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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the study was to determine the extent 

to which environmental process variables divided into 

Socialization-Environmental Process Variables (parent-child 

and parent-school interaction processes) and Enculturation-

Environmental Process Variables (broader dimensions of 

family background) related to achievement at the preschool 

level. A major objective of the research was to determine 

the extent to which Socialization-Environmental Process 

Variables and children's language background, separately and 

in combination, influenced children's achievement. Second

ary objectives were to determine the impact of an inter

vention program upon parental competencies within the 

socialization domain and to determine if there were dif

ferences in socialization level between groups of parents 

whose children entered the program speaking Spanish, English, 

or both languages. An additional objective was to assess 

the level and degree of change occurring as a result of 

intervention in the enculturation of the children's home 

environment. 

A cultural conflict model of compensatory education, 

developed within the body of the study, provided a rationale 

for the research design and a theoretical framework for 

interpreting the results. The sample was composed of 106 

xiii 
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four-year-old children and their parents or parent sub

stitutes who participated in the Parent and Child Education 

Project, an Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Title I 

program sponsored by the Tucson Public School in Tucson, 

Arizona, during the 1972-1973 school year. Forty children 

entered the program as Spanish-English bilinguals, 56 were 

predominantly Spanish speakers, and 20 children were pre

dominantly English speakers. 

Analysis of variance showed that the children of 

parents who were rated high on the Home Variables Scale, a 

measure of Socialization-Environmental Process Variables, 

achieved at a significantly higher level at both the begin

ning and end of the intervention program than did the chil

dren of parents with low ratings. Both groups of children 

improved significantly in achievement level. In addition, 

the data show that language differences within groups were 

not related to differences in children's achievement. 

Analysis of variance of parental socialization skill, 

measured on the Home Variables Scale, yielded a significant 

improvement between the pre- and posttest. No differences 

occurred between the Home Variables Scale means of groups of 

parents grouped on their child's entry language, nor was a 

language-by-trials interaction term found. 

There were no significant differences between the 

total pretest and posttest means of parents on the Henderson 

Environmental Learning Process Scale, a measure of 
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Enculturation-Environmental Process Variables. However, 

there was a significant difference between the pretest and 

posttest means on one subscale, the "Environmental Stimula

tion" subscale. No relationship was found between the 

Henderson Environmental Learning Process Scale and chil

dren 1s achievement. 

The results of the study indicate that parental 

behavior in the Socialization-Environmental Process Variable 

domain influences the child's achievement level upon entry 

into a preschool program. It is the difference in parents' 

skills as socialization agents# regardless of the language 

used in the home, that influences achievement. The results 

of this study concerning language suggest that children's 

early school achievement and parental competency are rela

tively uninfluenced by language differences, when both the 

child and the parent participate in a program designed to 

accommodate the Spanish-English bilingual and monolingual 

participants. Giving exclusive attention to Enculturation-

Environmental Process Variables, upon which much of the re

search concerning the relationship between family competency 

and achievement is based, does not provide a viable method 

for relating factors in the home environments of disad

vantaged preschoolers to their early school achievement, nor 

for documenting changes occurring in the home as a result of 

intervention. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

A high correlation between socioeconomic status and 

educational achievement has conclusively been established in 

the research (Sexton, 1961; Coleman et al. , 1966). Congress, 

through Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education 

Act of 1965 (ESEA), has appropriated over a billion dollars 

a year in an attempt to alter this correlation so as to 

improve the educational achievement of lower class children. 

Compensatory education programs have been developed to make 

it possible for the most educationally disadvantaged students 

to raise their achievement to levels appropriate to their 

ages. The overall success of these programs is indeter

minate; disproportionately large numbers of low socio

economic status children remain far below average on commonly 

used measures of educational achievement. 

It has been thought that the effort to compensate 

for the deleterious effects of poverty and the continuous 

school failure of disadvantaged children has been an effort 

that has offered too little, too late. Many educators and 

policy makers have turned their attention to a child's pre

school years as a more suitable time to intervene in his 
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educational life in order to offset the pattern of school 

failure. 

The evaluation of compensatory preschool programs 

has modified the original optimism about the long-range 

effects of early intervention. Research findings have indi

cated limited and unsustained academic improvement in the 

achievement of children who participated in compensatory 

programs at the preschool level (Cicirelli, Evans, and 

Schiller, 1969). This has caused a re-examination of both 

the structure of the preschool curriculum and a search for 
* 

alternative approaches to early intervention. One such 

alternative is to increase the frequency and quality of 

parental involvement in preschool education in an attempt 

to provide a long-term foundation for improving the learning 

environment of the child. 

The success of compensatory education programs was 

historically based upon, and continues to focus upon, the 

academic achievement of the child. This has been true 

despite the hope of some social reformers that compensatory 

programs could serve the social objective of breaking the 

poverty cycle through education (Murphy, 1971, pp. 36-37). 

Even when community and parent participation have been major 

program components, quantitative results from measures of 

school achievement and ability have been the only basis for 

judging program success or failure. This is unfortunate 

because, by not assessing the effects of early intervention 



programs upon the parent-child interaction skills at which 

they are directed, many findings of social and educational 

importance are overlooked. This severely limits the useful 

ness of evaluation information for program improvement and 

has repercussions at the national level for educational 

policy decision making. It may also indicate either an in

ability or a disinclination of the educational profession 

(and the school as a social institution) to consider 

seriously the social context of family life in which it 

proposes to intervene. 

General Background of the Study 

Parent involvement components in early intervention 

programs of necessity focus upon the way parent-child inter 

action influences a child's ability and school achievement. 

However, much of the research concerning the relationship 

between family environment and a child's ability and 

achievement has been based upon white middle-class popula

tions that may be different in important ways from the 

lower-class groups served by compensatory programs. The 

following sections will provide a conceptual framework for 

delimiting the problem of the home variables related to 

achievement and will attempt to show that some underlying 

assumptions concerning the parenting skills of lower-class 

groups are related to the larger social issues of compensa

tory education. 
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The Effect of Family Background 
Upon Achievement 

The inclusion of parent education and involvement 

components in an early childhood education program for dis

advantaged children rests upon the twin assumptions that: 

(1) parents exert an important influence upon children's 

intellectual development and school achievement and (2) 

parental behavior within the domain of academic influence 

can be improved through their participation in an inter

vention program. The investigation will attempt to locate 

and describe the non-economic factors in children's home 

environments, especially those of parent-child interaction# 

that influence their intellectual development and school 

achievement. 

While parent involvement education is focused almost 

exclusively upon parent-and-child interaction, the extant 

research relating parental behavior to a child's ability and 

achievement is non-specific. Jencks et al. (1972, pp. 76-

77), for example, stated that, depending upon the research 

method employed, as little as 10 or as much as 45 per cent 

of the overall variation in a child's intelligence quotient 

(IQ) scores can be attributed to environmental variation 

between families. Jencks' statement is an assertion that 

includes socioeconomic status (SES) differences, neighbor

hood differences, genetic differences, and differences in 

parental behavior within the term "environmental variation." 
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"Family background/" Limitations to the Construct, 

There is at present no adequate model of family environments 

that would serve to unify and place in perspective the many 

research findings relating child rearing patterns and other 

factors in the home environment to a child's intellectual 

development and achievement (Williams, 1973; Schulman, 1970; 

Hoffman and Lippitt, 1960). Jencks et al. (1972) clearly 

recognized the complexity of the research in this area when 

they stated, "Family background is not, then, a unitary 

concept with a consistent meaning in all contexts. The 

family characteristics that influence cognitive development, 

for example, may be quite different from those that influence 

educational attainment" (p. 77). 

It is not easily ascertained from the extant re

search just how much of the relationship between family 

background and achievement is due to family SES, how much of 

the influence is due to the indirect influence of the social 

context of the family and its particular life style, and 

how much of this influence is directly due to parent-child 

interaction. In an attempt to distinguish the term "family 

background" from that of "social.class" and "economic 

status," Jencks et al. (1972) suggested the following defi

nition, "By family background we mean all of the environ

mental factors that make brothers and sisters more alike 

than random individuals [italics in the original]" (p. 77). 

This definition includes SES within the construct of family 



6 

background but suggests that many additional factors dif

ferentiate families from each other. 

Jencks et al.'s definition of family background has 

limited applicability to the study of the relationship 

between family environment and achievement because it does 

not specify the criteria for distinguishing family varia

bility influencing achievement from family variability un

related to achievement. Even though the home environment 

includes many factors not directly pertaining to parent-

child interaction, the reverse of this is also true. In 

other words, not all aspects of family environment are of 

equal importance to a child's achievement in school. 

The Distinction Between Family Background and 

Parent-Child Interaction. While most of the research 

showing the relationship of home environment to intelligence 

and achievement has been based on large-scale data collection 

techniques which tap a number of general aspects of family 

environment such as the occupational level of the father 

(Thorndike, 1973)r there have been a number of studies based 

on observational techniques that have investigated the rela

tionship between parent-child interaction processes and a 

child's academic ability (Streissguth and Bee, 1972). For 

instance, Hess and Shipman (1968, p. 103) found that middle-

class Black mothers made better use of verbal communication 

and problem-solving techniques in teaching their 
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four-year-old children than did lower-class Black mothers, 

and that maternal teaching style predicted a child's school 

performance as well as, or better than, his SES or his 

mother's IQ. 

Early intervention programs based upon the parent-

as-a-teacher model have assumed that a large portion of the 

influence that stems from the relationship between family 

background and achievement is directly attributable to the 

quality of parent-child interaction processes. Unfortu

nately, while the research findings are persuasive con

cerning the influence of various maternal competencies upon 

different aspects of a child's intellectual abilities, it is 

also inconclusive in that SES differences, limitations in 

the aspects of parental behaviors observed, and the general-

izability of the results to global measures of intelligence 

and achievement confound interpretations of the data. In an 

exhaustive review, Streissguth and Bee (1972) pointed out, 

.  . n o  s i n g l e  c o m p r e h e n s i v e  s t u d y  h a s  y e t  b e e n  p u b l i s h e d  

which clearly delineates the relation between mother-child 

interactions and cognitive development in children" (p. 157). 

While the importance of parent-child interaction 

processes is of central concern in this present study, it is 

recognized that the indirect influence of the home environ

ment parents are able to provide their children may also be 

important in determining the extent to which background 

variables related to achievement may be modified. As long 
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as factors other than parent-child interaction continue to 

confound the research results, we will have to admit with 

Jencks et al. (1972), ". . .we cannot say with any con

fidence exactly how much effect parental behavior really has 

on children's IQ scores" (p. 77). 

The Environmental Process Variables 

Research originated at the University of Chicago by 

Wolf (1964) and Dave (1963) characterized some of the major 

dimensions of family environments (distinct from more 

general SES characteristics) that account for approximately 

50 per cent of the variance in children's IQ's and achieve

ment. The term "environmental process variable" (EPV) was 

used by Wolf to specify educationally relevant aspects of 

family environment and is a more precise application than 

the term "family background" used by Jencks et al. (1972). 

The EPVs are broad categorizations of family environments 

under which are subsumed more specific attitudes and be

haviors measured by parent responses to questionnaires. 

According to Williams (1974): 

The Chicago Studies have produced the most 
widely accepted of all family environment measures. 
They picture the structure of family environments 
as a network of forces (presses), each force 
linked to a specific category of behaviors and 
comprising the joint effects of the stimuli, 
reinforcements, and encouragements parents 
provide in connection with that particular 
behavior (p. 15), 



The three EPVs specified in the Wolf (1964) study 

were: (1) press for achievement motivation, (2) press for 

language development, and (3) provisions for general 

learning. Dave (1963) increased the number of EPV rubrics 

to the following: (1) achievement press, (2) language 

models, (3) academic guidance, (4) activeness of the family 

(5) intellectuality in the home, and (6) work habits in the 

family. 

In related studies, Henderson (1966, 1972) demon

strated that eight EPVs are important to the school achieve 

ment of lower class Mexican-American first grade children. 

Henderson (1966) specified the following EPVs in his re

search: (1) achievement press, (2) language models, (3) 

academic guidance, (4) activeness of family, (5) range of 

social interaction, (6) intellectuality in the home, (7) 

identification with models, and (8) perceived value of 

education. More recently, the Henderson Environmental 

Learning Process Scale (HELPS) was developed for applica

tions of this research to field situations of educational 

intervention (Henderson, Bergan, and Hurt, 1972). 

Some of the items contained in the EPV research 

pertain mainly to parent-and-child interaction processes in 

the home environment and include such possible activities 

as the parent helping the child develop language and con

ceptual abilities, engaging in recreational activities with 

the child outside of the home, reading to the child, and 
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expressing approval for the child's intellectual or academic 

accomplishments. Other EPV items, while still parent-

initiated, require the parent to be familiar with and extend 

the child's school-based activities. Still other question

naire items subsumed under EPV categories are related to 

material conditions within the home environment such as the 

number of books and magazines in the home, or refer to 

characteristics of the parents such as their aspirations for 

themselves or their beliefs about the importance of educa

tion. 

While the research has shown that composite EPV 

scale scores account for approximately 50 per cent of the 

variance in children's IQs and achievement, the number and 

kind of separate EPV dimensions of family environments has 

varied with the researcher. For instance, Wolf (1964) 

specified three EPV aggregates, Dave (1963) specified six 

EPV aggregates, and Henderson (1966) specified eight EPVs in 

his original study and five EPVs in the HELPS instrument 

designed to assess the impact of intervention programs 

(Henderson, 1972). 

In addition, the relationship between some EPVs and 

a child's ability and achievement may vary with the child's 

age. For instance, while Henderson (1966, 1972) showed that 

"Academic Guidance" predicted the achievement of first grade 

children, Saldate (1972) found the reverse to be true of 

sixth grade children. 
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It is not clear if the EPVs are readily modifiable 

through parent involvement in early childhood education or 

if they are relatively stable like SES characteristics and, 

therefore, unlikely to change as a result of intervention. 

While the Wolf (1964) study demonstrated the independence of 

EPVs and more general SES measures, the Henderson (1966) 

study showed a close relationship between the two. According 

to Henderson et al. (1972), "The relationship between SES 

and academic performance can be explained in large measure 

by the extent to which the parent values the child's 

language and school related behavior" (p. 12). 

Socialization versus Enculturation Dimensions 
of Family Competency and Academic Achievement 

Enculturation is the total process through which man 

adopts the framework of ideas, customs, beliefs, and be

havior patterns of those of his cultural group. Encultura

tion is an all-encompassing construct and denotes the 

learning that occurs through observation, through participa

tion as a member of a social group, and through direct and 

explicit guidance and teaching. Socialization refers to 

the procedures through which parents and others directly 

pattern the young child's role behavior in the process of 

helping him become an acceptable member of the human group. 

"Enculturation is therefore a more inclusive tern than 

socialization, which refers to the process by which a person 

becomes a member of society . . (Kneller, 1965, p. 42). 



Socialization implies some direct intervention by 

adults in the lives of the young, whereas enculturation is 

not limited to parental direction of children's develop-

mental processes. Socialization also includes the many 

12 

other ways children learn from their surroundings, many of 

which are elusive and poorly researched. Although the 

phrase "conscious and unconscious conditioning" was used by 

Herskovits (1955, p. 326) to define the processes of en

culturation, either term can refer to processes initiated 

deliberately for specific reasons or to processes that are 

part of the larger and less rationalized fabric of social 

life. 

The EPVs discussed thus far, while subsumed under 

formal category headings that suggest only the socialization 

practices in the home environment that relate to school 

achievement, are in fact measures of aggregates of en

vironmental factors associated with the processes of en

culturation. While there may be some spin off from parent 

participation in early intervention programs that could 

result in changes in the sociocultural environment of lower 

class family life, these effects may be too indirect to be 

measurable in terms of children's achievement. Furthermore, 

the stated goals and objectives of early intervention pro

grams emphasize teaching parents improved strategies of 

interacting with their children in order to promote the 

child's intellectual growth and development, i.e., to 
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improve the socialization that occurs in the home environ

ment/ and are not primarily vehicles of adult education. 

In intervention research that seeks to detect the 

effects of parental competency, as differentiated frpm 

family background, upon children's achievement, it may be 

important to distinguish the socialization EPVs from the 

more global enculturation EPVs. 

Theoretical Basis of Compensatory 
Education .Programs 

The theoretical framework and empirical research 

underlying compensatory education have been in a rapidly 

expanded and changed perspective during the last decade. 

According to Little and Smith (1971, p. 36), the rapid 

turnover of phrases and concepts such as underprivileged, 

the deprived, or the disadvantaged reflects not only the 

fact that theories are abandoned or modified as they fail 

to stand up to close examination, but that an uneasy rela

tionship exists between the groups to be served by the 

programs and the greater society. 

According to the literature, two competing models of 

compensatory education, the cultural deprivation model and 

the cultural differences model, are in wide usage in the 

development and evaluation of early intervention programs. 

Parent involvement in compensatory education at the pre

school level may focus upon teaching lower-class parents the 

skills observed in middle-class parent-child interaction 
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(the cultural deprivation model), or it may focus upon en

hancing and extending the quality of EPVs within the 

cultural context of the lower class environment (the 

cultural differences model). 

The choice between .a cultural deprivation model and 

a cultural differences model may have important implications 

for the way parent involvement activities are structured and 

evaluated. However the distinction between the two models 

may be more a matter of the degree to which middle-class 

child rearing practices are translated into social learning 

processes applicable in a variety of cultural contexts than 

they are a matter of critical alternatives in the criteria 

for judging the efficacy of alternative parent-child inter

action patterns. 

Two problems are associated with the deprivation 

model as a basis for parent involvement in compensatory 

education. The first is the unexamined assumption that 

parents are the main cause of a child's educational prob

lems. This assumption may result in stereotyping lower-

class parents and may cause serious human relations problems 

between program personnel and parents. The second arises 

from the gross and undifferentiated concept of deprivation 

as it is applied not only to socialization practices but to 

the wider cultural context of lower-class family life. 

Aspects of lower-class family styles that are unrelated to 

achievement may be singled out for public criticism simply 



because they are points of contrast to real or imagined 

standards of middle-class family life. 
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The limitations of the cultural deprivation model 

for understanding lower-class home learning environments 

and prescribing a curriculum for the education of lower-SES 

parents were elucidated through a cultural differences 

model by Cole and Bruner (1972). This model suggests that a 

narrow middle-SES standard of behavior, a central structural 

element implicit in the deprivation. model, is incapable of 

providing a conceptual framework for understanding the 

learning that occurs in the environments of lower-class, 

ethnic minority children and does not provide clues for 

accommodating cultural differences. The differences model 

not only has empirical implications for investigating ethnic 

differences in intellectual functioning but also has 

political implications for questioning the relevance and 

appropriateness of cultural assimilation goals for compensa

tory education. 

Neither the cultural deprivation model, nor the 

cultural differences model, is comprehensive enough to 

describe the complex social context of parent involvement 

in compensatory edutation. Rather, it is proposed that a 

cultural conflict model derived from the writing of Yetman 

and Steele (1971) and Galtung (1973) provides a more 

adequate s~ructure for investigating the influence of 

parent-child interaction and home-school interaction upon 
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children's intellectual development and achievement. This 

model will be developed as an integral part of the review 

of literature in Chapter II. 

A model is needed that will identify the sources of 

conflict between various value orientations and within the 

interpersonal relationships of parents and educators 

participating in early intervention programs. In addition 

to the disparity between the cultural assimilationist goals 

of the deprivation model and the pluralistic goals of the 

differences model, the following sources of conflict may be 

located: 

1. The proposed changes in family interaction for 

lower-class parents may be incompatible with viable 

lower-class life styles (Baratz and Baratz, 1971). 

2. Lower-class parents may distrust or feel hostility 

toward school personnel (Strom, 1965). 

3. A particular program may meet the needs of one 

ethnic group but not meet the needs of another group 

(Little and Smith, 1971). 

4. There may be mutual antagonism between teachers and 

parents to overcome (Bowman, 1973). 

5. There are communication problems in the cross-

cultural exchange of skills (Spicer, 1952). 

6. Competition between parents and teachers in the 

realm of child rearing may be intensified, or 
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parents may develop dependency upon school personnel 

(Hess and Croft, 1972). 

The following investigations will help in the 

resolution of conflicts concerning the goals, objectives, 

and structure of compensatory preschool education programs: 

1. Identifying intra-group differences within the 

program population. 

2. Comparing gains between children and parents from 

different language backgrounds. 

3. Obtaining baseline information concerning the EPVs 

operating in the homes of disadvantaged children. 

4. Validating the importance of the specific EPVs 

emphasized in the parent involvement component of 

the program to children's achievement. 

The Intervention Program 

This study concerns the Parent and Child Education 

(PACE) Project (funded by ESEA Title I) conducted in eight 

elementary schools in Tucson, Arizona, during the 1972-1973 

school year. This intervention program, which relied upon 

the parent-as-a-teacher model, consisted of two major 

elements. 

The first element was the early childhood education 

program conducted in the classroom five mornings a week for 

four-year-old children. This program resembled the tradi

tional early childhood education curriculum in that it 
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provided a variety of learning experiences, toys, and 

manipulative materials. Language and concept development 

were the major instructional emphases and permeated all 

adult-child interaction, including a variety of activities 

which involved the preparation and serving of snacks and 

meals. 

The second element of the program was the parent 

participation and education component. This component 

included both bimonthly parent participation in the class

room activities and bimonthly home teaching visits by 

teachers and aides. During these visits, parents were 

instructed in techniques for improving their child's language 

and concept development through learning activities that 

could be provided in the home environment. In addition to 

these primary components, parent activities were conducted 

which ranged from formal meetings at the school to explain 

the curriculum to social gatherings and field trips. 

One of the criteria for the selection of program 

participants for the PACE project was that one of the 

child's parents had not graduated from high school. Some 

Mexican-American parents reported having received their 

education in Mexico and were Spanish monolinguals. A few 

parents were illiterate in both Spanish and English. 

Bilingual communication in Spanish and English was 

an important aspect of the intervention program and was 

implemented through the employment of bilingual instructional 
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aides, Spanish classes for the program staff/ the use of 

Spanish in the curriculum# and the development of bilingual 

educational materials for parents to use with their children. 

A nurse and health aide provided and arranged for 

the health care of all children participating in the program. 

A fuller description of the intervention program can be found 

in the 1972-1973 PACE Project evaluation (Slaughter and Wyde, 

1973). 

The goals of the parent involvement component of the 

PACE Project were stated as follows: 

To develop an awareness in parents of the 
importance of their role as conveyors and 
facilitators of learning for their children; 
to help parents assume more leadership and 
responsibility in the education and develop
ment of their children; to fuse home and school 
together in a cooperative and mutual exchange 
of skills 

The following research questions were derived from 

the stated goals of the PACE Project: 

1. What level of awareness did the parents initially 

have concerning their roles as conveyors and 

facilitators of learning for their children? Did 

this level change during the year in which their 

child was enrolled in the Project? 

2. What leadership and responsibility did the parents 

assume in the education and development of their 

children both at the beginning and at the end of 

the program? 
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3. To what degree was it possible to fuse home and 

school together in a cooperative and mutual exchange 

of skills? 

4. To what degree did the child's entry language have 

an effect upon the child's achievement at the 

beginning and at the end of the program? 

Questions 1, 2, and 4 were central to the research 

design employed in this present study. Question 3, while 

ancillary to the empirical dimensions of the study, is of 

central importance to the cultural conflict model presented 

in Chapter II. 

Statement of the Problem 

The general problem of this research was to deter

mine the extent to which parent-child interaction variables 

believed to be related to school achievement, herein re

ferred to as socialization-EPVs, and children's language 

background, both separately and in combination, influenced 

the early school achievement of four-year-old children at 

the beginning and at the end of a compensatory preschool 

intervention program. A secondary problem was to determine 

the impact of the intervention program upon parental compe

tencies within the socialization-EPV domain and to determine 

if there were differences between groups of parents in 

socialization EPV level whose children entered the program 

speaking both Spanish and English, predominantly Spanish, or 
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predominantly English. An additional problem was to assess 

the level of enculturation-EPVs within the group, to deter

mine the degree of change occurring as a result of the 

intervention program in this broader dimension of family 

environment and to determine the degree of relationship 

between socialization and enculturation EPV measures of the 

same family environments. 

In order to obtain an answer to the general problem, 

the following research questions were specified: 

1. Did those children whose parents were rated high on 

the socialization-EPVs achieve at a higher level 

than children whose parents were rated low on the 

socialization-EPVs? 

2. Were there differences in the achievement levels of 

children entering the program who were predominantly 

Spanish-English bilingual, Spanish, or English 

speakers? 

3. Did the level of parental socialization-EPV and the 

child's language, in any combination, influence the 

child's achievement level and was the relationship 

obtained stable over time? 

4. Did measurable changes occur in either the social

ization or enculturation EPVs or both during the 

program? 
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5. Were there any differences in the parent's social

ization-EPV level as a function of their child's 

entry language? 

6. Did children whose parents scored high on the 

enculturation-EPVs achieve at a higher level than 

children whose parents scored low on the 

enculturation-EPVs? 

7. What were the relationships, if any, between teacher 

and aide ratings of parents' socialization-EPV level 

and parent responses to a questionnaire concerning 

the enculturation EPVs operating in the home en

vironment? 

8. Was the relationship between children's achievement 

and the socialization-EPV ratings similar to the 

relationship between children's achievement and 

parent's scores on the questionnaire measure of 

enculturat ion-EPVs ? 

The Statement of the Hypotheses. The statistical 

significance of the observed effects were interpreted at the 

.05 level of probability and below. The Home Variables 

Scale (HVS) was used to assess the socialization-EPVs that 

were emphasized in the intervention program and the HELPS 

was used to assess the more inclusive enculturation-EPVs. 

The Evaluation Scale for Four- and Five-Year-Old Children 
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(ES), developed by Butler (1965), was used to measure the 

children's achievement level. 

The hypotheses are related to the specific research 

questions of the study: (1) Hypotheses I through VII refer 

to questions 1 through 3; (2) Hypotheses IX, XI, and XII 

refer to question 4; (3) Hypotheses VIII and X refer to 

question 5; (4) Hypothesis XIII refers to question 6; (5) 

Hypothesis XIV refers to question 7; and (6) Hypothesis XV 

refers to question 8. The hypotheses of this study are 

stated as follows: 

1. Hypothesis I: There is no difference between the 

mean achievement of children whose parents score 

above the median on the HVS and children whose 

parents score below the median on the HVS. 

2. Hypothesis II: There is no difference between the 

mean achievement of children who enter the program 

as Spanish-English bilingual, predominantly Spanish, 

or predominantly English speakers. 

3. Hypothesis III: There is no difference between 

children's pretest and posttest means on the ES. 

4. Hypothesis IV: No interaction effect on children's 

achievement occurs between children's entry language 

and the level of parental scores on the HVS. 

5. Hypothesis V: No interaction effect on children's 

achievement occurs between the level of parental 

scores on the HVS and repeated measures of the ES. 



6. Hypothesis VI: No interaction effect on children's 

achievement occurs between children's entry language 

and repeated measures of the ES. 

7. Hypothesis VII: No interaction effect on children's 

achievement occurs as a combination of level of HVS, 

child's entry language, and repeated measures of 

the HVS. 

8. Hypothesis VIII: There is no difference between the 

HVS means of parents of children speaking different 

entry languages. 

9. Hypothesis IX: There is no difference between 

parent's pretest and posttest means on the HVS. 

10. Hypothesis X: There is no interaction effect 

between the means of parents of children with 

different entry languages on repeated measures of 

the HVS. 

11. Hypothesis XI: There is no difference between the 

correlated pretest and posttest subscale and total 

means of parents on the HELPS. 

12. Hypothesis XII: There is no difference between the 

correlated pretest and posttest subscale and total 

means of parents on selected items on the HELPS. 

13. Hypothesis XIII: There is no difference between the 

uncorrelated ES means of children whose parents 

scored above and below the median on either the 

HELPS pretest or posttest. 
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14. Hypothesis XIV: There is no correlation between 

parent's scores on the HVS and HELPS pretest nor on 

the HVS and HELPS posttest. 

15. Hypothesis XV: There is no difference between the 

correlation coefficient obtained between children's 

achievement on the ES and parent's scores on the HVS 

and the correlation coefficient between children's 

achievement on the ES and parent's scores on the 

HELPS. 

The Importance of the Problem 

The objective of involving parents in early inter

vention programs was stated quite succinctly by Little and 

Smith (1971): 

A different response to the problem of ineffective 
short-term programmes is to try to change what are 
dynamic forces in the child's experience; to 
multiply the effects of the programme. A home 
visiting strategy that seeks to improve the educa
tional content of interaction between mother and 
child in the home is of this kind [italics in the 
original] (p. 133). 

It is important to determine whether or not parent 

involvement programs do in fact increase the "educational" 

content of parent-and-child interaction and to validate 

further our conceptions of the EPVs that are related to the 

achievement of children from lower-class ethnic minority 

groups. The importance of validating our preconceptions 

concerning the educational relevance of specific EPVs is 

emphasized by Streissguth and Bee (1972), "Much of the 
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difficulty with present-day intervention research stems from 

our lack of understanding of the basic processes of cogni

tive development in relation to the environment [italics in 

the original]" (p. 155). Bentley, Washington, and Young 

(1973) were concerned with the following question, "How well 

do pre-intervention objectives hold up at the time of post

intervention evaluation in preschool programs?" (p. 13). 

Ira Gordon (1968, pp. 40-41) states that there is 

almost a complete lack of evidence of change in parental 

behavior and attitudes as a result of social intervention 

programs and that research in this lags far behind evalua

tion needs. Social action programs are often implemented 

before the solutions to the problem they seek to correct are 

secure, and have been adequately tested. The plight of the 

national evaluation of Follow Through Programs is an example 

of this lack of foresight (Evans and Williams, 1972). 

The assumption has been made, perhaps without ade

quate foundation, by some researchers influencing educational 

policy (Hess and Bear, 1968) that certain critical variables 

in the cognitive climate of the lower class family are open 

to directed change through early intervention programs. 

