1970) characteristics on which

* i
’

Appalacgianffamilies differ *from other American fémilies are that they: a)
élace greafer emphasis on family tiagitions; b) tend to have larger family
N o
! . sizes, although these differences are declinjng; c) more sharply differen- )

. o . < . |
tiate the role activitigs of the sexes; d) are less child centered (i.e., are

LY

- R ?

: . IS 5t
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\ P4 . .

less perm1551ve, more,digpctiVe, and more apt to use physical punishment);
s , . - .
e) exert tlghter controls over adolescents, resultlng in low ‘rates of

i

juvenile delinquency, particularly in the more rémote rural areas; and f) o

< *

are moreglikely, espec1a1ly in rural- areas hav1ng 1ongt1me residentlal,»

—~—

v @ &
.

..

stability, to restfict informally the'f;ee choice of :mates. . -

. , .
- . ’ B

< .
These same authors have also,commented on characteristics on which these

. [y

families do not.differ from other American families (Brown & SchwarzWeller,ﬂ
»

-

+1970): a)’ the fertility rates -are declining; 'b) the family of residence’is

. - .. N S <

the conjugal or nuclear family (i.e., parents and immature children, although L}
’ ! . . . 4

the extended family continues?fo be important); c) the conjugal family main-

o

) tains contact with both sets of 1n-1aws, and 4€) male dominance" ;s ‘prevalent. \
The foregoing observations suggest some of the more‘general parameters B
: . . N £, “_a ~
'which influence child-rearing. These general 'parameters have get, however, °

. 2 .
_béden rigorously studied; they should, consequently, be viewed as infetences

L , more tﬁan‘adequately researched population characteristics. §

\ . <y .
4

- : , e W R
The Psycho-Social Interior of the Family a , . -
* ‘ ’ # 3 ~
- Even less is Known emgiricaIly of the rural family in texrms "of pyscholo- '
. ¢ ) e

“ @

glcal characterlstlcs and family interaction dynamics. Such‘areas have been
1 " a major focus of MEL's HOPE Follow-ﬂ? Study ,and are reported here. Related
‘ flndlngs appear in the family case studles/(Appendlx C) qf the HOPE Follow—Up

Study. ‘First, to prov1de some ba51s of comparlson, we will find it useful to’

.

S 4 , . e
v examine the more soft and non-representatlve but suggestive finding/of Looff
! . . : ’ .
{ (1971) from Eastern Kentucky. cr o .
: ..Looff's £1§71) own review of literature did not uncover dny adequate
epidemiologic studies for the region. He found, moreover, that there yere
: A S ( Vall , . .
>~ no in-depth studies of representative samples of mountain families. Whereas .
'.\ . . kY .Af & :
his own most in-depth data came from a rural child mental health sample, his L ‘
k o . . .
A = ~ - \
\ - , ) ‘ N A\ » ) v
ERIC o 193 : : L
WJ:EEE e - )
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> { . B . . .
intensivk look at the familNés themselves did provide considerahle insight
N . ;

‘ / into family dynamics. He also compared the incidence.of disorders he en-'\

- " 4
N § countered plus those wﬁich he seldom saw with their rates of occurrence f%
s A . : . -

an urban Kentucky mental health sample--thereby prqyi&ing further support
for some of his hypotheées‘reggrding'the impact of family life on child

4

Qevelopment and psychopathologyf, - : 0

v

. ’
-

The major 7amily environment themes which he.could elaborate from his

. data as appearing to be intexrelated were: a) familism, the stress on in=-_

.

terdependénce of fami%z‘member, and aﬁ overemphasis on the period of infancy

»

. N , .
’ led to an increased ingkaegge of dependency-related psychopathology but also

to a, reduced incidence in those severe ﬂéhaiior disorders, and chjldhood psy-

¥ = .
choses which usually result from .disturbance of parent-child relations in

early infancy; b) fam%}&-engendered conflict over growing up and becoming -

e

adult in appearance were associated with an increased intidence of pathology

among children related to sexual maturation--with their manifestations being
P
” distinctly different in girls and boys; and ¢) in 3 sizeable subgroup of
®

"+ families, high conflict over verbal communication leading to what Looff (1971)

has dubbed the "consolidated school syndrome,” i.e., children who became

‘Y .

immobile and nonverbal when moved from one rogﬁ;scﬁools to consolidated schools.

Based on the clarity of the data, the HOPE Follow-Up study findings on

.

a representative sample of non-clinic children corroborate stronglyﬂépoff's

- .
]
™~ . . .
YN * first two hypotheses. It remains to be seeh, on the basis of more rdfined
4 .,
h analysés, whgthes the HOPE ffﬁdings will support his third hypothesis; such
Kh' a possipili&y is not now evident from the raw data, even among the most
™ N v

isolated rural families. -

Generalizability to thevkegion

The pfeceding discussion has alreddy touched upon the issue of hob

3 o ? s / ) “
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N

, . ’ . 1

genefalizable the .findings of the HOPE experiment are to the Region. ,
The conclusions can be summarized as folzgys; the HOPE findinq§ appear to-

be of potentidi value for understandihg he experience of growing d% rural

and isolated, in the conEé*;,oﬁ—cloSe, extended-family kinsHip ties, even

“ F .
.

, whegftbere has been considerable exposure to the broader culture through

&

« . experience in.consolidated schools and via television. However, while our

-

, .
} \

studies,‘from a‘demographic perspective, suEgest that- the HOPE results mdy

be generally applicable\to.non—urbén families in a thirteen-state region, we

™~

are reluctant to make that inference in a strong form, for the reasons
AN :

discussed below. ‘ . s oL >
A - D

As some of us have reasoned elsewhere,. it is not: only possi?le but _,

frequently éhe‘rule that social science mythologies and stereotypes about
S e X

groups of people are.generated by a well—meaﬁing overapplication qf the

method of generalization (Gotts & Higginbotham, 1980). With Photiadis, we
- . . :
are inclined to believe that neighborhood and locale exert a more substéﬁé

tial influence upon the ethos of groups of people than is generally )

-
.

appreciated in our science (Photiadis, 1980)'. It seems to us that current
( - . . . .

research trends toward performing community case studies and

v
-

toward relying

»
'

more-upon qualitative methodologies are serving as correctives to the social |

-

sciences' obsession with quantitation and' generalization in the face of their
" ” 7

-

longstandiﬁg lack of commiﬁe:ét to replication and-éross—validation of findings.

i . . - |
Thus, it may be possible to generalize with greater iltegrity when phere'is\x\ —
less compulsion to generaligg at all. ‘ ’ -

. v . - -
" /

/
/

HOPE: An Early Intervention Strategy
. ~

t . AN .
. . . -,
¢ . -
.
« » .
1 " - ’

The overall approachof the HOPE intervention will first be examined.

Then its individual treatment components will be considered in detail. R o

.

Finally, its status as a primary prevention will be reviewed.
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Overview of PrJgram Rationale“and Strategy ‘ . . -
. \ .
Background information on HOPE's obegation is available from many .

¢ .. -

scattered sources. The most satisfactory single source is an overview

a @&

» manual brepared by Alford (1972). This is one of seven HOPE program manuals,

2

all of which may-now be obtained from 'the same source, the ERIC Document

-

{ Reproduttion Service.
[
' U .
, . HOPE originally consisted of three components: 1) daily television
> . A )

~ X lessons in the home for the preschool child (3-5 years olds), and Printed

A ~
’

' parent guides to helﬁ parents to understand what the child was learning on
. . ' . /y
TV and .to fo%;ow up with related activities at home; 2) weekly visits to the

home from a.local, trained paraprbfessional‘who demonstrated to the parents

¢ <

how to teac¢h their children, and who.listened, helped "problem-solve," and

#
v r .

put parents in contact with comminity resources relative to family health and

- .

social issues; and 3) a weekly .one-half day group-experience for the child
) . ;

‘with other chilgieh in a moblle classroom undef the supervision of a qualified

[ , - *

teacher and an aide. A fourth component was added later, i.e., parent dis-

Fid 4

*

7

cussion groups. The r;tionale for the original components was discassed

earlier. - ) .

Contribution of Daily .Television Series

- A I
. H
» The television series and printed support materials- were together called
\ . CT

AROUND THE BEND. A permanent archive of .these materials is now being organized
= , .

at Marshall UnIversity, Huntington, West Virginia. The archive will contain
¢ : . N ,

complete documentation orf the series' curriculum structure and on the formative

~ R -
' .

il 3 . . . .
evaluation studies whicly were conducted by AEL in the process of developing it.
= ie > *

v Originally the television component was conceptualized as imparting
4 ) . .

-
- .

* ' information and providing experience to foster preschoolers' cognitive'
4 - . * - L)
development. AEL was the first_felevision producer to observe preschool
a . : : .

- 7 . -

EMC ) . . ‘ ~ /\( -
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~

viewers in their own homes at broadcast time in order to dtermine how they
- LYY 9 [y .

responded to each sﬁow., These observatibns by home visitors were scheduéed

* . N [] .
to provide an age-by-sex cross-section Qf viewers each day. The observations

" focused on a) -features (segments) which held the children's attention and b)

the program's capacity to produce active respond1ng (e.qg., verbalizing
answers, performlng actlons, going after suggested materials). - This 1nforma—:

Y
tion was immediately fed back_from the field site to the production team in .
’ 1 .

[} . B ‘. N
Charleston, West Virginia, to enable them fo -emphasize those program elements
4 a . : '

which produted active responding and held the children's attention (Miller;’
1970) ﬁy the end of the first year of production (1968i1969) much progress

had been made in achieving such a balance of program features.’ Over 500 one-
P
half show were produced in the years.1968—197l. The careful formative evaluation

paid qff: the series was highlf effective in promoting active attend&ng and
* . . ’

responding by three-, four- and five-year old'children and stimulating their
cogn1t1ve development. ' . . ‘ T

Home visitors eventually began to encourage parents to Yook in on the

.

. . L4
show with their children. Parents did ;his much more than the séries' .

