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ABSTRACT

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWLN FAMILY VARIABLES

IP
AND CHILDREN'S DEVELOPMENTAL PERFORMANCE

0

Pamela S. Maykut

Under the supervision of Professor William I. Gardner

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship

between the physical, social, and psychological variables of the

family environment (Ind children's developmental performance on

measures, of cognition, academic achievement, and affective

characteristics. Family environments were characterized as either

high- or low-risk based on their-composite score on a subset of

status/situational and process variables that suggested an increased

likelihood of learning and behavior problems in children. A sample

of 69 families was administered a multicomponent family assessment

instrument designed to measure famil: 'ocess variables related to

the quality of the language-learning environment and the quality of

the social-emotional environment. The family assessment also

included interview questions regarding the family's sociodemogrephic

charaCteristics, health status, stability, and the quality of the

physical home environment. A sample of 182 children from these

families was administered a set of performance measures assessing

cognitive functioning, academic achievement, and affective

development.
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series of multivariate analyses revealed that families could

be differentiated into two distinctly different groups (high- and

low-risk) using a statistically derived composite of both

status/situational and process variables. The validity of the

composite of family risk variables was supported by the finding that

school -age children from high-risk families performed significantly

below children from low-risk families across performance measures.

Further examination (regardless of risk group) indicated that family

risk variables combined in significantly different ways to predict

cognitive functioning and achievement grade discrepancy scores for

younger as compared to older children.

A preliminary model relating family setting and processes to

children's developmental performance was presented. The differential

relationship bet; sen family variables and children's performance as a

function of age suggested the continuous and changing role of the

family environment in promoting or impeding children's school-

relevant skill attainment.

William I. Gardner
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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

In American society, school is the only major legitimate

activity for children between 6 and 18 years of age. If a child

fails at school, there is little else at which he can be successful.

Sabatino and Hayden (1970) suggest that about 20% of first graders

fail each year. Nationally, 20% to 30% of the children and young

adults between 9 and 35 years of age cannot satisfactorily complete

various fundamental reading tasks. Further, it is estimated that

seven million people under 16 years of age will become functionally

illiterate adults (National Assessment of Educational Progress,

1973). The number of children receiving remedial and special

education services and the amount of money budgeted for these

services are both steadily increasing (Brewer & Kakalik, 1979; Meier,

1976). Although schools have proved themselves capable*of

implementing technically adequate intervention strategies, the

benefits for children have been far fewer than expected (Glidman

Roth, 1980; MacMillan, 1977). While there is support for the

benefits of well-planned intervention for children with profound

handicaps (Tjossem, 1976), the research concerning programs for

children with etiologically more uncertain handicaps -- the educable

mentally retarded, mildly emotionally disturbed, and learning

disabled -- has yielded less satisfactory results (Kirp, 1974).



Methodological weaknesses of many of the efficacy studies, such

as selective bias in the. formation of groups and the confounding of

uncontrolled variables, suggest reason for caution in interpreting

results (MacMillan, 1977). Nonetheless, a myriad of educations?.

intervention strategies and techniques undertaken with thousands of

children have yielded equivocal results in terms of both human and

economic benefits and costs. The role of the family in accounting

for these results has not been fully explored.

A major premise of the proposed study is that the effectiveness

of any educational intervention is dependent upon the family's

ability to support and extend the intervemion into the home. To the

extent that the family is unable to support the educational

intervention, the effectiveness of the intervention is increasingly

compromised. The home environment remains the principal s'Itting in

which a child's social and cognitive development takes place. This

environment as mediated by parents (Feuerstein, 1980 is essentially

an educational process that pervades through the child's school

years. Parents who.nre unable to successfully participate, support,

and extend the school's educational process or whose in-home

educational process is antagonistic to that of the school's may

compromise program effectiveness. As a result, benefits of both

regular and special educational services may be serOusly diminished.