They further assume that these changes are desirable, and 

that they will be continuously maintained once they are 

learned by the children's parents. Parental involvement in 

compensator~ preschool education has been seen as a way to 

bring about changes in the child's home environment that 
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will increase his chances of educational success. This 

viewpoint has become a predominant justification for pre

school programs. Little and Smith (1971) suggest that pro

gram effects may be maintained this way in the following 

statement: 

If parental involvement in education is more 
easily achieved at preschool level, this alone 
could be adequate grounds for early intervention; 
for sustained change in the child's home environ
ment might result from the right kind of 
parental involvement in preschool education pro
grams [italics not in the original] (p. 48). 

Compensatory preschool programs often urge low SES 

parents to increase their skills as their child's first 

teacher, to increase the amount and quality of time spent 

with the child in learning activities, and to provide 

support for the activities of the school. Recent research 

from Israel cautions that programs which encourage 

disadvantaged parents to become their child's teacher may 

have disastrous consequences for family life (Smilansky, 

1972). Gordon (1968) suggests that the criteria underlying 

parent involvement components in early intervention programs 

may be inadequate for lower-class family life: 

. . . we face the question of whether the criteria, 
which reflect the middle class tradition so 
heavily, are really the correct ones for over
coming educational deprivation. These standards 
certainly overlook whatever may be the already 
developed survival techniques and strengths of 
the poverty family as well as some of the 
realities of low income (p. 25). 
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Previous research has demonstrated the influence of 

a broad range of enculturation-EPVs, including some parent-

child interaction patterns, upon the achievement of school-

age children. There is a need for research that will 

distinguish between the enculturation-EPVs and the more 

narrowly-defined socialization-EPVs which exclusively denote 

parent-child interaction processes teachable in intervention 

programs. Henderson (1966) recommended this in concluding 

his study: 

This study and the research of Dave (19 63) 
and Wolf (1964) have examined a wide range of 
environmental factors which are theoretically 
related to intellectual development. There is a 
need for similar work focusing in greater depth 
and detail upon a narrower range of variables 
(p. 168). 

Gordon (1968/ pp. 40-41) noted that the lack of 

instruments for collecting data on the relevant aspects of 

parental behavior is one reason for the paucity of research 

in the area of parent involvement. Coffman and Lee (1974, 

p. 16), in summing up the results of cross-national studies 

of educational achievement suggest that since the home 

background variables reflect the continuous and cumulative 

processes of learning that have taken place over genera

tions, the tenacity of the EPVs may present a formidable 

barrier to the removal of educational deficits through 

crash programs. 

This present investigation will extend the use of 

the HELPS downward to studying the relationship of the 
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enculturation-EPVs to the achievement of four-year-old 

children and to the question of whether or not changes occur 

in this broad EPV domain as a result of intervention. An 

additional measure of parental competency in the more 

limited socialization-EPVs directly related to parent-child 

interaction and parental involvement in the intervention 

program enabled the comparison of the two measures of home 

environments, and provided an instrument that might be more 

sensitive to change. 

Further, there is a need to examine the effect of 

intervention programs upon children and parents of different 

ethnic and language backgrounds. Henderson (1966) found 

that bilingual Spanish-English first grade children were 

superior on tests of English and Spanish language ability 

to Spanish monolinguals but did not control his study of 

the EPVs on the basis of language. In a study of maternal 

teaching competency, it was found that Spanish monolingual 

mothers and sons performed less well than bilingual Mexican-

American mothers on a task (Steward and Steward, 1973). 

Spence, Mishra, and Ghozeil (1971, p. 313) found that 

Mexican-American first grade children who were instructed in 

both Spanish and English at home scored higher on measures 

of intelligence than children who were instructed at home 

in Spanish only. On the other hand, Saldate (1972) found no 

differences between the achievement levels of sixth grade 

students from bilingual and Spanish monolingual homes. 
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It would seem important to control for language in a 

study of the effects of intervention upon EPVs and chil

dren's achievement. There is an increasing effort to employ 

research designs that control for within-group differences 

in the populations served by intervention programs (Bentley 

et al., 1973; Messick and Barrows, 1972). As Little and 

Smith (1971) said: 

The use of the term "disadvantaged" has tended 
to give a possible spurious unity to a group 
distinguished on broad social and economic cri
teria. This has concealed the diversity between 
groups# and perhaps more importantly the 
diversity within any group so classified, because 
of the considerable disjunction between social 
and economic characteristics at the group level 
and the individual characteristics of each child 
with which education is concerned (p. 130). 

It is important to determine whether an invervention 

program is equally successful for all of the groups served 

or whether it succeeds with one group but fails with another. 

For example, it was found that Head Start programs were more 

effective for Black populations than for other subgroups 

(Evans and Williams, 1972, p. 256). As Edwards (1965) said, 

"To find that subjects with different values of an organis-

mic variable react differentially to a given treatment is of 

perhaps even more psychological importance than to find that 

all subjects respond to the treatment in the same manner" 

(p. 111). 
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Limitations of the Study 

The evaluative research techniques employed in the 

study were limited to survey research methods rather than 

using a classical experimental model were variables can be 

controlled and manipulated. Restrictions in the federal 

guidelines precluded random selection of program partici

pants. The data reported herein may not be replicable in 

other situations with different ethnic subpopulations. 

Specific limitations to interpretations of this research are 

listed below: 

1. Uncontrolled variables such as SES differences 

within the sample, marital and employment stability, 

parental contacts with other programs/ differences 

in parents' literacy skills, ethnic differences 

within groups blocked upon the basis of language 

background, etc., may have influenced change scores 

on EPVs and children's achievement. 

2. The program group has the self-selective factor of 

including only those disadvantaged families who were 

willing and able to become heavily involved in the 

preschool program through both home and school 

visits. 

3. The language variable is of limited generaliza-

bility to low-income populations containing a dis

proportionate number of single parent homes. There 

may have been some inaccuracy in assigning a 
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particular child to a language background category. 

In addition, an unknown number of Spanish-speaking 

families contained at least one parent who was a 

first-generation American and lived in relatively 

extreme poverty. 

4. The limited number of subjects for whom all scores 

were obtained is partly due to late enrollments and 

dropouts and limits the extent to which multivariate 

analysis can be applied to the data. 

5. The middle class orientation of the HELPS and the 

limited number of socialization variables tapped by 

the HVS may have reduced the sensitivity of the 

instruments to existing EPVs. 

6. The instruments used to measure the socialization-

EPVs (HVS) and achievement (ES) were rating scales 

and, as such, subject to rater bias. 

Definitions of the Terms Used 

The various meanings of "parent-involvement" and its 

relationships to different models of compensatory early 

childhood education will be developed in the course of the 

study. The following definitions are offered to clarify 

some of the terms used in this study: 

1. Compensatory education. This is any educational 

program that is provided over and above the usual 

program available to all children in a community and 
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has the goal of offsetting the influences of poverty 

on children's abilities to participate and succeed 

in the regular educational institutions. Its 

function is to increase the educational opportuni

ties of the poor. The largest compensatory educa

tion program is Title I of the Elementary and 

Secondary Act of 1965. 

2. Educationally disadvantaged and/or deprived child. 

The terms educationally "disadvantaged" and "de

prived" will be used interchangeably in this study. 

The "educationally deprived" child, as described in 

the Title I program guidelines, is a child who lives 

in a school area containing a high concentration of 

low-income families and who requires a special 

educational program in order to achieve at the same 

level as other children his age. This definition 

implies that both educational and economic criteria 

delimit the usage of the term. The precise implica

tion of either term for compensatory education 

theory is left for Chapter II. However, it is the 

intention of this writer to follow Little and 

Smith's (1971) recommendation to restrict the 

coverage of the term to lower-SES groups: "Dis

advantaged will apply to groups who fail to benefit 

in improved social and economic conditions [italics 

in the original]" (p. 38). Despite the weaknesses 
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of the term, it is preferred to the term "poor" for 

the following reasons according to Little and Smith 

(1971): "(i) its general use in the American Liter

ature, (ii) its suggestion that poverty is a relative 

position, and (iii) its implication that economic 

poverty is associated with a number of other dis

advantages [italics in the original]" (p. 38). 

Environmental process variables. This general term 

refers to those factors in a child's family back

ground that are related to his intellectual ability, 

achievement, and educational attainment. A further 

distinction is made between the enculturation-EPVs 

which include a broad range of environmental factors 

related to education and the socialization-EPVs which 

are specific parent-child interaction processes 

related to ability and achievement. 

Social learning theory. Baldwin (1973, pp. 34-35) 

defines social learning theory as involving the 

analysis of learning that occurs in naturalistic 

social situations and stresses the importance of 

studying how mother-child interaction influences a 

child's learning. 

Parent substitute. Not all children, and certainly 

not all urban disadvantaged children, are members of 

the traditional nuclear family. The children in 

this study belonged to nuclear, male- or 



female-headed families or to extended families in 

which a grandparent was the titular head. Some 

children lived with their grandparents. The Com

pensatory Program in Tucson, Arizona, attempted to 

work with both parents, although rapport was estab

lished primarily with the mother. In a number of 

cases the grandmother was the primary contact agent 

between school and home, and in a few cases older 

siblings or a babysitter played the role of "sig

nificant" adult to the child. The child's family 

structure is accepted as "given" in this research 

and the data obtained on EPVs pertain to the indi

vidual home situations of the participants. 

6. Spanish-English bilingualism. At the present time 

there is no agreement among scholars as to the con

ceptual components of bilingualism (Alatis, 1970) . 

For the purpose of this study, a Spanish-English 

bilingual preschool child is one who communicates 

verbally in either language, but no assumption is 

made concerning the strict equivalence in fluency or 

complexity of facility in the two languages. A 

bilingual child is distinguished from a child who is 

predominantly Spanish- or English-speaking but may 

speak a few words or phrases in the other language. 

7. Systemic linkage. This term was used by Henderson 

(1966) and is attributed to Loomis (1960, pp. 32-33). 
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The process of systemic linkage is the coordination 

of two social systems so that they operate on some 

o c c a s i o n s  a s  a  s i n g l e  u n i t .  L o o m i s  s t a t e d :  " . . .  

the process of systemic linkage refers to the 

organizational arrangements for group interdepend

ence" (pp. 32-33). 

8. Culture. Culture is an abstraction that refers to 

learned and shared behavior patterns of a human 

group. Chappie (1970) stated, "Culture and the 

cultural dimensions abstracted from it are learned" 

(p. 149). Dollard et al. (1939) said, "Culture is 

the name given to (the) abstracted (from men) inter-

correlated customs of a social group" (p. 50). 

Kroeber and Kluckhohn with Untereiner (1951) explain 

this definitional type as follows: 

Culture becomes a conceptual model that 
must be based on and interpret behavior but 
which is not behavior itself. . . . Culture 
is a design or system of designs for living 
. . . it is that which selectively channels 
men's reaction, .... The importance of 
this is that it extricates culture as such 
from behavior, abstracts it from human 
activity; the concept is itself selective 
(p. 120). 

Organization of the Remainder 
of the Study 

This dissertation will be organized into five 

chapters. Chapter II reviews the literature relating 

variables in family background to children's school 
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achievement. In addition, a theoretical framework of 

hierarchically arranged models of compensatory education 

places the research studies concerning enculturation and 

socialization EPVs within a context where alternatives for 

parent involvement components can be sought. 

Chapter III provides a description of the instruments 

selected, the data collection techniques employed, and the 

research design of the study. The fourth chapter presents 

the data and an analysis of the results of the study. 

The final chapter of the study will interpret the 

results and relate them to the models of compensatory educa

tion regarding parent involvement as described in Chapter II. 



CHAPTER IX 

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Research on the influence of specific environmental 

process variables (extracted from more general child-

rearing practices) on children's intellectual ability and 

achievement is directly related to competing models of 

compensatory education. Two models of compensatory educa

tion, the cultural deprivation model and the cultural 

differences model, will be examined for the implications 

they hold for involving parents in the education of young 

children. A third model, the cultural conflict model, 

will be proposed which articulates some possible sources of 

conflict arising from social action programs designed to 

intervene in the way parents interact with and pattern the 

behavior of their children. Finally, several research 

strategies that may be employed to further the understanding 

of the complex issues embedded in the evaluation of parent 

and child education programs will be delineated. 

The Cultural Deprivation Model and 
Early Intervention Programs 

There is a large research literature describing the 

child rearing practices in various social classes and ethnic 

38 
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groups in the United States (Sears, Maccoby, and Levin, 

1957; Davis and Havighurst, 1946). There is another collec

tion of studies describing and attempting to establish 

causal relationships between severe maternal deprivation 

and serious mental retardation in children (Kirk, 1958; 

Skeels and Dye, 1939; Caldwell, 1973; Yarrow, 1961) . The 

research surveyed in this chapter will concern studies of 

parent-child interaction that describe and attempt to show 

the relationship of child rearing practices to children's 

achievement in the public schools of the United States. 

More specifically, this review is designed to explore the 

research concerned with establishing a relationship between 

parent-child interaction patterns of low-SES groups and 

educational achievement. 

The first compensatory education programs were based 

upon a cultural deprivation model, a model which focuses 

attention upon the deficits of the lower-class family in 

comparison with the advantages of the middle-class family in 

preparing children for school. According to Hess and Croft 

(.1972) , "The notion that the disadvantaged child is defi

cient in the learning he brings to the classroom was the 

basis of the first major wave of programs for intervention? 

(p. 139). This view was expressed in the following defini

tion by Hunt (.196 6) : 

. . . cultural deprivation may be seen as a failure 
to provide an opportunity for infants and young 
children to have the experiences required for 
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adequate development of those semi-autonomous 
central processes demanded for acquiring skill in 
the use of linguistic and mathematical symbols 
and for the analysis of causal relationships 
Cp. 53). 

The tendency to categorize the entire population of 

disadvantaged families from the perspective of the deficit 

hypothesis is seen in the following description by Gordon 

(1968) : 

Children who are disadvantaged tend to come from 
homes in which parental controls are inconsistent 
or harsh, in which the mother lacks emotional 
strength or cultural skill, in which there seems 
to be a lack of verbal stimulation and direct 
teaching and in which the behavior and thought of 
the parents are characterized as concrete and 
impulsive . . . (pp. 23-24). 

The cultural deprivation model was based upon an 

environmentalist concept of intelligence. To the environ

mentalist, differences in children's intellectual abilities 

are the result of the interaction between the child's 

genetically inherited characteristics and the environment 

in which he is raised, with an emphasis upon the-importance 

of the latter. In contrast to those who viewed intelligence 

as a predetermined, fixed intellectual capacity, the 

environmentalists promoted the view of intelligence as a 

dynamic, fluid process that could be greatly improved under 

stimulating environments and severely reduced through 

environmental deprivation (Pettigrew, 1964; Hunt, 1969). 

The notion of intelligence as a dynamic process was 

central to the belief that intervening in the early 
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environment of disadvantaged children could produce signifi

cant improvement in their intellectual performance. The 

first programs for disadvantaged preschool children empha

sized overcoming the "detrimental" influence of lower-class 

upbringing upon children's intellectual development rather 

than enlisting parental help in their children's education. 

This view was expressed by Hunt (1966): 

It should be possible to arrange institutional 
settings where children now culturally deprived 
by the accident of the social class of their 
parents can be supplied with a set of encounters 
with circumstances which will provide an 
antidote for what they may have missed (p. 53), 

Measures of Family Environment and Achievement 

It is a well established fact that indicators of a 

family's socioeconomic level, such as father's occupational 

level or parent's educational level, are highly correlated 

to children's achievement (Thorndike, 1973, p. 79). 

Researchers have shown that social class differences emerge 

by the third year of life in white and black populations 

and are discernable within social classes (Bayley, 1965; 

Hindley, 1962; Honzik, 1957; Golden et al., 1971). For 

instance, Golden et al. (1971) showed that children from 

fatherless welfare homes performed at lower levels than 

intact welfare homes. 

However, indicators of socioeconomic status do not 

describe the specific factors of family interaction or 
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environmental context that underly the observed differences 

in children's academic performance. Educational researchers 

recently have attempted to distinguish between general 

social status variables, which are seldom useful in 

explaining how differences in children's home environments 

may influence achievement, and those variables (called 

environmental process variables in this study) which 

directly specify the way parent-child interaction facilitates 

or impedes children's intellectual development and school 

achievement. 

The Deprivation Index and Achievement. Instead of 

studying between social class differences in children's 

intellectual performance, Deutsch and associates (1967, 

pp. 319-335} devised a Deprivation Index for studying the 

heterogeneity of cognitive stimuli underlying academic 

proficiency within social groups. Deutsch et al, (1967, 

pp. 320-321) defined social deprivation as the effect of 

those environmental factors which are the result of 

socialization learning, are found in particular social 

groupings such as those defined by race or socioeconomic 

status and which are associated with impaired academic 

performance. The authors stated that the concept of 

social deprivation is relative in that an environmental 

factor detrimental to one ability may be neutral or 

advantageous to another. The Deprivation Index consisted 
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of six disadvantaging factors contributing to deprivation 

(Deutsch et al., 1967, p. 323): 

1. Dilapidated housing with incomplete plumbing. 

2. Educational aspiration level of parent for child, 

less than graduate or professional training. 

3. Three or more children under 18 in the home. 

4. Child did not engage in dinner conversation. 

5. No cultural experience anticipated by child for the 

coming weekend. 

6. Child did not attend kindergarten. 

In a cross-sectional study of 292 first and fifth 

grade Negro and white children in New York City, it was 

found that the Deprivation Index is an independent contribu

tor to test performance on intelligence measures in addition 

to SES and race. The effect of deprivation upon a child's 

test scores became more pronounced as the child progressed 

through school. These cumulative deficits were also 

associated with lower SES and Negro status. The effect 

associated with lower SES was marked at the earlier age 

while the deficit associated with race was more evident 

within the older age group. Negro children had cumulative 

deficits in vocabulary as measured by the vocabulary subtest 

of the Wechler Intelligence Scale for Children even when SES 

and the factors on the Deprivation Index were controlled. 

The authors recommended that these conditions of the Negro 
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child's linguistic development be further studied: "adult 

stimulation of the child's speech, adult reward for 

linguistic modes of expression, the opportunity to hear new 

words in meaningful context and the opportunity to dis

cover the utility of a developing vocabulary as instrumental 

in satisfying one's needs and influencing the social 

environment" (Deutsch et al., 1967, pp. 334, 335). 

The discovery that the disadvantaging effects of 

specific cumulations of environmental factors, independently 

of SES status, were related to children's intellectual 

ability was used to support the need for enrichment programs 

aimed at alleviating the effects of cultural deprivation 

(Deutsch et al., 1967, p. 332). However, as was pointed out 

by Ira Gordon (1968, p. 14), not all of the items on the 

Index would respond to solution through compensatory 

education (e.g., dilapidated housing, number of children in 

the family). Furthermore, it cannot be overemphasized that 

the factors on the Index are only correlates of achievement 

and do not necessarily cause achievement differences. 

Washburn (1970) described the theoretical stance of 

this approach to compensatory education as the experience 

expansion technique: "By extending the range of the dis

advantaged child's experiences, by enriching his life with 

trips, toys, films, objects of all sorts, and adequate adult 

models, all of which are certainly lacking in profusion, if 
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present at all, in his surroundings, the debilitating 

effects of his substandard environment may be overcome" 

tp. 97). Supplying a few environmental factors missing in 

a child's environment will not automatically improve the 

academic performance of lower-class children. There may 

well be a large gap between the identification of lack-of-

stimulation problems and their adequate prescription and 

remediation. 

Mother-Child Interaction and Children's Cognitive 

Ability. Studies of maternal competency, or the quality of 

mother-child interaction, have yielded suggestive clues 

pertaining to the learning characteristics of lower-class 

children. There has been an increasing interest in the 

importance of style variables which cut across the tradi

tional separation of cognition and personality in under

standing children's intellectual functioning (Messick, 1970, 

pp. 183-202). 

One of the best known studies of mother-child 

interaction (Hess and Shipman, 1968, pp. 91-103) concerned 

differences in the teaching styles of Negro mothers of 

various socioeconomic levels and their four-year-old chil

dren. This study was concerned primarily with differences 

in the information processing strategies children learn from 

their mothers rather than with differences in test scores. 

In the attitude dimension, the researchers found that the 
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responses of lower-class mothers to the question of how they 

would prepare their child for the first day of school were 

to instill in the child an awe for the authority of the 

school and to impress upon him the necessity for good 

behavior in school. Middle-class mothers' responses were 

more likely to involve encouraging the child to enjoy 

learning at school. In an experimental study of the 

mothers' behavior when teaching their children, it was 

found that verbal output was much greater for middle-class 

professional mothers than for all three lower-class groups. 

A multiple regression equation was computed which showed 

that maternal behavior toward the child predicted the 

performance of the child in the teaching situation as well 

as IQ or SES. 

Hess and Shipman (1968) concluded that differences 

in the control strategies and teaching techniques used by 

lower-class mothers may have implications for curriculum. 

Lower-class mothers tend to use imperatives with an appeal 

to power and authority in controlling their children rather 

than the subjective appeals to comfort or personal needs or 

the cognitive-rational appeals to consequences of alterna

tive actions verbalized by middle-class mothers. Lower-

class mothers communicated in a code which was more 

stereotyped and restricted than the elaborate code used by 

middle-class mothers. Lower-class mothers expressed the 

view of the school as a place with which the child must 
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conform while middle-class mothers viewed the school as a 

place in which the child would learn. 

Maternal teaching styles have implications for the 

self-concept or motivatonal and personality components of 

learning style. The lower class style encourages 

passivity or impulsiveness in jumping to solutions to 

problems without weighing alternatives. The middle-class 

style _encourages the child to show initiative, to take an 

assertive approach to the world of information (Hess and 

Shipman, 1968). Hess and Shipman refined the definition 

of deprivation as a deprivation in the cognitive strategies 

and styles learned through mother-child interaction in the 

preschool years: 

The cognitive environment of the culturally 
disadvantaged child is one in which behavior is 
controlled by imperatives rather than by atten
tion to the individual characteristics of a 
specific situation and one in which behavior is 
neither mediated by verbal cues which offer 
opportunities for using language as a tool for 
labeling, ordering, and manipulating stimuli in 
the environment, nor mediated by teaching what 
relates events to one another and the present to 
the future. The meaning of deprivation would 
thus seem to be a deprivation of meaning in the 
early cognitive relationships between mother and 
child (p. 103). 

In a study similar to that of Hess and Shipman, 

Bee et al. (1968) found that middle class mothers in helping 

their child build a block house made more suggestions, used 

more questions to guide behavior, used more praise and less 

criticism and physically intruded in the task less than 
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lower class mothers. In subsequent testing of the chil

dren's intellectual functioning it was found that the 

middle class children were more imitative of an adult model, 

more persistent, more reflective, and better able to follow 

verbal instructions. 

Streissguth and Bee (1972) concluded the following 

from the Hess and Shipman results showing that the relation

ship between mothers' teaching strategies and children's 

cognitive functioning held within, as well as between, 

social groups, "... among the very poor mothers, those 

who use the more middle-class strategy in teaching their 

child have the more successful children. . . . Furthermore, 

these maternal behaviors with the child at age four are 

predictive of the child's school performance in the first 

and second grades" (p. 15 8). 

The Environmental Process Variables Approach to 

Studying Family Environment. Environmental process 

variables (EPVs) aggregates of family characteristics, such 

as parent's reinforcement of school learning, parent's 

educational aspirations for child, etc., that have positive 

correlations with measures of a child's school ability or 

achievement. The EPVs specify educationally salient 

aspects of family environments. The specific numbers and 

compositions of EPVs have varied with the researcher, 

Although some EPV studies have attempted to explore 
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socioeconomic differences in family cognitive environment 

(Mosychuck, 1969; Keeves, 1972), the studies of concern here 

are those which attempted to differentiate between educa

tionally facilitating homes and educationally deprived homes 

in a way that cuts across socioeconomic boundaries. 

Wolf (1964) developed an extensive interview 

schedule in a study originating at the University of Chicago 

which showed that, while general characteristics of socio

economic status are not related to educational deprivation, 

several particular factors were correlated with the intel

ligence quotient scores of fifth grade children. According 

to Wolf, the best predictors of intelligence were parental 

expectations of the child's educational achievement, the 

amount of information the mother related concerning the 

child's intellectual development, techniques used for the 

child's vocabulary development, learning situations created 

by parents in the home, and parental instruction of the 

child in academic tasks. The three EPVs specified by Wolf 

were press for achievement motivation, press for language 

development, and provisions for general learning. 

The Wolf scale was also used in the Dave (1963) 

study which demonstrated a correlation of .80 between the 

EPVs and children's fourth grade achievement scores. The 

EPVs specified by Dave were parents' achievement press, 

parents' ability to model acceptable language, academic 
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guidance, family activeness, intellectual stimulation in the 

home, and family work habits. 

Later, Henderson (1966) adapted the Wolf scale for 

use with the Mexican-American subpopulation in Tucson, 

Arizona. Henderson found a difference in composite EPV 

ratings beyond the .01 level of probability between entering 

first grade Mexican-American children scoring in the top ten 

per cent on measures of school ability and those scoring in 

the bottom ten per cent. Henderson enlarged the interview 

schedule to include a number of items relevant to Mexican-

American environments, such as "Range of Social Interaction 

in the Community," "Identification with Models," and 

"Parental Perception of the Practical Value of Education" 

(Henderson, 1966, pp. 69-71). The eight EPVs listed by 

Henderson were achievement press, language models, academic 

guidance, activeness of family, range of social interaction, 

intellectual stimulation in the home, identification with 

models and perceived value of education. Contrary to the 

Dave (1963) and Wolf (1964) findings, Henderson (1966) found 

no significant differences between the correlation coeffi

cients of school potential and the composite EPV ratings 

and the correlation coefficients of school potential and 

Warner's Index of Social Characteristics. The correlation 

coefficient of ,63 obtained between the Index of Status 

Characteristics and the composite EPV rating suggests that 

forty per cent of the variability measured by the EPVs is 
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accounted for by socioeconomic status (Henderson, 1966, 

pp. 95, 96). 

In examining the role of language in his study, 

Henderson (1966, pp. 143, 144) found that high potential 

first graders scored significantly higher (p < .05) on 

English than Spanish vocabulary, while the low potential 

group scored significantly higher on Spanish than English 

vocabulary (p < .001). Furthermore, the high potential 

group scored significantly higher (p < .01) on Spanish as 

well as English indicating the general language deficiencies 

of the low potential group. 

The predictive value of the research described 

above over the primary grades was established by Henderson 

(1972) in a longitudinal study in which he demonstrated a 

significant correlation between EPV measures of entering 

first grade students and their subsequent third grade 

reading test scores. All of the EPVs except "work habits in 

family," when analyzed separately, obtained significant 

correlations with third grade reading achievement. 

The Henderson Environmental Learning Process Scale 

(HELPS) was developed to measure EPVs that related parental 

competencies to children's academic performance (Henderson 

et al., 1972) . The number of EPVs measured on the HELPS 

was reduced to the five variables of aspiration level, 

environmental stimulation, models, guidance, and reinforce

ment. The EPVs measured on the HELPS were selected on the 
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basis of their relationship to early intervention programs 

for coordinating instructional procedures used in the school 

and home (Henderson et al., 1972, p. 6). 

The HELPS, in contrast to socioeconomic measures 

which are gross summarizing variables, is an instrument for 

testing hypotheses concerning specific environmental horne 

variables related to achievement. The HELPS validation 

study _showed that those items which referred to the extent 

to which parents valued their children's language and school 

related behavior and provided a supportive environment for 

school learning accounted for a majority of the variance in 
I 

predicting the achievement of both lower-class Mexican-

American and middle-class Anglo-American first graders. 

However, contradicting Henderson's (1966, 1972) previous 

research, it was found that restrictions of the family's 

relationship with the community outside the horne were not 

related to socioeconomic status or achievement (Henderson 

et al., 1972, p. 12). 

Saldate (1972) investigated differences in family as 

measured on the HELPS between Mexican-American parents whose 

sixth grade children scored at grade level or above on an 

achievement test and those sixth grade children who scored 

two grade levels or below on achievement. Students were 

matched for age and IQ. Parents of students achieving at 

grade level , scored higher on the Aspiration subscale 

(p < .002) than did parents of low-achieving sixth graders. 
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However, both groups of parents r e ceived r e lative l y high 

scores on the Aspiration subscale . There is, in fact, quite 

a body of research indicating that low SES and minority 

parents do hold high aspirations for their children and that 

verbally expressed parental aspirations are not a variable 

with which to be concerned in improving equality of educa

tional opportunity (Hess and Crof t, 1972, p . 76). 

Saldate's finding of no significant differences on 

the environmenta l stimulation subscale was contrary to 

previous research . Parent ' s scores on this subscale were 

l ower than on any other subscale for both groups. Addi

tional data included in the study showed that the two groups 

of par e nts were similar in Spanish language usage 1n the 

home but that f a thers of high a chievers, while not 

economical l y superior to the low achievers ' parents, had 

significantly (p < .02) higher occupational statu s (Saldate, 

19 7 2 ' pp . 2 8 ' 3 8 ) • 

Limitations and Theor e tical Considerations of the 

EPV Research , The Wolf (1964) and Dave (1963) research and 

later studies base d on the ir approach (Hende rson, 1966; 

Dyer, 1967; Mosychuck, 1969; Marjoribanks, 1970; Keeves, 

1972) have shown that EPV measures of family environments 

account for approximately 50 per c e nt of the variation in 

children's ability and achievement , 
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Despite the predictive efficacy of the overall EPV 

scales, the validity of the EPV composites as separable 

dimensions of family environments has been questioned. In a 

work in progress, Williams (1974, pp. 25-30) has shown 

through factor analysis of data from the Wolf (19 64) , Dave 

(1963), and related research that a single factor 

interpretable as a gross indicator of environmental 

quality on which all the EPVs load accounts for between 5 0 

to 80 per cent of the total variance on the scales. This 

finding seriously limits the explanatory power of the EPVs 

as separably measurable dimensions of parent-child inter

action. As such, the categorization of specific parent 

behaviors under more general EPV rubrics must be seen as a 

conceptual convenience rather than as an empirically valid 

procedure. The only EPV that stands the test of factor 

analysis as a separable dimension according to Williams' 

(1974, p. 25) reanalyais of the Wolf (1964) data is the 

"press for language" composite. This EPV includes oppor

tunities for English language usage in the home, an emphasis 

upon vocabulary development and the quality of language 

models available to the child. 