4 .

developers had expected, with questionnaire’ results suggest1ng that -approxi-

‘ mately 80 percent of the parents looked at the program wlth_great regularity

£ o
(Bertram, Hines, & MacDonald 1971) Parents' knowledge of the broadcast

-
-~

suggested that many did view it. In this connegtion it is essential to

yealize that over 85 percent of these rural children were pared:for at home

-

by their mothers in the daytime, and that an additional 11 percent-were

~~a

¢ ) ~
cared for by another family meﬁber, most often-a grandmother. The main’ -

» - . -

.
*

character on the program, Miss Patty: conseqpently provided a regular role

model. .Her potential impact as a role model can be more fully understood by

exgmining parents' attitudes toward her andgthe'program. These attitudes .

were found to be highly positive in terms of which available children's .
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1

- e N . ' . )
programs'the.paIEnts considered "best" (Bertram, 1970). -

» «
v

The television component, in the above-mentioned manner, served an addi-
i T R '
tional unantigipated function. It served as a daily reminder to parents to
A . ~ ~os . 3 " -
- cérry out at home some simple developmental activities that were print€d'in

“*the weekly parent guides. The reminder function likely brought about a more
. X o

P . * i : . .. a '_

continuous treatment effect for children than do home-oriented programs which

. .
P . . ‘? S

lack. a television component. .

\ A\l ‘ n
B
. * s - o L4
g . .
J »

The Home Visitor Role . e . K

-

AEL recruited only local people to serve as home visitors. Bécaluse - ,
v - - \/ R .

nearly all of thé'pefsons being visited in their homes were femalés, all
. ) N

I3

C i ® ) . ) » . .
> home visitors selected were females, in conformity with community folkways

. , &
and mores. Home visitors had all completed high school or earned a high .

v .

- schoolaeqdivalency certificate; some had coripleted college work. All were
¥ , v

} ¢ . ~ .
' . judged in their communities to Be trustworthy, reliable, able to kéep con-

B

. fidencesf"effect;Ge communicators, and persons Capable of reiating to youngs .
] * “ - » - 't
;L « children and their parents; they were recommended by local principals. ‘

’ -

¥ < .
. They were trained in the special role functions which.they would per-

»

¥

) qum; given instruction in how to access community resoutégs; provided more )
) . . M . [ 99 N ‘ )
~ general instruction in child development, teaching, and early leakning; and
' { , - .
. - ' N N
taught how to handle various problematic situations which might arise (e.g., -
< i > . ' R b . ..
N . . . 3 . .
- sexual advances, aggression, involvement in family quarrels, etc.). Continuous
- ' DA ‘ A " .
’ " in-servite training.,and supervision yere used to maintain skills, resolve . ‘.
o i . ¢ - N -
[ . * . b3 -+ -
) . problems, and so on. ., . P
3 . - »

\ . ey @ ) Lo
. /Dhring the weekly home visits,‘the visitor delivered the printed support

-

-

v " materials for ARDUND THE BEND; discussed with the parentfhow to carry out
' simple developmental learning activities with the chiid;.used feedback froq;

. . . . ) <" ) o7 ~ S
< ] child and parent t6 help adapt the activities, to the child's own developmegtal
{ . . - . ; .

4 '
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- ] ) : N 13 -

skills and interests; modelled for the parent how to work with the child;

'

and completed records on program compliance and reactions. One visit each’ o

day was planned to c01n01de with the telev1s1on broadcast. Duriné this visit

the as51gnment was to observe and record throughout the broadcast 1tself.
S’ 1
In addition, . the home visitor might, atvthe parent s instigation, become e ‘

o . »

involved with the-parent in any of a variety of areasswith which' the parent ~

Y . . N 5

“might request help (e.g., child.care‘routines, nutrition; personal health 1

problem, etc.): The visitor handled as many -of these matters as she could

'

N4 . ] . . . . .
and referred any others. Over time the home visitor became a trustgdﬁfrlend

s

and, in many instances, a confidante. Both parent and child looked forward %&
, b "
to' their weekly visits. .

L\u
’

In all that -the home visitor did, the central purpose was to;fac1lltate

the parent's functioning as the child's first teacher. The home visitor was,
F 4 .

: L & T .
therefore, trained not to usurp the parent's role nor to displace the parent.

That this distinction was sometimes blurred was evident from the. fact that
‘ S ‘ L ’
the home visitors were often referred to by parents as "teacher." Despite

’

this conception of theivisitor, an acceptable degree of parental compliance
was achieved, as will be discussed later under "Parent Participation and
AU = '

g ’ o . '»‘li

< o,

g 07
s . .
3 N ; N

The Classroom or Group Experience

-

¢

During one half-day session per week, approximately 15 children were’
assembled for the arrival of the mobile classroom van. This fully-equipped

and self-contained unit needed only a power hook-up to be totally operational.

;

It was staffed by }he teacher and an aide. Working )four days per week, w1th

- <

one day for planniny and preparation, the van and its two personnel could e

prOV1de educational services for eight groups of lS children--at a great .

K

economic advantage over other half-day or full-day preschool programs.

1 ~
; A
1 *
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: - Moreover, .it was a fully portable operat¥on, providing age-éppropriate'_

" faciljties and materials in rural communities which.offerred no comparable

learning environments.
T -~ - . .
The instruction occurring in the mobile classroom was correlated with
. Y 4 : ) ' N .

¢ that provided by the television and print materials provided to the parents.

z - L ’ .

% v b
- It provided some direct hands:pn‘expegﬁences for children with learning
o . N . . . { . ‘ .
N ' materials not readily .available in homes. “Perhaps as important as any of the.

foregoing, hoyever, was the social milieu of the classroom. There ﬁhe chil-

&

dren- could engage in social interaction in émall groupsLof‘their peers.

/ ’
Such opportuniﬁies gre usualiy scarce and diffiéﬁit to argange for children
) in isblated rural settings because there ;re too few aé% mates living near
‘ | one apother to sustain suéh expériences. The social hilieu aisordiffered

»

from the home by exposing these young children to a weekly experience, of being
cdred for, gJuided, and supervised by adults outside the family. 'Such expe-
. N b

riences were yiewéd as having the potent%al for reducing later separation
anxiety when the children reached school age, in a population known to mani- -
& : . ’ . .

fest a high incidence of separation anxiety (e.g., Looff, 1971). b

” ~

- r o
g Parent ‘Participation and Reactions : : N

P

Many and varied parent reactions and patterns of participation were

. Al
v . - -

observed. The most typical pattern was that parents generally carried out

¢

<

& i .
;Q ‘ + their part of the contract by being Eva%lable for the home visit, observing
\

* their child watching the program, and carrying out aptivities suggested by

1

the home visitor. Such behavior may be indicative only of social ¢ompliance,
» \

¢ .although the impressions of home visitors and field evaluators was that

. - ~
. ‘ parents generally felt some personal commitment to the HOPE program. ; At one

«

extreme, a few parenté theaght Up extra things to do, carried them out, and

then related their experiences to the home«visitor. At the other extreme, a

. ——— < 2.")\’; R * ’
Q
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’ . .- ' X
few parents always managed to be busy in the kitchen, for example, during
+ . “ -
;]
the home visit, thereby leaving the home visitor in the role of direct teacher

Ny

of the "child rather then as an instructor and model for the parent. The

- . N

parents' reactions to the television series, have already been mentioned.

These became more positive during the second and third years of the experi-

ment, apparently because of the production team's increasing success in

Y

implementing what they learned fﬁrough the formative evaluation process.

v

Much less attention was devoted by the staff to studying changes in the

parents themselves than to learning how the children had been affected by

~ . =

the experience. Thus, an opportunity was missed to gain what might have been
some of the most valuable data in the entire experiment. It has been possible,
nevertheless,iﬁo design into the HOPE Follow-Up Study a fairly rigorous test

’ . . ,

of how parents of the experimental and control groups differed after about

ten years had elapsed. This, could be accomplished because experimental and

t
control parents had been randomly assigned in the beginning. Yet the follow-

up Study cannot address certain vital process questions about the critical

events which brought about any differences between the two parent groups.

.

HOPE as Primary Prevention '

\
.

Although é%e child population served by HOPE experiment‘had an elevated

. Ay

rate of risk for the subsequent developﬂfnt of certain conditions (e.g.; Looff,
1971), they were not a specifically "at risk" group. Many of them could have
¢ .

been expected to @Jrn out as reas‘onably weli-coping, adaptive children in the
7 .

school population without any intervention. Intervention under these speci-

-

fic circumstances, where risk has not been identified or asdessed and no
. W

labelling has occurred, may be viewed as a primary prevention. Children who
. ] .
may have been at special risk were.gs likel‘ to be assigned to experimental

or control conditions as were children who dhay 1% have been at special risk.

. ’

20 '

.
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Results of the HOPE experiment are, therefore, of particular importance for
i .

what they have to say about this home-oriented primary prevention strategy .

as a means of averting certain unfavorable outcomes. The long-term follow-up

study was designed to examine this question.

RN
Immediate Program Effects
». ‘ ,
For thé era when the HOPE experiment was conducted (1968—197{), the

<y .
staff took an unusually tomprehensive approach to assessment of effects on

- . .
N v

children, while only mimimally examining effects on péients.
2 w s . . -
4

Parent Involvement in Childrgn's Early Learning and Development

-

The study's results document a hiég‘>?te of concurrent parent involvement

in their children'g learni;g and development. There was, unfortunately, no

Y

. oo R
attempt to obtain correlated records on parents and children in order to

4
)

determine how differing degrees or rates of parent involvement may have related

.
M '

to differerttial outcomes in children. The HOPE follow-up study is unable to

remedy this information gap.

-

. < ¢
Children's Performance on Cognitive Measures w

L4

An individually-administered criterion outcome test was developed, the *

PO

Appalaéhia Preschool Test (APT). This is now available to qualified users

with supporting documéntationAfrom the Educational Testing Service's Test
Collection, Princeton,.New Jersey. The APT went through various editions, as
the curriculum was refined. ‘Throyghout the process and the various versions,’

however, it is appropriate to think of the APT as a measure offearl& concep-

-
. <

tual development.

