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ABSTRACT

This study focuses on the interrelationship between
family influences and child care of varying quality on the toddler's
capacity for compliance and self-regulation in a laboratory setting.
A total of (v families with children 18 to 36 months =mna-iicipated.
Thirty-two families usad day care centers identified .5 high quality,
25 families used day care centers identified as low , 1ility, and 32
families did not use day care centers. Three quality‘;?-cate indices
were used: adult-child ratio, continuity of staff, and training of
staff. The child and the primary parent part1c1pated in a 30-minute
laboratory session. Observations of the child's capacity to comply
with the parent's request to complete a boring and familiar task and
the child's capacity for self-regulation both in the presence and the
absence of the parent were made. Measures were adapted from those
used by Schaeffer and Crook (1980, 1981), Londerville and Main
(1981), and Lytton (1979), Composite scores for adult and child
behavior were created by adding the scores on each task ssgment of
the laboratory session. At 18 months, children from both high and low
quality care settings demonstrated abilities to resist temptation and
to use self-regulating techniques that were similar to those
demonstrated by 36-month-old children who did not attend day care.
Parents with children in high quality child care were more invested
in their child's compliance at an earlier age than were other \
parents. Parents' behavior was also different for their 18-month-olds
than for their older children. Compliance tasks revealed
developmental trends consistent with Kagan's (1981) and Kopp's (1982)
suggestion that the capacity to comply develops during the toddler
period. References and tables are appended. (AS)
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Within the last decede families using daycare to
supplement parental care has increase) to include aimost
half the families with young children. Although a
sizahle porticn of résearch on daycare effects has been
publisched, (see BRelsky, Steinberg, % Wallker, 1982;
Clarie-Stewart, 1982), relatively little is known about
relaticnships betwesn family influences and
extra-familial child care institutions., Specifically,
this study focused eon the influences anq the
intereletionships of family influcnces and child caro of
varying quality orn the taoddler’'s capacity for complicnce

and celi-regulation in a laboreto-y situation.

Several studies of children Leginning daycare as
infants have regported thoese children are leéﬁ compliant
with adults than familics not using daycare
(Finkelstein, 1967 Rubenstein, Howes, & Royle, 1981
Schwartzy Gtrickland, % Krolick, 1974). In particular,
Rubenstein, Howes, and Foyle «§17821) found preschooleis
in center day care since infancy to be less cobperative
with their mothers when presented a boring @ask than
children from families not using center day care.
However, the daycare mothers in thqt study aleo behaved
dif{eruntly frem the mothers neot using daycare. They
were core likeoay to aeke a gane of the tack and to make
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.camments to the experiasesnters ihdrcating they felt 1“55"
invested in the child's taslk comp]etion{ Thegse findings
suggest that differences in children’'s coﬁplian&e may
have been as much a function of family intcraction

patterns and dynamics as of the daycare experience.

Child compliance and the relatod consiruct of culf
regulation have recently received renewed theoretical
.and empirical interest. There are severa1k£heories on
campliance antscedents. Hagan (1931) and Kopp (198D)
have argued that the Capacity to comply Qith adul t

requests is a pattern of behavior under, cogni tive

control developing during the second year of life and i1s

an antecedent for sel+ regulation capacity. Their worl:
Suggests that whaen explaring the offects of differences

in family dynamics in fenilies using or not using

~daycare, focus should be on the toddler period when the . ...
2 ‘

capacitigs for cumplience and celf regulmtion%are
devel oping. In the research reported in this study, the
period between eighteen menths and lhirty-si»x months was
selected for study. Farents were oxpected to be
beginning to impose controls and ekpucting compliance 1n
the youngest age group. The oldest age group was

expected to be developing a self requlation capacsty.