There may be some question about whether or not the 

EPV approach to the measurement of family environment is 

properly located within a general cultural deprivation 

model, since it has identified positive correlates of 

success in the parenting practices of some lower-SES 
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parents. In this sense, EPV research changes the focus of 

studies of lower-SES learning environments from negative 

features or deficits to the degrees to which disadvantaged 

parents evince positive qualities in the home environment 

provided for children. The justification for placement of 

the EPV research within the cultural deprivation model, 

however, resides both within the general theoretical back

ground of these studies and in the underlying assumptions 

concerning parental competency. 

Williams (1974, pp. 12-18) explains that the EPV 

studies are based upon an environmental press theory of 

family influence upon achievement. The Wolf (1963) and 

Dave (1964) studies were an extension of Bloom's (1964) 

conceptualization of the influence of environmental stimu

lation and parental reinforcement upon children's intel

lectual development. The cultural deprivation model is not 

only dependent upon the notion of the crucial role of 

environmental stimulation upon development but restricts 

the criteria of the "stimulus" objects and relationships to 

one modeled upon a middle-class value system. Evidence of 

the predictive efficacy of EPV measures within ethnic groups 

(Henderson, 1966; Saldate, 1972) and across national 

boundaries in Canada (Mosychuck, 1969; Marjoribanks, 1970; 

Jones, 1972), Trinidad (Dyer, 1967), and Australia (Keeves ,  

1972), points more to a universality of the environmental 

correlates of success in formal education than it shows how 
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cultural differences in parent-child interaction result in 

different patterns of intellectual ability. The EPV 

studies simply demonstrate that parents' scores on EPV 

scales correlate with children's level of intellectual 

ability or achievement. It cannot be determined from these 

types of studies whether a change in a parent's EPV score 

would be likely to result in a corresponding change in his 

child's achievement score. 

The advantage of EPV measures over a single factor 

predictor, such as parent's educational level, as a way to 

look at the relationship between environmental and educa

tional performance is that the EPVs are largely process 

measures which are possibly modifiable and are recognizable 

in a variety of cultural contexts. Single factor predictors 

such as parental educational levels are more fixed and less 

directly relevant to parent-child interaction. 

There is, of course, the possibility that the 

essential characteristics of parent-child interaction (as 

distinguished from material factors such as number of books 

available) measured by the EPV scales are cross-culturally 

universal in application. In other words, the EPVs may 

specify the characteristics of parental competency influ

encing children's general intellectual functioning in a 

variety of cultural contexts. Fromm and Maccoby (197 0, 

pp. 183, 196) showed in a comprehensive interdisciplinary 

ethnography that "productive" persons in a Mexican village 
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typically had higher levels of parenting skill, seen in the 

time spent in trying to help the child solve his problems 

without resorting to immediate punishment for disobedience, 

than did less productive parents. Fromm's dichotomous 

classification of personality orientations into productive 

or non-productive types was based upon a number of charac

teristics including job stability and economic level. It is 

possible that socioeconomic level should not be overlooked 

as an essential variable in understanding the educationally 

important characteristics of family environment. 

Summary and Implications of the Cultural 
Deprivation Model for Parent Involvement 

The cultural deprivation model of compensatory 

education can be supported by a number of research studies 

showing a correlation between the kind of experiences a 

child derives from his home environment and school ability 

and achievement. The research includes the general family 

environmental characteristics of children who do well 

academically as well as some specific deprivation charac

teristics of the environments of children who do poorly 

academically. 

The studies of Hess and Shipman (196 8) suggest some 

highly specific ways in which differences in parental 

teaching skills influence children's cognitive growth. 

The research is, however, too fragmentary and inconclusive 

to provide any clear-cut prescriptions for parent education 
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programs. In an extensive review entitled "Mother-Child 

Interactions and Cognitive Development in Children," 

Streissguth and Bee (1972) stated, "in the absence of any 

sound theoretical framework, one is hard pressed in evaluating 

the significance of short-term outcomes because their relation 

to long-term outcomes is . . . generally unknown" (p. 170). 

The cultural deprivation model depends upon its 

polar opposite, a middle-class model of child-rearing 

practices, for its major concepts. The implicit expecta

tion that parents of disadvantaged children should model 

their behavior upon middle-class patterns in some early 

education programs may not only be impractical but may be 

an unrecognized source of conflict between disadvantaged 

groups and educators. 

Little and Smith (1971, pp. 40-41) suggest that an 

exclusive concentration upon deficits obscures the fact that 

evidence of the influence of environmental factors upon 

achievement was derived from studies of the aggregate 

characteristics of particular groups and may result in 

compensatory programs that ignore the individual and group 

differences of the participants. They warn, "A program 

founded upon the 'deficits' of the group of children in 

general might turn out to be quite inappropriate for a 

number of individual children" (p. 41). 

A disregard for individual differences may well be 

one reason why so little research is available concerning 
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the variance in the EPV levels of parents participating in 

early intervention programs. According to Streissguth and 

Bee (1972), most intervention research has been limited to 

demonstrating the effect of the intervention on the child, 

not upon the parent: "They have been less concerned with 

delineating the crucial aspects of intervention or with 

demonstrating what types of changes in the mothers1 

behavior occurred as a result of the intervention" (p. 168). 

There is a need to determine the extent to which changes 

occur in parent-child interaction variables due to inter

vention and if these changes have an influence upon the 

achievement of young children. 

The Cultural Differences Model and Parent 
Involvement in Compensatory Education 

A distinction has been made between cultural 

deprivation and cultural differences in approaching the 

learning problems of disadvantaged children. The depriva

tion model, which stresses "deficits" in the child's 

abilities, language or environmental background, has been 

found inadequate by Cole and Bruner (197 2, pp. 161-180) as 

a base for describing the problem or providing a rationale 

upon which improved educational programs may be built. 

Instead, the cultural differences model, which explicitly 

focuses upon subgroup differences in learning styles as well 

as differences in experiential background, has become 

prominent in the research. This latter model is complex 
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and requires a multi-dimensional approach to the problem of 

compensatory education. 

Cole and Bruner (197 2, pp. 161-18 0) argue that many 

of the research findings concerning the low intellectual 

competence of lower class and minority children must be 

discounted because of a failure to take into account 

cultural differences in response to experimental stimuli. 

An authentic concern for cultural differences requires an 

extended idea of competence so that culturally different 

children can be tested appropriately and that their per

formance in a specific cultural context (e.g., an achieve

ment test) not be over-generalized to underlying intel

lectual competence. Sociolinguistic (the contexts within 

which verbal behavior is practiced) and dialect diversity 

are important elements in this model. According to Cole 

and Bruner (1972), ". . . the question of differences in the 

way language enters the problem solving process cannot be 

dismissed" (pp. 169-170). To the degree that language 

utilization is necessary for success in the society, it may 

be necessary for teachers to help children transfer skills 

learned in the home environment to school tasks. This is a 

reversal of the stipulation of the cultural deprivation 

models that parents should reinforce the learning that takes 

place in school. 

Baratz and Baratz (1971, pp. 470-490) claim that the 

school's failure to accommodate the varying cultural and 
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linguistic styles of minority children, rather than a 

failure to recognize differences between the teaching styles 

of lower- and middle-class Black mothers, is responsible for 

the poor achievement of disadvantaged children. Specifi

cally, they charged social scientists with denying the 

existence of a Negro culture in preference for a pathology 

tsocial or genetic deficit) model of Negro language and 

thought, a viewpoint resulting from . . the superimposi-

tion of a standard English template on a non-standard 

dialect system . . ." (Baratz and Baratz, 1971, p. 486). 

From their perspective, compensatory intervention programs 

are an unwarranted and potentially destructive intrusion 

upon functionally adequate systems of behavior among lower-

class families. They claim that the assumptive base of the 

deficit model is restrictive and incompatible with the 

recognization of cultural differences: 

This assumptive base, it is argued, has restricted 
our phenomenological field to deviations from 
normative behavior rather than to descriptions of 
different normative configurations. In the present 
case, it would appear that the deficit and differ
ence models of Negro behavior cannot exist side by 
side without a growing awareness of the need for 
change and radical reconstruction of our modes of 
theorizing and conceptualizing about Negro behavior 
(Baratz and Baratz, 1971, p. 487). 

Even those who believe that parent behavior is 

responsible for the low academic proficiency of disadvantaged 

children are moving away from a deficit model which assumes 

that a lack of stimulation leads to retardation or to a 
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failure to develop some skills at all. Some former advo

cates of the deficit model now favor a socialization model 

which hypothesizes that the disadvantaged child learns, but 

learns different behaviors and develops inappropriate skills 

for success in school (Hess and Bear, 1968, pp. 223-230). 

In other words, the education of disadvantaged children 

ought to be studied from the perspective of what parents 

do with their children rather than from the perspective of 

what parents do not do or do not provide for them. 

Hess and Croft (1972, p. 126) consider the concept 

of cultural deficit to be simplistic and misleading as a 

basis for compensatory education in that it assumes that 

children come to school lacking in language, experience, 

concepts, and social abilities. They claim that children 

come to school with a wide range of skills, adaptations, and 

coping strategies. Achievement problems result instead from 

a conflict of styles between the home and school. Hess and 

Croft (1972) state, "some mutual accommodation is needed; 

the child must be helped to develop attitudes and behavior 

necessary for success in a school setting and the school 

must revise its programs and expectations to respond to the 

particular needs, talents, and experiences of the child from 

a low-income community" (p. 126). 
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Ethnic Group Differences in Achievement 

In addition to the influence of social class upon 

the intellectual abilities of children, Lesser, Fifer, and 

Clark (1965, pp. 65-68) showed that ethnicity has a 

relatively stable influence upon the pattern of children's 

performances on tests of intellectual functioning. For 

example, the subtest profiles of Puerto Rican children 

showed them lowest in verbal ability and highest in spatial 

ability for both low-SES and middle-SES groups. On the 

other hand, Negro low- and middle-SES groups scored highest 

in verbal ability and lowest in numerical ability. 

Very little has been written concerning the way 

research and evaluation could facilitate policy decisions 

involving alternative goals, objectives, or instructional 

strategies which recognize the ethnic differences between 

different groups of preschool children and parents involved 

in compensatory projects. In this respect, the research in 

preschool education has lagged somewhat behind research 

concerned with the way Black English dialects may influence 

learning and measured reading ability among the Black 

minority (Goodman and Buck, 1973; Hockman, 1973) and research 

involving Spanish-English bilingual programs for Mexican-

American and Puerto Rican groups at the elementary school 

level (Hernandez, 1973). 

There is some controversy concerning whether or not 

ethnic group differences in intellectual ability are more 
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marked at low ses levels than they are at middle ses 

levels. Stodolsky and Lesser (1967, p. 577) reported that 

there were greater differences between the performance 

levels of lower ses ethnic groups than between the per

formance levels of middle ses groups. In an attempt to show 

that Lesser et al.'s (1965) and Stodolsky and Lesser's 

(1967) research confounded performance level and ethnic 

and ses patterns, Feldman (1973, p. 16) showed that more 

lower ses subjects were correctly placed in ethnic cate

gories on the basis of subtest score patterns than were 

middle class subjects. As an example of performance level 

confounding patterns, Feldman (1973, p. 16) pointed out that 

on the basis of subtest scores, nearly two-thirds of the 

middle class Blacks were misclassified as middle class 

Jews, and that not one middle class Black was incorrectly 

placed in the lower ses Black category. Lesser (1973, p. 

20) in a rebuttal of Feldman's views, showed that the 

classification of individuals by test score patterns into 

ethnic categories increased in accuracy when controlled for 

ses, 

The extent to which middle-SES reduces ethnic 

differences in intellectual functioning is unclear from 

the Lesser research. It does seem possible, however, that 

while cultural differences in lower class learning environ

ments may have important implications for parent involvement 

as well as children's education in early intervention 
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programs, the influence of the program may be to reduce the 

effect of the ethnic differences between lower SES groups. 

Ethnic Differences in Parent-Child 
Interaction 

While there is an extensive anthropological litera

ture concerning child-rearing practices in different 

cultures and ethnic groups (Mead and Wolfenstein, 1955), 

very little has been written which specifically investigates 

how ethnic variations in parent-child interaction influence 

children's school achievement. A study by Steward and 

Steward (1973) is an exception in that it deals directly 

with the issue of sub-cultural and ethnic differences in 

maternal teaching style. 

In an experimental observational study, Steward and 

Steward (1973, pp. 329-337) found a number of ethnic dif

ferences in both maternal teaching style and child response 

between groups of Mexican-American, Chinese, and Anglo 

mothers and their three-year-old sons. Chinese-American 

mothers, for example, positively reinforced their children's 

acceptance of the learning task, whereas Mexican-American 

mothers negatively reinforced their children's acceptance 

of the task. Sub-ethnic differences were also found within 

the groups. As teachers, Spanish-speaking Mexican-American 

mothers presented the task in the most stereotyped manner 

(rote repetition of the task as it was presented by the 

researchers) and performed the lowest number of teaching 
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units. Their children demanded more help, information, 

and support than did English-speaking or bilingual Mexican-

American subjects. The evidence presented in this study-

suggests that Spanish speaking Mexican-American mothers do 

not vary their instructional strategies nor elaborate upon 

the language of instruction in teaching their children as 

readily as do other groups. 

Spanish-English Language Differences and 
Early Achievement 

The language that the Mexican-American child speaks 

upon entering a preschool program and the manner in which 

teachers and aides are prepared to deal with children who 

speak only Spanish is a factor that may be of considerable 

importance to the child's early school achievement. 

Hernandez (1973/ pp. 17-19), in an extensive review of 

Mexican-American achievement, found a number of sources that 

related a child's lack of opportunity for practicing English 

in the home to low school achievement. 

There may also be a significant difference between 

the school performance of children entering school as 

Spanish monolinguals and as Spanish-English bilinguals. In 

a study of the influence of home language of Mexican-

American first graders, either Spanish only or both 

Spanish and English, upon readiness and measured intel

ligence, it was found that both language groups were 

equally disadvantaged in school readiness but that bilingual 
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students have significantly higher intelligence test scores 

(Spence et al., 1971, p. 313). Garcia (1974, pp. 467-473) 

reported that Spanish bilingualism showed no negative effect 

upon English language development when SES factors were 

statistically controlled. In the study mentioned in the 

preceding section, Steward and Steward (1973, pp. 329-337) 

found the competency of bilingual Mexican-American mothers 

superior to that of Spanish monolingual Mexican-American 

mothers in teaching their preschool children. 

Modifications in Parent Education and Involvement 
Programs Due to Cultural Differences 

There are few published studies that directly show 

how an early intervention program might be designed to take 

cultural differences in socialization practices into con

sideration in a parent education curriculum. An exception 

to this is found in a study by Henderson and Swanson (1973) 

in teaching Papago parents to encourage and elicit question-

asking behavior from their children, Since questioning 

behavior in small children had been traditionally frowned 

upon in the Papago culture, the researchers first attempted 

to persuade Papago parents of the importance of questioning 

skill to achievement and gained their approval and support 

of the project before implementing the intervention. As a 

result of this program, Papago mothers were successfully 

taught by native paraprofessionals in their own homes to 

elicit question-asking behavior from their children. 
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However, even in this example the traditional culture was 

changed through the intervention. 

In contrast to the above, Hymes (1973), in drawing 

upon a forthcoming report by Susan Philips, suggested that 

an intervention strategy may fail when the cultural differ

ences of the recipient group are overlooked: 

In central Oregon the town of Madras has many 
signs, but the nearby Indian reservation, Warm 
Springs, has almost none, and those only where 
strangers impinge—the residents of Warm Springs 
do not need the information signs give. Recently 
VISTA workers tried to help prepare Warm Springs 
children for school by asking Indian parents to 
read to them in preschool years. U. S. schools 
tend to presuppose that sort of preparation, and 
middle class families provide it, showing atten
tion and affection by reading bed-time stories and 
the like; but Warm Springs parents show attention 
and affection in quite other ways, had no need of 
reading to do so, and the effort got nowhere 
tp. 70) . 

It may be relatively easy to modify a compensatory 

program to accommodate cultural differences in a relatively 

homogeneous cultural situation such as on the Papago 

reservation, but it may be more difficult to provide for 

cultural variations within the ethnically heterogeneous 

groups typically served by compensatory programs in the 

urban centers. When children and parents of different 

ethnic backgrounds participate in the same program, the 

practicality and cost effectiveness of varying the program 

in any but supervicial ways becomes an issue. Because of 

this, a preliminary requirement should be to ascertain 

whether or not ethnic differences among the participants of 
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early intervention programs result in differential outcomes. 

If the program is less successful for one ethnic group than 

for another when possible SES differences are controlled, 

then more attention should be paid to intra-cultural differ

ences. On the other hand, if all groups achieve comparable 

gains, radical alterations of programs along cultural lines 

may not be warranted. 

There may be, however, a more parsimonious approach 

to modifying intervention programs to accommodate cultural 

differences within disadvantaged populations than to create 

a multitude of subprograms along specific sub-cultural or 

ethnic lines. One alternative would be to enlarge the model 

of family environments to include criteria for recognizing 

viable features of lower-class environments and family life 

that provide meaningful learning experiences for children. 

As stated by Baratz and Baratz (1971), "... differences 

which indicate that learning has taken place are not 

deficits . • (p. 487). 

Summary 

There has been a growing interest in research con

cerning cultural differences in children's home learning 

environments and in finding ways to accommodate culturally 

unique learning styles within the curriculum. However, 

while the importance of cultural differences in children's 

learning styles and patterns of intellectual competency and 
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language background is recognized, little has been written 

concerning how these differences influence the implementa

tion and impact of early intervention programs designed to 

change children's home learning environments. 

Sources of Cultural Conflict Through Parent 
Involvement in Compensatory Education 

While the cultural deprivation model of compensatory 

education suggested that inadequacies in the home learning 

environments of disadvantaged children was largely respon

sible for their low academic proficiency, the cultural 

differences model questioned the relevancy of the curriculum 

and the school's ability to accommodate ethnic and social 

class differences in the learning styles of lower class 

children. The widespread presence of both of these models 

in the underlying research and design of early intervention 

programs has resulted in an unresolved and poorly articu

lated conflict between assimulationist and pluralistic 

goals, 

An early intervention program based upon the 

cultural deprivation model would base its evaluation of 

parent involvement activities upon how well parents learned 

to model the child-rearing attitudes and behaviors of the 

middle class. The aim of this model is cultural assimila

tion, in that its standards are based upon criteria derived 

from the dominant culture group and its ultimate goal is to 

raise the achievement levels of lower-class children to 
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raise the achievement levels of lower-class children to 

levels comparable to that of the middle class. 

On the other hand, the goals of the cultural dif

ferences model of compensatory education are more ambiguous 

and less internally consistent. At one level, the cultural 

differences considered may include accommodating the program 

to differences in the attitudes and teaching strategies of 

participating parents to serve essentially assimilationist 

aims. As pointed out by Vander Zanden (1963), "The greater 

the predisposition of the receiving community to recognize 

differences, the more rapid the rate of assimilation 

(italics in the original]" (p. 279). 

At another level the goal cultural differences model 

is essentially pluralistic in that it implies that a unique 

curriculum is appropriate for different ethnic groups. 

However, since there is no necessary match between models 

and programs, any program may contain elements of both 

models, 

Ideally, an interventionist program based upon a 

pluralistic model would build an instructional program upon 

the intellectual skills the child has learned within his 

own ethnic group. Teachers would model a modified version 

of the parent's socialization strategies in order to insure 

communication with the child. 

The cultural differences model may contain built-in 

conflict because, according to Vander Zanden (1963, p, 272), 
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cultural pluralism is an imperfect fusion of an unspecified 

number of diverse cultural elements within an overall 

context of conformity to cultural areas felt to be essential 

for all citizens by the dominant group. Programs that 

ambiguously are based upon both the differences and the 

deprivation models at the same time seem especially marked 

for conflict. 

Two possible sources of conflict should be taken 

into consideration in the evaluation of early intervention 

programs. One source of conflict is found in the competing 

goals and conflicting working assumptions of the cultural 

deprivation and differences models which may alternately 

characterize the same compensatory program. The other 

source of conflict is found at the level of social interac

tion, in the relatively new conjunctive relationship between 

school and home established by the parent involvement 

components of early intervention programs. After both of 

these sources of conflict are explored, a conflict manage-
i • 

ment model will be presented which will identify some of 

the aspects of compensatory programs about which information 

is needed for evaluation and educational decision making. 

Parental Acceptance of Innovations in Child 
Rearing Practices 

Early intervention programs based on the cultural 

deprivation model and directed toward the child-rearing 

practices of lower-class, predominantly minority, subgroups 



are instances of innovation according to Wallace (1961, 

p. 127). He defines innovation as any new cultural con

figuration presented by a member of one culture to the 

members of another culture. (Although an innovation can 

occur within a culture according to Barnett [1953], this 

discussion will focus on innovation only as cross-cultural 

exchange.) 
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In a~ educational setting, public school teachers 

who are highly trained members of the donor culture act as 

change agents in attempting to persuade lower-class 

minority groups to adopt new cultural patterns in interac

tion with their children and with the representatives of 

the school. The donor may apply various kinds and degrees 

of inducements and pressure to the recipients to insure the 

acceptance of an innovation. Wallace (1961) states that 

acceptance depends upon whether the innovation passes the 

screen of values posed by the ethics of the recipient, 

whether it becomes a felt need or fulfills a felt need of 

the group and whether it is envisioned as contributing more 

to the satisfaction of wants than to the creation of 

frustration. 

Teachers and other workers in early intervention 

programs must operate across the barriers of differences in 

levels of literacy and d~ffering languages, belief systems 

and customs' in attempting to alter the parent-child inter~ 

qction habits of the recipient group. Although the teachers 
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and the members of the population with which they work are 

parts of the same society/ differences in educational level, 

racial-ethnic background, and social status of the two 

groups creates a cross-cultural situation. 

Spicer (1965) suggests that the cultural gap between 

the highly literate specialist who demonstrates the 

advantages of new methods and the member of the group with 

whom the specialist works is the source of problems for 

programs of deliberate change: "It is this throwing together 

of two different cultural backgrounds that gives rise to the 

special group of problems that confront workers in these 

fields" (p. 15). Spicer states that a people's resistance 

to cultural change may be more a symptom of the specific 
• 

conditions under which the change is introduced than a 

reaction to the particular innovation per se, Since culture 

change is ubiquitous in human experience, resistance to an 

innovation may be viewed as a symptom of special conditions. 

Spicer offers the following generalizations concerning the 

antecedents leading to the rejection of an innovation: 

". . . people resist changes that appear to threaten basic 

securities; they resist proposed changes they do not under

stand; they resist being forced to change" {p. 18). 

The analytic thinking style which the specialist is 

likely to bring into the contact situation is often at 

variance with the conceptual orientations of the parents 

participating in the program. This problem of communication 
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is particularly acute in parent involvement models for early 

childhood education since in many ways the innovation 

consists of changing the way parents pattern the information-

processing skills of their children. In order to communi

cate with the parent, the specialist, or in this case, the 

teacher, must be able to translate educational terminology 

into a culturally appropriate context. Spicer (1965) 

writes, "Problems in the application of knowledge begin to 

be solvable only when the specialist recognizes the existence 

of the other culture and starts to compare it carefully to 

his own" (p. 16). 

Although a cultural difference may refer to a 

knowledge of different objects, events or language, it may 

also refer to a difference in the child's mode of conceptual 

organization. If two cultures reflect differences in 

parental communication style, this area could be a source of 

communication problems between teachers and parents. 

Cohen (1967, pp. 98-100) stipulates that cultural depriva

tion should be defined narrowly as a deprivation of 

information, while cultural differences should be viewed 

as differences in the conceptual styles many lower-class 

children develop within the family. The impersonal behavior 

of school representatives and the analytic thinking style 

required by the school curriculum are seen by Cohen (1967, 

p. 96) as in conflict with the relational thinking styles 

of many low-achieving children. While some of the subjects 
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in Cohen's study of disadvantaged high school students had 

developed skills in alternating analytic and relational 

styles to fit the task, the lowest achievers seemed fixed 

in a relational style that was in conflict with the school 

CCohen, 1967, p. 104). Cohen recommended that compensatory 

programs be directed at changing the conceptual style of 

children: 

. . . compensatory programs geared only to 
enrichment, or to increasing the experience 
backgrounds of pupils from low income homes 
. . . are unlikely to affect differences in 
their conceptual styles. New information would 
merely be processed with the same deviant style 
of organization which they had brought to 
previous learning situations; and their social 
behaviors would be unlikely to change (p, 100). 

Thus, an analytic thinking or language style has 

been viewed as both an impediment to communication (Spicer, 

1965) and a goal of compensatory programs (Cohen, 1967). 

Recent developments in the field of sociolinguistics suggest 

that a complex combination of dialect and the social con

text in which communication occurs enters into the analysis 

of conceptual style issues, and that code-switching training 

may help children operate more effectively in the school 

environment (Ervin-Tripp, 1972, p. 148). Parents involved 

in classroom activities might well provide an invaluable 

resource in efforts to improve communication when there are 

language or dialect barriers between children and teachers. 

It is important to consider differences between the 

value orientations operating in cross-cultural situations. 
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Wallace (1961) states "... the donor's conception of the 

wants and needs of the recipients is not necessarily the 

same as the recipient's own conception" (p. 130). This 

point was emphasized by Stein and Smith's (1973) discussion 

of how to implement parent involvement in educational 

programs: 

The child-rearing techniques of middle-class 
whites—exploratory, verbal—are generally instru
mental to their goals. The techniques of the 
low-income black families—authoriarian, less 
verbal, with an emphasis on rote learning rather 
than exploration—are often destructive of 
their goals. 

If that's clear, and it is to many pros in 
the field, then all that seems necessary is to 
barge in and tell people what they're doing wrong 
and how to do it right. The trouble is that no 
one likes to be interfered with. Maybe home is 
where it's happening, but do we know how to get 
our foot in the door, or, once in, how to get a 
mother to sit still for a lecture on child 
rearing? 

The task of the home visitor is not to identify 
deficiencies, but to find out what a mother really 
needs. What bugs mother? Certainly not their 
child's inability to master concepts of "same" 
and "different" or order objects by size, but 
most probably squabbling, teasing, noise, messi-
ness, whining, nagging, and wildness. 

The lesson: there are onerous differences 
between a program that says, "We're interested 
in helping your child," and one that says, "We're 
interested in helping you," Anyone who seems to 
take sides with a mother's child—whether "expert" 
neighbor, mother-in-law, or home visitor—is any 
unwelcome guest. But anyone who is ready to help 
the mother--whether it is to get more free time 
for herself or to get a cranky child to behave in 
the supermarket'—is bound to be invited in and 
even given a cup of coffee (p, 39)f 
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It seems clear that many aspects of the parent-child 

relationship within everyday family life may bef for all 

practical purposes, unrelated to children's achievement. 

Yet/ many of the so-called affective or social factors of 

parent-child interaction may be of more immediate concern 

to parents seeking to improve their "parenting skills" than 

putative academic factors. However, it is within the 

affective-social domain that value conflicts resulting from 

social class or cultural differences most easily occur. 

The Ideology-Utopian Antinomy in 
Compensatory Education 

A group's acceptance of an innovation also depends 

upon the presence of Ideology or Utopianism within the 

group. Mannheim C1936, pp. 195, 19 6) defined utopianism 

as a social-political orientation which seeks to transform 

the society into one more in accord with unrealized hopes 

and desires, Mannheim (.1936) states, "We regard as 

Utopian all situationally transcendent ideas (not only wish-

projections) which in any way have a transcending effect 

upon the existing historical-social order" (p. 205), 

Ideology is defined as the opposite of Utopian thought in 

that it is a world view or perspective that accepts the 

status quo as the natural and proper social order. 

Hess and Bear's statement of the need of the school 

to serve as a re-socializing agent is made from an 
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ideological position: "As such, it must find ways to deal 

with those subcultural influences upon learning styles which 

act in opposition to the learning and teaching climate of 

the classroom" (p. 4). In other words, Hess and Bear imply 

that the child must conform to the pre-existing system. 

In accepting the ideological view that the school is a 

static social institution, the onus is placed upon lower-

class parents to change their attitudes toward education and 

their methods of child-rearing in order to ensure the 

child's school achievement. 

The tendency to blame parents for a child's low 

achievement may mitigate against enlisting their support in 

improving their child's home learning environment. Further

more, this view is tantamount to ignoring the responsibility 

of the school in the child's academic achievement. 

Utopian thought is evident when sub-groups are 

struggling for ascendency or at least a more comfortable 

position in a society, A form of Utopian thought is seen 

in nativism or cultural revitalization processes through 

which a minority group seeks to reassert its peculiar 

cultural identity and autonomy within the dominant 

society (Wallace, 1961, p. 163). One example of this in 

education in the southwest is the introduction of a 

thoroughgoing Spanish-English bilingual curriculum in many 

schools. Another example of nativistic revitalization is 
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the teaching of Navaho language and culture in schools on 

the reservation. 

In any case of nativistic revitalization there may 

be a reaction against any innovation which appears to run 

counter to valued aspects of the sub-cultural group, such 

as the goal of teaching standard rather than barrio 

Spanish in the classroom. Wallace (1961) explains, "... 

the importance of struggles between ideology and Utopia is 

that the response of the Utopian mentality to a proposed 

innovation will not be based on considerations of its 

functional suitability in the existing socio-cultural 

system (italics in the original]" (p. 132}. 

Educational innovations based upon middle-class 

socialization patterns with the goal of successful achieve

ment in the middle-class school are more acceptable to 

groups who aspire to upward mobility within the existing 

system than to those who believe the system of education 

should be changed to accommodate different cultural 

patterns. In "Chicano is Beautiful," Heller (1973) writes 

that the goals of the Black minority group are identity and 

upward mobility, while the identity of the Mexican-American 

minority group is already well established and the goal of 

this group is to extend this heritage to a thorough going 

biculturalism. It may well be that a program designed 

around the goals for one ethnic group would face opposition 

from the other. A program planned to serve the learning 
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needs of one group of children, such as Mexican-American 

bilinguals, may not be as successful in showing gains for 

another group of children with a different linguistic back

ground. Issues such as these become important when programs 

include children from a variety of ethnic backgrounds. 