The program's effects on'ghildrqp's APT scores, as well'as on all other

~

measures, were docu@ented systematically in a series of technical reports.

A representative summary report from this series provides the essential
®
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. - - ¢ Lo . “
highlights of the final program year 1970-1971 (Bertram, Hines, & MacDonald,
]

1971)y. It also reports on program effects on the Pgabody Pictnre Vocabulary

”

Test ?PPVT), the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA)-Revised,

1 '

and the Frostig Developmental Test of Visual Perception, as well as on séme

.
.

non-cognitive measures. A preliminary study established the acceptability

of these measuree»With this population in the sense thatafheir performance

.
kd -

approximated the tests' norms.

o

i . D .
The effects upon partic¥ants may be summarized with reference to four

' 4
groups of children: 1) those who received no treatment {i.e., an outside-

of-community control group; 2) those who received TV only"(i.e., a within- -
community control éfoup which could receive the TV signal but ‘was, provided

no-other tieatment), 3) those who received ™v, including the priﬂted support
> L
matérials, plus weekly home visifatioh® (TV-HV) ;. and 4) - those who received TV

\‘ .

plus home visitatisa plus the- wegkly group experience (TV-HV-GE or Package).
A . : : I T
Cognitive effects for the varidus individual measures were as follows:

a) APT--Package and TV-HV were equal, both significantly outperforping TV

only, and TV only"* Significantly exceeding the oﬁtSide control group, b) PPVT-

v

-Package and TV-HV about equal, both Significantly exceeding TV only and

: ]
outside control, which were not different from each’ other; c) IPTA--the groups L g

2

®
differed on three subtests only, with the patterns' of differences not bein%
clearly interpretable, since they varied for each subtest; and d) Frostig-—
the groups differed on four of the subtests and'total score (were not diffe-

'
rent on figure-ground discriminatignr, with the four groups always ordered
¥ ’ . *

from'highest to lowest as Package, TV-HV, TV only, and outside control —
. . L 7
(Bertram, Hines, & MacDonald, 1971).° , 4 -
. ] ®
The overall set of results was similar for each year of the program,
L 4 . U

¢

lending support to the overall conclusion that participation in more compo-
/

,
- 4 -
nents of the program resulted in greater immediate’ effects upon the childrfn's
P o ? P

~

205
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& ) . . . X
cognitive development. The importéqﬂb of having within-community (TV only)
and outside congrol groups was q}so evident, Ehowing that exposure to TV alone
resulted in a wide range of immediate coénitive gains. .

”

Children's Curiosity and Social Development - - ‘.

3
y To measure children's gains in other areas’, special situations were
oL ¢ .

3

.,arranged in which their behavior could be observed directly. 1In the first of

»

these, a-small room was furnished with familiar children's toys, along with
an unusual device whicggyhe children could manipulate to produce varied

lighting and sound effects. A random sample of children from the three within-

s

communipy groups (Package, TV-HV, TV only) was selegted for observation.
/I &+

Each child, accompénied by his or her parent, entered the room. No one else
was present. The amount of time spent interacting with the var;ous objects
was recorded for 15 minutes, a;d the percentage of time spént with the un-'
familiar device was used to estimate the child's curiosity or urge to learn.
The Packagé child;en, by this index, showed the giéatest curiosity; the.TV-HV
éhildreg manifested more éuriosi&y than the TV énly group. A sé; difference
also appeared, with b;ys di§playing significantly more curiosity (Bert{am,
Hines, & MacDonald,‘l97l).

Immed;ate_igogram effects upon social interact;pn Qefe analyzed for a
random sample of dhildrgn from the same three groups by systematically coding
their social behavior'froq vidgotapeq recordings. Recordings were made of '
groups of from two to four children man%pulat;yg.a battery operated train an@

'

' Nes
other play materials. The Package group initiatéd more constructive state-

-

ments than TV-HV, who in turn surpassed:TV only. The Package group showed
| : ! .
the most enthusiasm and were the least inclined to withdraw from the task ¥

]
to become distracted, whereas the TV-HV children were 'least inclined to stop

working but were-most li&ely to become distracted; TV only children tended to

N .
v . . CRiv.

[




A

19
withdraw from the group, either to work alone and/or for security. TV only
children met antagonism with antagonism and often initiated antagonistic
behavior. The TV—HV‘chilsren apbeared to be more helpful than the Pacgage
* children.

The preceding group differences tended in general to follow the pattern,

from greatest to least social skills: Package, TV-HV, TV only (Bertram, Hines,

: & MacDonald, 1971). These findings generally support the expectation that
the group experjence would facilitate social skills deyelopment in these
¥

7 -

children. Contact with the hbme visitor also ?ad a clear effect on social

. . 'skill development. :

. . -

Effects on "At Risk" Children 5y

AN

Some recent reanalyses have been made of the original HOPE data by

dividing children into groups of differing ability level, baseg on their
, /7
average PPVT scores from two separate administrations. When the sample was

thus partitioned into three groups, the following fhbility ranges resulted:,
below average (BA, IQ 91.5 and.pelow; lower average (LA), IQ 92-102.5; and
' higher average.(HA), IQ 103 and above. The first.of these groups, BA, was

CQnsiﬁered an "at risk" group for later poor school performance. Therefore,

A ] e -
the ééneral question raised in'the following analyses was how these "at risk" E
children did‘in the HOPE experiment in comparison to the LA and HA groups

P} -~

(Gotts, in press). l . : .
The comparisons were made. for the three ability levels (G) , the measure-
ment occasiéns (T? (pre~test scores versus Qost-test scores) and their
interactions (G X f). To make the results apélicable to the entire experiment,'
the BA, LA, and HA groups were drawn at random in balanced proporti??s from

the Package, TV-HV and TV only groups. That is, BA, L2, and HA groups con-

tained proportionalized numberg of children from all thrE treatments.

21}
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The resultant findings were required to hold up, therefore, for a composite
of all treatments. In this type of analysis, ‘he interaction term (G X T)
was of special interest, because”it reveals‘the extent to which the "at risk"

group's (BA) performance from pre-test to post;test paralléps that of the
. .

) . ' [

. other groups (LA and HA).

»

Fof the Frostig Test total scores, thei(G X T) interaction was non-
o significant (F=.110, p=.89, df=2,104); for the ITPA, (G X T) was non-
'Significant (F=.740, p=.51, df=2 109), PPVT .- (G X T) was non- Significant

‘

(F=.420, p=.66, df=2,104); and APT (G X T) was Significant (F—3 290, p=. 04,

df=2,104). The findings for the Frostig, ITPA, and PPVT all suggest that the
‘8

.
.

"at risk" BA group of children made pre-test to post-test gains which pa- ]

.

ralleled those of the LA and HA groups. ' The HOPE experiment seems, therefore,

to have stabilized them relative to their more mentally-favored age mates,

\ .
reducing thereby their "at risk" status. Only onjzne APT was this pattern of

2
— H

P

findings not supported. For the APT, the BA and LA groups had completeiy
parallel gain lines, but the HA group gained at a signﬁficantly mqfé Qapid

& : .
rate in conceptual skills than did either of the other groups (Gotts, in quss).
) .

)
N . o Enduring Program Effects: \;gng—Term Fol}ow-Up
. 1 4
-~ . . ' -
-« As was noted earlier, AEL has performed a comprehensive follow-up stuydy
ve » " 1

of children and parents frngthe original HOPE experimént. The results will.

be reported over the next two to three years; it will take that long because

of the study's scope and the amount of data to be agilyéed and reported.

2
[y ~ , . M L]

"Effects ‘on Familids - , .

Gotts & Paul,

AEL has developed a measure of parental "generaiivity"

_1979) based on the theory of Erik Erikson (1963) as one prq

fedure for examin-
' ty was assessed

Genen

¢+ ing possible enduring effects of kthe HOPE(treatment.
H
N
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by rating parents' stories.regarding 45 pictdkes‘of developmental sitgations
A A

point averages for grades 1 through 4. All of these correlations were

.differenting between the experimental and control families, as described in .

21 .

-
LY

%

s

involving children from five age leveZ;. Their 5tories about picE@res of

trust; toddlers for autonomy; preschoolers,

-

for 1n1t1at1ve‘ elementary school age children for lndustry, and secondary

infants were rated for facilitation o

age children for identity (Gotts & Paul 1979) The sum of these five scores

was used as one index of parental generativity. The measure's internal con-_ |
. . ] ;

» - o N
sistency has been checked with a validation sample (Gotts, 1980) and found

to be acceptable (alpha =.83). gts.validity appears to be high, infgerms of

its ability to d:?!i;entiate between the parents of coping and non-coping

’,

children whose status was determined from judgments made by tﬂﬁ%r teachers

(Gotts, 1976). That is, within the validation sample, low generati&ﬁty

parents had %8 non- coplng and 6 coping childxen and high generativity parents
y

had 3 non-coping and 11 coping chl%drené' The chi square value associated
* .

with thj distribution-is 5.129 (p<05). Parental generativity, measured

(3

when the children were in secondary schbolr*was correlated with their grade
A

significant and positive. barents higher in generativity also expressed .

greater current satisfaction (r=.51,. p<O0l) in their children's school

performance (Gotts, 1980) . Parental generativity was not, h@yever, affected
.. ? L A 3 )
by the treatment. Other variables from the same interview were useful for ‘

-~ €« .

-

Appendlx G. 5

-

The other results.meported 1n Appendlx G for the lndlrect parent inter;y’
view.will be summarized here. Ratings qf the parent stpries were also '
coméletéd for the 45 pictures using six additional rating scales (Gotts &
Paul,’1?79;:' 1) accuraef of perception of child development situations; )

2) positiveness and duration of time perspectivz%fdr story*outcomes; 3)

positiveness of aPfect anmd congreende of affect with story outcomes; ’ ‘

221;3 o . ‘ I, , .