16
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If the major educational problems of children are to be

addressed, it will be necessary to understand the most salient

features of the child's family environment. Contemporary research

interest into the problems of development and the possibilities of

preventive or minimizing childhood learning and behavior disorders

ha?: reveled no simple solutions. Rather, the etiology of childhood

disorders becomes more complex as multiple and interrelated

inflnenc s are identified. A review of family factors implicated in

the-etiology of several forms of disadvantage and disability shows-

that there are many different factors (e.g., family dysfunction,

poverty, crowding) and associated outcomes (04., emotional

disturbance, impaired cognitive functioning, antisocial behavior),

but the relationships among these variables are relatively

undifferentiated. As Bloom (1964) and MacMillan (1977) have

indicated in their discussions of of environmental variables, the

search for meaningfill relationships between environmental factors and

child outcomes should (a) try to determine which specific

environmental characteristics are related to the children's

subaverage intellectual functioning and impaired adaptive behavior;

and (b) aim for greater precision in specifying important

environmental features within general sociodemographic groupings,

such as social class, that are associated with problems of

development.
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The importance of examining critical family environmental

variables as they relate to child development is further underscored

when viewed in light of the cycling of developmental problems or

"intergenerational transmission of social pathology," as described by

Hess (1970) and supported by an extensive review of the subject by

Rutter and Madge (1976). Noteworthy among their findings are strong

intergenerational continuities for quality of housing, intellectual

level, reading difficulties, speech and language,delay, educational

attainment, occupational status, delinquency and criminality,

psychiatric disorders, and parenting behavior. Thus, families with

multiple social disadvantages and/or personal problems constitute a

cause for concern not only in terms of current suffering but also in

terms of problems that persist into the next generation. Although,

even in the most disadvantaged families, some children develop quite

normally, the rate of educational, psychiatric, occupational, and

family problems is well above national averages (Rutter & Madge,

1976).

The relationship between various family environmental variables

and children's developmental outcomes has not gone unrecognized by

the educational community. Since the 1960s the importance of various

family and home environment variables has been examined with respect

to children's school achievement. Focus on the importance of the

early years in setting the pace and direction of cognitive growth led

to the development of the home-based early compensatory education

programs. The critical mediating role of the family was featured in

the comprehensive review of early intervention studies by

Is
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Bronfenbrenner (1974). He concluded that active parent involvement

was essential to the Aaccess of an early intervention program and

suggested that it was the "less- disadvantaged" poor families (i.e.,

those closest to middle class norms) who were most likely to

appropriately respond to intervention efforts directly involving

parents. The observation that not all parents respond to parent-

mediated interventions with the same amount of learning or systematic

application of newly acquired skills is supported by other

researchers (Anchor & Thorason, 1977; Baker & Heifetz, 1976; Clarke &

Clarke, 1977; Goodson & Hess, 1975). Differences in children's

cognitive development as a result of early intervention have been

shown to be associated with identifiable family variables, such as

the level of maternal intellectual functioning and the quality of the

home environment (Garber & Heber, 1982a).

Some effort to increase the effectiveness of special education

ser-Ices through parent involvement has been offered in Public Law

94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act. PL 94-142

assigns to the school the responsibility to provide all necessary

supportive services to handicapped children "as are required to

assist a handicapped child to benefit from special education"

(Federal Register, 8-23-77, p. 42479) More specifically, supportive
41

#
services include a number of ser4ces that emphasize the importance

of active parent involvement in the special education programs that

extends well beyond the usual modes of involvement. "Related

services" to handicapped children include the following, as outlined
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in "Implementation of Part B of the Education of the Handicapped Act"

(Federal Register, 8-23-77, p. 42470, 121a.13):

1. Parent counseling and training: Assisting parents in

understanding the special needs of their child and providing parents

with information about child development.

2. Obtaining, integrating, and interpreting information about

child behavior and conditions relate.i to learning.

3. Planning and managing a program of psychological services,

including psychological counseling for children and parents.

4. Group and individual counseling with the child and family.

5. Working with those problems in a child's living situation

(home, school, and community) that affect the child's a'justment in

school.

6. Mobilizing school and community resources to enable the

child to receive maximum benefit from his or her educational program.