The Conjunctive Relationship as a Source of 
Conflict 

Until Head Start legislation mandated parent 

participation in the policy boards and in the activities of 

early childhood programs, the traditional attitude of the 

school toward parents has been one of aloofness, disparage

ment of parents' skills as educators and even hostility 

(Grotberg, 1972, pp. 318-332). Preschool education itself 

has been considered by Americans to be the responsibility of 

the family except where the family is grossly inadequate or 

for children of the affluent (Robinson and Robinson, 1972, 

pp. 300-3 02). Thus, mandated parent involvement in 

compensatory programs required a change in the orientations 

of teachers and parents toward their responsibility for 

coordinated efforts in children's education, Hess and Bear 

(1968) clearly recognized the implications of the widespread 

implementation of preschool programs when they said, "It 

represents a fundamental shift in the relative roles and 

potential influence of the two major socializing institu

tions of the society—the family and the school" (p, 1) . 



82 

In the typical public school program, meetings 

between teachers and parents are infrequent and are 

ritualized through specifically planned parent-teacher 

conferences or parent-teacher group meetings. While 

parental assistanc- has been solicited in some cooperative 

middle-class nursery schools, active parent participation 

has been rare even at the preschool level. Grotberg (1972, 

p. 321) states that despite evidence that parents are the 

most important educational agents in the young child's life, 

the inclusion of parents in early childhood education pro

grams remains highly controversial because of the tradi

tional indifference or even hostility of the educational 

institution toward parents. A recent Gallup poll showed 

that while 53 per cent of parent respondents felt parents, 

were responsible for their child's school success, only 

slightly more than a third of public school parents had been 

to a school meeting during the school year whose purpose 

was to help parents develop ways to help their children 

with their school work (Gallup, 1972, pp. 33-46). 

Within a general social context of formality and 

separateness of home and school, the conjunctive relation*-

ship between lower-SES parents and the school before the 

onset of Head Start in the mid-1960's was even more strained, 

if any interpersonal relationship occurred at all. The 

following mitigating factors are enumerated by Strom (1965) 

as preventing the school from establishing an effective 
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relationship with lower-SES parents: 

Many slum parents feel that the school is a closed 
system to which they are outsiders; that to be a 
good parent, one is expected to remain at home and 
not bother busy teachers. Others who experienced 
dissatisfaction in their own education feel that 
if they register a complaint to the school, their 
child may suffer some discriminatory action. A 
number feel impotent to effect change in any 
aspect of life and doubt whether the school would 
solicit their judgment in any other than per
functory way. Finally, there are those who 
maintain a supportive school attitude but whose 
behavior is an illogical concomitant. With good 
intent, they employ prodding, threat, physical 
punishment, and other negative measures in the 
name of education (pp. 20-21). 

Often, factors operating within the educational 

institution that prevent parents from initiating and 

establishing productive relationships with the school have 

been overlooked. The distrust, hostility and defensive 

relations attributed to parents may as readily be seen in 

teacher behavior as in parent behavior. This can be 

intensified by increasing contact as shown in Bowman's 

(1973, pp. 42-43) experiences in a two week summer seminar 

designed for teachers and parents. Role confusion and a 

lack of a language system acceptable to both groups led to 

polarization and open hostility. Bowman (1973) suggested 

that both parties "probably feel inadequate to their 

difficult task . . , each feels exposed and vulnerable to 

the other" (p, 43). 

The school has historically taken on more and more 

of the socialization responsibilities formerly accorded the 



horne, church, and community. Thus, the school may be seen 

as encroaching upon the territory of the horne or con-

versely, the horne may be seen as not fulfilling its 

responsibility. According to Strom (1965): 

The problem appears to center about role mis
interpretation and communication. In the absence 
of commonly understood, specific societal expecta
tions, both horne and school jealously guard 
certain functions while assuming different tasks 
to be within the other's province. Seldom are 
the assumed responsibilities conjunctive, so that 
failure is always considered the fault of the 
other party; advice is considered an imposition, 
always objectionable since it is given for 
matters outside one's responsibility; the common 
attitude is: "You mind your business, we mind 
ours" ( p. 2 2) . 

Early intervention programs which require parents 

to participate in the classroom and which also require 

teachers to visit homes to help parents develop new ways 

of teaching their children are innovations which require 

that both parties interact in unfamiliar locations and 

roles. Teachers must learn to function as teachers of 

parents within the lower-class horne environment and as 

teachers of parents within the classroom. Parents are 

asked to function as helpers in the classroom and as 

educators in the horne. More importantly they are asked 

to encourage the child's thinking abilities within the 

context of daily family life and to be able to verbalize 

about the learning that occurs in the horne, This latter 

requirement' is particularly difficult for lower-SES 

parents who tend to view learning in formalistic 

84 
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content-oriented terms (e.g., learning the alphabet) rather 

than as developing information-processing abilities. In 

fact, differences in the ways teachers and parents view 

learning may cause parents to be disappointed with what they 

perceive as a lack of structure in the classroom 

(Smilansky, 1972)• 

The parent involvement program component in early 

intervention programs is an innovation that could present 

problems even in a middle-SES school because of an absence 

of norms and role specifications governing the interaction 

processes. These problems may well be compounded in 

E.S.E.A, Title I programs since they are designed to serve 

parents from a variety of low-SES backgrounds, all of which 

may differ from the teacher's background. Hess and Croft 

(.19721 pp. 18^19) state that the competition which can 

occur between teacher and parent whenever someone outside 

of the family works with a preschool child is likely to be 

intensified in intervention programs which seek to replace 

certain practices learned in the home with new patterns not 

ordinarily taught in the home. 

Rossi and Williams (1972, p. 19) mention that the 

social action programs of the 19 60's served individuals that 

were hard to reach with any program because the recipients 

were the "hard core" problems whom the system (dominant 

groups) could not reach by traditional methods. In addi

tion, Rossi and Williams (1972) hypothesize, ". , . it is 
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easier both to reach and to train the less disadvantaged. 

Hence, the same program administered to persons of different 

degrees of disadvantage would show less of an effect the 

more disadvantaged the clientele" (p. 20) . Herzog, Newcomb, 

and Cicin (1972) found that the more disadvantaged children 

were less likely to profit from preschool intervention than 

the less disadvantaged. Thus it would seem important to 

investigate the outcome of an early intervention program 

for groups entering the program with different degrees of 

disadvantage and possibly different degrees of aptitude for 

treatment. Bentley et al. (1973) suggest that in the 

evaluation of early education programs it is important to 

control for differences in the population, such as differ

e n c e s  i n  S E S  a m o n g  p r o g r a m  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  s o  t h a t  " . . .  

diagnostic conclusions could concern what intervention harms 

or helps what children from what population" (p. 15). 

An initial problem in parent involvement programs 

is simply how to get the parents to participate in the 

program. In one description of an early intervention 

program, the home teaching plan was accepted by the 

recipients because the goals of the program focused upon 

parents' educational aspirations for their children 

(Weikert et al,, 1971, p. 80). According to Grotberg 

(1972, p, 334) poor attendance has been the most serious 

deterrent to the success of parent education components in 

early intervention programs, although those which include 
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direct involvement of parents with children within the 

program have had better holding power. Among the reasons 

for poor attendance are the possibility of lack of shared 

goals, ambiguity in the tasks required of parents and 

problems which develop in the group dynamics of the inter

relationship. 

Moore (1963, p. 56) states that group dynamics of 

vacillation often becomes evident when a program requires 

task-orientation in combination with personal interaction. 

This is because a task-oriented group's movement through 

the developmental stages of orientation, evaluation, and 

control will induce positive and negative member reactions 

(Bales and Strodtbeck, 1953). 

Role expectations, a requirement for group forma

tion, arise from a need for predictability (Bales, 1950). 

This is a particularly evident need in structuring parent 

involvement activities. However, according to Goode (1966, 

p, 372), the concept of role itself is increasingly seen in 

dynamic terms of competing and often incompatible strain-

producing demands placed upon individuals in complex 

societies. For instance, in a compensatory program in 

Israel that successfully taught parents to teach their 

children, there were devastating consequences for the home 

in terms of stresses, quarrels, and weakening of family 

relationships (Smilansky, 1972) . 



The concept of role is perhaps too generalized to 

help in describing criteria for parental behaviors bene

ficial to children's educational progress in a complex 

society. Chapple (1970, p. 270) discards the notion of 

categorizing the whole cultural contact or relationship 

between persons as a role and instead prefers the concept 

of interactional form for describing important aspects of 

interpersonal relationships. Interactional forms are 
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defined as the elements of sequential interaction from which 

the cultural dimensions can b e abstracte d. The environ-

mental process variables described in the previous sections 

are interactional forms . Interactional forms are defined 

as learned behaviors in which people structure the timing, 

rhythms, durations, and constraints of specific inter

actions. Chapple's definition of interactional form cuts 

across role boundaries by specifying the behaviors appro-

priate in certain situational contexts. For example, 

"mothering" as an interactional form can be done by secre

taries or hospital attendants, and "teaching" can be done 

by parents, just as "parenting" can be done by a parent 

surrogate, Thus the concept of interactional form allows 

the behavioral scientist to view different personalities 

interacting in a wide range of acceptable forms rather than 

to posit one behavioral form (role) to which many will 

never confor,m. 
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Chappie's (1970, pp. 217-230) interactional analysis 

provides a theoretical framework for depicting the 

dominant-submissive aspects of interpersonal relationships 

understood in behaviorally observable terms. For instance, 

dominant behavior is seen in the initiation of action such 

as when a teacher enters the classroom and begins the 

instructional process, while submissive behavior refers to 

those who must accept, the behavioral sequence determined 

by the dominant individual. It has been pointed out that 

the act of giving someone a "gift," a term which implies 

that no return is anticipated, creates a disturbance or 

imbalance in a relationship since it destroys the pretense 

of equality between persons (Mauss, 1954, p. 218). 

Chappie (1970) states, "... the consequence of 

being dominant over another is to be able to initiate, with 

the dominated individual being conditioned to respond" 

(p. 219}. In experiments with animals it has been shown 

that the reactions to the stress of dominance on subordinate 

animals in overcrowded environments results in endocrine 

imbalance, physical debilitation and death (Chappie, 1970, 

p. 168). On the other hand, a sequencing of set events or 

group events which coordinates group activities is the 

basis of organization and institutional structure (Chappie, 

1970, p. 224). 

It is clear that in early intervention programs, 

school personnel initiate and dominate the action. What is 
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unclear is the effect of institutional dominance on relative 

success in improving parent-child interaction among lower

SES groups and how such dominance may be shared with 

parents to avoid reinforcing parent dependency and negative 

parental views of school. 

Hess and Croft (1972, pp. 19-20) state that it is 

difficult for the lower-class parent to deal with conflicts 

that may arise when an early educational program places them 

in a subordinate position because lower-class parents can 

rarely match the teachers' educational expertise and 

language. It is very important for compensatory programs 

that parents not be made to feel subordinate because "a 

program that places the mother in a subordinate position for 

any reason is likely to encourage either dependence on and 

compliance with the teacher and school, or frustration and 

even rebellion" (Hess and Croft, 1972, p. 19). 

In an early intervention program the system of 

mutuality or of interdependence presented by the educational 

institution to the family is one of enormous potential 

benefit to some lower-class parents in helping them achieve 

the aspirations they hold for their children's education 

and for themselves as parents. Nevertheless, conflict can 

arise from differences between the criteria for education 

that some parents may hold and the criteria underlying 

contemporary educational practice. Pluralistic or nativistic 

revitalization goals may not be operationalized in the 
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classroom environments in which parents participate and 

discord may occur in the relationships between teachers and 

parents in the program. Conflict can occur if some aspects 

of the program tend to reduce parents1 estimates of their 

own abilities as parents. For instance. Little and Smith 

(.1971) state that it is natural for the recipients of 

compensatory programs to resent the term disadvantaged, 

"particularly where their own institutions or way of life 

are picked out as the prime reasons for the low educational 

performance of their children" (pp. 36-37). 

Despite the above sources of conflict, parents have 

participated substantially in such programs as Head Start 

(Evans and Williams, 197 2, p. 256) perhaps in their 

enthusiasm to promote a good relationship with the school 

at the beginning of their child's education. There is a 

need to determine if their participation is beneficial in 

terms of their own development as parents and in terms of 

their children's early school acnievement. 

The school has been considered relatively inde

pendent and autonomous in its relationships with parents 

(Grotberg, 1972; Bowman, 1973). Because the evaluations of 

most early intervention programs have been concerned 

exclusively with increments in achievement rather than with 

the impact made upon parent behaviors, important individual 

and cultural differences in the way parents influence 

children's learning have been neglected. Nevertheless, the 
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new institutional relationships created by parent involve

ment components place demands upon the school to provide 

meaningful activities for parents and to ultimately justify 

its prescriptions regarding appropriate behaviors that 

parents should use in facilitating their child's educational 

development. 

Role ambiguity in pare_nt-teacher interaction may be 

resolyed in ways that are undesirable to the overall goals 

of parent involvement when the systemic changes created by 

the intervention program are perceived as outside the frame

work for judging the impact of the program. While little 

attention has been given the school's success or failure in 

establishing and maintaining cooperative relationships with 

families in the education of children, the dependency of 

much federal funding upon evidence of parent participation 

in decision making and in program activities has increased 

parents' relative power in home-school relationships. 

Increasing parental influence forces educational institu

tions to ensure communication and provide training programs 

for parents. It is no longer possible for e ducators to 

regard the failures of conjunctive horne school relationships 

as merely the child's or parent's loss. Rather, such a 

failure is seen as potentially a loss for the entire 

schooling process. As Grotbe rg (1972) suggests: "The degree 

to which parents participate in both the decision-making 

rrocess and the educational program of an institution may 
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well determine the level of effectiveness of the institu

tion" (p. 337), 

Home-school relationships must be examined in more 

depth in order to analyze the educational implications of 

parent involvement programs. Several environmental process 

variables are directly contingent upon establishing and 

maintaining a strong conjunctive relationship between school 

and home, such as the quality of academic guidance provided 

to the child, valuing the child's educational accomplish

ments and the amount of information the parent has con

cerning the child's educational progress (Dave, 1963; 

Henderson, 1966). The attitudes parents develop toward the 

school as a result of their experiences in early interven

tion programs may well determine their relationships with 

the school throughout their child's educational career. 

It is interesting to note that only in the latest major 

study of environmental process variables (Keeves, 1972) has 

the affiliation between school and home been added to the 

list of crucial variables. 

Summary 

Several sources of culture conflict have been 

identified that could influence the outcomes of an inter

vention program designed to improve the skills of parents 

as educators. Sources of conflict were located in the 

cross-cultural contact between teachers and parents, in 
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conflicting assumptions of ideology and Utopian social goals 

as possible alternative program aims, in conceptual style 

differences which interfere with communication and in 

relatively new and undefined roles required of both parents 

and teachers in the conjunctive relationship between home 

and school. 

A Culture Conflict Model for 
Parent Involvement 

The fact that the educationally disadvantaged child 

is usually a member of a minority group should not be over

looked. A minority is defined by Vander Zanden (1963, 

p. 20) as a group of people who are identified as sharing 

certain cultural and/or physical characteristics and who 

upon this basis are singled out from the rest of society 

and subjected to prejudice, discrimination, or persecution. 

According to Yetman and Steele (1971), the analysis of 

majority-minority relations should emphasize the role of 

the dominant group: "The principal focus of inquiry should 

therefore be on the manner in which the institutions of the 

society are controlled by the dominant group rather than 

upon the characteristics of the minority group alone" (p. 

7). The study of intergroup relations has increasingly 

required a conflict model of societal functioning: 

Our basic assumption is that the study of 
racial and ethnic relations should focus primarily 
upon the patterns of differential power and 
conflict in a society. Emphasis upon power and 
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conflict in the analysis of majority-minority 
relations is a relatively recent occurrence. For 
many years the conventional wisdom among social 
scientists relative to the "problems" of race 
and ethnicity has been dominated by approaches 
that have ignored or underestimated the impor
tance of the variables of conflict and power. 
. . . Our own perspectives have been influenced 
less by formal sociological theory than by the 
changing character of the racial crisis in American 
society. Articulate spokesmen of the Black 
Revolution have been instrumental in graphically 
demonstrating the role of differential power in 
maintaining a racist social system and the 
presence of conflict as an inherent component of 
majority-minority relations (Yetman and Steele, 
1971, p. xii). 

Johan Galtung (1973, pp. 94-100) in "Conflict As a 

Way of Life" suggests that we must learn to look at conflict 

as a good feature of social reality and at the management of 

conflict as a social necessity which will increasingly 

require the wider participation of peoples of minority group 

status. Traditional ways of resolving conflict, such as 

repressing it or denying its existence, are breaking down 

as contact increasingly occurs between peoples of different 

status and ethnic backgrounds, Galtung (1973) who views 

conflict as a stimulus for development and problem solving, 

states, "Conflict affects us all, so conflict management 

belongs to all" (p, 99). The democratic management of 

conflict requires an open exchange of information and shared 

decision-making between peoples of all levels. 

In the preceding sections of this review, several 

models for compensatory education have been shown to 

underly much of the early childhood education research 
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concerning the relationship between family learning 

environments and children's school achievement. The 

cultural deprivation model focuses primarily upon deficits 

in the disadvantaged child's home learning environment, 

while the culturally different model emphasizes the variance 

in learning styles and cultural knowledge that children 

from minority and low-income families may bring to school. 

The parent-child interaction processes are of paramount 

importance in this model. According to Cole and Bruner 

(1972) the cultural deprivation model is the result of 

applying the dominant middle-class criteria to behavior, 

and the deficit model is a smaller subset of the differences 

model: 

The problem is to identify the range of 
capacities readily manifested in different groups 
and then to inquire whether the range is adequate 
to the individual's needs in various cultural 
settings. From this point of view, cultural 
deprivation represents a special case of cultural 
difference which arises when an individual is 
faced with demands to perform in a manner incon
sistent with his past (cultural) experiences 
[italics in the original] (p. 176), 

Cohen (1967, pp. 98-100) suggests the seminal idea 

for a third model, called the culture conflict model for 

compensatory education, in her recognition of the fact that 

relational thinking-coping styles learned in some (but not 

all) culturally different environments may be incompatible 

with the analytic thinking style required by public school 

education. While Cohen stipulated that the conflict arises 
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at the thinking style level of generality rather than at the 

level of cultural content, other possible sources of 

conflict resulting from cultural differences have been 

delineated here which serve to enlarge the parameters of a 

cultural conflict model. Recently, Cole et al. (1971) 

suggested that cultural differences may be more a function 

of differences in the situations to which different people 

will apply their skills than to differences in the intel

lectual skills themselves. This would be yet another reason 

why parent education components in early intervention 

programs might succeed with one group and fail with another 

group of parents. 

At the level of social theory, advocates of the 

cultural differences model may be either Utopian or 

Ideological in perspective (Mannheim, 1936). The implementa

tion of a cultural differences model may require a structure 

for recognizing and possibly managing the conflict inherent 

in the varied social and cultural demands and competing 

goals of compensatory education. Despite the fact that the 

proponents of a cultural differences model have largely 

overlooked the conflict that could result from its wide

spread implementation in a culturally heterogeneous urban 

environment, the analysis of cultural differences and the 

enlistment of parent and community support have helped 

further cultural pluralism in education and have increased 
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educators' understanding of the learning processes of dis

advantaged children. 

Messick and Barrows (1972) say that there is a need 

for a systems perspective in research studies of early 

childhood programs which account for, as far as possible, 

the many dimensions involved in such programs: "Since the 

concept of system implies a functioning whole whose various 

elements and subsystems are interdependent, it follows that 

a change in one part of the system may produce unanticipated 

and possible adverse consequences in another part of the 

system" (p. 262). Table 1 compares the various systems 

considered important to parent involvement components in 

compensatory preschool programs by the cultural deprivation, 

cultural differences, and cultural conflict management 

models. 

Conflict arises when two or more interrelated 

persons or groups share or interact in a situation of 

competing and mutually exclusive goals, standards of 

behaviors and criteria for judgment of goals or behaviors. 

The conflict area may be confined to a specific element of 

the interaction which occurs in relatively minor portions 

of the total relationship or it may pervade the entire 

relationship. The possibility for conflict resolution 

depends upon the degree to which the relationship functions 

to promote goals or values beyond those goals over which the 

disagreement or incompatibility arose. 



Table 1. Competing Models for Parent Involvement in Compensatory Early Childhood 
Programs 

Deprivation Model Difference Model Culture Conflict Model 

I. Goals: 

A. Parent's influence 
upon achievement. 

B. Changes sought in 
parenting role. 

Make parents accept 
responsibility for 
child's education. 

Parents have input into Advantages and dis-

Rigidity and speci
ficity of parental role 
requirements in terms 
of middle class 
standards. 

school curriculum and 
share in the decision 
making process. 

Heterogeneity of 
parental role require
ments in terms appro
priate to ethnic or 
social class. 

advantages of alterna
tive programs for chil
dren from different SES 
and ethnic groups 
weighed. 

Allow for range of 
individual differences 
in skills to be learned 
by parents. 

C. Institutional 
changes sought. 

Change in family life 
style implied. 

II. Parent's Curriculum: 

Change in articulation 
of home-school con
tinuity implied. 

Interface area of home 
and school defined to 
insure institutional 
autonomy. 

A, Focal parent, Mother Person(s) interacting 
as parents with child. 

Subdivide role expecta
tions into specific 
interactional forms 
that support child 
learning. 



Table 1.—Continued Competing Models for Parent Involvement in Compensatory Early 
Childhood Programs 

Deprivation Model Difference Model Culture Conflict Model 

B, Expectations for 
parent behavior. 

Parent as a Teacher 
Model derived from 
classroom teacher role 
(content orientation). 

Parent as a Teacher 
Model developed from 
social learning theory 
(process orientation). 

Parenting helpful to 
child's intellectual 
and personality develop
ment distinguished from 
classroom teaching 
methods. 

C. Nature of home 
based instruction. 

Parents reinforce what 
child learns at school. 

Parent to enhance and 
extend learning that 
takes place in home 
environment. 

Home learning require
ments agreed to and 
achievable by parents; 
procedures damaging to 
parent-child relation
ship eliminated from 
program. 

D. Basic theoretical 
foundation. 

Knowledge of child 
development. 

Application of social 
learning principles to 
parent-child interac
tion. 

Development of alterna
tive conceptual styles 
that are effective in 
different socio-
linguistic contexts. 

E, Cognitive criteria. Solicitation of 
parental support of 
importance of educa
tional aspirations. 

Solicitation of 
parental support of 
child learning and 
inquiry behaviors. 

Articulation and resolu
tion of conflict over 
competing values and 
beliefs about child 
learning. 



Table 1.—Continued Competing Models for Parent Involvement in Compensatory Early 
Childhood Programs 

Deprivation Model Difference Model Culture Conflict Model 

F. Affective criteria. Parents to use praise 
to build child's self-
concept. 

Self-concept of parent 
seen as central to 
child's self-concept as 
learner. 

III. The Conjunctive Relationship Between Home and School: 

A. Program setting. School {teacher's 
domain), 

Home (parent's 
domain) and school. 

B. Conflict resolution. 

Ct Language, 

Compartmentalization 
of school and home 
coping styles (child's 
problem).. 

Monolingual: dominant 
language; educational 
jargon. 

Mediation between 
adult representatives 
(parents' and teachers' 
problem). 

Bilingualism; transla
tion of educational 
terms into common 
language. 

Development of an edu
cational strategy for 
helping individuals 
overcome serious 
problems which impair 
their competency as 
parents. Intra-family 
conflict over child-
rearing practices 
explored. 

Open communication about 
the way unfamiliarity of 
setting may influence 
performances of teachers, 
parents, and children. 

Insure representative
ness of parent and educa
tor opinions concerning 
the program. 

Recognize the style 
dimensions of language 
which may prevent com
munication and learning. 



Table 1.—Continued Competing Models for Parent Involvement in Compensatory Early 
Childhood Programs 

Deprivation Model Difference Model Culture Conflict Model 

D. Locus of responsi
bility. 

E. Involvement in 
decision making. 

F. Goal of involvement 
efforts. 

Divided responsibility. 

Parent must initiate 
participation in school 
decisions. 

Problem is how to get 
the parents to partici
pate. 

Shared responsibility 
expected but not 
clearly defined. 

School initiates 
opportunity for 
parental input into 
school decisions. 

Problem is how to make 
parental involvement 
meaningful and self-
enhancing to parents. 

Expectations of 
teachers and parents 
clearly defined. 

Parents represented at 
all levels of program 
planning and decision 
making. 

Problem is to insure 
positive conflict 
resolution between home 
and school while pro
moting child's educa
tional achievement. 

G. Communication. Inform parents about 
school activities. 

Establish two-way com
munication between 
school and home. 

Procedures for resolv
ing school-home con
flict established. 

IV. Measurement: 

A. Variables measured. Assessment of child's 
achievement (exclu
sively) . 

Assessment of wide 
range of variables of 
parent and child be
haviors, SES, and 
behaviors of educa
tional program person
nel. 

Program evaluation to 
assist decision makers 
in various points of 
program implementation 
in addition to assess
ment of stated behavioral 
objectives. 



Table 1.—Continued Competing Models for Parent Involvement in Compensatory Early 
Childhood Programs 

B. Assessment of 
parent behaviors. 

C. Degree of parent 
involvement, 

D. Research design. 

Deprivation Model Difference Model Culture Conflict Model 

Stereotyping of popula
tion makes assessment 
of adult competency 
seen as unimportant. 

Pretesting shows range 
of abilities/ attitudes 
in parent population. 

Relevancy of "parent
ing" behaviors speci
fied in program to 
child's achievement and 
personality development 
validated through 
research. 

Parents do not have 
input in program 
evaluation. 

Univariate research 
design. 

Parents participate in 
program evaluation. 

Multivariate research 
design. 

Parents given oppor
tunity for open-ended 
and negative responses 
to evaluation questions. 

Limitations of interpre
tations of research 
findings communicated to 
all decision makers. 
Evaluation data not 
exclusively the basis 
for decision making. 
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Summary 

Three competing, interrelated, and hierarchically 

arranged models have been employed to organize the research 

relating variables in the home to children's achievement. 

The purpose of this framework was to provide insight into 

and direction to the evaluation of parent involvement 

components in compensatory preschool education. It has been 

suggested that the cultural deprivation model can be 

subsumed under the cultural differences model in that it is 

one of a number of socialization configurations which repre

sent formulations of middle-class criteria of child rearing 

and early childhood education. In a similar manner, the 

cultural conflict management model was designed to subsume 

the cultural differences model in order to provide a 

conceptual framework for the recognition, management, and 

resolution of conflicts that could arise from the competing 

demands placed upon both parents and the school in 

pluralistic society. 

Although most of the empirical research relating 

home variables to children's ability and achievement is 

derived from a cultural deprivation model of education, 

much of the literature suggests that this model is too 

closely tied to middle-class values and lifestyles to pro

vide an adequate foundation for compensatory programs. 

Perhaps the most valuable group of studies distinguishing 

between advantaged and deprived environments in terms of 
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their abilities to prepare children for school originated 

with the work of Wolf (1964) and Dave (1963) at the 

University of Chicago. The variables described in these 

studies, called environmental process variables, specified 

a variety of parent-child interaction processes and other 

factors in the home which correlated with children's school 

achievement. Of all the variables delineated in the 

research, that of language usage in the home seems to best 

stand the test of analysis as a separable dimension of 

parent behavior influencing children's achievement. 

Researchers have increasingly employed a cultural 

differences model of compensatory education in their 

attempts to understand the cognitive functioning of dis

advantaged children. Ethnic differences in maternal teach

ing style and in language background have been found to be 

related to achievement. 

While a parent involvement program component based 

upon a cultural deprivation model would prescribe a 

curriculum for parents based upon middle-class criteria, 

the implications for parent involvement of a program 

based upon a cultural differences model are less clear. 

At the very least, cultural differences would be taken into 

consideration in program planning and evaluation. However, 

there has been very little specification of the environ

mental process variables that could be pressed into service 

as exemplars of parenting skill to increase the achievement 
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of culturally different preschoolers. In addition, there 

may be a conflict between the assimilationist and pluralistic 

goals which may be contained within this model. 

The third model, a cultural conflict model, was 

constructed to provide a broad theoretical framework for 

articulating the concerns of the first two models and for 

delineating the aspects of parent involvement where further 

research is necessary to provide an adequate basis for 

educational decision making. 

The goals of early intervention programs have 

changed from a focus upon content to a focus upon the 

information processes or conceptual styles necessary for 

children's school achievement and success in the modern 

technological society. The newer process goals, while more 

adaptable to culturally different contexts, remain cul

turally tied to American middle-class values of individual 

autonomy, critical thinking, and problem solving. "Learning 

to learn" as an articulated value has become a predominant 

theme in education. 

In this present study, process rather than content 

has provided a focus for isolating variables necessary for 

child success in the achievement goals of the public 

schools. It should be clear that processes, while not 

confined to cognitive "content" or "subject matter," are 

inextricably tied to cultural value orientations. 

Questioning behavior, independence in problem solving, 
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reciprocal parent-child verbal weighing of alternatives, 

and giving a higher priority to child behavior for learning 

rather than for obedience are not typical of the goals or 

orientations of lower-class or even working class families. 

Yet, because such behaviors are process behaviors, they may 

present a more acceptable focus to parents who value the 

distinctive features of their ethnic or minority group 

membership but whose achievement goals are similar to that 

of the dominant group. More importantly, parents are more 

likely to advance the child's school achievement if a 

program concerns itself with the construct of learning style 

than if it promotes less efficient and soon obsolete 

specific subject matters. 