"(i.e., the 30 Cronbach alpha coefficients were génerally acceptable to high-

2 . T B . : o
- ' . N . A Y

22 '
. C,

4f‘conqeptgglization of motivatioh relative to story outcomes; 5) recognition

of teaching ahd learning opportunities in the 45 child development situations;
% - ' ) . .

and 6) understanding of the characteristics and‘xéﬁg;ions of children at the

. \ : g .Y

, .
vatious age levels. All six O6f these ratings, were found to-be highly inter-

nally consistent (reliable), acrosgrthettotal of 45 stories and moderately

-
2

reliable for all:.six categories within gach of the five_child age ,levels

’
. -

ly acceptable). - “ &

Parents in the experimental and control groups differed from one another
N . ' ¥ . )
for xratings acro§é thé‘&S pictures for categoiies'ij 2_ and 5. Moreover, they
differed on these three categbries“for-the sqgsets q; pictures representiné

each of the five child age levels, Differences were found for the remaining
categories, but they were not consistenﬁ1§ found across age level, and weif
o ' ¢ ’ 2 R ) !
. F * e
not, therefoxe, as useful for developmental domparisupl The differences foﬁkd )
) . Y o . .. P . T
for categories 1, 2 and 5 suggested that the expérimental pareﬁ%s had, as a
result of their experience 'in HdPE, be?one mox® gccurate 'in their perceptions

“

(1), developed more positive and long-range @eispectives in child outcomes
. ' N e ©

(2), and come to recognize more teaﬁ?ing-learning potentials in child.develop:

& , s [~ ] .

ﬁ%nt situations (8). Thus, while they were not affected in generativity, they
. 3.

.
o,

- . v 4 " . .
did develop specific skills for recogniz#ng and dealing with a wide array of
matters esqential ﬁé the develogment'and(learh&ng of both children and *if
. ) " ‘. s ’ »
adolgscents. . : " . \ :

. ) ‘ 7z
In the body of the Final Report (baq@sal7-27) the direct parqu&interview

< -

is aescribed and findings are-reported for experimental versus control families.

These may be summarized as follows. The experimental mothers described them-

[
¥

selves as having higher lévels of aspir tioq and Higher expéctations for their

4

children aéédemically, pPlus greater satigfaction with thg%r children's

gcademic progress.” The experimental mothers also indicated that they provided
' . 1]

: LR

. .
.
. N .
rd ! . Y -
¢
- - 4
‘ N . R

/ .
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more support for learning at home. On the High/gcope Home Environment Scale,

" as adapted by AEL, experimental families were found to'be providing a home
. " 4 . id
environment that is more supportive and stimulating of learning. Other
¢
measures derived from the direct (self-report) interview were correlated in

a

many interesting ways with child outcomes but did not differentiate between

"the experlmental and control families, -
, A spec1a1 substudy was performed of the demographic 1nd1cators from

3

the direét parent interyiew, The purpose was.to derlve on "Index of Favora=-

© 1)

bility" of the family demographic érofile relative tp child outcomes. To

2

accompllsh thlS analy?gs, parents ‘were divided into crlterlon groups of

those whose children were a) coplng and b) non—coplmg, as measured on a 138-
~ ..
-item checklist completed by theit teachers (Gotts, 1976). The groups thus

L]
e - S——

. \
- . "formed were examined by multiple discriminant analysis in two ways. “First

. they were compared using four SES measures only. Then they(yere compared\
uysing a fuller set of demographic indicators, including the same four SES

measures., ' ’
/ .

Within this rural population,/the SES indicators eéhcationyand occupation
- ~ 6
of head of household are h}ghly interés;related and, consequently, redundant

~of one aeother. In consequenc:~only.one of tgese, occupation, was entered
into the'discriminant solution., Income was the second variable entered. .
Subjective SES (i.e., reference group) isffrelated to hlmost nothing in thie
;g:ulatlon and was, therefore, excluded from the dlscrlmlnant solution. Coping
children had parents of highfr occupational (p=.0l1), egucational (p=.02), and
income (p=.03) levels., Using the variables occupation and income; parents of’
coping and non-coping Ehileren were hfghly differentiated from one another

(p=.0053). Finally, the corréctness of classification (hits) was tested for

the two-variable discriminant sojution. Parefits of coping children were

y »

1Y

\ ’ accurately classified 62.1 percent of the time; those of non-coping children
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61 percent of the time. This indicates that SES information is a significant
. . I

‘\ \‘ . . -
hut far from perfect predictor of child outcome for this wqpulation, -

a
.

~
.

s . ' The second discriminant function selected and entered ‘the following /

< ) : .
variables in the following stepwise order: a) degree of urbanization where
D . . [ 13

*

family resides; b) number of adult-oriented organiéations to which parent '

belongs; c) health of parent; d) parent education; and e) occuéétional

» ’
. mobility of parent. It is interesting to note that when other family

- “
\

- * demographic indicators were considered,_neiéher of the previously selected
: (8 .

SES méasureé:dadeq sufficiently to~Fhe equaﬁ&on to be selected,.and/pa¥ent
- educatioﬁ emerged'agféhe fgurth most imPor;gpt variable in this solution.

Other vatiables which did_ﬂgt add ;5 the efficigncy of differéntiating the

giohps‘were: marital stang, ége of mother at marriage, geographic mobilit%{

family, size, religious pafticipatidn, age of mother when child was born and

S

“

number of child-oriented oij?nizations to which the parents belong.

The foregoing prediCUN;?had all been selected because prior research

o suggested that they relate to child outcomes in importanti%:ays°
—— . . *

- The combinlEign of the five variables in the discriminant solution

.

differentiated significantly between the two groups of parents (p=.0085).
An intriguing difference occurred in the success of ¢lassification, compared

with the SES only solution. Now the parents of coping children were more
. !
accurately detected (72 percent correct), whereds the parents of non-coping
" a

Il
children were detected at rates much poorer than chance (35.6 percent correct
~ _ -

only). Thus the overall classification success with the SES-only equation was

vbettér. These two results suggest that unfavorable child outcomes (i.e., non-

RS

coping) are indeed predictea by SES, -while favorable child outccmes ?i.e., coping)

are hore adeqﬁhtely represented by other family demographic indicators.

The preceding would suggest, contrary to much respébted contemporary

Al
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. - -~

oplnlon, (see review in Gotts, Spriggs & Sattes, 1979), that dealing, only

with the problem of basic family support is not an adequate or suff1c1ent

>

approach for impacting favorably on the 1ives ot qhildren. Instead one must

[ [ 4 »
conSLder a more complex approach in which basic family support is & first

” Y

¥

step that can help to avert unfavorable outcomes but cannot assure positive °

outcomes., Positive outcomes require a ‘second step which attends to other
factors w1th1p the family which may 1mpact upon, child outcomes. These well

\l
i i

may vary from population to population, i

-

. e
- ~

N .
Four of the.earlier-mentioned variables (i.e., urhanizatibn, parent
health, paren¥ education and occupational mobility) related to child

. ’- . a M ' . a
outcomes in the manner predlcteé from prior research findings. That is, more

.

urban residence -(comdared to isolated rural),\higher parent health (and

probably vitality), higher parent i‘ucétion, and greater upward occupational'
mobility were associated with favorable child outcomes. Prior studies have

evaluated "community involvement" or participation by tﬁe total number of -

H

. A B
organizations to whichsthe parents belong. Because participation in organi-
”

zations may be self-oriented more than family-oriented or child—oriented,
LS

AEL summed such participation into two subscores: number of adult~oriented

R
)

. . o
organizations and niwber of child-oriented organizations. This led to the

interesting finding in this discriminant ahalysis that the’numberQ?fvadult—

oriented organizations to which the parents belong relates negatively to
- 1)

s . : ) ; | :
positive child outcomes._ This once more underlines an earlier p01nt, namely,
9 N .

- ™ .

that demographic analysis must become more complex if 1t is to afford in-

-

sights into useful approaches to supporting family life in ways that will

impaot favorably on children. '

During early 1981 ‘AEL will perform additional analyses on the HOPE’
N i Id
Follow-Up Stddy data. The two demographic "favorability" indices just .
.;‘ ~

. . 3 3 r
discussed will be used.as covariates within those analyses to judge among
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é_Effects on Children's School Perfafmancéf

. grades were not significantly:different between these comparison grouﬁs.

26 _ K

. b4
various causal explanations of relations between the parent interviéw

< A ' *
© <

. N .
measures on the one hand and the child interview measures and school data
- ‘ ¢

v
N ’

|
on thé other. . .

In,gke preliminary fiﬁdings, student grade point averages of home=-
P H hid v .

vis{ted children (Package and,TV;HV) were compared with those’ of chilaien who

i e .
rd

did not receive home visitation ZTV only) . These groups differed signifi~ -

v cantly at grade 1 (F=5.097, p=.025).and grade 2 (F=5.831, p=.017), with - ®
“ . s -~ -

‘ “~

;tﬁe former groub reéeiviﬁg higher grades. For grades 3 and following, school
- . : / .

e
#

Another type of analféis,was performed after the school data had been

r

N A
summarized, as reported l%fr belowt

In another comparisorn P%Athe home-visited children with the TV only

- ' k3 s
group matched samples of 80 of the former group and 40 of the latter group

- »
were included., Between grades 1 and 9 only 4 of the former group of children
4 .
“a ~ ¢ !
repeated a grade, whereas 10 of the TV only were retained in grade., The chi

‘
¢

square value associated with this_differenée is 10.350 (p=.0l1) Home visi-

. ’ .
tation seems, thus, to have reduced the rate of retention in grade from about
. - . ‘

<

.{' ) ' .
25 percent (TV only) to 5 percent by the ad@ition of home visitation. It is

worth noting that there was a very law use of special education in these
» e ° N -

: ’ 1 3 . . -
rural schools in the early 1970's, Retention in grade appears to have been

A \ , L4
used in Q@ace of spgciai education, // .

©

ANnumber, of problems in the ahalyéis of the school data were corrected

> L]

during 1980 by creating sﬁmma;y statistics for each child for a) school
N , .

attendance, b) teacher grades in basic skill areas, ¢) overall teacher gfa@es,

. . 4\‘ .
d) achievement test results for grades three and six, and e) ab;lity g;st -

)

results for préschool and first, third and sixth grades. For the first three
- . - . 9 c’

P - -~ . &

_'. ‘ 4 . " .' . ) :‘ :.'-
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-

areas (a - c))the relevant data were summarized for each ¢hild for as many
- - ¢ .