Thus, involving parents in the delivery of services to

handicapped children is a legal mandate and, based on a number of

reviews, a necessary component for ensuring the success of

educational intervention programs (Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Goodson &

Hess, 1975; Kroth, 1978; Stedman, 1977; Vincent, Dodd, & Henner,

1978). However, the needs and capabilities of the family to support

their handicapped child's educational program, as described in PL

94-142, are not typically assessed. Review of the list of "related

services" suggests a range of services from counseling to training,

and a variety of settings including home and community, that need to

be systematically assessed to develop an effective intervention

20
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program. Currently, many roles in the parent-professional

relationship, such as assisting in the development of a child's

"Individual Educational Plan,".participa.ing in school-based parent

groups, and child advocacy, are inappropriate and inadequate forms of

involvement for families who cannot provide the necessary supports

for effective child development. In fact, the Bureau of Education

for the Handicapped reports that many parents do not have the skills

needed to participate effectively in planning their child's

educational program (Division of kssistance .to States, BEN, August,

1979). This situation is summarized by Gliedman and Roth (1980):

"More is needed to make service delivery genuinely parent-centered

than formal provision for parental participation in the review

process and an attitude of genuine concern on the part of the

professionals" (p. 155).

Taken together, there is considerable support for the importance

of critical family environmental variables in the development of

children's school-relevant skills, and for the importance of family

variables in the success of educational interventions. Presently,

the interrelationship among these critical family environmental

variables and children's developmental performance is essentially

unknown. The purpose of this study, therefore, is to investigate the

relationship between the physical, social, and psychological

variables of the family environment and children's developmental

performance on measures of cognition, academic achievement, and

affective development. To conduct this investigation, a

multicomponent family assessment protocol was developed and
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administered to a sample of families having one or more children in

remedial or special education programs. Children with remedial or

special needs and their siblings, rangimg in age from 4 to 19 years,

were administered a battery of cognitive, academic, and affective

measures. A sequence of multivariate analyses were conducted to

examine family environment-child performance relationships for

children of different ages.

In the chapter that follows, major investigations of family

environment-child performance relationships will be presented. The

literature review will focus primarily on descriptive and

experimental studies of the family environmental variables that have

contributed to an understanding of the relationship between the

family environment and the development of children's learning and

behavior problems. From this discussion the concept of "at-risk"

family environments will be developea. In the present study, "risk"

refers to family environmental process and status/situational

variables that suggest an increased likelAiood of learning and/or

behavior problems in children living within the family environment.
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Chapter II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The environment created by the family is perhaps the single most

influential determinant of children's development. The relationship

between descriptors of the family environment (e.g., socioeconomic

status variables, family constellation variables, etc.).and

indicators of children's developmental performance (e.g.,

intellectual functioning, academic achievement, affective

development) has long been the subject of theoretical speculation. A

fairly recent increasing interest in the functional relationships

between children's behavior and elements of.their environment has

revealed moderate to high relationship between many child-environment.

variables.

This research obviously has particular relevance to the field of

education in a number of ways: if maximizing a child's school-

related performances is a fundamental objective of the educational

system, then educators aware of the nature of the social,

psychological, and linguistic processes that operate in families to

influence children's development should actively consider this sphere

of influence among the possibilities for affecting change. Of

particular concern in this study is the observation that many of the

children who pose special learning and behavior problems in school

often reflect the inadequacies of their home environments (Range,

Luton, & Roubinek, 1980; Robinson, 1980; Rutter & Madge, 1976;

Schaeffer, 1972), although the salient features of the home

23
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environment and their relationship to school-related problems is less

well underetood.

The purpose of this. review is to present-the major

representative studios that have investigated the relationship

between family environmental variables and children's intellectual

functioning, academic achievement, and affective development.

Several different approaches have been taken to identify and measure

environmental variables and examine their relationship to child

development. For discussion purposes, thee, studies have been

grouped into three categories based on their primary objectives: (a)

to describe the characteristics and conditions of families as they

relate to child performance; (b) to identify and describe the

physical, social, and psychological processes through which family

effects are mediated, and the relationship between these processes

and child outcomes; and (c) to identify child outcomes that are

causally related to family experience and behavior. Within this

framework, the literature review will focus primarily on those

studies that have contributed to an understanding of the relationship

between family environments and the development of children's

learning and behavior problems that are subsumed under the 4iegnostic

categories of "mental retardation," "emotional and behavioral

disturbances," and "learnlng disabilities." Also reviewed are

PO

normal" child studies that provide important theoretical and

methodological models, as well as insights for understanding

environmental influences on,the development of children with

identified handicaps.