\knttachmenﬁ theorists and rescarchers iﬂggest that
the cmpacity to comply with an adult's request is an

outgyrowth of a secure relationshipand is relatively
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independent of particular parentalipractices unless
these interfere with the attachment relationchip
(Ainsworth; Blehar, Waters, % Wall, 1978; Arend, Gove %
Sroufe,i979; Londerville & Main, 1981). The effect of
daycare attendance on the attgchment rélatienship has
been the subject of numerous research studies. When high
quéiity day care centerc are sampled, day care
atﬁendence scems to have no detrimental effects on
attachment ( EBelsky, Steinberg, % Wallker,1932) However ,
the few studies exami;ing the relaticnzhip between less
deéirable nonparental child care and attachment suqQgests
the mother - child attachmsnt relationship may be
veakened by attendance in poar quality child care
(Blehar, Vaughn, Gove, % Egeiand;‘l?SO). If daycare
attendznce interferes with the deve]mpmént 54 a positive
parent-child relationship, then, according to attachaent
theory, daycare children would be oupected to be less

compliant and ccoperative.

In contrast to attachment theory, social
interaction resecarchers have found that child compliance
is embedded in thé particular social intéraction
sequences of parents and children.~1n the laboratory,

(Shaeffer & Crook,1979,1980;) the supermarket (Holden,

1983) and home settings (Lyttan, 1979; Minton, Kagan, %

Levine, 1971; Mclaughling, 1983) parconts have been

obeeorved to use a variety of techniques including

BEST COPY

2]




N -
anticipating the chiid’s violation of standards and

timing control stateménts to the child’'s attentional
state. In a manner eonsistent witH Vygotsky's (1978)
concept of the "zone of proximal devalopment" compliance
ﬁépisodes providr. opportunities for parents to structurce
their interacticons with their child such that\the child
acquir@s'appropriate behaviors. westerman; Fierrao, and
Garcia:s (1983) research which contrasts parent-child
dyads with and withoUt histories of problematic
compliance interaction patterns of parents and children
can be i1dentified. If daycare and home childrén diffe;
in their ability to conply in a structured task these
ditferences may be the result of individual di{ferences
in parent-child-cpmpliance‘control interaétioﬁ patterns,

child care use, and child coapliance.

Previcous recsearch on daycare has been critiéi;ed
{for samplfﬁg only demonstratien or high quality daycare
and‘neglecting the community based daycare awvailable to
most families (EBzlsky, Steinberg, & Walker, 1982). The
sample_reported tn this study was composed entirely of
communi ty daycare centers. Farticipating centers were
rated on the basis of quality of care indices. The
quality of care indices selected for rating centers as
high or Jow quality were adult child ratio, training of
caregivers, and continuity of caregivers. Each of these

indices has been associated with variations in
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caregiver-child interaction during the foddler per;bd
andfﬁith cutcomeé variables (Cummings, 1980,1983; Huwas,
1993, 1987a; McCartney, in press; Ruopp, Travers,h
Glantz, % Coelen, 197%). Differences were expected in
both family and child outceme maasQres between tﬂe high

and low quality centers.
Sample

Eighty-nine families participated in this
resqarch. The following four age groups were sampled:
eighteen months, twenty—-four months, thifty months, and
thirty-siu months. Femilies entered the study as the
child entered the age group (+/— three waels). Three
faﬁily groups were saapled: 32 faﬁilies using daycare
centers identified &s high quality: 20 families using
daycare centers identified as low quality; and i
families not using daycere centers. THe families not
using‘daycé;e centers were recruited through parent
child classes. In addifion to not using daycare lhese

families also did not use full time housckeepers, family

daycare, or full time baby sitters.

Three qualify of care indices were used: adult
child ratio, continuity of staff; and training of
5ta+¥.kuHigh quality centers had adult~chiid ratios of 1
to 4 or less in the two year old and onnger qgroups and

1 to 7 or less in the S0 and 36 month groups. Low

5 BEST COPY
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quality centers had adult-child ratios of 1 to 2 or more
in the two Year old and younger group and 1 to 8B or more
in the 30;month ar oléer groups. High quality centers
nad cercgilvers who had received fprmal ﬁlasses in child
development.‘baregivers in low quality centers had no
formal training in child development. Children in the
high quality centers had one or two teachers in a year's
time while children in the low qQuality centers had at
least three different teachers over thé course of a

year. .