It is increasingly apparent that multivariate 

research designs are required in studying the outcomes of 

early education programs. Messick and Barrows (1972) 

s t a t e :  " . . .  fo c u s i n g  a t t e n t i o n  u p o n  t h e  i n t e n d e d  t r e a t m e n t  

and the expected outcomes is not enough . . . consideration 

must also be given to other dimensions of environmental 

impact, to possible interacting or moderating influences in 

the subject's background as in the situational context, and 

to the possibility of unexpected outcomes or side effects" 

(p. 262). In this research study the language background of 

the child and the quality of parent-child interaction in 

the child's environment were focal variables hypothesized as 
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having differential effects upon the child's early school 

environment. 

A multivariate interactional strategy in the 

research design permits one to ask the following question: 

"Does the program (treatment) interact with the language 

characteristics of children and/or with family environmental 

process variables in any or all combinations to moderate the 

effect of the program?" The remainder of this study will 

attempt to operational!ze some of the main concepts 

mentioned so far: (1) a concern with assessing entrance 

as well as exit behavior of parents and children in an 

early education program, (2) a concern for the attitudes 

and perceptions of teachers and other educational personnel 

working in the program, (3) a concern for how low SES sub

group differences of program participants influence program 

outcomes, (4) a concern for parent-child interactions in 

areas influencing learning and achievement, and (5) a 

concern for the parent participant's view of his or her 

involvement in an early childhood program. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY AND DATA COLLECTION 

This chapter is organized into four sections. The 

first section concerns the sample and the remaining three 

sections describe the instruments, the data gathering pro

cedure, and the statistical research design of the study. 

Sample and Sampling Method 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the in

fluence of selected aspects of parental competencies, be

lieved to relate to school achievement and intellectual 

ability, to the actual achievement of preschool children 

participating in an intervention program. Hence, the re

search is based upon an intact group and does not employ a 

control or a comparison group in its design. The subjects 

included in the study were four-year-old children and their 

mothers, fathers, and/or parent substitutes who participated 

in the Parent and Child Education (PACE) Project, a com

pensatory preschool ESEA, Title I project, located in eight 

ESEA Title I target elementary schools during the 1972-1973 

school year in Tucson, Arizona. The eight elementary 

schools were designated target schools because they contained 

the highest percentage of low-income families within their 

attendance boundaries of any schools within the entire 

109 
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school district. Individuals were selected to participate 

in the project on the basis of specific educational criteria 

listed below, rather than on the basis of economic criteria. 

Title I program guidelines require the selection of 

the most educational "deprived" children for inclusion in 

ESEA Title I projects. The selection of families for the 

PACE project was based upon a family-school history. A 

stipulation outlined in the PACE proposal required partici

pating children to have an older sibling who required Title 

I services and/or a parent who had not finished high school. 

The rationale for this criterion was that having an older 

sibling who was an educationally "deprived" child yields a 

prognosis that the preschool child would have difficulties 

in school (Hodges et al., 1971, p. 170) and educational 

level of the parents is one of the highest predictors of the 

child's achievement in reading (Education Commission of the 

States, 1972). Another stipulation was that the child's 

parent or parent substitute participate in classroom 

activities at the school and in home teaching visits con

ducted by teachers and aides. Potential candidates were 

informed of the program through the usual school communica

tion channels and in some cases home visits were made by 

teachers and aides to recruit families into the program. 

The total PACE enrollment consisted of approximately 

170 parents and children. The research sample of 106 

children used in the study included all children for whom 
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parental pretest ratings on the HVS had been obtained and 

for whom ES pretest and posttest scores were available. 

The research sample of 106 parents pretested on the HVS 

included 104 parents for whom posttest HVS ratings were 

available and also included 50 parents (44 mothers, 3 

fathers, and 3 grandmothers) who had been interviewed at the 

beginning and end of the program on the HELPS. The method 

for selecting parents to be interviewed on the HELPS is 

described below. 

A simple 50 per cent random sample of eighty 

children's parents, without replacement, was selected for 

interviewing on the HELPS from all families enrolled in the 

PACE project at each of the eight schools in September, 

1972. Late enrollees were not included in the sampling 

procedures. The HELPS was administered to the mother, 

father, or parent substitute in the sample in the fall. An 

additional random sample of 25 per cent, forty parents, of 

the parent group was selected to be interviewed on the HELPS 

only once, at the time of the posttest, in order to obtain 

a sample of HELPS posttest response data uninfluenced by a 

possible practice effect from repeating the interview. 

Posttest HELPS measures were obtained for fifty parents of 

the original 50 per cent sample and HELPS scores were ob

tained for thirty-three of the 2 5 per cent parent sample of 

persons taking the posttest HELPS only. 
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In summary, the subjects included in this study were 

106 four-year-old children and their parents or parent sub

stitutes, all of who were participants in an ESEA, Title I 

preschool intervention program. A fuller description of the 

characteristics of the sample will precede the report of the 

statistical results in Chapter IV. 

Selection of Instruments 

One measure of children's preschool achievement and 

two measures of parental behavior and attitudes in the EPV 

domain were employed in this study. In order to minimize 

language and cultural influences upon the data, a teacher 

rating scale was used to determine the children's achieve

ment level and the parent questionnaire instrument was ad

ministered in Spanish or English. 

The Evaluation Scale for Pour- and Five-
Year-Old Children (ES) 

This instrument was developed by Annie Butler (1965) 

to measure the educational progress of preschool and kinder

garten children. The author states: "The purpose of this 

instrument is to provide teachers with a basis for making 

objective judgments regarding the maturity of the school 

behavior of nursery school and kindergarten children" (p. 

2). The instrument, found in Appendix A, is based upon a 

comprehensive approach to early childhood education which 
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takes into account the interrelatedness of children's verbal, 

social, and physical behavior. 

A comprehensive approach to assessing school be

havior and success is one which extends beyond the child's 

development of academic or cognitive prerequisites for 

elementary school into learning characteristics more 

commonly associated with personality, such as curiosity, 

independence, and feelings of adequacy. Many researchers 

have concluded that the attitudinal and personality charac

teristics of children have as much or more importance in 

determining school success as do the kinds of knowledge 

measured on intelligence tests, or in the case of preschool 

children, reading readiness tests (Butler, 1965). 

The stated goals on the ES were derived from the 

New York State Kindergarten Seminars and modified to extend 

downward to four-year-old children by Butler (1965, p. 8). 

Each goal was redefined in behavioral terms based on obser

vations made by three researchers of four- and five-year-old 

children. Each goal was defined in two statements showing 

levels of behavior which applied to a growth continuum of 

the described behavior. Most observations took place in the 

usual classroom situation but in some cases a stimulus was 

introduced to elicit specific responses; i.e., a curiosity 

arousing stimulus. The scale was then used by twenty public 

school kindergarten teachers of four-year-old children to 

rate the children's behavior. The teachers were also asked 
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to state their reactions to the scale in a teachers' 

reaction questionnaire. The scale was then revised for 

clarity and greater precision in the wording of behavioral 

criteria underlying the ratings. 

The development of the instrument was thus based 

upon criteria derived from the curriculum goals of child 

development, stated criteria of judgment based upon observa

tions of children's behavior, and the reactions and sug

gestions of teachers who used the instrument (Butler, 1965, 

p. 2). 

The ES is a teacher rating scale of the child's 

behavior which rates the child on a five-point scale on 29 

items drawn from a broad spectrum of child development tasks. 

The alpha coefficient of internal consistency for the ES was 

established at the relatively high level of .94. 

The areas of child development specified by the ES 

instrument are found in the following subscales: 

Number of Items 

I. Evaluation of Self-
Concept 6 

II. The Child in Relation 
to Other People 8 

III. The Child in Relation 
to His Physical 
Environment 6 

IV. The Child in Relation 
to the World of Ideas 9 

Total 29 



115 

The subscale classification of the ES listed above cannot be 

interpreted as separable dimensions of observable behavior 

but rather are seen as conceptually derived categories which 

direct the teacher or researchers' attention to various 

dimensions of a child's school performance. 

The Home Variables Scale 

The researcher in consultation with the project co

ordinator and parent educator developed an instrument, the 

Home Visitation Report (HVR), designed to monitor teacher 

and aide educational home visitations and to guage changes 

occurring in the parent involvement activities and EPVs 

during the year (see Appendix B). The instrument was 

modeled after a "Home Teaching Report" used by Weikart et 

al. (1971) to monitor home teaching visits. The fall HVR 

contained 23 items pertaining to parent-child interaction 

and to the context of the home visit, e.g., the length of 

the visit, number of persons present. Seven additional 

items were added in the spring HVR to elicit information 

concerning the language spoken by the child upon entry into 

the program and by his parents. The relevant items per

taining to language background are described below in the 

statistical research design. 

A seven-item Likert-type scale, the Home Variable 

Scale (HVS) was extracted from the larger HVR. The HVS 

items were designed to measure parents* educationally 
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salient interaction skills with their child in the areas of 

guidance, modelling, extending the child's language and 

reasoning, and the parents' behavior and attitudes toward 

home and school visits. It cannot be overemphasized that 

this is a measure of the perceptions or opinions of teachers 

and aides regarding the EPVs influencing the child as much 

as it is an observational measure. 

Responses to the HVS items were scored on a scale 

from one to five points with higher scores reflecting educa

tionally facilitative behavior and attitudes and lower 

scores reflecting little parenting skill in the EPV domain. 

Veldman's (1967, p. 173) TESTAT program was used to reduce 

the data and established the alpha coefficient of internal 

consistency for the HVS at the relatively high level of .85 

on the pretest and .87 on the posttest. 

The items contained within the HVS are listed below. 

The numbers preceding each item refer to the position of the 

item in the larger HVR. 

HOME VARIABLES SCALE; 

13. Which of the following best summarized the parent's 
attitude toward the home visitation? 

1. hostile 
2. reluctant 
3. indifferent 
4. pleased 
5. enthusiastic 
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15. How did the parent attempt to guide the child's be
havior? 

threats, praise, rewards 
punishments : : : : :positive replies 

1 2 3 4 5 

16. To what extent did the parent copy or use your teaching 
methods? 

very little : : : : :a great deal 
1 2 3 4 5 

17. To what extent did the parent give reasons for requests 
made of the child? 

very little : : : : :a great deal 
1 2 3 4 5 

18. To what extent does the parent specifically label 
objects in talking to the child? 

very little : : : : :a great deal 
1 2 3 4 5 

19. To what extent does the parent attempt to develop the 
child's higher thinking ability {concepts, relation
ships, sequence, comparisons) in talking to the child? 

very little : : : : :a great deal 
1 2 3 4 5 

22. Which of the following summarizes the parent's partic
ipation in the project on school volunteer days? 

1. erratic and reluctant 
2. steady but passive 
3. steady and active when encouraged by teacher or 

aide 
4. steady and initiates appropriate activities with 

own child 
5. steady and initiates appropriate activities with 

more than own child 

The Henderson Environmental Learning Process 
Scale (HELPS) 

The HELPS instrument is a simplified version of 

Henderson's (1966) previous interview schedule and can be 



118 

administered by relatively inexperienced interviewers 

(Henderson et al., 1972). It was designed to measure those 

variables that may be open to directed change through parent 

involvement in early intervention programs as well as a 

number of general demographic characteristics. Responses 

to each item on the HELPS were scored on a 1-5 Likert-type 

scale (see Appendix C). 

The HELPS instrument is divided into five subscales 

of varying length directly related to logically derived 

aspects of the EPVs. Table 2 lists the items by subscale 

as found in Henderson et al.'s (1972, p. 18) description of 

the HELPS. 

Table 2. HELPS Items Classified Under Five EPV Categories 

Subscales N Items 

1. Aspiration 7 3 / 4, 5 , 33 , 34 , 35, 36 

2. Environmental 17 11 2, 6 , 7, 8, 9, 10 , 11, 12, 13, 
Stimulation 27, 28, 37, 38, 39, 43, 46 

3. Models 14 14, 15, 18, 19, 20, 21, 24, 25, 
32, 40, 41, 42, 44 

4. Guidance 11 16, 17, 22, 23, 29a, 45, 47a, 48, 
49, 54, 55 

5. Reinforcement 6 30, 31, 50, 51, 52, 53 

Total 55 

a 
These two items were eliminated from the HELPS and 

assigned a constant in the data analysis. 



119 

The HELPS instrument and the interview schedule from 

which it had been derived had tapped EPVs which correlated 

with the achievement level of school age children. This 

present study extended the use of the HELPS to a pre-post 

design and to assessing the degree to which EPVs operating 

in the homes of preschool children would influence their 

achievement in an early childhood educational program. 

Since the HELPS validation study and other similar studies 

of EPVs were based upon data derived from groups of 

elementary school children and their parents it was of 

interest to ascertain the validity of these particular home 

variables to achievement at the preschool level. 

HELPS items 29 and 4 7 were not administered to the 

group since they referred to parental help with homework and 

were not appropriate for parental responses concerning pre

school children. In addition, approximately twenty-five 

per cent of the respondents indicated that they were unable 

to answer questions which referred to spouses (items 3, 10, 

21, and 22) since they were no longer living with the child's 

other parent. A constant of one was assigned to all missing 

data for the above specified items in the scoring process. 

Two versions of the HELPS instrument were used in 

the data reduction process in this study. Stage one data 

obtained from the full HELPS (except items 29 and 47) were 

used to assess the level of EPVs and to evaluate changes in 

EPVs in the home environments of children participating in 
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the intervention program. Hypothesis XI was tested with 

stage one data. In addition to items 29 and 47, all items 

that referred to spouses or called for opinions of respond

ents were deleted in stage two. The items removed were 

numbers 3, 4, 5, 10, 21, 22, 29, 33, 34, 35, 36, 42, and 47. 

This operation removed the Aspiration subscale completely 

and left the numbers of items remaining in each subscale as 

listed below: 

Sub scales Number of Items 

2. Environmental Stimulation 16 

3. Models 12 

4. Guidance 8 

5. Reinforcement 6 

Total 42 

The refined, stage two, version of the HELPS was 

more directly relevant to the central concern of the study, 

parent-child interaction, than the total HELPS instrument 

which asked parents for information concerning general 

educational and occupational status as well as for their 

expressed aspirations for the i r child's future. However, of 

the remaining 42 HELPS items only 24 (57 per cent) items 

directly questioned parents about their interaction with 

their preschool child. The other remaining items referred 

to the parent's social and intellectual activities (10 

items), the child's activities (6 items), and two items 
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referred to books and magazines in the home. Hypotheses XII 

through XV were tested with stage two HELPS data. 

The alpha coefficient of internal reliability 

yielded in the data reduction TESTAT program (Veldman, 1967, 

p. 173) established the internal reliability of the total 

HELPS posttest scale at a relatively high level of .83. The 

alpha coefficients for posttest subscales one through five 

were .50, .72, .65, .58, and .57, respectively. The alpha 

coefficients for the pretest total HELPS was .77 and the 

alphas were .39, .63, .48, .64, and .63 for subscales one 

through five. The alpha coefficient for the 42 item, phase 

two, version of the HELPS was .81 on the posttest and .78 on 

the pretest. 

Data Gathering Process 

The teachers and aides in the project were trained 

to rate parental behavior on the HVR and to rate children on 

the ES in the fall. Every attempt was made to gather data 

on the entire group. The first HVR was completed by the 

teacher or aide after the second educational visit was made 

to the participant's home to ensure the familiarity of the 

project staff with the parent's child rearing patterns. All 

pretest HVRs were completed by December, 1972; the next HVR 

was completed for every child remaining in the project, 123, 

in May, 1973. The ES was completed for 125 children in the 

fall and spring of the program. 
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Seventy-eight HELPS interviews, 50 per cent of the 

parent group, were conducted in the participants' homes in 

the fall pretest. The 50 per cent sample was used to reduce 

the time and expense of using an interview technique for the 

evaluation. The instrument was printed in both Spanish and 

English and the respondent could choose the version pre

ferred. The interviewers, members of the project coordi

nating staff, were the parent educator, an Anglo, and her 

bilingual Mexican-American aide who conducted all Spanish 

HELPS interviews. The interview, following the procedures 

specified by Henderson et al. (1972, pp. 1-4), was conducted 

with the HELPS placed directly in front of the interviewer 

and respondent and was read aloud to the parent so questions 

could be asked by the respondent and to avoid embarrassing 

illiterate or semi-literate respondents. Fifty respondents 

of the original sample (all remaining in the project) were 

interviewed for a second time in April through June of 1973. 

In addition, a random sample of 33 parents was interviewed 

for the first time on the HELPS in the spring to study what 

practice effects, if any, resulted from repeating the HELPS 

interview. 

Statistical Treatment of the Data 

Research Design for the Analysis of Variance 
of Children's Achievement 

Student achievement on the ES was analyzed through 

a 2 x 3 x 2 mixed analysis of variance design. The 
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structure of the design included juxtapositioning two 

between groups independent variables, the EPV level of the 

home as measured by the parent's HVS score and the child's 

entry language, and one within groups independent variable, 

trials, in order to study their independent and interactive 

effects upon the dependent variable, the child's ES score. 

Hypotheses I through VII were analyzed through this design. 

Mixed designs, designated as a split-plot repeated measures 

design by Kirk (1969) are useful for controlling subject 

heterogeneity in testing for the effect of treatments ". . . 

in which a subject receives all levels of some treatments 

but only one level of other treatments. . . " (p. 246). 

In organizing the data for the design, parental 

attitudes and behavior in the domain of the EPVs as recorded 

on the HVS were cast as treatment variables in the design. 

First, children were divided into two groups based upon 

median splits of their parent's fall HVS scores. Children 

whose parents scored above the median were designated as the 

high HVS group and children whose parents scored below the 

median were designated as the low HVS group. Next, children 

were placed into one of three entry language groups, bi

lingual Spanish-English, Spanish, or English. Subjects were 

divided into language groups on the basis of teacher and 

aide responses to items concerning child's entry language 

and parent's spoken language on the spring HVR. While it 

is recognized that some error may have resulted from this 
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method of categorizing children by language, at this point 

in the program teachers and aides had considerable expe

rience in working with the children and parents in the 

program. In addition, at least one member of the staff at 

each of the eight program centers was a Spanish-English 

bilingual speaker. The child's entry language was the major 

consideration in assigning subjects to a language category. 

However, due to ambiguity, if the child's language had been 

rated according to response 4 or 5, predominantly Spanish or 

English, the child's placement into a language category was 

based upon a match with that of his parent's language. If 

the parent was bilingual the child was placed in the bi

lingual category but if the parent was predominantly Spanish 

or English or monolingual the child was placed in the mono

lingual category. Twenty per cent of the total group were 

placed into language categories this way. This included 

twenty-eight per cent of the low HVS subjects (seven Spanish, 

seven bilingual, and one English) and twelve per cent of the 

high HVS subjects (five bilingual and one Spanish). The two 

language items on the HVR are listed below. 

25. What language(s) is spoken by the child's parent(s)? 

1. Spanish only 
2. English only 
3. Both Spanish and English 
4. Predominantly Spanish 
5. Predominantly English 
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26. What language(s) did this child speak when he was 
enrolled in the program? 

1. Spanish only 
2. English only 
3. Both Spanish and English 
4. Predominantly Spanish 
5. Predominantly English 

The above classification of children by language 

background resulted in unequal cell numbers as shown below. 

Bilingual Spanish English 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 
N N N N N N 

High HVS 22 22 20 20 10 10 

Low HVS 18 18 26 26 10 10 

An unweighted means solution to unequal numbers in the 

analysis of variance formula as described by Winer (1971, 

p. 402) , which fills the empty score-spaces of the smaller 

cells with the means obtained by other cell scores within 

the smaller cells, was used to compute the data. In effect, 

this approach treats the data of the small cells as if they 

were equal to that of the larger cells. The scores of 106 

children were entered into this analysis. 

Research Design for the Analysis of Variance 
of Parental Ratings 

Hypotheses VIII through X were analyzed through a 

3x2 repeated measures analysis of variance design. This 

design was used to investigate differences in parental 

attitudes and behaviors in EPVs emphasized in the 
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intervention program between groups of parents whose 

children entered the program as Spanish-English bilingual, 

Spanish, or English speakers as well as to determine if 

changes occurred in the level of parental EPV skill between 

the pretest and posttest and to investigate the possibility 

of a language-by-trials interaction effect. The same un

weighted means solution to unequal cell numbers as described 

in the previous section was employed to compute the analysis 

of variance formula. The HVS scores of 104 parents of 

children whose ES scores served as the dependent variable 

in the previous design were entered into this analysis. Two 

subjects were deleted from the data because they lacked 

posttest HVS scores. 

Research Design for Testing Hypotheses 
Concerning Parent's Questionnaire Responses 

Hypotheses XI through XIII pertain to the HELPS 

data. In order to determine changes occurring in the EPVs 

during the program, a correlated t test was used to deter

mine the significance of the difference between the pretest 

and posttest subscale and total HELPS means of fifty parents 

for whom the necessary HVS and ES data had been collected. 

The significance of the difference between uncorrelated 

means for a group of twenty-two program dropouts and the 

fall pretest group of fifty program stay-ins was computed to 

determine whether parents who dropped out were less skilled 

in the domain of the EPVs than those who stayed in the 



127 

program. In addition, an uncorrelated t test between the 

means of the spring posttest group of fifty parents and a 

sample group of thirty-three parents who had participated in 

the program for the full school year but were tested for the 

first time in the spring was computed to determine if a 

practice effect resulted from the HELPS administration. 

A second correlated t test was computed on subscale 

and total HELPS data from which all items calling for the 

opinion of the respondent or which referred to status and 

other characteristics of the spouse were deleted. This 

operation was performed in an attempt to measure changes 

occurring only in those variables that were likely to change 

as a result of parental participation in the intervention 

program. The reduction of the data for the stage two 

analysis of HELPS responses completely removed the aspira

tion subscale from further consideration. Hypotheses XV 

and XVI were tested on stage two HELPS data. 

To determine whether differences in the level of 

parental scores on the HELPS were associated with differ

ences in children's achievement at the preschool level, an 

uncorrelated t test was computed to test the significance 

of differences between the ES means of twenty-five children 

whose parents scored above the median on the fall HELPS and 

the means of twenty-five children whose parents scored below 

the median on the fall HELPS. The same procedure was 
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followed with groups split at the median on the spring 

posttest HELPS scores. 

Research Design for Investigating Relationships 
Between Data Collected on Three Instruments 

In analyzing the data concerning Hypothesis XIV the 

relationship of teacher and aide ratings of parental be

havior and attitude on the HVS and parents' responses to 

questionnaire items on the HELPS was determined by computing 

a Pearson product-moment coefficient of correlation (r) 

between the two measures. The significance of the r ob

tained between the HVS and the HELPS was tested against the 

null hypothesis of no relationship. The value required for 

an obtained r with 4 8 degrees of freedom at the 5 per cent 

level of significance is found in Table 25 in Garrett (1966, 

p. 201). 

Hypothesis XV compared the relationship between 

parent's HVS scores and children's achievement on the ES to 

the relationship between parent's HELPS scores and children's 

ES scores. The test for the significance of the difference 

between two correlation coefficients for two independent 

samples as found in Ferguson (1966, p. 188) was used to 

test this hypothesis since the parents' group and the 

children's group comprised two separate samples. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

This chapter is organized into six sections. The 

first section is concerned with descriptive data referring 

to the sample and the next five sections are concerned with 

data presentation and statistical analysis of the results 

from testing the hypotheses. 

Data Concerning the Sample 

The sample upon which this study was based consisted 

of one hundred six four-year-old children and one of their 

parents or a parent substitute who participated in an early 

intervention program during the 1972-1973 school year. 

Racial-Ethnic Composition of the Sample of 
Four-Year-Old Children 

The racial-ethnic breakdown of the sample of chil

dren included seventy-eight Mexican-American, thirteen Black, 

thirteen Yaqui Indian, and two Anglo children. As shown in 

Table 3 forty-five, 86 per cent, of the children whose 

parents scored above the median on the HVS were Mexican-

American; four, 8 per cent, were Black; one, 2 per cent, was 

Yaqui; and two, 4 per cent, were Anglo. All of the twenty-

two children in the high HVS Bilingual group were Mexican-

American while nineteen, 95 per cent, of the high HVS 

129 
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Table 3. Racial-Ethnic Composition of the Sample of 106 
Children Included in the Study 

Racial-Ethnic Category 

Mex-Am. Black Yaqui Anglo 
Parent Level on HVS 
and Child's Language N% N% N % N % 

High HVS 

Bilingual 22 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Spanish 19 95 0 0 1 5 0 0 

English 4 40 4 40 0 0 2 20 

Subtotal 45 86 4 8 1 2 2 4 

Low HVS 

Bilingual 16 89 0 0 2 11 0 0 

Spanish 16 62 0 0 10 38 0 0 

English 1 10 9 90 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 33 61 9 17 12 22 0 0 

Total 78 74 13 12 13 12 2 2 
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Spanish group were Mexican-American and one, 5 per cent, was 

Yaqui. The high HVS English group consisted of four, 40 per 

cent, Mexican-American; four, 40 per cent, Black; and two, 

20 per cent, Anglo children. The low HVS group was composed 

of thirty-three, 61 per cent, Mexican-American children; 

nine, 17 per cent, Black children? and twelve, 22 per cent, 

Yaqui children. The low HVS Bilingual group consisted of 

sixteen, 89 per cent, Mexican-American and two, 11 per cent, 

Yaqui children and the low HVS Spanish group consisted of 

sixteen, 62 per cent, Mexican-American and ten, 38 per cent, 

Yaqui children. The low HVS English group consisted of one, 

10 per cent, Mexican-American and nine, 9 0 per cent, Black 

children. 
t 

Data Referring to Parents and Family 
Structure 

Information concerning the educational level, 

employment status, family composition, and home language of 

the parents included in the study was derived from program 

applications filled out by the children's parents. The 

responses of 151 mothers, out of a total group of 170 

children enrolled in the program, indicated that the average 

amount of schooling for mothers was eight years. In addi

tion, seven mothers, 5 per cent, reported that they had 

obtained the General Educational Development (GED) degree 

for a High School Equivalency Certificate and one reported 

having attended college. There was no response concerning 
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educational level for eleven, 7 per cent, of the children's 

mothers which may indicate a missing female parent for these 

subjects. 

Information concerning the educational level of 

fathers showed that 124 had attended school an average of 

eight years, six had obtained a GED and eight reported 

attending some college. Data concerning father's educa

tional level were missing in the records of 32 children 

which reflects other data concerning missing male figures 

in the family. The average years of school mentioned above 

was completed from self reports of schooling in Mexico as 

well as in the United States. 

The children in this study belonged to a variety of 

family arrangements. One hundred, or 59 per cent, of the 

families were of the nuclear family type consisting of two 

parents and their children. Sixty-three, or 37 per cent, of 

the families listed a female head of household and three, or 

2 per cent, were listed as single parent male head of 

household. Single parents sometimes resided with grand

parents or other relatives. No information concerning 

family structure was obtained for four children. The 

average number of siblings per family was found to be 2.5. 

Responses to entrance applications indicated that 

one hundred, or 67 per cent, of the fathers were employed; 

twenty-five or 15 per cent, were unemployed? and thirty-one, 

18 per cent, did not respond regarding employment. As was 
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expected in a program requiring classroom participation 

fewer mothers were employed than fathers. However, because 

of the acceptance of parent substitutes, e.g., grandmothers, 

an older sister, or babysitter, into the program's parent 

involvement activities, 22 per cent of the mothers of 

children enrolled in the program were employed. 

The project included subjects from such diverse 

ethnic backgrounds as Mexican-American, Black, Anglo, and 

Yaqui (an Indian group who had migrated to the United 

States from Mexico in the early twentieth century), which 

was reflected in a Spanish-English linguistic range from 

monolingual Spanish speaking to monolingual English 

speaking. The enrollment data indicated that ninety-eight 

families, or 58 per cent, were Spanish-English bilingual 

speakers, thirty-five, or 21 per cent, were Spanish 

monolingual speakers and thirty, or 18 per cent, were 

English monolingual speakers. Seven parents, or 4 per cent, 

did not respond to this item on the application form. 

Sixty-two per cent of the forty-four mothers, three fathers, 

and three grandmothers who were interviewed on the HELPS 

chose the English form and the remaining 38 per cent chose 

to respond to the questionnaire on the Spanish version of 

the instrument. 



134 

Results of Analysis of Variance of 
Children's Achievement 

Hypotheses I through VII were tested through a 

three way analysis of variance design with two between group 

independent variables (HVS and entry language) and one 

within groups independent variable (trials). The ES served 

as the dependent variable. The specific analysis of 

variance design employed in the treatment of the data was 

designated as a split plot design by Kirk (1969, pp. 246, 

247) and is appropriate for controlling differences among 

subjects that might obscure treatment effects. 

Results Concerning Hypothesis I 

Hypothesis I tested the differences in children's 

mean achievement on the ES between children whose parents 

scored above the median on the fall HVS and children whose 

parents scored below the median on the fall HVS. The null 

hypotheses of no difference between means was rejected at 

the .001 level of probability. The analysis of variance 

summary data reported in Table 4 shows that there was a 

significant main effect in the mean level of student 

achievement between children whose parents were rated above 

the median on the parenting skills measured by the HVS and 

children whose parents were rated below the median on the 

HVS. As indicated in Table 5, the ES mean across trials 

for high HVS children was 97.42 points while the ES mean 

across trials for the low HVS children was 78,86, The 
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Table 4. Analysis of Variance of Children's Achievement as 
a Function of Pare nt Level on the HVS and Child's 
Entry Language 

Source ss df MS F 

Between HVS Groups 14,173.42 1 17.34 21.49*** 

Between Language Groups 2,663.42 2 31.71 2.02 

Between Trials 36,990.2 1 99.02 125.30*** 

HVS x Language 55.73 2 27.86 .04 

HVS x . Trials 105.88 1 105.88 .36 

Language x Trials 1,716.23 2 851.11 2.91 

HVS x Language x Trials 737.83 2 368.92 1.25 

Error (HVS) 65,952.71 100 659.53 

Error (Language) 29,521.407 100 295.21 

***p < .001. 
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Table 5. Pretest and Posttest Means and Standard Deviations 
for Children on the ES by Parent HVS Level and 
Child's Entry Language 

Group N 

Pretest Posttest 

Group N M SD M SD 

High HVS: 52 82, .73 23, .54 112. .12 18. ,69 

Bilingual 22 85. .86 23, ,94 119. .55 19. ,23 

Spanish 20 76, .95 25. .79 109, ,00 20. .92 

English 10 87, , 40 18. ,16 102. .00 13. .02 

Low HVS: 54 64 , ,11 14, ,43 93. , 61 20. .42 

Bilingual 18 64. ,94 14, ,34 102. ,61 21. .39 

Spanish 26 63, .19 15. .19 88. .04 18. ,42 

English 10 65, , 00 12, ,59 91. ,90 23. .87 

Total 106 73, , 25 18. .90 102. ,69 19. .57 

Mean across Trials for High HVS Group = 97.42. 