_ data points as were available for grades one through six.: For all variables,

~

appropriate corrections were made for missing data points. Since variables

*

d and e could be converted to standard score form that would be comparable
to national norms, this was also accomplished in the transformations. Whexe
appropriate, means, standard deviations, and slopes of each variable were

computed for each child.

In general, analysis of the standard deviations and slopes revealed
. \ i

- that they did not differentiate between the experimental and control groups.

Simple analysis of variance tests on the child means, however, revealed con-
sistent differences between ;he groups, These differences are Fummarized
below and in Table I, which also contains results for the following section.
Over the first six years of school the HOPE children had better attend-
ance records (p<:.01), higher teacher grades in basic skills areas (p<.01),
and were far less likely to have been held back a gradé in school (p<<.0l).

In fact, retention in grade was reduced from 25 percent to 5 percent by HOPE.

On statewide testing, the HOPE children demonstrated higher ability (p<<.01)

P .

-/

and higher performance on achievement tests in basic skills areas (g<.01).
Even more impressive is the fact that the HOPE children exceeded national

norms on ability and achievement, swhereas the control chi%fren fell below

_national norms as is characteristic of the rural school systems from which

they came.
(Table I -~ See Page 28).
Effects on Children's Social and Emotional Adjustme€§&

The School Behavior Checklfgé (Gotts,.1976), was used to determine Fhe

children's social and emotional adjustment in school. It wasascored in the
standard manner. Results are summarized on the next page. -

(4

) ' 210 e

.
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TABLE 1
LONG~TERM EFFECTS OF HOPE ON THE

«™» SCHOOL CAREERS OF WEST VIRGINiA CHILDREN

Group Means

Lt *

Probability of

HOPE Non~HOPE Difference
g Indicator or Measure* .
. * B
Standard School Records (Grades 1-6): ' - . :&
. School Attendance 95.42% 93.68% Joo11
Teacher Grades--Basic Skills 3.92x* 3.65%% .0035
Failed a Grade (Retained) 5% 25% <.ol
. B Statewide Testing Results (Gr. 3 & 6) } :
Ability Level L13%kk 0 L 16%%% : .0047
Achievement: Basic Skills “ .O5**% ~.28%** .0055
Teacher-~Completed Checklist .
(Secondary Level): ) . -
\ Disorganized Classroom Behavior l.66 . 3.28 .034
Symptoms of Depression .10 "1.21 , .016
Aggressive Behavior 3.78 <10.03 .019
‘ Responsible Behavior 14.16 . |.. 8.32° »0004
} Significant Problem Behaviors 28% 40%" 0 .05
. : !
Fa '46.

- - ¥ (‘t}
* Averaged over the times or grades indicated

** Where A=5, B=4, C=3, D=2.F=1 ‘ J

*** Converted to standard score form; if minus sign appears, performance is
below national norms.

-
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Home visited children were §ignificantly lower (M=1.66) -on personal

disorganization than TV only children (M=3.28) (F=4.580, p=.034). TV only
had more symptoms of depression (M=1.21) than home visited children (M=.104)

?

(F=6.014, p=.016). See Table 1.
' . . ?
An epidemiological .model of analysis can be used when considering the.
frequencies of coping (i.e., those who are identified by teachers as coopera-

tive, responsible, etc.) and non-coping children in these groups (Figure 1).

Using this approach 6% (28 percent of the home visited and 33 (40 percent)

- of the TV only children would be classified as non-coping, while 159 (72

percent) and 50 (60 percent), respectively, classify as coping. This
overall distribution has a chi square value of 3.847 (p=.05), suggesting
that the home-oriented portion of the treatment resulted in an absolute
reduction of mild behavior diso;ders by about 12 percent. This represents

a reduction in the incidence rate of 12/40 or about 30 percent (Gotts, 1980).

L
Unanswered Questions

» .
Other questions which were explored used the Tasks of Emotional Develop-
&

ES 4
ment (TED) Test (Cohen & Weil, 1975), which was administered to over 200 of

the children in the sample. The/TED Test was to permit comparisons to be

.

made of home visited and TV ondy groups on other important dimensions of

¢

social and emotional deve

pment. The TED Test protocsl was scored using
an Eriksonian rating system. Each story was rated on a five-point scale

as to whether it réfléc;gd high (5) or low (1) trust, autonomy, initiative,
indusfry, and identity. Each of the 13 TED pictures was further assigned
to the E;iksonian category or categories.upon which its}étories typically

and primarily focused. The ratings were then,iummed for the primary focus

. . b
categories across the pictures and labelled psychosocial maturity for this

total score.
The foregoing procedure had previously been shown to produée reliable

scores -for elementary school-age children iff an unpublished dissertation

L]

' 22!‘\
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. . Figure 1
Typology of Children's In-School Interpersonal
N Behavior Styles
/ Non-Coping Coping N
N 7 .
-
y ,
\ N
Aggressives ‘Manipulative
0 , Controllers
> »
B &
o // I blunt IV autocratic - gl
Il distrustful e VI competitive > o
Il skeptical : Vil exploitative
V zggressive VIl managerial
e . SR o
Seff-Effaging Responsible '
Dependents Conformers .
IV modest I overconventional
o VI dependent 2 Il responsible
> VIl docile - % Il overgenerous 19
@ Vit self-effacing V cooperative a
& B ' <
— — Qe
\/ o /v N
L Nén-Coping Coping . N
~ . s /

’

Gotts, E.E+, Phillips, B. N., & Adams, R. L.,

Source:
& Psychology, 1968-69, 7 (3) 5k-62.

-~

Division of Childhood and Parenting
Appalachija Educational Laboratory
Charleston, West Virginia

2

Journél of School
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study, but with the present sample of rural adolescents, the scores were
: g

not reliable. Whether this failure to replicate is due-to differences in
' -
the samples age levels, to the fact that the prior sample was non-Appalachian,

or to other factors will require further study. In early 1981, other scores

»
will be assigned to the children based on their TED Test stories, and these

will be analyzed for "their psychometric properties and then used to compare

the experimental and control groups, if appropriate.
)

A direct (self-report)'Ehild interview was also administered. A number

.

of technical problems have been encountered with this new measure around

a

the issue of hdndling missing data points within its various brief scales

(i.e., these are typically five or less items each’in length). A special ., w

computer program has now been written to handle these difficulties.
Consequenly, it will be possible to analyze the direct child interview
& . .

results early in 1981 under a "carryover" arrangement at no additional cost
1
to the contract. -
, -

-

Summary of Study's Scope and Effects @

The HOPE experiment was and remains a landmark study of home-oriented
preschool intervention as primary prevention. The study's unique character
. . M ’

consisted of: (a) a well-defined intervention directed toward serving

\

(b) rural families of preschool children (c) without regard to family income

level or restriction to particular segments of the rural population and

with (d) families being represe’ti{/ely included and randomly assigned to

-

conditions and (e) children's progress being comprehensively evaluated ‘in

a * N .
terms of the intervention's objectives. " The experiment was,,moréover, }
subsequently replicated in additional. rural communities. in five states.

’

o a ¢

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Now, as befits the original experiment, an unusually camprehensive

5

y \
long-term follow-up study is being completed. Ultimately enduring efiects

of the intervention will be analyzed fogrparents, child participants, and

their younger sibiings. Many of the data have been examined and more remain

A

to be examinéd. It is, nonetheless, clear from the varied effects studied

M ¥

thus far that this relatively circumscribed intervention has had far reaching

effects upon the HOPE children.

-
~

The HOPE process of early intervention has been made widelylavailable

by commercial publication of the materials required to operate each program

component. Collectively, these materials are called "Aids to Early Learning."
/‘Ebeir usability and effectiveness were evaluated in t}Pical early childhood

program settings in 14 statqs/in 1976-1977 (Gotts, 1979).

°

Implications for Working with Rural Parents

The first group of implications relates to the ecology of rural com-

munities. As was indicated earlier, they have: (a) low tax bases (and low

’

revenue-sharing allocations); (b) problems associated with isolation; (c)

few facilities that pass state health, fire, or professional accreditation
standards for child care; and: (d) special strengths associated with the

NG
extended family system. The value of using the original three HOPE

R

components (i.e., television, paraprofessional home visitors, and mobile

facilities) to respond to this rural ecological configuration has been

. v

discussed in terms of an overall rationale. Not only has AEL's experience

-

attested to the efficacy of this multi-components approach; the entire
' ’

experience of the national Home Start option, within Head Start, is reassur-
b -

ing regarding the appropriatenesswff some combinations of these intervention

methods. The special contribution of daily television to this mix can be

inferred, however, only from the HOPE experiment and its replications. These
) 'S .
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methods represent cost effective ways of intervening in rural areas, as was
+ .

discussed earlier.
A second group of implications relates to the demography and psycho-

social interior of rural families and to the danger of creating damaging
"

social mythologies about people. Unlike HOPE, Head Start and nearly all other

«

early interventions have singled out the children of low incoﬂe families for

3

segregated services. This approach is hased on the 1960's "cultural disadvan-

o

tage"” myth that only children of poor families need or benefk& from such
services--and that all poor children do need Epecial services--and that

such children alone in isolation fxom the mainstream. The economic cutting
. I
. ~ ] * - - ” <
points typically used for admission to such programs exclude many children

.

of the working poor, as well as lower middle class and middle‘ class chiliren,

from participation. Moreover, such programs and their participants become

N

thereby strongly associated in the public's mind . with poverty--thus serving
to ﬁeinforce labelling and to further the process of stigmatizipg both program

and participant with an aura of incompetence and inferiority. (This procegss

.

ultimately results also in segregation of those who deserve the opportunity

.

to become socially integrated before they tackle their transition into formal

schooling. - '

HOPE, on the contrary, sought}to ;nclude together all rural children
who would subsequently enter the same local school--i.e., this was done
irrespective of family socioeconomic status. In this manner, the propcess of