24
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Descriptive Studies: Family Characteristics

Epidemiological methods of inquiry have been used by researchers

interested in describing and understanding more about the nature of

mental retardation, emotional disturbances, and other developmental

disabilities. Epidemiology is defined as "the study of the

distribution of a disease or a physiological condition in human

populations and of the factors that influence this distribution"

(Lilienfeld, 1976, p. 3). The epidemiologist is particularly

concerned with whether the characteristics of persons with a

particular condition distinguish them from those without it. The

personal characteristics that are described through epidemiological

inquiry include demographic characteristics (e.g., age, sex,

ethnicity); biological characteristics (e.g., biochemical levels of

the blood, physiological function of body systems); social and

economic characteristics (e.g., socioeconomic status, educational

background, occupation); and personal living habits (e.g., diet, drug

use). The general purposes of epidemiological studies include

providing data to elucidate the etiology of a condition, determining

whether epidemiological data are consistent with current etiological

hypotheses, and providing the basis for the development and

evaluation of preventive procedures (Lilienfeld, 1976). This

approach is particularly useful for studying conditions of unknown

etiology when it becomes necessary to describe the condition in terms

of its epidemiologic or genetic characteristics (Knox, 1979).

25
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Mental Retardation

The population identified as "mentally retarded" comprises a

heterogeneous grouing of individuals that have been divided into a

variety of qubgroups according to degree, form, and cause of their

disability. For the greatest proportion of persons who obtain a

diagnosis of mental retardation, and estimates range from 75%-to 90%,

there is no known cause of the retarded functioning (Heber, 1970;

MacMillan, 1977). In order to understand this phenomenon,

epidemiological studies have been carried out in the U.S. and abroad,

most notably the work by Heber, Dever, and Conry (1968) and Birch,

Richardson, Baird, Horobin, and Ilisley (1970).

Heber et al. (1968) conducted a survey an economically

disadvantaged area to learn more about the distribution of mental

retardation among a "high prevalence" group and to provide clues as

to methods of identifying those families with a high probability of

producing a retarded child. The survey covered nine contiguous

census tracts (1960 Census data) characterized as having the lowest

median family income, the greatest rate of dilapidated houging, and

the greatest population density per living unit. The survey included

85 consecutive births among Negro families in those tracts where

there was at least one other child, age 6 years or over, yielding a

total of 586 children excluding the newborns. Mothers mnd all

children, excluding the newborns, were administered individual

intelligence tests.
0
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T-1 survey area was characterized by a high prevalence of mental

retardation, with the glean IQ of mothers, 80.5, and that the .

children, 86.3. Twenty-two percent of the survey population had IQs

of 75 or below. A major survey finding was that the variable of

maternal intelligence proved to be the beat single predictor of low .

intelligence in the offspring. Mothers with 7:Qs less than 80,

comprising less than 1/2 the total group of mothers, accounted for

almost 4/5 of the children with IQs below 80, Children of mothers

with IQe above SO exhibited a mean level of measured intellig ace

that was relatively constant as age increased (Heber at al., 1968).

The survey data revealed that a relatively small proportion of

mothers accounted for a rather large proportion of children within

the IQ range of retardation. These data showed that the lower the

maternal IQ, the greater the probability of her children scoring low

on intelligence tests. The mother with an IQ below 67 was roughly 14

times more likely to have a 6-year-old child rho tested below IQ 75

than vhe mothir whose IQ fell within the average range. The observed

trend toward declining measured intelligence with increasing age of

children reared in disadvantaged socioeconomic environments was

evident only for children of low IQ (<80) mothers, suggesting a

depressing effect on intellectual development only for those children

reared in environments that were both economically and

psychologically disadvantaged.
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Parallel efforts to elucidate the social distribution and

etiology of mental retardation through epidemiologic inquiry were

conducted by Birch et Al. (1970) in Aberdeen, Scotland. Of specific

interest to these researchers was the interaction of biologic and

social factors associated with mental "subnormality" (IQ<75) and the

interrelations of social, familial, and health conditions in mental

subnormality and its subvariants. The approach used for

investigation was to first identify a group of children diagnosed as

mentally subnormal who were born in Aberdeen and still resident there

eight to ten years later. A comprehensive system of record

collection and storage provided information on the social background,

pregnancies, and deliveries of the total population of Aberdeen, and

complete records of every child's academic progress and achievement

testing made a retrospective approach to the study possible.