All daycare centers serving children in the age
range in a designated geographic area were contacted and
agreed to participate in the study. All centers were
vigitcd by at least two members of the resecrch team. On
the vizit the director was intervicwed anq the center
was towred. Information on sfa{f training was obtain&d
from the director and later suppleﬁented by informat{on
collected from the teachers themselves. Iniiial |
information on adult-child ratio and teacher continuity
was supplemented by recording this information duriég an
ocbservation of the children at the ccntef. Frequent
contact with the centers {for the pQrposes of\recruiting
familices and conducting observations continued for!a
year. The final identification of quality occured oﬁly
at the end of this process. Half{ of the eight centers

met the criteria for higﬁ quality.
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Each family in the coenters or pgrent-child classes
with a child in the age range sampled was éontacted aﬂd
asked to particpate in the study. Eighty percent qf the
families agreed to participate. The three groups of
families all lived in the same se;tion‘of a large
mtropolitan area. Demographic characteristics of the
familics are presented in Table ene. e
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The child and the primary parent participated in a
thirt)‘miﬁute iaeboratary. F%mili@s were ashked to select
the parcnt who would comz to the laeboratory. In Q0% ot
thr families using daycare and 94% of the families not
using daycare, the mother particpated with the child in
the procedure. The laborrctory was conducted in a
standard playroom and concsisted of five tasks and a

brief separation.

The first task measured the child's capacity to .
comply with paront s request to complete a bofing task.
Sixteen wooden blocks were stacked in a 4#4
configuration, kﬁocked dovin by a sliding action, and
then restacked. The parent was asled to have the chiid

remain with the task for five aninutas.
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The second tgsk.érovided a Base line for parent
free play. E}ght age*appropriaté toys -- a doll, pull
toy, wooden dag on wheels, top, peg board and
hammer ,book, small trucks, and a set of cans with
palstic vegetables that fit inside-—were pProvided in a
nondescript box. The toysvﬁere obviously old and
Jumbled togethecr, but all parts were present and neone
Sroken. The parent was asked to have the dnild get all

the toys out of the box.

- The third task measured the child's capacity for
self regulation in the presence of a aﬂrent. While the

child was playing with the old toys, new tays hidden bhut

within reach wire uncovereg. . The parent was handed a

qQuestionnaire and asked to tell]l the child not to play
with the now toys. After four mn nutes the child was

given permission to play with the new toys.

Following the child’'s play with the new toys, the
parent was asked to say goodbye and leave the room for
three minutes. The child's reaction to the separation

and the child's greetirg of the mother were recorded.

The fourth task measured the child's capaﬁity to
comply with the parent’s requaest to complete a familiar
task: cleaning up. The parent was asked to have the

child pick up all the toys and put them in the bos.
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The fifth and ¥ina1 task measured the child’'s
capacity for self regulation in the absence of thao
parent. A snack, consisting of raisins, shall cracrers,
and a juicé pitcher but no cup for juice was Placed in
front of the child. The parent was ashked to tell tlie
child to sit there and not eat while s/he left the roaom

and returned two minutes later with the cup.

The first two authors and a seéond grraduate cerved
as the examiner in this‘procedure. All were blind to
the group classifi;atiog of the family. The examincr
coded the procedures according to the measures deaorived
below. Intercoder reliahilty was established and
monitored_threughout daeta collection on video recordings
of the procedure made for anothor study. Intercoder
reliabflities are prescnted with the measwes in Table

2.
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- Insert Table 2 about here
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Mecsures were adopted from thour used by Schaeffer and

Crook (1980, 1981), Londerville and Main (1981), and
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, Lytton (1979). These rating scales are Preosented in

i Table X, For the purpose of analysis in thig raper,

- composite scores for adult behavier and child behavior
were.created by summing togaﬁhér the scores on each tasi
segrnent of the laboratory cession. After comparing
individual béhaviors three child and two parent

composite measures were created by summing the componernt

behaviores.