“social integration was eqcouréged; children did not need to be labelled as
ey,

poor to receive services; and the process of stigmatizing those served was

.
.

avoided. Judging from the results discussed earlier (Gotts, in press), this
L b
approach furthered the competence of children of all ability levels and

was especially effective in preventing the usually observed progressive
\

erosion of tested competence in children who were initially of low ability
’.

level. It may further be assumed--which our observation suggests is the

' 225
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case--that the self-esteem needs Qé'rural children and parents do not differ

from those of others from different life circumstances. Thus, tHough they

‘

an

may be poor, they would prefer not Eo be related to as "poor." They’value

/
self-rsﬁﬁé;t and want to be known and related to as individuals. In this

. .

connection, the use of trained local paraprofessionals as home visitors has

—

much to commend it. Our experience suggests that local paraprofessionals
can readily establish relationships with parents that focus on the individual

needs of their children and of themselves. When, on the other hand, an

outside professional enters a rural home, a host of other issdes i% likely

.

to be introduced, some of which involve both the client's and professionai{i

having to work through the issue of their differential social status.

i

. -
A third group of implications arises from the scarcity of services in

rural areas. The needs of non-urban cdmmunities are not only different, they

-~

are greater than those of urban areas judging by a number of indicators

—~(Tamblyn, 1973). Median income is lower, participation in any kind of

preschool education is lower, educational level of adults is lowex, sub-
¢ rs

standard housing is prevalent, and the incidence of disaﬁlement among heads-
. . A -
of households is higher. Poor transportation is an endemic problem which

\v hinders reception of services of all kinds. Poor health care, high infant
mortality rates, chronic disability, and the like are harsh realities which

’\' .
directly affect both access to and effectiveness of any kind of parenting’
: 14 ,
services. All of this reminds one of the familiar complaint about "going

[ ) -
out to drain the swamp, only to find you're up to your e&lbows in aliigators.”

e .

From these facts, it is evident that large quantities.of traditional services .

-

can be poured into a rural slum with little noticeable impact. It is only

'3

by learning to puild upon Ehe "hidden" resources theré that one can make,

headway,, The resources which HOPE sought to develop were .family 'strengths,

.
‘, 5

community cohesiveness fostered by parent and paraprofessional werking -

together, and the capacities of rural people to recognize and appreciate
¢ . ‘ (D4}
Q ) } ‘3-u
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the significanc%?pf small tokens of progress evidenced in their chilaren's
3 - : L
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- . .

development. HOPE was, further,'gelivered on a multi-county basis administra-

¢ -
<

tively and was tied to what is the strongest locéllresqurce in most rural

’

&
communities, the local school sysfém. In this manner, existing resources

> ~

-

were brought to bear and no major new infusion of resources was attempted.
. : Iy -
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. Footnotes

lThe work performed herein was performed’ pursuant to one or more
¢

i

grants from the National Institute of Education. However, the opinions

W, . .

expressed herein“dd not necessarily reflect the position or polic§ of

the National Institute of Education ér‘the Appalachia ﬁgucational

-

-

Laboratory, and no official endorsement by the National Institute of

<

Education or fﬁe Appalachia Educational Léboratory should be inferred.

2Non-urban and rural are used interchangeably to refer to unincor-

-

porated areas and to incorporape§ areas Having a population of less

than 2,500. s
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"APPENDIX F
Recommended Methods of Studying
Rural Appalachian Families

Deliverables SIX and SEVEN
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RECOMMENDED METHODS OF STUDYING
A . . .

: RURAL APPALACHIAN FAMILIES
~

" Edward E. Gotts

The following discussion is designed to provide the educational
practitioner with a perspective for decision making'regarding the }
assessment of parenting needs and the evaluation of paygenting prOgram&
effects. This is accomplished by considering first some contemporary
forces which are influencing schools to become more involved with parents., £§
Three of these forces are reviewed briefly: (1) the strength of evidence
o~ regarding parenting program effeots and parental influences on the lives «
of their children and teen-agers, (2) legislation calling for parent
involvement, and (3) social changes which are affecting both families and
schools. Second, the measurement of parent needs and of program effects

are discussed and particular measures are examined. ~
®

Growth of Parent Involvement Efforts

.

@

Recent studies and reports have strongly confirmed the value of
school programs which involve parents in meaningful ways (a) in schools
and (b) in their children's learning and déevelopment (for exa.rﬁv see:
?randt, 1979; Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Comptroller General, 1979; EdMication,
Commission of the States, 1979; White and Others, 1973). While the evi-
dencelsupports the foregoing statement most clearly for early childhood
efforts (i.e., at preschool and primary grade levels), there is also.direct

evidence of effectiveness of home-oriented programs across the elementary
a ..

®
Satlsfactory evidence regarding such "program" effécts is scanty at

schooI’years.

the secondary level, although research suggests that parental effects
continue to be 1mportant to children’s, mental functionlng and school
progress during the secondary school years (Whlberg & Marjoribanks, 1973; )
1976). Conger' s (1977) careful reﬁ&ew of ev1dence also confirms‘the
influence of home life iff the secoadary school years on (a) staying in
sahool and graduating, (b) successful transition fran ‘'high school into the

M ». © " 1Y
.
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€
world of work or higher education; (c) moral development ang delinquency;

(d) alcohol and drug use; and (e) problems of mental, emotional, and
physical health., Thus, although scientifically validated evidence is
lacking of effective secondary school-home partnership programs, the
need and potential for developing auch programs is exceedingly well
documented, '

The preteding gonsiderations serve to point up one source of a
growing interest in school-honie partnershié efforts -- namely, there is
reason to believe that these efforts can improve significantly dhildren's
and adolescents' chances of redeiving the full benefits of their educational
opportunities. By definition this also means that such efforts can corre-
spondingly increase the success of schools in fulfilling their most funda-

mental purpose: the egucation of all children.

Legislative Developments

-

5« Current interest in building school-home linkages also can be traced

ﬁb\a number of legislated roles for parent involvement in, public schools.
These roles have been described in a legislative review (Gotts, 1979) which
analyzes both federal and state trends in laws and practices "affecting parent
involvement., Some examples of legislation include: the Child Abuse Pré%ention
and Treatment Act (P.L. 93-247), Family Rights and Privacy Act, Head Start - =
Follow Through Act of 1979, Education Amendments of 1978 (affecting for
example, Title I's Parent Advisory Councils, and impleﬁenting provisions of
Title IY the Basic Skills Act), and the Education of (AL)) Handlcapped
Children Act (P.L. 94- 142) -- all of which have potential for impacting school

practices relative to families.

Social Forces Affecting\Families and Scho®s
\

School practitionera in ﬁany districts are keeniy aware of the current
dip in school enrollment which has resulted from a whole complex of social
changes that have caused women to participate increasingly in the work force

‘and to bear fewer children, Shrinking achool enrollments have come at a
time of serious and chronic inflation that has resulted in part from world- '
wide changes in the control and pricing of fossil fuel energy supplies,

Taxpayers, faced by a gradually eroding national and personal standard of -

. ' 22:3;; .
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li%ipg, have applied their concerns at one of the few available points of

leverage: often voting down their local school bond levies. Tax dollars

“have, as a result, become precarlously scarce in some school districts.

In the face of such problems it is 1mportant to recall that some lines of
evidepce suggest that, irrespectivecof its influence on the achievement of
children, parent involvement may po§:%ively influence community attitudes
toward schools -- for example, see a report of B. D.: Bowles' research
(Little Things Make a Difference, 1979). )
The annual study of publlc attitudes toward the schools may be used
to study public reactions to.various features of the present context of
social change; the poll reflécts people's reactions, for example, to
statements (a) which describe or appraise the current state of the schools.
and (b) which propose various programs or other approaches for addressing
today's educational issues. 7Thé most recent of these polls (Gallup, 1979)
once more affirmed parental interest in having public schoolg provrde
training and information to parents to help them with thefr child-rearing
responsibilities. This conclusiori has been 5 rong%y supporteg in all of
the most recent Gallup polls, One might well ‘wonder on what other issues

parents could agree by such a large margin on what they would like to see

the schools doing today!

< .
Measurement in Parent Program

«

The research literature in this area is endrmous, as can be judged
by a cursory gexamination of publiéhed measurement techniqu%s (§traus &
Brown, 1978). Whereas this abundance of measures means that much is
avallable, the sheer magnitude is likely, .to confuse, overburden or 'over-
whelm school practitioners who desire to measure parent néeds and to
evaluate parenting program effects. What is needed, consequently, is a
framework or structure within which the practitioner can sort out the
measurement issues. Such a framework has been developed (Gotts, Spriggs
& Sattes, 1979) in the form of a classification system which represents
parent-oriented programs and .the partlcular focuses and goals whlch
characterize them. Such a framework greatly reduces the number of mea-

.

surement options which the busy practitioner must consider. The frame-

4 -
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work effectively sorts existing programs, providing a basis for singling
out those critical elements for which accountability mechanisms need to

be in place (See Appendix B).

?