Results of the Birch et al. (1970) study were based on a core

population of approximately 100 children between the ages of 8 to 10

years inclusive, all of whom had been administratively defined as

mentally subnormal and were in special schools or institutions, or at

home. Thirty percent of these children had IQ scores below 50, 20%

had IQ scores of 50 to 59, and the remaining 50% had IQ scores of 60

or more. A number of noteworthy results emerged from the examination

of data available on the current and antecedent characteristics of

both subnormal and normal children enabling researchers to determine

characteristic differences between the two groups (Birch et al.,

1970) .
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In support of other data suggesting a greater proportion of

mentally subnormal children come from the lower social classes, the

Aberdeen study population yielded a prevalence rate in the unskilled

manual working class nine times higher than in the nonmanual segments

of the population. Within the lower social classes, there was an

overrepresentation in the upper social classes. Moreover, within the

lower social classes, mild mental subnormality was overrepresented

large families (five or more children), in areas of poor housing,

where crowding was frequent (person/room ratio of two or more), and

where the mother's premarital occupation was a semi- or unskilled

manual job. By combining two family characteristics, number of

children and the area of residence, a six-fold increase in the

prevalence rate for mild mental subnormality was obtained in the

lowest social class compared with the overall prevalence in this low

social strata. Thus, the combination of the three family

characteristics enabled the researchers to identify with greater

precision one set of families in which mild mental subnormality was

more likely to occur.

The Aberdeen researchers posited that the factors that

contributed to mild mental subnormality in the study children may

also have had an effect on their siblings. Alternatively, if the

child had auetained biologic insult which acted solely upon himself,

the intellectual functioning of the siblings would not be expected to

be any different from that of siblings of children in the comparison

population. In order to test this hypothesis, they compared the

intelligence test scores of siblings of mildly subnormal children 60
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that of a comparison population, using scores obtained when the

children were 7 years of age. Controlling for the number of siblings

for whom scores were available, results indicated a higher proportion

(63%) of siblings of low functioning children in regular schools had

intelligence scores less than 90, when compared to siblings of the

comparison group. Similar differences were found when a score of

less than 80 was used. Moreover, there was a smaller percentage of

siblings of low IQ children than of siblings of the comparison group

that had high intelligence test scores. The clearest evidencte of

differences between these two groups of siblings is in their

administrative designation as mentally subnormal and their placement

in special schools. The percentage of mentally subnormal siblings of

minimally subnormal children eas 12 times greater than that of the

'comparison group. These findings strongly suggested that the family

factors associated with mild mental subnormality ware associated with

reduced IQ in other children in the family as well (Birch et al.,

1970).

The findings of Birch and his associates indicated that certain

identifiable family conditions evident in the lower social classes

were associated with a higher "risk" for the presence of mild mental

subnormality and low intelligence scores in children. To further

test this hypothesis, they classified the low cocial class families

of the mildly subnormal children according to higher- and lower-risk

conditions, on the basis of the family characteristics considered

earlier, with the additional inclusion of a measure of poverty and

family disorganization. Using a 3-point rating scale, poverty was
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assessed by the amount of assistance given to the families by social

and welfare agencies, and family disorganization was rated on the

basis of prolonged unemployment, parental desertion, prison

sentences, and evidence of child neglect. Researchers calculated the

percentage of mentally subnormal siblings and siblings with IQ scores

of less than 80 at.7 years of age for each of the risk conditions

listed in Table 1.

For each characteristic, they found a higher proportion of

mentally subnormal siblings in the higher risk group than in the

lower risk group. With the exception of area of residence, the

proportion of siblings with low IQ scores was greater for higher risk

conditions than for lower risk conditions. When scores for the

mentally subnormal siblings were combined with the siblings in

regular schools who had an IQ of less than 80, all the results were

in the expected direction. Furthermore, the researchers were able to

differentiate between regular school children in the lower social

classes and their families (in a separate analysis) on the basis of

their higher- and lower-risk criteria. ?or all the family

characteristics, higher risk conditior were associated with lower

levels of intelligence (<100) suggesting that the factors associated

.
with mild mental subnormality within the lower social classes also

have a general association with levels of intellectual competence in

the total population of children within these social classes (Birch

et al., 1970).