*
.

The child compocsite measures were:

% Child compliez--complian?&‘rating on the bering taslk +
‘ bt

compliance rating on the cleanup task + frequency of

following Cirection on the bering task + frequency of

followuing directions on the cleanup task,

* Child rnsisﬁsmtemptation~~child does not touchk the
toys + child does not touch foocd + child usce self

regulation techniques.

* Chilcd resicts task—~-Frequencies of ignoring,

refusing,and distracting parent on the boring task «+ R

—— N )
froquencies of i gRors refusing and distracting parunt

on clean up task: + total number of-zgﬁf?nmsmdggipg the

—
~—

labe ~’ -+y ¢eoscion., ‘ —
Y -
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The two parent composite measures were:

* Pa;ental investment in child completing
task——investment rating on boring task + investment
rating on thé cleénup tesk + fnvestment rating on
torhidden toy task + frequencies of modeling, verbal,
directions, physical directions, physical contact with
the child, non-verbal directions, coaxing, praise, and
criticism on the buring task and the cléén up task +
trying to distract the child with old toys during the

forbidden toy task.

¥ Porontal snvolvemert in child completing
task---involvenent fgﬁings on the boring task +
involvement rating on the clean up task task + freguency
of g;mes,on the bering task + blocking access to the
forbidden toys with body.

Results

Child and family behaviors were compared across the
family types to examine the three care settings.
Two-way analysis of variance were used to compare

groups. ANOVA tables are presented in Tahle 4.

T S R Sellr T G e S WD S S T W e TR W b S . W —— -
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"Child coapliance dif{éred by age ( F (3,77) =
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12.54, p = .0001) but not by family choice of child care
setting. A test for linear trend found child compliance

increased with age.( F (1,85 = 28.77, p = .0001 ).

There were‘significant main effects for family type
CE (2,77) = 6.8F, p = .002), age( E (3,77) = 6.83, p =
.007), and for famiiy type by age interaction( F (&,77)
= 3.67, p = .003),in the childs"® resistanéé to
temptatibn. Children +rom families using center care
were mare likely than children from families not using‘
center care to resist temptation (Scheffe = .015 In
families riot using center cere, and in families ucing
low quality center care, resistance to temptation
increaced with age while there were no ege changes in
chiljrenfs resistance to tenptsation in families using

high qguality center care ( Scheffe = ,01).

In Qrdér to further examine the relationships
between family type, age of child, and the capacity to
selt regulate, the childrens” use of self regulation
during the prohibiton of new toys was examined. There
were significant effects for family type( F (2,77) =

* 5.603, p = .0035), and family type by age inteéactions(‘ﬁ
(6,77) = 2.87, p = .04). CHildren from families using
center daycare were more likely than children from
familied not using center daycare to use self-regulation
techni ques (Sché}{e.= «01). Use of self regulation

1
techni ques increazed with age in the families not using
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center care but not in the families using center care.

There was a significant interaction of family type
by age interactiaons( E (6,77) = 2.624, p = LQ23) for
overall parent investment in child compliance. Parent‘é
using high quality day care had higher investmont scores
for their eighteen month old’s compliance. Farents not
using child care had invecstment scores forrchild
compliance at similar levels to the parents us{ng high

quality care when their children were older.

There was a siqnificant main effect for age for
parent modeling. E (2,77) = Z.7056, P = LQ5) . Parent’'s
modelcd behavior to eighteen month olds more. (Duncan

=.05 )

8]

Thei-e was aiéignificaht main effect for age for
parent physical contact during compliance episodes. E
(2,77) = 3.070, p = 033, Farent’'s directed their
child‘'s behavior physically (Scheffe =.05) at eightezen

months than they did when thir children were older.