Parent Needs

The Appalachia Educatiohal Laboratory (AEL) performed a national
study in 1975-76 of parent education needs relati&p to the content
experiences and the types of program presentations (e.g., film, group
discussion, etc,) which'parents of elementary school children might
desire (Coan & Gotts: 1976). One product of this work was a highly
usable questionnaire that could be completed bf parents witg'minimum
assistance, after it had been brought home by their children. This
measure "Learning to be a Better Parent" is available in both Englisg'
and Spanish versions. The instrument reliably measures parent needs in

:}:terms of 5ix areas: Family Care, Child Growth and Development, Child
Management, Self as a Parent, Treating the Child Like a Person, and Baby
Care (Attachment A). These content areas readily translate into curri-
culum plans to meet parent needs through parent education in groups°'

Parent needs can be measured in greater depth using an 1nterv1ew
approaoh developed by AEL for a long-term follow=-up study of a home-~
orlented program. This interview uses drawings of children and parents
plus‘standardlzed questioning to examine the extent to which parents are
able Fo support and encourage their children's deve}opment of: trust,
autonomy,\initiative, industry, and a sense of personal identity (Gotts
& Paul, 1979), It measures, moreover,” six areas of paréntal skills (See
Appendix G). A study’of the measure's reliability and validity have
shown its value fofruse in individualized in-depth needs assessment (Gotts
1980). This same feature makes the interview Jseful for individual p;ogram h
planning, This measure can, moreover, be used in a test-retest design to
evaluate the results of program experiences provided to parents,
In assessing parenting needs it is also desirable to have an inexpen-
sive method of 1dent1fying those children whose 1n-school behavior suggests
they may need special assistance. Such a measure has been developed over .

the past 15 years. It has been tested (a) ih group form, for screening

entire classrooms and (b) in individual checklist form, for evaluating
200
A\ .
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individual chiidren'(Gotts, 1976)', The measure identifies g child's
placemené within a circumplex model (Attachment B) according to (a)
inter-personal style and (b) whether the child is coping or not coping
with the school environment. The 140 item scale also measures Symptoms
of anxiety and depression and the extent to which a child is well
organized in schoolwork. 1In siguations wherg parent education is used
as a means of preventing schQol failure and behavior problems, this
measure can be used to evaluate the prograﬁ's success in preventing
specified unfavorable child outcomes (e.g., prevention of behavior
disorde;s). ,
We can also recommend from extensive experience another child

measure, the Tasks of Emotional Development Test T.E.D. Test (Cohen &

Weil, 1975) which provides a more in-depth measure of child needs in

13 essential developmental areas (e.g., peer socialization, self—conéept,
iif;;yde toward achievement, etc.). The approach of thé T.E.D. Test makes
i

articularly well suited to conjoint use with the Indirect Parent

Interview (Gotts & Paul, 1979), The T.E.D. can serve as an especially
sensitive measure of significant changes in children which result from

help provided through Ehg famzi}a,

. \ '
Assessing Community Needs and Services N

v
Planning for a parenting effort also may call for gaining a better
understanding of the family-oriented services available in the community

and schools. Thisgpcan be accomplished. with the Survéy of Parenting Pro-

grams/Services (Snow, 1979b), which is based, on a thoroughly tested method

of community survey taken from AEL's Home Visitor's Kit. (The Kit, 1977, a

three-volume %Ft of materials, is available from Human Sciences Press, Ney
York, New York 10011.) The Survey is a part of AEL's Regional Parenting
Surveys: Base Sample Suryey which is describg& in Appendi£ A, At another
level’of analysis, the Survey of Model Prog;ams (Appendix B) procedure
gathers more in-depth information on existing programs and services.

A related instrument which is used in conjunction with the Survey is “¢

the Parent Interview Schedule (Snow, l979a). This interview examines

-

parents familiarity with and use of avallqble school and community programs.

- ' . \ - 23"‘)
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. L
In addition, it explpres individual parents' sources of help and assistance,

among other variables. This instruments' use is, likewise, discussed in
the Flnal Report (pages 5-9) and Appendix A.

The information provided by the two instruments described above can be

' of considerable value in decision making about whether and what kind of

parenting program to initiate.
7/

Special Research Measures ) )

In addition to the measureé already described, AEL has assembled and

—validated two special research measures: the Direct Child Interview

~

(Spriggs, 1979) and the Direct Parenting Interview (Singh, sattes & Gotts,

1978). These direct interviews provide parallel measures of children, from
children and their parents, in the following vital areas, among others:

level of academic aspiration and level of vocational aspiration, expectations
of successes in academics and vocation, and satisfaction/dissatisfaction with
performance. The interviews provide other useful information on the strength
of the home learning enviromment, child rearing styles, and fundamental family
ch;rgcteristics (e.g., social status, educational attainment, family size,
etc.). These measures appear to be qf particular value for studying programs
which seek to inVtve parents in ways that facilitate their children's_levels
of aspiration, and so forth.AjThey are discussed in the Final Report (Pages

>

17-27) plus Appendix E,

Conclusion

The preceding discussion has emphasized (1) contémpirary forces
stimulating school-home partnerships and (2) parenting proéfam measures
for use in needs assessement, evaluation, planning, and special research
applications. Such a brief presentiation necessarily touches only upon
the hlghllghts of these measures and their potential applications. AEL
has had experience gith a}l of the measures cited and can confimm their
usefulness and practicability for the stated purposes, when uged in quite
Yarled school and commun1 Y settlngs. Our experience‘further confirms
that local school personnel can be taught to uSe these measures effectlvely.

Finally, they together provide a.broad and reasonably comprehensive set of

L4

-




tools to support administrative decision making. For additional discussion
of these measures, see the Final Report (pages 34-40) of which this is
a part plus Appendides A, C, E, and G.
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at to do: First, read what it says below about each thing
* you might learn more about. Then decide how much you feel

you need or want to learn more about that. Por example,
if you feel you already know all or just about as much as
you need or want to know about "How Children Grow and .
Develop,” then mark the box Kothing More At All. However,
if you feel you need or want to learn ®ore about that,
then you may wish to answer A Little More or A lot More.
Put a check mark /7 in the box under 3 lot More, A Little

" More or Nothing More At All for each question. We are

interested in what you feel. You may, of course, feel that
you need or want to learn more about some things, and no~ .
thing more about others. No one will judge you as a parent,
vhatever your answers are. If you 40 not want to ansver a
guestion, then leave it blank.

.
. .

«

HOW CHILDREN GROW AND DEVELOP. How much do you feel you
need or want to learn more about:

1. Shere you can find out about how children develop.
&

2. . What your child should be able to learn at his age,
so as not "push” your child too much.

3. Bow children into special, cne-of-a-kind people.

4. How the world loocks and sounds to your chiild, and
how to help him learn about it.

5. Bow your child's perscnality is formed.

6. Bow your child learns to use his body by playing

— (tuu‘,. Jumps) .

E

. . . . -
TAKING BETTER CAYE OF YOUR BABY. How much do you feel you
need or want to learn more about: . ‘

1. MWhat happens before the baby comeg (what to eat; what
* drugs not to take; how long to wa .t before having
another baby; things that can happen to the baby).

‘2. How babies learn to talk {(what the baby hears r‘wmt
it learns from what you do and say).

3. BHelping the-baby feel good (not too warm or cool;
enough to eat; food that might upset the baby; giving
the baby foom to move around).

, TREATING YOUR CHILD LIKE A PERSON. How mich do you feel
" you need or want to lum more .;bout how to:

.1. Tell what children are doing by watching them.
2. Help your child see and accept his or her own feelings.

3. Show love and care to your child.

. “y

4. Talk with your child about his problems and answer
-hil questions.

v

5. Belp your. child to behave whea he '{tarts to fight.

:

. » ) ‘§’ N

!
!
{
!
|

+ LEARNING TO BE A BETTER PARENT

Name

'ATTACHMENT A
0.M.B. No. 51-S75060
Approval Expires: 6/30/7%

My City & State

My Children's Ages (in years)

Name of Nearest Grade School

NOTHING MORE
A 10T MORE A LITTLE MORE AT ALL
) ) ()
() ) ()
) () 1 ()
) ) ()
() () ()
) ) : ()
() ) ()
() () ()
!
() () ()
) () W O
() () ()
(y ' () ()
() () ()
() () ) (1
< ‘.,
Y.
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6. Help your child leamn to get along with family

and friends. _

: Help Your child see why rules are good.

TAKING CARE OF YOUR FAMILY. Bow much do you feel you
need or want to learn more about how to:

1.

2.

1.

) 2.

3.

4.

6.

7.

10.

1l.

‘you need or want to learn more about:

Pick thisgs for the child's bed and for hin to
wear (so that they last and are easy to take
care of). s N .

rind and take care of a home for your family (how
to shop and pay for housing and furniture).

Pick the right foods and take care of them so
they vill not $poil (fix meals that axe good for

your family's health).

F

V. TEACHING AND TRAINING YOUR CHILD. How much do you feel
you need or want to learn more about:

#hat ways of teaching will work best with your
child (the way you teach; use of bocks, TV).

How to control your child by using reward, pzu\u
and correction in a loving way (how to help your
child control himself).

How to teach your child to be neat and clean and
to show good manners. ’

flow to get you:_chud to go to bed on time (and
to rest or take naps).

How to gat your child to change from doing one
thing to doing scmething else.

How to plan your child's use of TV (picking TV
programs, not watching too much ™.

How to place your chairs, tables and other things
so that your child will have room to play and learn
(and xeeping some things out of sight so your child
will not want them).

How to feed your child; teach him to feed himself;
and make eating fun for your child. .

ow to teach your child'to dress and undress. '

How to help your child think for himself (choose
what he“wants to do; make plans). »

How to teach your 4 to tell right frdm wrong
(to be lO!al) . : -

XEEPING YOUR FAMILY SAFE AND WELL. How much do you feel

2,

Q

ERIC
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: 1

How to keep your child from getting hurt (and how
to give first aid) .

How to keep your child well (get lgxua and have the
doctor check your child). !

- ~

\

.

A _1OT MORE
<

¢)
()

)

()

A_LITTLE MORE

e

¢)
()

s




A 10T MORE

) NOTHING MORE
A LITTLE MORE

. .

3. ,How to know if something i{s wrong with your

> ch{ld (is not learning; cannot walk well; can-

not sea or hear well). ()

4. How to know when your child is sick (has a fever v .
or says he hum some place). . ()

5. How.to pick thingl\ that are safe to’ phy with. ’ ()

6. How to tell if youx child is d¥owing right
~ (body size, height, weight).

&

. )

TAXING CARE OF THINGS AT HOME,- How much do you feel
you need or want to learn more about: .

11,

1. Haking good use of your time (plan your time for
child care, house work, school or job, time for
yourself and your friends).

2. Getting good help with child care {ddy care, baby
sitter, nursery school).

3. How your child deals with the way that your family
lives (pecple in the home, whatjythey do together,
how they get along)

4. Finding help for pecple who 't take care of .
their children, or who hurt their children.

YOURSELF AS A PARENT. How much do you feel you need
or want to learn more about:
. 3 Y .
1. Your own feelings and habits and how these help
or hurt your child care (how they affect your
child care).