Mean across Trials for Low HVS Group = 78.86. 
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significant differences seen between children whose parents 

had high HVS scores and children whose parents had low HVS 

scores can be generalized to all language groups on both 

the pretest and the posttest. 

Results Concerning Hypothesis II 

Hypothesis II tested the difference in mean achieve

ment level of children who entered the program as Spanish-

English bilingual, predominantly Spanish or predominantly 

English speakers. As indicated in Table 4, the null 

hypothesis of no significant differences between language 

groups is supported by a non-significant F value of 2.02. 

Another way of stating this result is that the variance 

within language groups is as great as or greater than the 

variance between language groups. The means for groups 

blocked on language are reported in Table 6. 

Results Concerning Hypothesis III 

Hypothesis III tested for differences between 

children's pretest and posttest ES means. A significant 

main effect was found between children's pretest and post-

test means. The null hypothesis was rejected at a value of 

.001 beyond the level of probability. The result of 

significant differences between trials can be generalized 

to groups blocked on high and low HVS scores and to all 

three language groups. As reported in Table 5 the total ES 
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Table 6. Pretest and Posttest Means on the ES for Children 
with Different Entry Languages 

Bilingual 
(N = 40) 

Spanish 
(N = 46) 

English 
(N = 20) 

Pretest Means 76. .45 69. ,17 76. ,20 

SD 19, . 62 19. . 80 15. ,38 

Posttest Means 111. .92 97. .15 96. .95 

SD 20. . 20 19. .51 18. ,45 

Difference (Means) 35. , 47 27. .98 20. .75 

Across Trials Means 94. ,19 83. .16 86. .58 

pretest mean was 73.25 and the total posttest ES mean was 

102.69. 

Results Concerning Hypothesis IV 

Hypothesis IV tested for an interaction effect on 

children's achievement occurring as a result of a relation

ship between children's entry language and the level of 

parental scores on the HVS. As seen in Table 4, no sig

nificant child's language-by-parent's HVS interaction term 

was found. Figure 1 illustrates the data and shows that 

regardless of child's entry language the ES mean is greater 

for children of high HVS parents than for the children of 

low HVS parents. The means for groups blocked on HVS and 
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Figure 1. Mean Evaluation Scale Scores for High and Low 
Home Variables Scale Groups Plotted Separately 
by Child's Entry Language 
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language generalized over trials are reported in Table 7. 

These means refer to the achievement level for each group 

when the pre-posttest scores on the ES are averaged. 

Table 7. Means and Standard Deviations for Children on 
the ES Across Trials by Parent HVS Level and 
Child's Entry Language 

Group N X SD 

High HVS-Bilingual 22 102.70 21.59 

High HVS-Spanish 20 92.98 23.36 

High HVS-English 10 94. 70 15. 59 

Low HVS-Bilingual 18 83.78 17.87 

Low HVS-Spanish 26 75. 62 16.81 

Low HVS-English 10 78.45 18.23 

Results Concerning Hypothesis V 

Hypothesis V tested for a HVS-by-trials interaction 

effect. As shown in Table 4, there was no HVS-by-trials 

interaction effect. In other words, the achievement 

advantage of children of high HVS parents over the children 

of low HVS parents remained the same in the posttest as it 

had been on the pretest. The data illustrated in Figure 2 

show that the difference between the means of high HVS 

groups and low HVS groups on the posttest is essentially the 
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High HVS 

Low HVS 

Pretest Posttest 

Figure 2. Mean Evaluation Scale Scores Plotted Separately 
for High and Low Home Variables Scale Groups 
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same as it was on the pretest/ i.e., both groups increased 

in mean achievement by approximately eighteen points between 

trials. While the program did not fail to demonstrate 

achievement gains for children of parents with low ratings 

on the HVS, neither did it serve to close the achievement 

gap between the groups of children from families rated low 

in parenting skill and groups of children from families 

rated more highly in parenting skill. 

Results Concerning Hypothesis VI 

Hypothesis VI tested for a language-by-trials 

interaction effect. The null hypothesis of no interaction 

occurring between child's entry language and repeated 

measures of the ES was affirmed since the F value listed in 

Table 4 did not reach the .05 level of probability estab

lished for significance; however/ the obtained probability 

value of .0577 was less than one point above the specified 

level of statistical significance. The differences between 

the pretest and posttest ES means as presented in Table 6 

indicate that bilingual children gained approximately 

fourteen more points than did English monolingual children 

between the pretest and the posttest. Figure 3 illustrates 

the data and shows that while the bilingual and English ES 

means are essentially the same on the pretest, the bilingual 

mean exceeds the English mean on the posttest. The rank 

order between groups changes over trials from 
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Figure 3, Mean Pretest and Posttest Evaluation Scale Scores 
Plotted Separately by Child's Entry Language 



14 4 

bilingual = English > Spanish on the pretest to bilingual 

> English = Spanish on the posttest. The affirmation of the 

null hypothesis of no language-by-trials interaction 

implies that the differences between the gain scores of 

groups blocked on language is not large enough to outweigh 

the effect of variance within groups. 

Results Concerning Hypothesis VII 

Hypothesis VII tested for a HVS-by-Language-by-

Trials effect. The null hypothesis of no HVS-by-Language-

by-Trials interaction effect was affirmed. As indicated in 

Table 3, the F value of 1.25 obtained in testing Hypothesis 

VII was not statistically significant. 

Results of the Analysis of Variance of 
Parental Ratings 

To compare the behavioral ratings on the HVS of 

parents of children entering the intervention program as 

Spanish-English bilingual, Spanish or English speakers from 

the pretest to the posttest, the data were analyzed using 

a 3 x 2 repeated measures analysis of variance design. The 

results are presented in Table 8. 

Results Concerning Hypothesis VIII 

Hypothesis VIII tested the difference between the 

HVS means of parents whose children entered the intervention 

program as Spanish-English bilingual and Spanish or English 

speakers. The data shown in Table 8 affirm the null 
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Table 8. Summary Data and Analysis of Variance on the HVS 
of Subgroups of Parents Blocked on Child's Entry 
Language 

Groups N 

Bilingual 39 

Spanish Monolingual 45 

English 20 

Total 104 

Source 

Between 
Groups 
Error (G) 

Within 
Trials 
Interaction (G x T) 

Error (T) 

Pretest Posttest Group 
X X X  

18.56 23.64 21.10 

18.20 21.22 19.71 

17.35 21.75 19.55 

18.17 22.23 

df MS F 

103 65.33 
2 50.98 .78 

101 65.61 

104 26.43 
1 856.17 46.81*** 
2 22.78 1.25 

101 18.29 

***p < ,001, two-tailed. 
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hypothesis of no difference between the HVS means of parents 

of children blocked on entry language. 

Results Concerning Hypothesis IX 

Hypothesis IX tested for differences between 

parent's pretest and posttest HVS means. As indicated in 

Table 8, the null hypothesis of no differences between 

trials was rejected beyond the .001 value of probability. 

This result can be generalized to parents of children in 

all three language groups. Parent's mean HVS score 

increased by 4.0 6 points between the pretest and posttest. 

Parents were rated on a five point Likert-type scale 

on seven items relating to focal EPVs emphasized in the 

parent involvement component of the program. The mean item 

response of 2.6 0 points in the teacher and aide ratings of 

parents on the HVS in the fall was somewhat below the mid*-

point of three on the scale while the mean item response of 

3,16 points in the spring HVS ratings was somewhat above the 

midpoint. This outcome suggests that the improvement seen 

in parental socialization skills was educationally sub

stantial as well as statistically significant, 

Results Concerning Hypothesis X 

Hypothesis X tested for an interaction effect 

occurring between children's entry language and repeated 

trials of the HVS. Table 8 demonstrates that the null 

hypothesis of no language-by-trials interaction term was 
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affirmed. Therefore, it would appear that all three groups 

of parents, regardless of their child's entry language, 

improved in parental socialization skill during their 

involvement in the intervention program. 

Results Concerning Parent's Questionnaire 
Responses 

The results reported in this section concern the 

responses of a sample of fifty parents to the HELPS 

administered at the beginning and end of the intervention • 

program and the relation of these responses to children's 

achievement. 

Results Concerning Hypothesis XI 

Hypothesis XI tested the significance of the differ

ence between the correlated pretest and posttest subscale 

and total means of parents on the HELPS, The HELPS scores 

of a sample of fifty parents (for whom pretest and posttest 

HVS scores and children's pretest and posttest ES scores 

were obtained) were entered into this analysis. The null 

hypothesis of no significant difference between total HELPS 

means was affirmed. As indicated in Table 9, the increase 

of 4.10 points between the fall administration of the HELPS 

and the spring HELPS was not statistically significant. 

Neither were there any significant differences between the 

Aspiration, Models, Guidance, or Reinforcement pretest and 

posttest subscale means. As shown in Table 9, there was a 
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Table 9. Differences Between Correlated Means for 50 
Parents on the HELPS 

Pretest Posttest 

Subscale X SD X SD Diff. 

1. Aspiration 29.98 3.59 29. 80 3.90 -.18 

2. Environmental 
Stimulation 48. 24 9.16 52. 06 9.19 3.82** 

3. Models 47.22 6. 92 46. 60 7.80 -.62 

4. Guidance 39.36 6.50 40.44 4.87 1.08 

5. Reinforcement 28. 68 2. 21 28. 68 1.96 .00 

Total 193.48 19. 07 197.58 20. 26 4.10 

**p < .01. 

statistically significant difference of 3.82 points between 

the Environmental Stimulation subscale pretest and posttest 

means which resulted in the rejection of the null hypothesis 

at the .01 level of significance. 

The pretest mean by item for the environmental 

subscale as indicated in Table 10 was 2.84 which was below 

the item midpoint of 3.0 in the five-point scale used on the 

HELPS. This was the only subscale out of the five HELPS 

subscales on which parental responses could be considered 

below average since all other subscale means by item were 



14 9 

Table 10. Mean Item Score for Scales and .Total HELPS and 
Percentage of Total Score Contributed by Each 
Scale 

Items Pretest Posttest 

Scale N % X % X % 

1. Aspiration 7 12. 7 •
 

to
 

CO
 

15. 5 4. 26 15. 1 

2. Environmental 
Stimulation 17 30. 9 2. 84 24. 9 3.06 26. 3 

3. Models 14 25. 5 3.37 24. 4 3.33 23. 6 

4. Guidancea 11 20. 0 3. 58 20. 3 3. 68 20. 5 

5. Reinforcement 6 10. 9 4.78 14. 8 4.78 14. 5 

Total 55 100. 0 3. 52 99. 9 3.59 100. 0 

Two items were eliminated from this scale and 
assigned a constant of one point in the data analysis which 
necessarily depressed the means for the scale. 

above the midpoint. Both the Aspiration and Reinforcement 

pretest means were so high that a "topping" out effect, 

where scores are so high that there is little probability of 

increasing their level in a subsequent test, may have 

influenced the results. As seen in Table 10, the 

Environmental Stimulation subscale items consisted of 

30.9 per cent of the test but it contributed only 24.9 per 

cent of the points to the total HELPS pretest score and 

26.3 per cent of the points to the total posttest score. 
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The low Environmental Stimulation subscale mean in relation 

to other HELPS subscale means is in agreement with the 

results reported by Saldate (1972) in sampling a group of 

Mexican-American parents of sixth grade students on the 

HELPS. The posttest Environmental Stimulation subscale mean 

by item increased to 3,06 which was slightly more than the 

midpoint. The Models subscale also contributed slightly 

less to the total score than might be expected as given in 

Table 10 while the Reinforcement and Aspiration subscales 

contributed more points to the total score than would be 

expected on the basis of its percentage of items on the 

HELPS. 

Table 11 presents detailed information concerning 

the pretest and posttest means and standard deviations and 

the amount of gain or loss for each item included in the 

Environmental Stimulation subscale. The largest single gain 

is seen in item 12 which questioned parents concerning 

whether or not they attended social activities at which 

persons of racial-ethnic backgrounds other than their own 

were present. The next largest gain was ,62 seen in item 6 

which refers to the amount of time the child spends looking 

at books or magazines. The parent's mean score which 

decreased the most, by ,42 points, was item 43 and referred 

to the number of magazines subscribed to by the family. 

The Environmental Stimulation subscale contains eight items 

that referred to parent-child interaction (1, 2, 8, 9, 27, 
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Table 11. Means, Standard Deviations, and Gain Scores for 
Environmental Stimulation Subscale HELPS Items 

Pretest Posttest 

Item X SD X SD Gain 

1 .  Child goes to museum, 
library, etc. 1.96 1 .  43 1.92 1 .  25 -.04 

2. Child goes to park, zoo, 
etc. 3.16 1 .  43 3.36 1 .  41 .20 

6.  Child looks at book or 
magazine 3.92 1 .  59 4 . 54 • 98 .62 

7. Parent attends social 
gatherings 2.82 1 .  53 3.20 1 .  48 .38 

8. Parent takes child on 
out of town trip 2. 52 1 .  45 2. 66 1 .  41 .14 

9. Parent takes child 
shopping 4.06 1 .  29 4.18 1 .  32 .12 

10. Number of organizations 
(spouse) 1.78 1 .  24 1.98 1 .  32 .20 

11. Number of organizations 
(respondent) 1.84 1 .  33 2. 04 1 .  20 .20 

12. Parent attends social 
activities with persons 
of different racial-
ethnic background 2. 54 1 .  60 3.68 1 .  43 1.14 

13. Parent participates in 
political activities 1.76 1 .  29 1.74 1 .  30 -.02 

27. Adults talk to child at 
mealtime 4.44 1 .  25 4 . 22 1 .  33 -.22 

28. Parent reads to child 2. 80 1 .  65 3 .20 1 .  47 .40 

37. Number of organizations 
(.child) 1.22 • 58 1. 32 t  73 .10 

38. Number of children's 
books in home 3.46 1 .  57 3.76 1 .  34 .30 
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Pretest Posttest 

Item X SD X SD Gain 

39. Amount of weekend 
recreation 3.90 1.33 4.28 .91 .38 

43. Number of magazine 
subscriptions 2.10 1. 59 1.68 1.26 -.42 

46. Frequency of child-
adult conversation 3.96 1.26 4. 30 . 88 .34 
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28, 39, 46), five items that referred to parents* participa

tion in social or political activities (7, 10, 11, 12, 13), 

two items that referred directly to the child's activities 

(.6, 37), and two items that referred to the presence of 

books or magazines in the house (38, 43). 

In order to compare the HELPS pretest scores of 22 

program dropouts with the pretest scores of the 50 parents 

who remained in the program, a t test between uncorrelated 

means was computed. As indicated in Table 12, the differ

ence of 4.75 points between the dropout group and the pre-

post group was not statistically significant. Therefore, 

it would seem that the parents who dropped out of the 

program were not different in the level of EPV advantages 

they provided to their children than the parents who 

remained in the program. 

In addition, the HELPS data were analyzed for a 

possible practice effect occurring from repeating the HELPS 

interview since the instrument had not previously been used 

to obtain measures of change in the EPVs. The means of the 

pre-post group were compared to the means of a sample group 

of program participants who were tested once only, at the 

same time that the posttest was administered. The 

statistical significance of the difference was analyzed 

with a t: test between uncorrelated means. Table 12 shows 

that the HELPS means of the group who took the posttest only 
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Table 12. Differences Between Uncorrelated Means for Three 
Sample Groups of Parents on the HELPS 

N X SD Alpha 

Pretest 

Dropout Group 22 188.73 18.03 .7734 

Pre-post Group 50 193.48 19.07 .7701 

Difference 4.75 (N.S.) 

Posttest 

Posttest Only Group 33 199.64 19.99 .8106 

Pre-post Group 50 197.58 20. 26 .8353 

Difference 2. 06 (N.S.) 

was not statistically different from that of the group who 

took both the pretest and posttest. 

Results Concerning Hypothesis XII 

Hypothesis XII tested for differences between 

correlated pretest and posttest means of HELPS total and 

subscale scores from which all items referring to spouses 

or calling for the opinion of the respondent were deleted. 

The description of the items eliminated (the entire 

Aspiration subscale was eliminated) in this operation, 

referred to as stage two HELPS data is found in Chapter III 

under the Selection of the Instruments, As shown in 



155 

Table 13, the null hypothesis of no difference between 

correlated total and Models, Guidance, and Reinforcement 

subscale means was affirmed. The null hypothesis of no 

difference between the pretest and posttest Environmental 

Stimulation subscale means was rejected at the .01 level of 

significance. In essence, the same results were obtained 

using the stage two, 4 2 item, HELPS data as had been 

obtained from the full HELPS scale. Hypotheses XIII 

through XV were tested on stage two data. 

Table 13. Differences Between Correlated Means for 50 
Parents on Selected HELPS Items 

Pretest Posttest 

Scale X SD X SD Dif f. 

2. Environmental 
Stimulation 46.46 8.74 50.08 8.46 3.62** 

3. Models 42.82 6.29 42. 00 7.13 -.82 

4. Guidance 34. 04 6.28 35.14 4.30 1.10 

5. Reinforcement 28. 68 2. 21 28. 68 1.96 .00 

Total 152.00 16.80 155.90 16.73 3.90 

**p < .01. 
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Results Concerning Hypothesis XIII 

Hypothesis XIII tested the differences between the 

uncorrelated ES means of children whose parents scored above 

the median and below the median on the HELPS. In dividing 

subjects into groups to test this hypothesis, subjects were 

blocked on both the pretest and posttest to determine 

whether either trial of the HELPS differentiated between 

high and low achievers. The data, as presented in Table 14, 

show that there is a mean pretest difference of 12.16 ES 

points in favor of the children of high pretest HELPS 

parents; however, the statistical significance of the dif

ference (p < .1) did not reach the .05 level specified in 

the research design. All other mean differences reported in 

Table 14 are not statistically significant. Therefore, the 

null hypothesis of no differences between the ES means of 

children whose parents scored above and below the median 

on the HELPS pretest or posttest is affirmed. 

Results Concerning the Relationship Between Parental 
Ratings, Parents' Questionnaire Responses, 

and Children's Achievement 

The results reported in this section refer to 

determining the relationship between the two EPV measures 

obtained on parents through the HVS and the HELPS and then 

comparing the relationship obtained between the HVS and the 

ES to the relationship obtained between the HELPS and 

the ES. 
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Table 14. ES Means for Children of 25 High and 25 Low 
Scoring Parents on the Reduced HELPS 

High HELPS Low HELPS 

X SD X SD Dif f. 

Groups Blocked on 
HELPS Pretest: 

ES Pretest 81.28 24. 55 69.12 19.68 12.16* 

ES Posttest 108.00 21. 43 99.96 24.10 8.04 

Groups Blocked on 
HELPS Posttest: 

ES Pretest 73.60 25.17 76. 80 20. 68 3.20 

ES Posttest 106.36 19.28 101.60 26.32 4.76 

* p <  . 1 ,  z = 1 . 8 9 .  

Results Concerning Hypothesis XIV 

Hypothesis XIV tested the significance of the 

obtained HVS and HELPS correlations against the null 

hypothesis that the correlation between parents' scores 

on the two measures of EPVs was in fact zero. The data as 

indicated in Table 15 show that the obtained r of .13 

between the HELPS and HVS pretest was not statistically 

significant since the r required for the .05 level of 

significance was not obtained. Hence the null hypothesis 

is affirmed in reference to the pretest measures. However, 
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Table 15. Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations 
of 50 Parents on the HELPS and HVS and 50 
children on the ES 

X SD 2 3 4 5 6 

1. HELPS 
Pretest 152,0 16.8 .53** .13 .21 .21 .16 

2. HELPS 
Posttest 155.9 16.7 .14 .36** .08 .16 

3. HVS Pretest 18.6 6.6 .51** .46** .37** 

4. HVS Posttest 22.4 6.2 .22 .66** 

5. ES Pretest 75.4 23.0 .45** 

6. ES Posttest 103.6 22.8 

** p < .01 (r = ,36, 48 df). 

the obtained r of .36 between the posttest HELPS and post-

test HVS is significant at the .01 level causing the rejec

tion of the null hypothesis of no relationship on the two 

posttest measures of parental EPVs. In summation, there is 

no relationship between the measures of parental attitudes 

and behaviors obtained on the HELPS and HVS pretests but 

there is a statistically significant correlation between 

posttest HELPS and HVS measures on the same sample group of 

parents. 
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Results Concerning Hypothesis XV 

Hypothesis XV tested the significance of the dif

ference between the r obtained between children's achieve

ment on the ES and parental EPVs measured on the HVS and the 

r obtained between children's achievement on the ES and 

parental EPVs measured on the HELPS. The statistical test 

of the significance of the difference between two correla

tion coefficients for independent samples was performed on 

the r's obtained from both the pretest and posttest 

measures. As reported in Table 16/ r = ,21 for the HELPS 

and ES pretests and r = .46 for the HVS and ES pretests. 

The difference between the two pretest correlations was not 

statistically significant (z = 1.38). The correlation for 

the HVS and ES posttest was .66 and for the HELPS and ES 

posttest r - ,16, The data given in Table 16 show that the 

difference between the two posttest correlations was 

significant at the ,01 level (z = 3.06). Therefore, the 

null hypothesis of no difference between correlations was 

affirmed in regards to pretest measures and rejected in 

regards to posttest measures. 

Summary of Statistical Results 

The results of the 2x3x2 split-plots analysis of 

variance design showed that there were significant main 

effects (p < .001) in the mean achievement level of children 

on the ES between children whose parents scored high on the 
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Table 16. Differences Between Correlations for HVS-ES and 
Correlations for HELPS-ES (Correlations Listed 
for HVS—HELPS) 

HVS-ES HELPS-ES Difference HVS-HELPS 

rl r2 2rl - zr2 
r 

Pretest .46 .21 . 284 .13 

Posttest . 66 .16 .632** .36** 

**p < .01. 

HVS and children whose parents scored low on the HVS, The 

children of high HVS parents obtained a significantly higher 

mean than the children of low HVS parents for all three 

entry language groups on both the pretest and posttest. 

There were no differences in the achievement levels of 

children who entered the program as Spanish-English 

bilingual, Spanish or English speakers on either trial of 

the ES. A significant difference (p < .001) between the 

pretest and posttest means was obtained for the entire 

group including both HVS levels and groups blocked on the 

three entry languages. No interaction effects were found 

occurring between levels of HVS and language, levels of 

HVS and trials or between language and trials and there was 

no triple HVS-by-language-by-trials interaction term found. 

In a word, the analysis of variance showed that the 
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children of parents who were rated high oi> the parenting 

skills measured by the HVS achieved at a significantly 

higher level at both the beginning and end of the inter

vention program than did the children of parents with low 

ratings on the HVS but that both groups of children signifi

cantly improved in achievement level by approximately the 

same amount. In addition, the data show that language 

differences within groups were not related to differences 

in children's achievement. 

The 3x2 analysis of variance of parental ratings 

on the HVS yielded a significant main effect between 

trials (p < .001). There were no differences between the 

HVS means of groups of parents blocked on their child's 

entry language, nor was a language-by-trials interaction 

term seen in the data. Teachers and aides rated parental 

behavior and attitudes on focal EPVs somewhat below the mean 

of the scale on the pretest and somewhat above the mean of 

the scale on the posttest. 

There were no significant differences between the 

pretest and posttest means of 50 parents on the HELPS, a 

questionnaire instrument. However, there was a significant 

difference (p < .01) between the pretest and posttest means 

on one HELPS subscale, the Environmental Stimulation sub-

scale. The statistical results were equivalent for two 

versions of the HELPS data, the original 55 item instrument 

(minus two items) and a 42 item reduced HELPS which 



162 

eliminated all of data obtained from items referring to 

spouses or calling for the opinion of the respondent. No 

significant differences were found between the means of the 

sample group and a group of 22 program participants who 

dropped out of the intervention program. In testing for 

a practice effect from repeating the HELPS interview, no 

significant difference was found between the means of the 

sampl~ and a group of 33 parents who answered the HELPS 

questionnaire for the first time at the end of the program. 

There were no significant differences in the 

achievement level of children whose parents scored above 

the median or below the median on the HELPS. 

The correlation coefficient obtained between the 

two pretest measures of the EPVs, the HVS and the HELPS, was 

not statistically significant, However, the correlation 

obtained between the posttest HVS and the posttest HELPS 

was statistically significant at the .01 level, 

The difference between the correlation obtained for 

the pretest HELPS and the pretest ES (r = .21) in contrast 

to the correlation obtained for the pretest HVS and. pretest 

ES (r = .46) was not statistically significant. However, 

the difference obtained between the posttest correlation for 

the HELPS and ES (r = .16) in contrast to the posttest HVS 

and ES correlation (r = .66) was statistically significant 

at the .01 ~evel. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter is concerned with a summary of the 

study as a whole, a discussion of the results of the study, 

the implication of the results as related to competing 

models of compensatory educational programs involving 

parents and the conclusions of the study. 

Summary of the Study as a Whole 

The purpose of this study was to determine the 

relationship of family background, especially those 

variables of parent-child interaction, upon the achievement 

of four-year-old children participating in an early inter

vention program and to determine the extent to which the 

parent involvement component of the program resulted in 

changes in educationally relevant aspects of the home en

vironment. A subsidiary concern of the study was to deter

mine whether language differences within the group served, 

influenced the outcome of the program. 

The sample was composed of 106 four-year-old children 

and their parents or parent substitute who participated in 

the PACE Project, an ESEA, Title I program sponsored by the 

Tucson Public Schools in eight elementary schools during the 

1972-1973 school year. Forty children entered the program 
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as Spanish-English bilinguals, 56 were predominantly Spanish 

speakers, and 20 children were predominantly English 

speakers upon entry into school. In racial-ethnic back

ground, 78 children were Mexican-American, 13 were Black, 

13 were Yaqui, and 2 were Anglo. 

Jencks et al. (1972) had pointed out that the con

cept "family background" as employed in the research con

cerning educational ability and achievement was a concatena

tion of a wide variety of variables, an indeterminant 

portion of which referred to the way parents treat their 

children. The work of Wolf (1964) and others following him 

had isolated specific dimensions of family environments, 

called Environmental Process Variables (EPVs), that were 

effective predictors of educational ability and achievement. 

The EPVs, like the construct "family background," were also 

shown to refer to an uncertain combination of socialization 

processes directly related to parent-child interaction and 

other environmental factors attributable to enculturation 

factors that might be less open to directed culture change 

through intervention. Hess and Shipman's (1968) research 

showing a marked relationship between maternal teaching 

styles and children's cognitive ability implied that 

improving the quality of parent-child interaction, regard

less of wider enculturation and/or SES factors in the 

child's home environment, could lead to improvement in the 

achievement of lower SES children. However, Streissguth and 
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Bee (1972) warned that this might be a premature conclusion 

since the extent to which SES factors other than maternal 

teaching style influenced the results of the research was 

uncertain. In a more radical critique of the assumptions 

underlying early intervention programs, Baratz and Baratz 

(1971) claimed that the maternal competency of lower class, 

minority group mothers or the lower SES environment itself, 

was not the cause of children's poor school performance but 

rather it was the school's lack of accommodation to 

culturally different linguistic and learning styles that was 

at fault. In further attack upon the assumptions underlying 

compensatory intervention programs built on the cultural 

deficit model, Cole and Bruner (1972) suggested that 

evidence (low test scores) of the low intellectual abilities 

of disadvantaged groups might not be related to low ability 

but are more the result of testing lower SES groups in 

situations that require them to perform in socio-linguistic 

contexts to which they are not attuned. 

The children in this study were not asked to perform 

in the typical testing situation; instead their achievement 

level at the beginning and end of the program was determined 

by teacher ratings of the child's overall early school per

formance on the Evaluation Scale for Pour- and Five-Year-Old 

Children (ES). While rater bias may have entered the data 

in this way, children from diverse linguistic and ethnic 

backgrounds were not asked to perform in a culturally 
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inappropriate context that would confound the findings. In 

addition, since the ES provided a comprehensive assessment 

of the child's school performance it was less likely to be 

biased toward a narrow conception of English language usage 

and hence confound the interpretation of the results con

cerning the achievement of Spanish speaking children. A 

teacher and aide parental rating scale, Home Variable Scale 

(HVS), filled out after the second home visit in the fall 

and in the final month of the program in the spring, served 

to provide a measure of the socialization-EPVs operating in 

the home environment. 

A parent questionnaire, the Henderson Environmental 

Learning Process Scale (HELPS), administered to a 50 per 

cent random sample of the parents in the fall and spring, 

provided a measure of the enculturation-EPVs based on the 

Wolf (1964) tradition. 

A 2 x 3 x 2 factorial analysis of variance of 

children's achievement with groups divided on the basis of 

Spanish-English bilingual, Spanish, and English speaking 

entry languages and level of parental socialization skill 

tested a number of hypotheses concerning the relationship 

of achievement, language, parental skill level, and trials. 

A 3 x 2 analysis of variance design was employed to deter

mine whether there were differences in parental socializa

tion EPV level on the HVS as a result of the child's entry 

language or as a result of intervention. 
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The effect of the intervention upon parents' en-

culturation EPV skills was tested through a t test between 

correlated pre- posttest HELPS total and subscale means. 

Differences between the ES means of children whose parents 

scored above and below the median on the HELPS were tested 

through the t test for uncorrelated data. 

Zero-order correlations were employed to determine 

the relationship of the HVS to the HELPS and to determine 

the relationship of each measure of parental competency to 

children's achievement. A test for the significance of the 

difference between correlation coefficients was used to 

determine if there was a difference between the relationship 

of socialization EPVs to achievement and the relationship of 

enculturation EPVs to achievement. 