There were significaent main effects for family type
¢ £ (2,77) = 3.753, p = .028), and for family type Ly
age intcraction( £ (&,77) = 3.657, p = .003),in the
parent 's use o# praise. Families using high quality
care praised their eighteen month olds more. (Gcheffe =

L05)
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There was a significant main etfect for family type
for parent ‘s pesitive affect( F (2,77) = 8.501, p =
.0001). Parents not using daycare and parénts using
high guality daycare had more positive affect during the

[ =

entire laboratcry session (Scheffe = ,095).

— —— ——  — —— e ——— — - -_— —— . S — — —— —— e ——

T s A E e L e A ——

EBeyond the group compariéons there was also
interest in the relationship between parental techniques
&nd child behavior. The child behaviorskand the adult
techniques were correlated. Correlaticons are shown in

Table 3.

T e et S . TR MeTh ek - ——— W = —— T WA \B e w— —a P e —

Insert Table § about here
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The child’s involving the parent in a compliance
activity was positively correlated with the parents
non-verbal contact ( r = .20). The child’s resisting a
compliance taslk was positivel% correlated with parent’'s
modeling (r = ,20), Parenf's verbal instruction ( r =
.20 ), parent’s physicai contact (r = [22), and parent
non~verbal contact ( r = ,21). Children's compliancé was
naegatively correlated with parent ‘s modeling ( r = --,34)
eand parent ‘s physical contact ( r = =,23 ). Child’'s celf
regul atiaon waé positively correlated with parent’s

modeling ¢ r = .19 ) and negatively correlated with

14 ‘ 16 Eglgf;tl?‘(j()]?hir
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parent’'s praise (r = —-,18 ).

The parent’s investment in the child's compliance
wiih a task was positively correlated with the child's
attempt to invest the parent in the task ( r =

.68 ) and the child;s‘resisting the task (r = .69 ).
The parent’'s involvement. in the child‘s compliance w;th
& task was positively correlated with the‘child's
attenpt to invest the parent in the task ( r =

.71 ),the child’'s resisting the task ( r = ;8; ) yard
negalively correlated Qith the child’'s compliance an the
tash (( r = -,19 ). The parent’'s positivexaffect WAas
positively correlated with the child’'s attempt to invest
the parent in the task ( r =

«+635 ) and the child’'s recisting tﬁe taslk Cr = .66 ),
The parent’'s negative affect was positively correlated
with the child’'s attempt to invest the parent in the
task C(r =

.81 ) and the child’'s resisting the task ( r = .87 ).
Discussion
Family differcrices

Children fraom thg different care settings did 60t
diffor in terms of campliance. Children in centér care
di{fered from children‘not using center care in terms of
self regulation. In addition, families using high

quality center care differed {from families using low
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quality center care.

The children attending day care , especially the
high quality centers,\demonstrated abilities to resist
temptat;on and to use seif regulatory techniques at 18
months that were similar to the 36-month non—davycare <
children. These capacities did not increase with age for
the day care children al though they did iﬁcrease with
age for the non-,daycare children. It appears that the
children whose families used center care ccquired the
capacity for self requlation at an earlier age thasn the
children wihose families did not use daycare. This
finding is consistent with Clarke -Stewarts (1982)
finding of greater social mgturity in preschool age day

care chiildren.