2. Your need to make your child mind you (how your
own needs can affect how your child feels about . ,
himself, and your child's learning).

3. Why
bothe

our child will not mind you and how this
g you (how to get over being upset).
*
4. How to be sure that you are doing what is best
for your child (or your worries about what other

people think). ()

wWhat_to do:
think you would enjoy learning about being a better parent from "reading books,"
A lot or A Little. But if you would not enjoy learning from "reading

mark (47 in the box under A lot, A Little or Not At All for each question.
3 . \

a . A 107

2

-»
IX. HOW TO LEARN ABOUT BEING A BETTER PARENT. How much
would you like to learn about being a better parent from: \_1

1. Reading books. @

2. Talking with parents in group meetings. ()

3. Watching a special TV series.

o

Just as before, read vwhat it says about each thing from which ygu can learn.

ks," then mark the box Not At All.
You may, of course, think that you would like to learn from some things and not from others.

AT ALL

() () T

() wo ()
. U) ( N

) ()

() : ()

() O ]

() ’ () “

() ()

4

That is, if you
then you may wish to answer

Put a check . .

NOT AT A
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' . \ A_1OT A LITTIE NOT AT ALL
1 “ . - -
4. Seeing movies near my home (at a school). ' {) () ()
. S. Having a person visit my home and talk with ﬁ , : .
each veek. o) () ()
\ 6. Seeing slides and hearing a person tell about _ : o
- s them. g () ; ) ()
. 7. Reading about this in magazines or in mn///
iy newspapers (4 to 8 pages long). () () ()
8. Hearing a special radio series. . .0} ' () . O
. Listening to records or-tipes: () ) ) -
10. Playing games that teach me to be a better parent. ‘( ) ' () () .
On TV or radio or in the movies, how much would you like to . vt
learmn from: ¢ . . g A
1. A funny show (humdt, comedy, jokes). ) () ’ (y ()
2. A talk sho:f with well known guedts and parents. () ' D0y ()~
- e N ’ '
3. Stories about real people (not humor). . () L O )
Special stories done by actors (not h\moz)\. ) () () ()
: ' *
5. An M.D.\(doctor) or other expert. () . () . ()
6. A show that goes into real people's homes. i ) () 7/ ()
X. ORHER IDEAS. What else do think you need or want to . . . .
learn more about in order to be a better parent? Print .
;o 80 that your ideas will be easy to read. 4 P .
' . o - . \
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Typology of Children's In-School Interpefsonal

g

Source: botts, E.E., Rhillips, B. N.,

L4

! Y ’ L
Dixvision of Chitdhood and Parenting

¥ Appalachja Educational Laboratorye-

Charleston, West Virginia"

Psychology, 1968-69, 7 (3) 54-62. ) .

Behavior Styles &
- / Non-Coping Coping N
N . T 7
N A
) Aggressivés "Manipulative
ol. ' Controllers o
3 8
b | blunt IV.autocratic e
< il distrustful VI competitive o
111 skeptical . Vil exploitative
.V zggressive Vili managerial.
. + -
) Self-Effacing Responsible
Dependents Conformers
IV, modest I overconventional
° Vi dependent T Il responsible
2 Vil-docile 117 overgenerous s
e Vitl self-effacing V cooperative A
\ -
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MEASURING PARBNTAL GENERATIVITY:
INDIRECT PARENT INTERVIEW FINDINGS

Ve Edward E. Gotts -

~

'This Appendix relates to Scope of Work EIGHT in which AEL proposed
to-comglete its theory of parenting by particularizing it to developmental
levels and to the specific developmental situations embodied within the 45
pictures of the indirect parent interview. This portion of work was essen=-
. tially completed when AEL prepared and transmitted tc‘the N.I.E. earlier in
FY 80 "Attachment A to Manual for Rating Indirect Parent Interview. Criteria
and Considerations for Eriksonian Scoring of Stories Associated with Particular

.

Pictures.” ,

Attachment A, as referenced above, has now been bound into the Manual

for Rating Indirect Parent IntervieWw. It makes explicit for each picture

ncw stories are to be construed in terms of their implications for Eriksonian
interpretation. The scientific contribution of this work may be stated as

K
follows:” '

‘A relatively abstract statement'of parental influences on
‘children (Erikson's theory) has been lipked in specified
ways tc 45 ecologically representatiye develophental
situationsf(the pictures used in the indirect parent
interView)'in an explicit manner by 45 interpretive state-
ments (Attachment A to 'the Manual) which provide an inter-
pretive framework for judging the content of specific

parent stories in relation to the theory.

It has“been poss!ble during ¥980 to go beyond the preceding conceptual:
framework by putting it to an empirical‘test with“ratiﬂgs of interviews with
somewhat over 200 parents who are representative of Qfour-connty area of R
souythern West Virginia. The results of the internal consistency analyses are
reported first, followed by findings.regarding the validity of the ratin§ scales

The internal”consistency xeliability coefficients reportéa here hane
been essentially.repiicated with an independent sample of 34 parents from out-

7
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side the HOPE Follow-Up S;udy area, soO considgrable confidence can be placed
in the stability of the scales across differing parent populations.

Before examining these results, however, it will b® helpful to review
the meanings of the several rating scales. First, ratings were performed
of parents' facilitation of their children's development of trust, autonomy,
initiative, industry, and identity. The sum of these five subscores is
called generativity (See also Appendix E, pages 20-22). éubscofes for each
age level and total scores across age levels Qere also computed for: 1) Per-
ception -- accuracy of perception of child development situations; 2) Out-
come -~ positiveness and duration of time perspective for story outcomes; -
3) Affect -- positiveness and congruence of affect with story outcomes; A

4) Motivation -- conceptualization of motivation relative to story ou;comés;

5) Teaching/lLearning -- recognition of teaching and learning opportunities

in the 45 child development situations; and 6) Comprehension of Development

-~ understanding of the characteristics and reactions of children at the

-

various age levels. Reliabilities for these scales and subscales appear
in Tagle I. ] .
‘ EXperimental and control group motheré did not differ for overall
Eriksonian Genérativity scores nor for any of the five subécores of this
scalel Descriptively, the grand means for items were: trust (3.58), autonomy
(3.06), initiative (3.50), industry (3.70), idenéity (3.61), and overall
generativity (3.49). All except one of these means are suégestive that
pareﬂts in this population facilitate their children's development. The
single exception\islautonomy, for which the total group grand mean is near
the neutral point (3.00). Tth finding generally fits the description of
Appalachian parents as being ambivalent about affording their children much
autonomy, because they hate to "give up their babies." But contrary to that
stereotype of parents desiring to keep their.parent-child relations at an
infant 1;vel is the fact that the industry score is the highest of the
group -- suggesting a strong support of a wo;k ethic as being an equally
salient chara:Z;ristic of these parents. .
r Groups differe® on the perEeption category at the various age 1eyels
aas follows for the experimental versus control group: trust (m = 1.68 vs.
‘1.83), autonomy (m = d.62 vs. 1.94), initfative (m = 1.55 vs. 1.81),

nm’ A

<o
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Eriksonian
Generativity
Perception
Outcome
Affect

Motivation

Teaching/
Learning

Comprehension
of Development’

Cronbach

'

Trust/ Autonomy/
Infants -Toddlers
.60 .66

.71 “ .82

.71 .78

.66 .68

.76 .76

.77 .83

.80 .86 ~—_

TABIE I *

. The Indirect Parent Interview Rating Scale

Alpha Coefficients (Internal Consistency Reliabilities) for

Initiative/ Industry Identity/ Total Across
Preschoolers Elementary Age Secondary Age Age Levels
.68 .62 .58 .87
.89 .74 .82 ; .94
AT T
.85 .84 .87 .95
.68 .58 .63 . .87
/84 .80 86 .94
.89 .84 +88 .96
N s ‘ -
.85 .78 .86 .95 /
r{ <8 ///
\‘ A ///
o0



»
industry (m = 1.56;Ys. 1.81),; and identity (m = 1.63 vs, 1,78). For the
a

sum of th?se*five tegor}es the means were 1.6} vs. 1#83, A score of
1,00 would mean "very adequate perception",and 2,00 "generally adequate
perception," showing that the experimental parents more accurately per-
ceive these child development situations.

On the outcome variable, the results were as follows: trust =
2.39 vs. 2.66), autonomy (m = 2,35 vs. 2.?3), initiative (m = 2.36 vs.
2.66), industry (m = 2,38 vs, 2,62), and identity (m = 2,43 vs, 2'66)h
The grand means across all five categorles were 2,38 and’2.67.‘ A mean
of 2.00 means "generally appropriate outcame!' and 3.00 means "ma;ginally
appropriate outcome," It can be seen tﬁft the experimental group's
mean leans toward the former definition apd the control group's toward
the’ latter. %

The final variaple on which there were consistent differepces“across
the subscores was Teaching/Learning. These means for the two groups were:
trust (m = 2,86 vs, 3.39), autonomy (m = 2,56 vs. 3.17), initiative (m =
2.45 vs. 2.90), inddstry (m = 2.43 vs, 2.76), and idenFity (m = 2,59 vs, :::'
3.02). The grand means across the age categories were: 2,58 vs. 3.05.

Orr thiserating scale a score of 2.00 means "Parent clearly sees how the
situation . . . lends itself to teaching/learning . . . ,"swhereas 3.00

means ;Parent 1s somewhat vague about whether or how teaching/learning .,.

. occur . . ... Thus the exper1menta1 group is more prepared than the

control grogp to redognlze and deal w1t@,kssues of teachlng and learning. .

The foregorpg analyses coypleted in 1980 show that the indirect
parent interview'is a most interesting instrument for assessing parental
skills. It lends itself, moreover, to developmental fhterpretations of
the sort advanced by,AEL’e conception of the parental role as being
differentiated into components that have as their focal points the
development issues which children face during five aée periods. Further

analyses of this measure d&ring early 1981 will form the basis for an -

invited research address to the Association for Childhood Education .

International (ACEI) at its annual Study Conference in Spring, 1981.