Table I

Risk Variables Used in the Aberdeen Epidemiologic

Study of Mental Subnormality

Higher Risk Lower Risk

ye children or more

Rcaldence in interwar tenement

Fewer than five children

Residence in other then inter-

war tenement

Person per room ratio of two or. Person per room ratio of less

more than two

Mother's premarital occupation: Mother's premarital occupation:

semi- or unskilled manual professional, clerical, or

skilled

Poverty status: severe Poverty status: slight or

moderate

Family disorganization: severe Family disorganization: slight

or moderate

Note. (Birch, Richardson, Baird, Horobin, & Risley, 1970)
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The interpretations of findings offered by Birch and associates

lend insight into the mechanisms_by which family background

characteristics beCome translated into levels of ability in children.

They noted that although every "socinl fact" observed in the study

could be used to support a genetic explanation, "the strength of the

associations between social variables and minimal subnormality gives

gorod cause for speculating about the possible ways in which the

social experience of these children might have contributed to

subnormality" (p. 88). The strong association between subnormality

and family size was hypothesized to be a reflection of the type of

parents who have large families rather than the direct effect of

."sibling density," the latter often interpreted as resulting in a

reduction of adult care and stimulation (Cicirelli, 1978; Hunt,

i961). Commenting on their study population, Birch et al. (1970)

noted:

Such parents, in a largely Protestant community, where
family planning is practicable and is, in fact, practiced
by a sizable section of the population, tend to be
relatively fatalistic, to have low aspirations, to feel
unable or unwilling to exercise control over their lives
and their environment, and to be present- rather than
future-oriented. These characteristics, manifest in the
parents' apparent inability to plan their family growth,
imply a set of value orientations which are incompatible
with academic success. They indicate the existence of a
subculture rooted in that economic insecurity which
hitherto has been inseparable from the less skilled manual
occupationt. in dueh family milieux, attitudes toward
education and academic achievement are indifferent, if not
hostile, and tne school may be perceived by the children as
an alien environment, representing alien values. (p. 89)
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Residence in interwar tenements, with the associated crowding

into usually four habitable rooms or fewer, carries many of the same

possible meanings as does family size. The two conditions may in

fact be present for the same family. A third major factor, mother's

premarital occupation, provides a measure of her education, skill,

and work milieu that are often later affected by marriage and family

responsibilities. In the Aberdeen study, the very high percentage of

mild mental subnormality and borderline children in the loiest social

classes with semi-skilled or unskilled mothers indicated that these

families comprised the lowest status group in the community.

Taken together, the results of the epidemiological studies

conducted by Heber et al. (1968) and Birch et al. (1970), as well as

other similar investigations (see Clarke & Clarke, 1974), strongly

suggest a "microenvironmental setting" that is characterized by a,

number of identifiable family characteristics and that is associated

with the highest prevalence of children who are functioning in the

mild range of mental retardation. Moreover, these researchers were

able to identify variations in families within the lower social

classes that describe higher- and lower-risk conditions for mild

mental retardation. Thus, in what appears to be a fairly homogeneous

lower social class environment, some families appear to be much more

vulnerable than others, producing a greater proportion of the

children who exhibit lower levels of intellectual functioning.
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Emotional and Behavioral Disturbances

Epidemirlogical inquiry is an approach that has also been used

to study psychological disorders in childhood. Most disordered

behaviors of children are believed to be the result of multiple

causes (Rutter, 1981), although the relative importance of different

factors is largely unknown. Unlike the standardized measures of

intelligence and the psychometric definition of mental retardation,

defining a child's psychological disorder is more difficult. In the

study of behavioral deviance where the goal is to define service

need, a disorder is most clearly defined using the criteria of

persistence and severity of impairment (Graham, 1979). Although

disorders defined by social criteria can be classified in a variety

of ways, the vast majority of deviant behaviors of children and

adolescents can be subsumed under four major patterns: conduct

disorder, anxiety-withdrawn, immaturity, and socialized aggression

(Quay, 1979). The prevalence of these disorders varies from a

minimum of approximately 6% to a maximum of 20% of the child

population, with variations due in part to studies reporting

different methods and different criteria for identifying children's

disorders (Graham, 1979).