Farental investment in chpliance was very
different in the three groups of parents. Parents with
children in high quality\child care were more invested
in their child’‘s compliance at an earlier age than that
of the cher parents. This investment in the child’'s
complying was accoempanied hy increaséd praise by these
parents. Since children in high Quality settihgs

demonstrated more self regulatory techniques, there may

-,

be same relationship between the family investaent ot

the earlier age and later self regul aticn,
Farents using high quality child care and parents

16




not using care also were similar in their positive
affect during the entire situation demonstrating more
positive affect Lhemthe—eambrrme than parents using low
quality day care. The interaction between quality of
child care, compliance, parental investment and affect
in this ege group warrants further exploration in ordcr{
to determihe a more causal relationchip between the

various variables.
Devlopmental Trends

The compliance tasks revealed deyelopmanta] trendé
consictent with Kagan (1981) and Kopp's'(1982)
suag=stion thet the capecity to conply develops during
the toddlér pericd. Child compliaence, child resicstaonce
to temptationy and the child use of gelf regulation

techni gues increased with age.

The compliance taslks also revealed different
parental techniques. Parent‘behaviors were different for
their eighteen month olds than for the children at an
older age. While there was no difference in verbal
instructions or nonverbal instruction, parents directed
their children physically and modeled the expected
behavicr more at the younger age. This indigates there
may be a chqnge in expéctatjon due td cogni tive chﬁnges
accompaﬁying the capacity to comply consistent with

Kopp's (1932) suggestion,
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In general,children’s non - campliance lead to more

intehge intgractions wilh parents. When chilaren did
not immediately comply.with a parental request for
compliénce, parents cegan to utilise a variety of
techniques in order to achieve compliance. Usutlly this
was done by modeling and by physically directing the
child’'s actions. This is consistent with the saciql
interaction viewpnint that child cempliance is embedcded
in the particular social interaction sequences of the

parent and chaild.

Several togpics requiring future regearch are
indicated by the findings in this study. First is the
‘previously menlioned relationship between seld
regulation, family technicues, and quality of child
care. Another pectential area for study is the
relationship between child non —~ compliance and parental

techniqgues to achieve compliance.
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Table 1
Comparison of Demographic Charecteristics of Families

—— e — — e — — —— —— - w— - e ma e e - D W R e e =l _— P AR A

W W S S . S T T W D T e i SR SR S AU S Gmb T @ S e i A b i U G e D S E S S G T Ak - S S S S D S S S e St Sn SR SR E rres S . 8 o - WA W e S A SEE S W o S ® T

Family Groups
High Quality Low Quality No Test of
Characteristic center . ‘nter center édmbarison
- a

Age of child ns

- 18 months 8 8 8

24 months 8 () 8

3Q months 8 1) 8

36 montho 8 S 8

" a

Sex of child ‘ ns

girl . 17 . 7 18

boy 14 18 14

a

Sibling status of child ns

only 22 20 14

oldest 1 2 7

=youngoest 9 2 11
a N

Family structure : ¢ } ns

intact 27 20 31

single parent 4 S 1

b

Occupation

mother . 2.8 2.3 5.0 .01

father 1.5 1.8 2.2 ns

- —— — —— -~ ewn b - .

+
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Characteristic

L et e L T Npup—

Years of educati

- mother
" father

Ethnic backgrodn
mother

. Anglo
: Hispanic

Asi an

. Black

‘father

Anglo
Hispanic
Asian
Black

Age

mother
father

——-——-——.—._-..v..-._.__..—_-..——.—_»-———---—————————-—.—.——--.——.—_—— — e o e T W W W Vet S b S SR Sey S — G —— W

number i1n each

median ranking
Krushal-Wallis
c

Average number

*

M b Py

Family Groups

High Quality Low Quality No
center ¢ ; c;%ter center
c
on
16.8 . 15.7 16.8
16.0 ; 14.6 15.3
a
d
26 ’ 21 26
K -2 2
0 #] 2
3 1 1
18 18 26
7 2 2
1 2 3
&6 3 0
3.2 29.4 32.8
35. 2 33.4 36. 1

N

category is tebled; test of comparison is x .