In this chapter the following conclusions will be 

discussed: 

1. Children whose parents were rated high on the 

socialization-EPVs (parent-child and parent-school 

interaction processes) achieved at a higher level 

than children whose parents were rated low on 

socialization EPVs. 

2. There were no differences in the achievement levels 

of children entering the program as predominantly 

Spanish-English bilingual, Spanish, or English 

speakers. 
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3. No interaction effects occurred between parental 

socialization-EPV level and the child's entry 

language, nor did time (trials of the test) in

fluence the relationship between the variables. 

4. Parents improved in their socialization-EPVs skills, 

as measured by the HVS, during the intervention 

program; conversely, there was no change in parents' 

enculturation-EPV level as measured by total HELPS 

scores. 

5. There were no differences in parents' socialization-

EPV level on the HVS as a function of the child's 

entry language. 

6. Parents' enculturation-EPV scores, as measured by 

the HELPS, had no effect upon the child's achieve

ment level. 

7. A relationship was obtained between the parents' 

socialization-EPV skills measured on the HVS and 

parents' enculturation-EPV scores measured on the 

HELPS on the posttests but a relationship was not 

found between the HVS and HELPS on the pretests. 

8. The relationship obtained between parents' HVS 

scores and children's ES scores was higher than that 

obtained between parents' HELPS scores and children's 

ES scores on the posttest but there was no signifi

cant difference between the two correlations on the 

pretests. 
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Discussion of the Statistical Results 

This section will provide a synopsis and interpreta

tion of the findings for each facet of the research design 

and then summarize the results of the research findings. 

Effect of Parents' Socialization Skills 
on Early School Achievement 

Three major findings concerning the effect of the 

socialization skills parents used with their children 

emerged from the study. The first of these suggests that 

the children of parents with high levels of skill in the 

socialization-EPVs as measured by the HVS enter and leave 

early intervention programs achieving at a higher level than 

the children of parents with low levels of socialization-EPV 

skill (Hypothesis I). Second/ the achievement gains of 

children from low socialization-EPV backgrounds is essen

tially similar to the achievement gains of children from 

high socialization-EPV backgrounds but the difference in 

level of achievement between the two groups remains the same 

on the posttest as it was on the pretest (Hypothesis V). 

Third, there were no significant differences in the achieve

ment levels or in the achievement gains over the school year 

between groups of children entering the intervention program 

as Spanish-English bilingual, Spanish, or English speakers 

(Hypothesis II). 

A significant improvement in achievement occurred 

during the intervention program for all six groups of 
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children specified in the statistical design (Hypothesis 

III) . There were no interactive effects obtained from any 

combination of child's entry language, parental socializa

tion EPV level on the HVS, and/or trials of the ES (Hypoth-

eses IV, VI, and VII). In other words, there were no sig-

nificant differences between the means of any one group 

specified in the design; e.g., the Spanish speaking group 

whose _parents rated high in socialization skill, and any 

other group, nor in the amount of gain obtained by one group 

in comparison to another. The only significant difference 

between groups in achievement level occurred between the 

high HVS and low HVS groups (as mentioned above). 

The first of these findings indicated that the 

socialization variables of concern in the Parent and Child 

Education (PACE) Program were valid correlates of lower 

socioeconomic status (SES) children's early school achieve

ment. The socialization-EPVs specified in the HVS con

cerned: Cl) the degree to which parents used specific terms 

and reasoning in their interaction with their child, (2) the 

degree to which parents modeled their teaching behayior on 

that of the program staff, (3) the degree to which parents 

attempted to help the child in concept formation through 

verbal interaction with their child, (4) the degree to which 

parents used praise and rewards rather than punishment in 

reinforcing , their child's behavior, and (5) the degree to 

which parents evinced positive attitudes toward and actively 
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participated in the intervention program. This finding not 

only supports the general research concerning the importance 

of the home learning environment and parental behavior to 

children's intellectual and academic achievement but 

supports the contention of Bentley and others (1973) that 

"... children learn best when home and school share in the 

educational experience" (p. 16). 

The second finding indicated that while intervention 

programs do not necessarily fail to produce achievement 

gains in the most disadvantaged segment of the populations 

served# as contrary to Herzog et al. (1972), neither do they 

serve to remove the achievement gap between children within 

the "disadvantaged" category who enter intervention programs 

from home environments with higher and lower levels of 

socialization-EPVs. Thus, while intervention programs may 

serve to support and enhance existing socialization-EPV 

and achievement relationships within lower class popula

tions, they do not appreciably change the pattern that pre

existed between socialization-EPV level and achievement. 

This finding tends to support Bloom's (1964) research con

cerning the relative stability of children's intellectual 

performance by the age of four years. 

The program was designed to provide a uniform 

treatment for all groups. Since the low group improved in 

achievement level to the same degree that the high group 

improved, it would appear that there was no detrimental 
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effect on the children's growth rate during their preschool 

year resulting from differences in parental socialization-

EPV level. In other words, the cumulative deficit effect 

as elucidated by Deutsch and others (1967) whereby low 

achievers make less progress than average did not show up 

during the early intervention program. 

The third major finding of the analysis of variance 

of children's achievement showed that children's home 

language upon entry into the program did not influence their 

achievement level. This finding is contrary to that of 

Henderson (1966) and of Spence et al. (1971) who found that 

first-grade Spanish monolingual speakers performed at a 

lower level than bilingual children. This difference may be 

due to a difference in the instrument used in this study 

which as a rating scale did not directly ask children to 

perform in a test situation as was required in the studies 

cited above which employed standardized norm referenced 

tests. The importance of using test instruments that elicit 

rather than suppress the performance of minority children 

cannot be underestimated (Cole et al., 1971). The results 

of this study support those of Saldate (1972) in finding no 

differences in the achievement levels of children from bi

lingual and Spanish monolingual backgrounds. 

This study concerned language differences in the 

achievement levels of lower SES children and the finding 

that English speaking children did not perform at a superior 
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level to that of bilingual and Spanish speaking children 

l e n d s  s u p p o r t  t o  G a r c i a  ( 1 9 7 4 )  w h o  s t a t e d  t h a t  " . . .  

bilingualism does not have a negative effect upon language 

development when socio-environmental factors are controlled 

or accounted for . . (p. 472). In addition, the bilingual 

character of the program provided an accommodation to the 

language differences within the group that may well have 

influenced the participants' achievement. Indeed, the bi

lingual group which was 95 per cent Mexican-American and 5 

per cent Yaqui made the greatest achievement gains and the 

English group, which was 65 per cent Black, 25 per cent 

Mexican-American, and 10 per cent Anglo, made the least 

gains. However, these differences were not statistically 

significant. Nevertheless, the effect of a bilingual pro

gram upon Black English speakers remains problematic. In 

summary, this research shows that there is no difference in 

the preschool achievement level or gains among groups of 

lower SES four-year-old Spanish-English bilingual, Spanish, 

or English speaking children. 

Effect of the Intervention on the Environmental 
Variables Related to School Achievement 

The Socialization-EPVs. The results of the analysis 

of variance of teacher and aides' ratings of parental skills 

in the socialization-EPVs showed a significant increase in 

parental skill level occurring over the school year 
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(Hypothesis IX). This finding indicates that parental in

volvement in early intervention programs serves to help 

parents increase their ability to facilitate their child's 

learning in direct parent-child interaction processes and 

increase their positive interaction with the school since 

parental HVS level was found to be related to achievement. 

There were no differences in the socialization-EPV 

levels of parents whose children entered the program as 

bilingual, Spanish, or English speakers on either the pre

test or the posttest HVS (Hypothesis VIII). This latter 

finding is in contradiction to that of Steward and Steward 

(1973) who found that the teaching skills of Spanish 

speaking Mexican-American mothers were lower than those of 

bilingual Mexican-American mothers. In that study, parents 

were not involved in an intervention program and so there 

was in essence no treatment effect, except those of the 

experiment itself, upon parents' competencies as socializa

tion agents. In this present study there was an opportunity 

for the treatment effect of the intervention to influence 

both pretest and posttest HVS measures. In addition, it 

must be remembered that in this study, adult subjects were 

grouped upon the basis of child's entry language which is 

not identical to parental language in all cases. 

No interactive effects occurred between child's 

entry language background and repeated measures of the HVS 
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as would occur if one group made greater or lesser gains 

than the others (Hypothesis X). 

The finding of no significant differences between 

parents of children with different entry languages indicates 

that the parent involvement component of the intervention 

was equally effective with different language groups partic

ipating in the program. Since ethnicity is closely asso

ciated with language it appears that the program accommodated 

a variety of ethnic groups within the population equally 

well. 

The Enculturation-EPVs. Studies originating at the 

University of Chicago by Wolf (1964) and Dave (1963) provided 

some of the major support for the contention that a number 

of variables in children's home environments were related to 

ability and achievement. This research was extended to the 

Mexican-American population in Tucson, Arizona# by Henderson 

(1966) who showed that the EPVs predicted children's achieve

ment within that subpopulation. The dimensions of family 

competencies isolated in these studies through the use of 

correlational statistical techniques, called EPVs in the 

afore entioned research, were aggregates of parent-child 

interaction processes, status measures of parental employ

ment, educational attainment and community involvement, 

educational aspirations of parents, and the availability and 

use of educational materials and communication media in the 
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home. Since these broad dimensions of EPVs, called 

enculturation-EPVs in this present study to distinguish them 

from exclusive references to parent-child interaction pro

cesses, were proven correlates of children's educational 

performance at the elementary level, it was of interest to 

determine whether an early intervention program would pro

duce changes in this broad dimension of family competency. 

Henderson and others (1972) subsequently provided a ques

tionnaire instrument, the HELPS, designed to measure EPVs 

that might be influenced by intervention programs involving 

parents in their children's educational processes. 

The results of this present study indicate that only 

one enculturation-EPV category, that designated as "Environ

mental Stimulation," was improved upon as a result of the 

intervention (Hypothesis XI). There were no significant 

differences in parent's pretest and posttest means on the 

total HELPS {Hypothesis XI) . 

Approximately one-half of the items on the HELPS, 

Environmental Stimulation subscale, referred to parent-child 

interaction and the other half referred to a combination of 

parental social and political activities, child activities, 

and reading materials in the home. The greatest increase 

was obtained on the HELPS item that questioned parents con

cerning their participation in social activities involving 

persons whose racial-ethnic background was different from 

their own. It should be noted that parental involvement in 
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the program, ipso facto, could easily be responsible for the 

increase in the mean score of that item. 

The other four HELPS subscales, "Aspiration," 

"Models," "Guidance," and "Reinforcement" changed very 

little as a result of the intervention. The mean item pre

test score for parents on all of these four subscales was 

already substantially above the midpoint established for the 

scale. In fact, pretest HELPS scores were high enough to 

cast doubt upon the need for intervention, the validity of 

the instrument, or both. Parents' pretest scores on the 

"Aspirations" and "Reinforcement" subscales were extremely 

high. These two subscales questioned parents concerning 

their attitudes in respect to the importance of education, 

their aspirations for the child's education and their own 

job futures, and the frequency of the use of verbal praise 

or affection as reinforcement strategies to promote achieve

ment. It is unclear the degree to which a social desir

ability factor in which parents gave the "right" answer 

rather than reporting upon their actual behavior influenced 

this outcome. However, this result supports Hess and 

Croft's (1972) statement that the educational aspirations of 

lower SES parents is already high. In addition, recent 

findings of the International Association for the Evaluation 

of Educational Achievement (Thorndike, 1973, p. 77), which 

has develop'ed its instruments for measuring EPVs in con

sultation with Richard M. Wolf of the Chicago studies 
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mentioned above, has found that the EPV composite describing 

parental interest in the child's education has in general 

been of modest validity as a predictor of achievement. 

Thorndike (1973, p. 78) also found that the correlations of 

parental help wi th children's homework and achievement were 

generally negat i ve which suggests that the guidance EPV may 

not necessarily be related in the expected direction to 

achievement. Williams (1973) found in a study of EPV data 

that " ... the higher the expectations that parents hold 

for their child's cognitive performance, the lower that per

formance" (p. 18). 

At any rate, the high pretest scores obtained by 

parents on four of the five HELPS subscales, suggests that 

HELPS data on their own merits would not serve to sub

stantiate the claim that parent education was needed in the 

population served by the intervention program. The HELPS 

would not serve to substantiate an educational needs assess

ment regarding the need for parent involvement in early 

education. 

On the other hand, the "Environmental Stimu l- ation" 

pretest subscale item mean was below the midpoint of the 

scale. It increased to slightly above the midpoint after 

the intervention. The relative depression of the "Environ

me ntal St i mulati on " s ubscale in comparison to the other 

ul.J ti a r w·i th HELPS d t r ported in 
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Saldate's (1972) study concerning EPVs in Mexican-American 

homes. 

A reduced number, 42, of HELPS items were used to 

test Hypotheses XII through XV. Since the main purpose of 

the study was to investigate the influence of intervention 

upon parental competency, all items of the HELPS referring 

to the opinion of the respondent or to status and other 

characteristics of the spouse, including the entire Aspira

tion subscale, were removed from the analysis. The same 

conclusions were reached with the analysis of data from the 

refined version of the HELPS as had been found with the full 

HELPS data. There were no differences obtained between pre-

posttest means for the total HELPS scores, nor for any sub-

scale with the exception of the Environmental Stimulation 

subscale (Hypothesis XII). The similarity of results of 

the 42 item HELPS to that of the 53 item HELPS indicates 

that the shorter version contained the essential items for 

further analysis of the data and raises the question of the 

relevance of some EPVs; e.g., parental aspirations for self 

and child's future success, to the goals of early inter

vention. 

Additional conclusions concerning the enculturation 

EPVs showed that there was no difference in the pretest 

HELPS means of parents who stayed in the program and parents 

who dropped out. Further, the HELPS does not appear to be 

subject to a practice effect since there were no significant 
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differences in the posttest HELPS means of parents who 

answered the questionnaire only once (at the time of the 

posttest) and those who were pretested as well. In other 

words, parents did not score higher on the posttest as a 

function of learning the socially desired response from the 

experience of taking the pretest. 

Effect of Enculturation-EPVs on Achievement. 

Previous research has suggested that the EPVs were valid 

correlates of children's achievement at the fifth grade 

level (Wolf, 1964), the fourth grade level (Dave, 1963), 

and at the beginning of first grade (Henderson, 1966). 

The results of this study suggest that there is no 

difference in the achievement level of disadvantaged four-

year-old children whose parents scored above the median or 

below the median on groups blocked on either the HELPS pre

test or the HELPS posttest (Hypothesis XIII). The only 

difference of interest was that of 12.2 raw score points 

(p < .1) obtained in favor of children whose parents scored 

above the median on the HELPS pretest and children whose 

parents scored below the median on the HELPS pretest. Since 

this difference did not attain the traditional .05 level of 

statistical significance, it is reported here only as a 

trend. 

It is interesting to note that raw score differences 

on the ES between groups are smaller for groups split on the 
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HELPS posttest median than for groups split on the HELPS 

pretest median, suggesting that the HELPS pretest was more 

related to achievement than was the HELPS posttest. How

ever, as zero-order correlations between the HELPS and the 

ES indicate, the amount of shared variance between the two 

measures was negligible at 4 per cent in the pretest and 3 

per cent in the posttest measures. Very little of the 

variance in children's achievement is accounted for by their 

parent's HELPS score. 

Relationship of the Home Variables Scale 
to the Henderson Environmental Learning 
Process Scale 

It was of interest in this study to determine the 

relationship between the relatively short 7-item HVS on 

which teachers and aides rated parents on socialization-EPVs 

and the more lengthy 42-item HELPS questionnaire which asked 

parents to report on a variety of enculturation-EPVs. No 

relationship was obtained between the two pretest measures, 

the HVS and the HELPS (Hypothesis XIV). The shared variance 

between the two measures was less than 2 per cent. On the 

other hand, the relationship between the two posttest 

measures was statistically significant; however, the amount 

of shared variance, 13 per cent, between the two measures 

was not overly impressive (Hypothesis XIV). 

The parent's HELPS score reflected a composite of 

factors referring to the child's activities and parent's 
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activities. Only 57 per cent of the HELPS items referred 

directly to parent-child interaction. On the other hand, 

five of the seven HVS items referred to parent-child inter

action directly and the other two HVS items referred to 

parent-school interaction that could well indirectly suggest 

ways in which parental behavior may influence a child's 

preschool experience. The HVS is a more direct measure 

than the HELPS of facets of parental behavior which might be 

related to children's achievement in an intervention program. 

The results concerning differences in the zero-order corre

lations between the HVS and ES and between the HELPS and ES 

reflect this. Significant correlations were obtained 

between the HVS and ES and were not obtained between the 

HELPS and ES. The shared variance on the pretest between 

the HELPS and ES was 4 per cent while 21 per cent of the 

variance on the pretest ES can be attributed to variance on 

the HVS. The differences between the two sets of pretest 

correlations was not, however, statistically significant 

(Hypothesis XV). Even greater divergency emerged between 

the HVS-ES and the HELPS-ES zero-order correlations on the 

posttest where 44 per cent of the variance of the ES is 

attributed to variance on the HVS while 3 per cent of the 

variance on the ES is attributed to the HELPS. The differ

ence between the two sets of posttest correlations was large 

enough to attain significance (Hypothesis XV). 
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These results indicate that intervention research 

proposing to demonstrate the impact of parent involvement 

upon children's early school achievement should employ 

measurement devices which specifically relate to parent-

child socialization learning processes and to parental 

activities within the intervention design rather than 

attempt to document changes in the more stable but elusive 

enculturation-EPVs. In addition, since the relationship of 

the enculturation-EPVs to children's school achievement was 

negligible and did not increase in posttest measures, the 

increase in the relationship between HVS and HELPS posttests 

implies that their shared variance of 13 per cent may be due 

to environmental variables unrelated to achievement. 

Indeed, the posttest HELPS scores were found to be unrelated 

to achievement. It would seem that there is no easy 

application of enculturation-EPV data to the design and 

evaluation of parent involvement intervention efforts. 

Summary of the Results 

The results of the study indicate that parental 

behavior in the socialization-EPV domain strongly influences 

the child's achievement level upon entry into a preschool 

intervention program at the age of four and that it is the 

difference in parent's skills as socialization agents, 

regardless of the language used in the home, that influences 

achievement. The results of this study concerning language 
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suggest that children's early school achievement is rela

tively uninfluenced by entry language, and that parental 

competency is uninfluenced by language differences, when 

both the child and parent participate in a program designed 

to accommodate the Spanish-English bilingual members of the 

population served. 

Further, the results of the study suggest that the 

enculturation-EPVs formulated within the framework of the 

cultural deprivation model from which much of the research 

concerning the relationship between family competency and 

achievement has been derived does not provide a viable 

method for relating factors in the home environments of 

disadvantaged preschoolers to their early school achievement. 

No relationship was obtained between children's achievement 

and the enculturation-EPVs in this study. In addition, 

there was no overall change in the EPV-enculturation home 

domain measured on the HELPS as a result of parental partic

ipation in the intervention program. The only change 

attributable to the intervention occurred in the Environ

mental Stimulation subscale of the HELPS. This subscale 

measured a combination of enculturation factors such as 

parent's social activities, parent-child interaction, 

child's activities, and number of magazines and books in 

the home. As a broad combination of enculturation-EPVs, 

the Environmental Stimulation subscale is prototypic of the 

relatively undifferentiated construct of "stimulation" as 
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found in the cultural deprivation model of compensatory 

education. Even though this dimension was improved as a 

result of the intervention, the effect that this may have 

upon the children's achievement is unclear since the results 

of this study show that no effect upon achievement can be 

attributed to parent's HELPS score. The failure of the 

intervention program to produce changes on the other HELPS 

subscales can be explained in part by the fact that parental 

scores on the pretest were already high on all subscales 

except the Environmental Stimulation subscale, therefore 

parents had little room for improvement on the HELPS. In 

contrast to the lack of change in the EPVs as measured on 

the HELPS, there was a significant improvement obtained 

between pre- and posttesting of parental socialization-EPV 

skill on the HVS. It should be remembered that the HELPS 

data is questionnaire data and may reflect some acquiesence 

to the social desirability nuances of some of the items and 

thus have resulted in inflated scores. 

The HELPS and the HVS were not intended to be mirror 

images of one another. The HELPS measured a broad range of 

enculturation-EPVs including parent-child interaction 

variables while the HVS measured only parent-child inter

action and the parent's participation in the intervention. 

There was no appreciable relationship between the two 

measures on the pretest but a significant relationship was 

obtained between the two measures on the posttest. However, 
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the 13 per cent of the variance in parents' HELPS scores 

accounted for by their HVS scores, seems unrelated to 

children's achievement since only the HVS was found to be 

related to children's ES scores. 

No relationship was found between parents' en-

culturation EPV level as measured on the HELPS and achieve

ment. Conversely, significant relationships were found 

between parents' socialization-EPV level and achievement. 

The amount of shared variance between the latter, the HVS, 

and the ES, increased from 21 per cent on the pretest to 44 

per cent on the posttest. 

The difference between the correlations obtained by 

the HVS and ES from those obtained by the HELPS and ES has 

been interpreted as suggesting that parent-child interaction 

processes as related to socialization learning is a more 

effective measure of the competency dimensions of family 

environments relating to achievement than are enculturation-

EPV measures. However, a caveat is offered concerning this 

interpretation in that it must be remembered that both the 

HVS and the ES were ratings done by the eight teachers (some 

HVS ratings were done by aides) employed in the program. 

There is a possibility of a Pygmalion effect influencing the 

results in that some halo effect may have spilled over on 

the achievement ratings of a child of an unusually competent 

parent or vice versa. Of course, a Pygmalion effect could 

have occurred behaviorally in the treatment of children of 
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parents perceived by teachers as high in socialization skill 

as in the ratings themselves. This effect, if it occurred, 

might result in just the increase in correlation from the 

fall HVS-ES to the spring HVS-ES that was seen. On the 

other hand, since the same relationship between achievement 

and levels of the HVS were obtained on the pretest as were 

obtained on the posttest in the analysis of variance results, 

it appears unlikely that rater bias influenced the posttest 

measures. While Willis (1973) suggested that teacher's 

knowledge of the pupil's family correlate significantly with 

teacher's rankings of children's achievement, she also found 

that teacher's rankings of first grader's achievement cor

related significantly with their Metropolitan Readiness Test 

scores and that second teacher rankings of achievement were 

significantly higher than first rankings. In addition, the 

significant correlation obtained between the HVS and the 

HELPS on the posttests suggests that teachers may have 

become more rather than less accurate in their ratings as 

they had more experience with the participants. 

In summary, this study showed that parents' 

socialization-EPV skills are highly related to children's 

achievement at the preschool level and that these parental 

competencies improve as the result of intervention. Further, 

parents' responses to the HELPS questionnaire, a measure of 

EPVs in the broader enculturation domain, were not related 

to children's achievement in this study. Only one 
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enculturation-EPV, that of "Environmental Stimulation," was 

shown to have; improved as a result of intervention as 

measured on the HELPS. 

Relationship of the Study to Competing 
Models of Parent Involvement 
in Compensatory Education 

There is very little theoretical unity to the 

research concerning the influence of "parenting" or 

socialization-EPV skill and other aspects of family compe

tency to children's achievement that would support a compre

hensive prescriptive statement specifying the skills that 

parents of lower SES children should employ to insure their 

children's school success. The research paradigms employed 

and underlying assumptions concerning parent involvement in 

early intervention programs were generally shown to be 

related to one of two competing models of compensatory edu

cation.. The cultural deprivation model implied that defi

cits in the home environments of disadvantaged children as 

viewed from a middle class perspective were responsible for 

their low IQ and achievement test scores. The cultural 

differences model suggested that either the school's lack 

of accommodation to cultural differences of children's 

language, learning styles and experiential backgrounds, 

biases in the tests themselves, and/or an incompatibility 

between the cultural demands of the home and school was at 
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fault in causing the academic failure of low SES, minority 

group children. 

It was suggested herein that neither the cultural 

deprivation nor the cultural differences model provided an 

adequate framework for either a descriptive or prescriptive 

paradigm of the relationship of family competency to 

compensatory education programs that involve parents. 

Instead, it was proposed that a cultural conflict model 

would provide a generic framework for conflict recognition 

and resolution of issues and problems resulting from the 

inter-personal demands placed upon teachers and parents in 

the relatively new interface area created in parent involve

ment activities. The model would also serve to provide a 

conceptual scheme for locating the places where fundamental 

disagreement over the goals and strategies of intervention 

might arise at the policy level. The limitations of the 

other two models may not reside so much in kind of research 

studies in which they result but rather in the kinds of 

issues that are not examined from their frameworks, espe

cially those of intergroup relations and of the effective

ness of alternative approaches to compensatory intervention 

education. For instance, the conflict model provides a 

framework for recognizing the minority person's need to 

develop code switching or alternative conceptual styles to 

meet the demands of both ethnic and dominant group standards. 
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Lack of consensus in the following areas can cause 

conflict between groups according to Schmidtlein (1974): 

Disagreement can occur over the definition of 
problems, the definition of goals, and the 
selection and implementation of change strategies. 
Such disagreement results from the diverse values 
employed as criteria for choice, differing con
ceptual models employed to analyze events, differ
ent standards and norms of reciprocity, and 
varying expectations held by people. Disagree
ment also results from access to different sets 
of facts (p. 10). 

It is suggested that evidence of all of the above sources of 

disagreement impinges upon program planning, implementation, 

and evaluation of parent involvement in early childhood 

intervention. It is beyond the scope of this present study 

to touch upon but a few of the elements of concern to a 

cultural conflict model; however, those aspects of the study 

that are related to the foregoing models will be elucidated 

below. 

As interpreted in the cultural conflict model, the 

delineation of educationally relevant environmental factors 

(EPVs) must be related to the particular ethnic, SES back

ground of the child as well as to the school environment in 

which the child receives his formal education. The dis

tinction drawn between enculturation-EPVs measured on the 

Henderson Environmental Learning Process Scale, and 

socialization-EPVs, measured on the Home Variables Scale, in 

this study functioned as a method for comparing the empirical 

evidence obtained from the deprivation versus the social 
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learning interpretation of the differences model. In 

addition, the focus upon socialization-EPVs delimited the 

scope of parent involvement to variables that could be 

directly related to parent education. The generally posi

tive responses of parents on the HELPS concerning 

enculturation-EPVs gave little support to the deprivation 

thesis and provided few clues for program planning of the 

intervention effort. The area in which parental responses 

on the HELPS were low, the Environmental Stimulation sub-

scale f contained numbers of items that were at best 

tenuously related to children's education development. The 

lack of a significant relationship between children's 

achievement and parents' HELPS scores within the interven

tion group further eroded the credibility of the deprivation 

model for planned intervention. It is not suggested that 

the deprivation thesis is untrue as indeed there is ample 

documentation of the importance of broad environmental 

factors as related to SES upon achievement but rather that 

the deprivation model lacks adequacy as an interpretive 

scheme for compensatory education. 

It was suggested in Table 1 that a social learning 

theory approach to parent involvement functions to implement 

a cultural differences model of compensatory education in 

that "parenting" behaviors could be described as process 

behaviors applicable to a variety of cultural contexts. 

For instance, on the HVS "parenting" was judged in terms of 
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process behaviors in which the specific language used by the 

parent was irrelevant but the way parents used language was 

important. Or, in another example, the specific activity 

in which parents were engaged in helping children develop 

the ability to see relationships was not named while the 

degree to which evidence of this type of socialization 

processing occurred was crucial. On the other hand, a focus 

upon "parenting" processes could also function to opera-

tionalize questions derived from the cultural conflict model 

in that the possibility of uneven program impact upon 

members of different ethnic groups could be ascertained. 

The results of the study, which yielded significant differ

ences in children's achievement of high and low HVS parents 

but which did not find differences between groups blocked 

on child's entry language, suggested that an intervention 

program could successfully accommodate children and parents 

from different ethnic backgrounds. Furthermore, the finding 

that the children of low HVS parents improved in achievement 

by approximately the same amount that the children of the 

high HVS parents improved suggested that the intervention 

was equally successful with more disadvantaged children as 

it was with less disadvantaged children. In summary, the 

data suggest that the program was beneficial to children 

and parents of the several ethnic groups participating in 

the intervention. 
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Conclusions 

The results of this study indicated that the impact 

of early intervention upon the home variables that influence 

achievement is located within the socialization learning 

domain of parent-child interaction rather than within the 

enculturation learning domain of the child's wider social 

environment. Socialization-EPVs, as measured by teacher and 

aide ratings on the HVS, were shown to be related signifi

cantly to the preschool achievement of four-year-old dis

advantaged children and these socialization-EPV parental 

skills were shown to improve significantly as a result of 

intervention. The children of parents with a high level of 

skill as socialization agents, irrespective of their language 

background along a continuum of Spanish-bilingual-English 

upon entry into school, achieved at a higher level both at 

the beginning and end of the intervention program than did 

the children of parents with a low level of skill as 

socialization agents. However, the achievement of both 

groups of children increased by approximately the same 

amount between the beginning and end of the program. Since 

the intervention appeared to have a uniform influence upon 

the achievement of children entering the program from more 

favorable and less favorable home learning environments, the 

effect of parent involvement did not serve to remove or 

change the pattern of the relationship between home environ

ment and achievement putatively antedating the intervention. 
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In other words, the compensatory program did not offset the 

fact that children from high socialization-EPV homes had an 

achievement advantage over children from low socialization-

EPV homes. This finding of differences within a low SES 

population is in accordance with previous research showing 

the stable achievement advantage of middle SES children over 

low SES children when both groups participate in preschool 

programs (Guidubaldi et al., 1974). Although it is beyond 

the scope of this study to delve into the complex issues of 

equality of educational opportunity so exhaustively dis

cussed by Jencks et al. (1972), it would seem that an 

implicit goal held by some proponents of compensatory educa

tion to the effect that compensatory programs should serve 

to remove the relationship between home environment and 

achievement is a goal that is unlikely to be attained when 

all groups of children are given similar formal educational 

treatments. 