G T e WL R AP S e A

Test of

_.camparison

- v S i — . R S

ne
ns

ns

ns

of Hollingshead scale is tabled; test of comparisaon is

one-way ANOVA.

is tabled;test of comparison is analysis af variance.

£




Table

-——— - —— —— — —a e A ——— - —— e e N ——— _—— = — -

‘-“*-————_———-————‘—‘—““——-—————--—-‘-—---—'-—“-———————--u*--——_—--—k —— -

Inter - rater

Behaviaor ' reliability

——-————-—-—.--————--.—-—.-—————-—.-—-—-—--—--...-—.-..—-—-——————-.-—_....—_———————_.._-__._.—_—--.

Rating of child compliance on the borino

and clean-up tasks ) 27

1‘

does not do task

Q

starts task but leeves
1s reluctant to do task but partially completes it

1

completes tashk but finds many distractions

stays with the task until completion

Child techniques during the compliance task (1 = never,

(2= pccasionally, 3 = frequently)

igneores both task and parent‘ ‘ . .92
Asks parent for instructions \ <96
asks parent for help or participation . N
-
asks reason for doing task E .93
says "I don’'t want to" or “No" ‘ .98
willfull; refuses to do task or resists task .97
tries to disfract the parent | | , ’ .93
follows thé parent ‘c directions « 24
Child has tantrum | 1.00

e A — - W e W w— — A - -
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Inter - rater

Behavicor ‘ reliability
Child self-regulation | ,/’/
touches forbidden new toys 1.00
touches food ‘ ‘ 1.0Q0

Child techniques during forbidden toy~task

appears to be unaware of newdzoys,plays with old toys .89

visually attends to new toys : ' - 21

whines and begs for new toys~k\ ‘ .96

use sel% regualtion techniques - deliberately

. turns back on toys, holds hands, etc. .98
Parent investment in child’'s compliénce ~~ the parent’'s

insistence on the child’'s complience | ' .97

1. Farent gives up; verbally or by tone says there
is no reason to do the task |
2. pfrent is ambivalént
S. parent verabally states it is important for the child
to comply and/or persists in getting the child to comply
Parent 1nvolvement in task completion . ; .27
1. stays in the chair and tells the child once.or~twice

2. stays in the chair or at a distance

and continues to direct the child

. PRy = L




Inter - rater

Behaviaor | | reliability

3. models the task for the child
4. makes task int6 ;utual gama
S. does task for the child
Parent’'s techniques during compliance tasks (1 = never,

2 = occasionally, 3 = frecuently)

makes task into a game ‘ « 93

" models tack ‘ . P26
verbal direction R 1.00

’ physical caontact with the chiad o ‘ .93
nen-verbal directions ' ‘ .95
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Table I

— e B w Sm — — S —— — - — e — — —_——

TS I T S D W WD L WL M e S i S, S AL S, B G W S S S W W S W S M e S - T D WL W MR S it e b S e oAb Samb S

Family Groups
High Quality Low Quality No

Behaviars: cunter | center center
Cwi:'ld corplies

18 monihs F.43 2.07 ?.13 .44 .63 2.97

2% munths .38 2.00 10.50 1.87 10.88 .81

30 months 13.83 .64 12.83 1.87 11,83 3.09

34 months 12,79 1.646 10.80 2.78 ‘2.50 2.42

- @hild resists temptation

18 monitg 2.8 .44 2.2 .E1 2.5 .51
24 runihs o 82 2.4 e 75 1.3 .83
IV morithe 2.9 . 83 3.0 .63 2.8 -71
36 months 2.8 e 33 2.8 o1 2.9 .71
Thild rosists tasks
1'8 monttis Q[WET 1T.064 25.00 5,20 J0.00 15.21
a4 manths 34.88 17.20 23.00 32.57 £1.88 2.17
3Q monthis 2200 .00 20.33 Z.83 19.13 3.97
34 montivs 27.00 14,465 22.20 5.3t 20,00 3I.85
Rarantal investment. in child compliance
g munthea 46.73 ?.67 44.75 8.24 5625 10.95
29 monihs. 96.00 10.94 ~49.50 7.09 48,75 S.01
3G mbnihs 48.23 J.41 48.67 5 3.93 47.38 4.1Q
3E:munthgﬁ‘wk 35,00 10.71 S0.80 b.91 47.50 S.18

table continues
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Family Groups
High Quality Low Quality No

Rehaviers | center \ center center
Far ental involvement in child compliarce

18 months 13.38 7.17 14.0Q0 2.83 14.63 7.01

24 months 17.37 2.30 12.83 J.06 ?.79 1.98

30 months .87 2.58 11.33 2.42 11.00 3I.12

36 months 15.63 7.62 11.80 1.64m 10.75 2.38
a _ .
Composite freguencies are tabled. R —

o/

™.




Table 4

— e W e —

e — A, s S e W S Rt TED A

Game

Age

Setting
Interaction
of age and
Residual
Total

Model

Age

“Setting

Interaction
of age and
Residual
Total

setting

Verbal Instructions

Age
Setting
Interaction

of age and setting-

Residual
Total

Physical Contact

Age
Setting
Interaction

“Tafage and setting:

Residual
Total

setting

O~N NG

0~

N ONW

0~

oONW

77

1.330
J3.210
2.815

1.636
1.754

;.;_..-‘\-\ 6.591 .
0235

1.284

NN

.
{1
o
g o

0.716
2.108
3.746

1.733
1.846

1.4046
2.390
1.721

2,706
0.010
1.284

<413
1.217
J.746
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" Nonverbal Instruction

1.369 1.106 ns

Age 3
Setting 2 3.059 1.611 ns
Interaction & 3.477 1.831 ns
of age and csetting

Residual 77 1.899

Total 88 2.018

- Coax

Age 3 1.422 . 1.620 ns
Setting 2 1.097 1.250 ns
Interaction \ & 1.733 1.975 ns
of age and =etting \

Residual 77 .878

Total 88

Praise

Age 3 1.963 0.829 ns
Setting 2 8.8835 I.753 . 028
Interaction () 8.659 3.657 . 003
of age and setting

Residual 77 2.3

Total 88 2.931

Criticiem

Age 3 1.188 1.732 nes
Setting 2 1.233 1.798 ns
Interaction 6 0.57% 0.839 ns
of age and setting

Residual 77 0.4686

Total 88 0.704

Age 3 Q7.089 Q.972 ns
Sctting 2 79.341 1.351 ‘NS
Inteoraction é 153.943 ‘ 2.622 . 023
of age and setting . i ‘ S ]
Residual ‘ 77 98.713 >

Total 88 65.726
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Involvement

Age
Setting
Interaction
of age and setting
Residual
Total

Positive affect

Age

Setting

Interaction :

of age and setting
Residual

Total

Negative affect

Age‘

Setting

Interaction

of age and setting
Residual

Total

DN ooN WU

o

77
88

446,949
21.839
"41.403

.26.498
28.779

27.288
241.512
23.108

28.410
34.85/8

46,553
150.075
40,222

535725

94.685

1.840 ns
1.956 nes

1.5462 ne
Q. 260 ns
8.501 . 000

1.84% ns

.B67 ns

2.793 ns

« 742 nes
-
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Criticsm

Parent:

investaed
invol ved
positive
negative

f - -

4 -

| J
Table 5
Child:

Parcnt:
Game
Model s
Vebal instruct
Fhysical Contact
Non-verbal Contact
Coax
Praise

Chiid:

affect
atfect

TR

involves

parent

1 rd
<

involves

parent

.68
.71
« 63
.81

« 20
« 20
.22

21

69
.81
-1
.87

35

task
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complies self regulatc
- .19
-. 34 -
—.23 -
= 5 e 18
complies séif regulat:
“a 19 -