In contrast to socialization-EPVs, the broader 

dimension of enculturation-EPVs, as measured by the HELPS, 

was not related to the achievement of children participating 

in the early intervention program. The result was at 

variance with previous research concerning the relationship 

of EPVs to intelligence and achievement by Wolf (1964), 

Dave (1963), and others following them. This may be 

attributed to (1) differences between parents' responses 

to open-ended interview questions and the Likert-type 
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responses on the HELPS questionnaire used in this study, 

(2) differences between measures of IQ and elementary school 

achievement and measures of preschool achievement indicating 

children's overall developmental level, and/or (3) attenua

tion in the sample of this present study due to the com

pression of SES variables in the selection of Title I pro

gram participants. In any event, the general EPV approach 

to studying factors in family environments related to 

achievement does not seem to function well in intervention 

research. The finding of no significant differences between 

pre- and posttesting on the HELPS further suggests that the 

enculturation-EPVs refer to stable environmental character

istics unlikely to change as a result of intervention. The 

educational significance of the improvement seen in parents' 

scores on the HELPS Environmental Stimulation subscale is 

unclear because of the lack of relationship between total 

HELPS scores and achievement. It may well be that the HELPS 

which reflects the standard middle class cultural model of 

family competency does not differentiate family competency 

dimensions within lower SES minority environments. 

Enculturation-EPVs need not be described in terms of 

middle class cultural contexts. Cole and others (1971) 

provided evidence of the abstract thinking abilities learned 

by children in non-literate societies. Havighurst (1970, 

p. 321) suggested that ethnic group differences in the 

action areas selected by parents or found in the broader 
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sub-culture for differential rewards and punishments of 

children's behavior may relate to the effectiveness of 

reinforcement strategies used by teachers. Limiting the 

investigation of EPVs to a middle class perspective may not 

only obscure attempts to estimate the influence of parent-

child interaction variables in comparison to broader en-

culturation influences upon achievement but may truncate 

attempts of the school as a social institution to accommo

date to cultural differences in learning style. On the 

other hand, educational programs cannot be exclusively based 

upon strategies derived from the cultural differences model. 

Instead, the cultural conflict model provides a more precise 

formulation of the strategies required to insure minority 

children opportunities to participate as equals in the 

wider American societal context as well as within their 

particular ethnic group. 

Recommedations for Future Research 

It is suggested that future research in the area of 

parent involvement in early education be based upon models 

which carefully specify criteria for distinguishing between 

parent-child interaction variables related to achievement 

and parent-child interaction variables unrelated to achieve

ment and which also distinguish between parent-child 

socialization-EPVs and enculturation-EPVs specifically 

related to ethnic subcultural differences as well as to the 
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dominant American culture group. There is a need for 

improved theoretical models of educationally relevant 

characteristics of family environments specifying the points 

at which developmental differences related to children's age 

and individual abilities interacting with parental behavior, 

as well as ethnic and regional differences, may influence 

children's school success. In addition, there is a need for 

instruments which are highly specific in indicating a 

variety of dimensions of parent-child interaction. Measure

ment techniques are required that may be employed to serve 

as diagnostic devices in program implementation as well as 

in the evaluation of the influence of parent involvement 

upon achievement. Further suggestions for intervention 

research can be found in the domain of human relations and 

institutional systemic linkages between school and home as 

described in the cultural conflict model detailed in Table 

1, much of which could be approached through anthropological 

participant observation methodology. There is a need for 

observational studies of changes occurring in parent-child 

interaction in the home and school environments that may be 

attributed to intervention programs. 



APPENDIX A 

THE EVALUATION SCALE FOR FOUR- AND 
FIVE-YEAR-OLD CHILDREN* 

Evaluation of children's progress is a continuous 
challenge to nursery school and kindergarten teachers. 
Definition of goals and identification of behaviors, which 
indicate progress without imposing specific standards on 
children, are difficult tasks in a curriculum which attempts 
to provide a broad base of experience drawn from a sampling 
of the content of many subject fields and to encourage the 
development of increasing competency in personal and social 
skills. The purpose of this instrument is to provide 
teachers with a basis for making objective judgments re
garding the maturity of the school behavior of nursery school 
and kindergarten children. 

Goals of the early childhood program which the 
instrument is designed to measure are included in Part I of 
the instrument. Valid use of the scale necessitates 
acceptance of these goals but does not rule out the possi
bility that a teacher may have additional goals which the 
scale is not designed to measure. 

Directions for Rating 

In rating the child's behavior, numerical values 
should be assigned as follows: 

Child consistently performs at a lower level of 
b e h a v i o r  t h a n  i s  d e s c r i b e d  i n  t h e  l e f t  c o l u m n  . . . .  1  

The child usually behaves in accordance with the 
description in the left column. He may 
occasionally show more or less advanced be
havior, but this is a good description of his 
usual behavior 2 

The child's behavior cannot be easily classified 
in either the left or the right column. His be
havior fluctuates from one level to the other; 

*Butler {1965), used with permission of copyright 
holder. 

198 



199 

he falls somewhere on a continuum between the 
two descriptions 3 

The child usually behaves in accordance with 
the description in the right column. He may 
not quite measure up to one aspect of the 
described behavior? he may always measure 
up to other aspects of the description 4 

The child's performance always reaches or 
exceeds the behavior described in the right 
hand column 5 

School Teacher 

Pupil Matric # 

Part I 
Goals for the Early Childhood Program 

A. Goals for the child in relation to himself 

The child should help the child to: 

1. Develop feelings of adequacy—experience success 
2. Recognize his own feelings and develop appropriate 

controls 
3. Have chances to be independent 
4. Make choices and decisions—exercise self-direction 
5. Acquire positive attitudes toward learning 
6. Feel good about people other than family 

I. Evaluation of Self-Concept 

A. Awareness of self 

1 2 
Is self-conscious and 
shy; very easily 
embarrassed 

3 4 5 
Free from inappropriate 
self-consciousness, 
appears self composed 
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B. Feeling about himself 

Unsure whether he is 
liked—dominates, de
fends, blames, rejects. 
Tends to respond nega
tively to the approaches 
of others. 

Sees himself as liked— 
approaches children 
with positive sugges
tions and ideas of 
things to do. Responds 
positively to the sug
gestions of others. 

Progress toward self-sufficiency 

Needs only a minimum of 
direction by the 
teacher to become in
volved in productive 
activity. Abides by his 
own idea of what he 
wants to do in his 
relationships with 
children. 

Needs constant direction 
or support from the 
teacher, or shows much 
dependence on another 
child 

Involvement in task 

1 2 
Flits from one activity 
to another. Samples but 
does not become deeply 
involved. 

4 5 
Plans and persists in 
activity for the sake 
of the activity. 

Openness to new experiences 

4 5 
Is open to a variety of 
activities. Gains sat
isfaction from using 
many materials avail
able to his class. Is 
challenged by new and 
difficult tasks. 

Returns repeatedly to one 
or two activities which 
are satisfying. Is reluc
tant to enter new situa
tions. May act negative 
or resistant. 

Ability to relate to others 

4 5 
Can find satisfying 
relationships with a 
number of different 
children. 

Does not relate easily 
to other children. 
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B. Goals for the child in relation to other people 

The school should help the child to: 

1. Develop social skills 
2. Develop an appreciation for people, recognizing 

their differences, their feelings, their contribu
tion 

3. Learn to make appropriate modifications of his 
personal behavior for working in a group 

4. Have opportunities to relate to small groups of 
children 

5. Sustain interest in total class activity 
6. Learn to live in the school community 
7. Establish relationships with school personnel 

II. The Child in Relation to Other People 

A. Ability to join a group 

Lacks techniques for 
joining a group; hangs 
on fringes 

Easily joins or leaves 
a group if he so 
desires 

B. Sensitivity to the feelings of others 

Shows more egocentrism than 
awareness of the feelings 
of others—is frank to the 
point of cruelty—"I don't 
like that." 

Words his comments to 
show awareness of 
another child's re
sponse to a situation. 
Tries to soothe another 
child's hurt; makes 
comments which help the 
child feel better 

Respect for the rights of others 

Requires frequent re
minders concerning the 
rights of others in group 
situations and is willing 
to share play equipment 
when reminded 

Can be responsible for 
respecting the rights 
of others in most group 
situations and can 
devise ways to share 
equ ipment— invi tes 
others to play. 
Mediates situations 
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Relationships with small groups of children 

Is able to play in a 
group of two or three 
children settling most 
difficulties without 
assistance. Tries to 
assume leadership role 
—may be dictatorial. 

Response to group activity 

12 3 

Is able to play in a 
group of four or five 
children, settling most 
difficulties without, 
adult assistance—will 
argue to defend his 
rights. Assumes leader
ship role capably, also 
able to share leader
ship with others— 
organize games. Is 
able to compromise and 
make concessions. 

Sustains interest in 
group activity from 10 
to 20 minutes depending 
on type of activity 

Sustains interest m 
group activity from 20 
to 30 minutes depending 
on type of activity 

Dependability in complying with specific demands of 
a situation 

Is easily distracted 
from group by his 
interests. Can walk 
with group on field 
trips or other 
activities under 
close supervision. 

Can function reliably 
as a group worker. Is 
trustworthy in staying 
with a group on ex
cursions or other 
activities. 

Reaction to change in program 

Readily adapts himself 
to changes in program 
or to the presence of 
different people in the 
classroom—relates posi
tively to the teacher 
and responds favorably 
to her suggestions. 
Makes transitions from 
one activity to another 
independently. 

Is hesitant to accept 
changes in program or in 
leadership of the group. 
Relies heavily on the 
teacher for security. 
Needs adult assitance in 
making transitions from 
one activity to another. 
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H. Participation in the school community 

Enjoys a short suitable 
school program and can 
participate informally. 
Recognizes school per
sonnel. Is willing to 
go with a helper to 
other parts of the 
school 

Reacts favorably to 
school events occurring 
outside his particular 
classroom. Identifies 
self with school per
sonnel. Peels secure 
in finding his way 
about building alone. 

C. Goals for the child in relation to his physical 
environment 

The school should help the child to: 

1. Engage in vigorous physical activity 
2. Develop skill in controlling bodily movement 
3. Develop skills to do real things—dress and undress 
4. Have access to many media for exploring, discovering, 

adventuring 
5. Be able to take care of materials 
6. Use materials and equipment safely 

III. The Child in Relation to his Physical Environment 

A. Use of large muscle apparatus 

Can climb up and down on 
jungle gym and is learning 
additional skills—wants 
recognition for newly 
acquired skills—does not 
slide down pole. Holds to 
sides of slide and wants 
to "be caught." 

Is adept n climbing 
the jungle gym—sure 
footed and confident. 
Slides down pole, can 
climb pole from the 
ground. Uses slide 
freely and fearlessly— 
likes to come fast 
without holding to 
sides. 

B. Coordination of body movement 

12 3 
Runs fast, may fall. 
Skips freely. Has good 
control of body move
ment 

Runs and gallops but 
cannot skip. Running is 
accompanied by lateral 
body movement. 
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D, 

Attempts to tie—makes 
loops and winds but does 
not actually make a bow. 
Can button easy buttons 
—easy to reach and easy 
to see. Needs help to 
start coat zippers. Can 
put on coat but does it 
reluctantly. 

Use of tools 

Can tie a bow. Can 
button if buttons are 
not tiny or tight. Zips 
coat without assist
ance. Puts on and takes 
off coat without help. 

Holds hammer close to 
head, sometimes using two 
hands—uses short strokes, 
frequently misses or bends 
nail. Pounds down bent 
nail. Uses both hands to 
saw. Requires assistance 
to begin. Manipulates 
brace and bit but does 
not persist until bit 
goes through board. 

Holds hammer with one 
hand well back on 
handle. Hits nail 
forcefully with long 
strokes—rarely misses. 
Attempts to straighten 
nail when it bends. 
Starts saw by drawing 
backward—saws with one 
hand. Asks if he is 
using brace and bit 
correctly. Can exert 
enough pressure to make 
bit go fast and deep. 

E. Care of materials 

4 5 
Responds to suggestions 
regarding acceptable 
uses of equipment. Co
operates in helping to 
put away toys and equip
ment, arrange chairs, 
sweep around work bench 
or wash paste sticks. 

Uses materials and equip
ment recklessly. Cleans 
up slowly—drags out the 
process. Is not always 
cooperative in helping 
put away toys and 
equipment. 
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Use of art materials 

1 2 : 
Gets too much paint on 
the brush—sometimes lets 
paint drip. Needs help in 
removing paper from easel. 
Gets fingerpaint all over 
table and himself—teacher 
practically follows his 
use of art materials with 
a sponge. 

4 5 
Wipes off brush—gets 
few drips. Gets out 
paper, hangs it up and 
takes it down. Wipes up 
spills. Keeps most of 
paste on object to be 
pasted. Keeps most of 
the fingerpaint on the 
paper. 

D. Goals for the child in relation to the world of ideas 

The school should help the child to: 

1. Have experiences which arouse curiosity and en
thusiasm. 

2. Do some planning—think, work, follow through, make 
decisions 

3. Discuss, organize, classify information, and draw 
conclusions 

4. Distinguish between reality and fantasy 
5. Enjoy humor 
6. Increase understanding of size, shape, space, simple 

quantity, and time relationships. 
7. Learn to communicate ideas of number and quantity 
8. Recognize that written symbols have meaning—that he 

can get information through printed symbols 
9. Develop interest in books and other printed materials 

10. Adventure with new ideas and new places—experiment, 
test 

11. Explore and develop ideas in creative ways 

IV. The Child in Relation to the World of Ideas 

A. Curiosity about new things and experiences 

Accepts new experiences, 
needs security of known 
rooms, friends, and 
teachers for responding 
to the new and different. 
Responds passively, 
listens to teacher's 
comments, but makes few 
comments of his own. 
Observes color. 

Is eager for new expe
riences—enjoys trips, 
walks, excursions, is 
enthusiastic about-
trying out new things, 
is responsive to visi
tors. Is curious about 
new materials, equip
ment, new things—asks 
questions, takes part, 
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B, Communication of ideas 

tries to find out how 
it works or what it 
does by taking apart, 
tasting, feeling, 
manipulating 

4 5 
Participates in dis-
cussions. Exchanges 
ideas with other 
children, reasons, makes 
explanations. Is able 
to rearrange his 
thinking aloud as he 
discusses. Retells 
stories and relates 
events in logical 
sequence 

Is more interested in 
talking than in listening. 
Offers little interchange 
of ideas—each child tells 
about his pet rather than 
discussing one child's 
pet. His thinking is 
sometimes ahead of 
vocabulary development. 
Gropes for word to 
express idea 

Attempts to draw conclusions 

Does not verbalize con
clusions unless they are 
fairly obvious and/or 
close at hand—it is 
difficult to tell whether 
conclusions are drawn 

Attempts to draw con
clusions from what he 
sees or from past 
experiences 

Reality and fantasy 

4 5 
Tells tall tales but 
distinguishes between 
fact and fiction, 
enjoys the fact that he 
knows the difference 
between fact and fancy 

4 5 
Is amused by noises, 
grotesque faces and 
figures. Can make up 
riddles, nonsense 
verse, rhymes and jokes 
Can detect subtleties 
in stories 

Tells tall tales, clings to 
world of fantasy as demon
strated through his imagina
tive play, distinguishes 
only the very obvious as 
make believe 

E. Enjoyment of humor 

Is highly amused by ridic
ulous physical activity 
and obvious incongruities. 
Enjoys rhyming words and 
"silly" words. Carries 
laughter too far 
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Concepts of quantity and time 

Identifies time relation
ships with reference to 
familiar routines. Dis
criminates obvious dif
ferences in size, shape, 
and space 

Response to symbols 

Understands time seq-
quences like yesterday, 
today, and tomorrow— 
refers to a long time 
ago. Discriminates 
slight differences in 
size, shape, and space 

H, 

Can recognize his name. 
Asks to have it written. 
Recognizes letters in 
words if they appear in 
his name 

Response to stories 

Is interested in 
printing and scribbling. 
Recognizes captions, 
some words, etc. Asks 
to have thoughts 
written. "Reads" stories 
from books, pictures, 
etc. (interprets) 

Frequently interrupts 
stories to comment. 
Relates stories to self 
and own experiences 

Awareness of creative powers 

Enjoys a story for the 
story's sake. (Inter
ested in the plot of 
story) Interrupts when 
concerned with the 
events of the story 

4 5 
Recognizes power within Has little or no concept 

of self as a creative 
being. Manipulates art 
materials for sheer 
enjoyment. Changes de
scription of products as 
their form suggests 
something different 

himself to create (sees 
ways to implement an 
idea). Has real purpose 
in the manipulation of 
art media. Rarely 
changes his mind about 
what products are. 



APPENDIX B 

HOME VISITATION REPORT 

A standard machine scorable answer sheet is to be used for 
this report. 

Directions: Please mark in the child's identification 
number in the first six boxes on the answer sheet. 
Leave blank if the child's matric number has not been 
assigned and write the child's name on the top. In 
the last box mark in the school code number as follows 

1. Borton 3. Richey 5. Carrillo 7. Holladay 
2. Ochoa 4. Tully 6. Davis 8. Manzo 

1. What was the length of the visit? 

1. less than 15 minutes 
2. 15-30 minutes 
3. 30-45 minutes 
4. up to one hour 

2. Was an appointment made prior to the visit? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

3. Who was the person contacted in the visit? 

1. mother 
2. father 
3. both parents 
4. relative 
5. babysitter 

4. What was the main purpose of the visit? 

1. social 
2. to recruit parents for classroom involvement 
3. to model activities with the child in order to pro 

vide parental model 
4. to take educational materials to the home for the 

mother to facilitate the child's learning 
5. to plan for parent's program participation on 

volunteer days 

208 



209 

Did mother practice the skill modeled by the teacher or 
aide during the visit? 

1. Yes 
2. No 
3. The mother participated with the teacher in the 

process 
4. This item does not apply; the visit served some 

other purpose 

How many adults were in the home at any time during the 
visit? 

1. 1 
2 .  2  
3. 3 
4. 4 
5. 5 or more 

How many children were in the home at any time during 
the visit? 

1. 1 
2 .  2  
3. 3 
4. 4 
5. 5 or more 

Was the family ready for the visit? 

1. yes, the family was expecting the teacher or aide 
2. no, the family was not expecting the teacher or aide 
3. the family forgot about the visit 
4. the family knew about the visit but something inter

fered 

Did the parent or person contacted discuss personal 
problems with the teacher? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

Did the parent or person contacted help the child with a 
project or activity provided by the school? 

1. yes, this was observed or mentioned during the visit 
2. no, this was not observed or mentioned during the 

visit 
3. yes, but evidence for this was obtained at another 

time 
4. no evidence for this has been obtained 
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Has the parent or person contacted obtained additional 
appropriate materials for the child to work with at 
home? 

1. yes, this was observed or mentioned during the visit 
2. no, this was not observed or mentioned during the 

visit 
3. yes, but evidence for this was obtained at another 

time 
4. no evidence for this has been obtained 

Has the parent or person contacted introduced comple
mentary activities or initiated the teaching of new 
areas at home? 

1. yes, this was observed or mentioned during the visit 
2. no, this was not observed or mentioned during the 

visit 
3. yes, but evidence for this was obtained at another 

time 
4. no evidence for this has been obtained 

Which of the following best summarized the parent's 
attitude toward the home visitation? 

1. hostile 
2. reluctant 
3. indifferent 
4. pleased 
5. enthusiastic 

Which of the following best summarizes your attitude 
toward the home visitation? 

1. strained 
2. reluctant 
3. indifferent 
4. pleased 
5. enthusiastic 

How did the parent attempt to guide the child's be
havior? 

threats, praise, rewards 
punishments : : : : : positive replies 

1 3 4 5 

To what extent did the parent copy or use your teaching 
methods? 

very little : : : : : a great deal 
1 2 3 4 5 
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To what extent did the parent give reasons for requests 
made of the child? 

very little : : : : : a great deal 
1 2 3 4 5 

To what extent does the parent specifically label 
objects in talking to the child? 

very little : : : : : a great deal 
1 2 3 4 5 

To what extent does the parent attempt to develop the 
child's higher thinking ability (concepts, relation
ships, sequence, comparisons) in talking to the child? 

very little : : : : : a great deal 
1 2 3 4 5 

(Answer only if parent has indicated his viewpoint.) 
What is the parent's assessment of the child's intel
lectual ability? 

low : : : : : high 
1 2 3 4 5 

What is your assessment of the child's intellectual 
ability? 

low : : ; : : high 
1 2 3 4 5 

Which of the following summarizes the parent's partic
ipation in the project on school volunteer days? 

1. erratic 
2. steady but passive 
3. steady and active when encouraged by teacher or aide 
4. steady and initiates appropriate activities with 

own child 
5. steady and initiates appropriate activities with 

more than own child 

Who made this visit? 

1. teacher 
2. aide 
3. both 
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24. What was the language(s) spoken during the visit? 

1. Spanish only 
2. English only 
3. Both Spanish and English 
4. Predominantly Spanish 
5. Predominantly English 

25. What language(s) is spoken by the child's parent(s)? 

1. Spanish only 
2. English only 
3. Both Spanish and English 
4. Predominantly Spanish 
5. Predominantly English 

26. What language(s) did this child speak when he -was en
rolled in the program? 

1. Spanish only 
2. English only 
3. Both Spanish and English 
4. Predominantly Spanish 
5. Predominantly English 

27. What language(s) does the child speak now? 

1. Spanish only 
2. English only 
3. Both Spanish and English 
4. Predominantly Spanish 
5. Predominantly English 

28. How many educational home visits have been made to the 
child's home this year? 

1. none 
2. 1-5 
3. 6-10 
4. 11-15 
5. more than 15 

29. How many other than educational home visits have been 
made this year? 

1. none 
2. 1-5 
3. 6-10 
4. 11-15 
5. more than 15 



(Answer only if relevant.) From your viewpoint, which 
of the following is the most important outcome of 
parent involvement in the PACE program for this family? 

1. It opened two way communication between the school 
and the home. 

2. The parent(s) learned specific techniques for 
teaching the child. 

3. The parent(s) gained self-confidence in their own 
abilities as parents and in their ability to help 
their child with school tasks. 

4. Parent involvement increased the child's sense of 
security and self-confidence in school. 

5. The family received needed social and health 
services. 



APPENDIX C 

HELPS INTERVIEW SCHEDULE* 

Purpose 

Your frank answers to the questions on this form 

will help program developers to help schools in many 

regions of the country to improve their programs for young 

children. 

If you are not absolutely sure how to answer a 

question, give the best answer you can. Here are some 

examples: 

Each question is set up like a scale. For example, 

suppose you were asked this question: 

How important will it be for (CHILD) 

to graduate from high school? 

The scale would look like this: 

Very important : : : : Unimportant 

1. If "very important" tells best how you would answer this 

question, please mark your answer like this sample. 

How important will it be for (CHILD) to graduate from high 

school? 

Very important X : : : : Unimportant 

*Used with permission of copyright holder 
(Henderson, Bergan, and Hurt, 1972). 
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2. If "unimportant" tells best how you would answer this 

question, mark your answer like this sample. 

How important will it be for (CHILD) to graduate from high 

school? 

Very important : : : : X Unimportant 

3. If you think that finishing high school is "quite 

important," you would mark your answer like this sample. 

How important will it be for (CHILD) to graduate from high 

school? 

Very important : X : : : Unimportant 

4. If you think that finishing high school is "quite' 

unimportant," you would place the mark as on this sample. 

How important will it be for (CHILD) to graduate from high 

school? 

Very important : : : X ; Unimportant 

5. If you feel that your answer would fall about halfway 

between these extremes of very important and unimportant, 

mark the middle blank as we have done on this sample. 

How important will it be for (CHILD) to graduate from high 

school? 

Very important : : X : : Unimportant 

The words on the scales for each of the following questions 

are different, but the idea is the same. You place your 

"X" in one of the blanks along the scale to show how you 

would answer the question. 
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1. Not counting what happens at school, how often does 

(CHILD) go to the library, or a museum, or someplace 

like that? 
Less than 

Once a week : : : : once a year 

2. Not counting things like school field trips, how often 

does (CHILD) go to a zoo, a park, or someplace like 

that? 
Less than 

Once a week : : : : once a year 

3. (IF APPLICABLE) What chance does your husband have to 

get ahead in his job? 

Good : : : : Poor 

4. If (and when) (CHILD) graduates from high school, what 

are his/her chances of getting a good job? 

Good ; : : : Poor 

5. What kind of grades do you expect (CHILD) to get in 

school? 

Excellent : ; : : Failing 

6. When (CHILD) has a chance to choose what to do around 

the house, how often does he/she choose to look at a 

book or magazine? 

Almost every day : : : : Very seldom 

7. How often do you attend social gatherings? (e.g., 

parties, dances, church activities, PTA) 
Less than 

Once a week : : : : once a year 
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8. How often do you take (CHILD) on a trip out of town? 
Less than 

Once a week : : : : once a year 

9. How often do you take (CHILD) along when you go 

shopping? 

Almost weekly : : : : Almost never 

10. (IF APPLICABLE) How many organizations does your 

husband belong to? (e.g., Bowling team, Baseball team, 

church groups, PTA, Unions, Fraternal Orders.) 

None : : : : Four or more 

11. How many organizations do you belong to? (e.g., 

Service Clubs, PTA, Church groups, Community organiza

tions) 

None : : : : Four or more 

12. How often do you take part in social activities in 

which some of the people are of different ethnic groups 

or races? (e.g., church, parties, etc.) 
Less than 

Once a week : : : : once a year 

13. How often do you take part in a community action or 

political activity? (e.g., Model Cities Task Force 

Unit Meetings, AREA Council, Parent Advisory Committee) 
Less than 

Once a week : : : : once a year 

14. How often do you visit someone who is not related to 

you? 

Almost daily : : : : Almost never 



15. How often do you visit with friends who live in 

neighborhoods other than your own? 

Almost daily : : : : Almost never 

16. How often do you talk to (CHILD) about things he/she 

has seen on TV? 

Almost daily : : : : Almost never 

17. How often does (CHILD) watch some educational TV 

program such as Sesame Street, Chiquitines, Mr. 

Rogers, Captain Kangaroo? 

Almost daily : : : : Almost never 

18. If (CHILD) asks you a question you can't answer, how 

often do you try to find the answer by looking in a 

book? 

Always : : : : Never 

19. How often does (CHILD) see you reading something? 

Almost every day : : : : Never 

20. How often does (CHILD) see you reading a novel, or some 

other book? 

Almost every day : : : : Never 

21. (.IF APPLICABLE) How much education (school, training, 

and so on) has your husband had? 

No training beyond 
grade school : : : : College Graduate 
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22. (IF APPLICABLE) How often does (CHILD) help his/her 

father when he is working on some project? (Building 

something, fixing something, working around the home) 

Very often : : : : Never 

23. When you are working around your home, how often does 

(CHILD) help? (e.g., cooking, sweeping, picking up) 

Very often : : i : Never 

24. How often does (CHILD) play school at home, or at a 

neighbor 1s place? 

Very often : : : : Never 

25. How often does (CHILD) play that he/she is grownup? 

Very often : : ; : Never 

26. How often does (CHILD) play house? 

Very often : : : : Never 

27. How much do you (or some other adult) talk with (CHILD) 

at mealtime? 
Most of the 
time : : : : Not much 

28. How much did you read to (CHILD) before he/she could 

read for himself/herself? 

Almost daily : : : Almost never 

29. How often does your child come to you for help on 

school work? 

Very often : : : : Never 

30. How often do you tell your child that she/he has 

behaved well at school? 

yery often ; : : : Never 
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31. How often do you tell your child that he/she has done 

good work at school? 

Very often : : : : Never 

32. How often do you watch the news on television or listen 

to the news on radio? 

Daily : : : : Never 

33. How important will practical or vocational job training 

be for (CHILD'S) future? 

Very important : : : : Unimportant 

34. How important will formal schooling be for (CHILD'S) 

future? 

Very important : : : : Unimportant 

35. What kinds of grades do your children (does your 

child) have to get in school in order to satisfy you? 

Excellent : : : : Just passing 

36. Does formal education really help people to get a 

better life? 

Very helpful : : : : Not helpful 

37. How many organizations or clubs does (CHILD) belong to? 

(e.g., scouts, little league, YMCA, church youth 

groups) 

None : : : : Four or more 

38. How many children's books do you have in your home? 

None : : : : More than ten 
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39. How often do members of your family (including the 

children) get together on weekends to do something to 

enjoy themselves? 
Less than 

Weekly : : : : once a year 

40. How often do you have as guests in your home, or visit 

in the home of friends who have more education or 

better jobs than yourself (your husband)? 
At least 
once a week : : : : Almost never 

41. What is the most school completed by any friends or 

relatives who have frequent contact with your children? 

0-6 years : : : 15 or more years 

42. How much schooling have you had? 
No training beyond College 
grade school : : : : graduation 

43. How many magazines (give examples) do you subscribe to? 

None ; : : : Four or more 

44. How often do you read the newspaper? 

Daily : : : : Almost never 

45. When you are planning some activity for the family 

(e.g., taking a trip) how often do your children 

participate? 

Each time : : : : Very rarely 

46. How often do your children talk to adults about things 

that interest them? 
Several times 
a day : : : : Very rarely 
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47. How often do your children (your child) come to you 

with homework problems? 

Very often : : : : Never 

48. How often did you try to help (CHILD) count or learn 

numbers before he started school? 

Very often : : : : Never 

49. How much did you help (CHILD) to recognize words or 

letters before he entered school? 

A great deal : : : : None 

50. If (CHILD) brings something home that he has done at 

school, how likely are you to comment on it or talk 

with him/her about it? 

Very likely : : : : Very unlikely 

51. How often do you ask (CHILD) about what he has done in 

school? 

Almost every day : : : : Almost never 

52. How often do you give (CHILD) a pat or hug or something 

like that when you are pleased with the way he is 

learning 

Very often : : : : Almost never 

53. How often do you tell friends or family members about 

some clever thing (CHILD) has said? 

Very often : : : : Almost never 
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54. When (CHILD) goes someplace with you, how likely are 

you to try to point out things which he/she may not 

have noticed before? 

Very likely : : : : Very unlikely 

55. How often do you explain to (CHILD) what steps must 

come first, second, and so on, in doing some task? 

Frequently : ; : : Seldom 
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