Among the studies that have contributed to the list of factors

associated with the overall prevalence of psychological disorders

(Behar d Stringfield, 3974; Kastrup, 1976; Lavik, 1977; Miller,

Court, Walton, a Knox, 1974; Minde, 1976), probably the most

comprehensive studies available are those by Richman and her

associates (Richman, 1977(a) (b); Richman a Graham, 1971; Richman,
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Stevenson, & Graham, 1975) and Rutter and his associates (Rutter,

Cox, Tupling, Berger, & Yule, 1975; Rutter, Tigard & Whitmore, 1970;

Rutter, Yule, Quinton, Rowlands, Yule, & Berger, 1975).

Richman et al. (1975) investigated the prevalence of behavior

problems of 3-year-old children living in a London borough. The

sample was selected from a complete register of all families with

preschool children living in the borough. In the first stage of the

survey, trained interviewers visited the families at home and

conducted a semi- structured interview that included questions

concerning the target child's development and behavior, social

aspects of the family, and demographic information. The interview

included a behavior screening questionnaire (BSQ) tapping 14

dimensions of behavior: Test Teak Understanding, Rapport, Guessing,

Speed of Response, Spontaneous Speech, Directive Speech, Task

Orientation, Motor Activity, Fidgetiness, Response Perseveration,

Need for Tester Praise, Need for Parental Contact, Habits, and Mood.

Those children who received a score of 10 or more points on the BSQ

were considered the "problem group," and were matched by sex and

social class with the child nearest on the register list who scored

less than 10 points, thus forming a control group and a total of 99

matched pairs.

The second the survey ncluded a developmental

assessment of each child and a Lem:.kit cs. red interview with the

family concerning parents' health, family life and relationships, and

social support and contacts. Results of the two-stage survey

provided information about the prevalence and incidence of behavior
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problems in young children, and family and social factors associated

with preschool behavior problems.

Based on a final clinical rating of the child's behavioral

status, approximately 7% of the total population of 3- year -olds had a

behavior problem that was moderate to severe, a finding similar to

those in older age groups (Zraham & Rutter, 1973; Rutter, 'Tizsrd, &

Whitmore, 1970), and 15% had mild behavior problems. There were no

significant sex differences in the overall rates of moderate and

severe problems, nor were there significant differences in the

prevalence rates of problems in different social classes. There

were, hot:ever, a number of other social and family factors that

differentiated the behavior problem group from the group without

oehavior problems.

From information obtained during first- and second-stage

interviews, clinical ratings were made on the psychiatric status of

the parents and on the marital relationship, using a consensus rating

between the interviewers. Assessment of the parents' psychiatric

status was based on information concerning health and eating habits,

activities, emotional states, and family and friend relationship

changes. The mothers also completed a health and emotional symptom

checklist, the Cornell Medical Index (CMI). The marital relationship

rating was based on repor ted information about tha parent&

communication, consensus, expression of emotions, and enjoyment of

etch other's company. Impressions aboat marriage most often

reflected the mother's point of view since she was the parent most

often seen by the interviewer. The researchers noted that previous
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work (Rutter & Brown, 1966) has shown that high agreement can be

obtained about the relationship when the two spouses are seen

separately (Richman, 1977).

Major findings of the survey indicated preschool behavior

problems were significantly associated with a number of family and

social factors. There was a significant relationship between the

presence of a behavior problem in the child and a poor marital

relationship, characterized by frequent disagreements, little or no

Shared decision making, and low maternal satisfaction concerning help

received from her spouse. There was no relationship between a

child's behavior problems and the psychiatric statue of fathers,

possibly due in part to few reported symptoms from their wives

(Richman, 1977). There was, however, a significant relationship

between the psychiatric status of mothers, as evidenced in a high

rate of depressive disturbance, and a child with behavior problems.

Many of the depressed mothers also expressed feelings of isolation

(Richman, 1977).

Although there were no significant differences by social class

in rates of behavior problems, families with five or more children

were more likely to have a child with a behavior problr. Also, a

"stress score" was calculated for each family by adding all the

events that had occurred during the previous year of n seriously

stressful or threatening nature, such as work and money difficulties,

housing problems, serious illness, births, deaths, and problems in

personal relations. Children's behavior problems and maternal

depression were both associated with higher total stress scores, with
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more behavior problems associated with work, money, and housing

difficulties.

Following this line of inquiry, Richman found stressful housing

conditions, rated on the basis of whether the house was in poor

condition (e.g., damp rooms, no utilities) were associated with

maternal depression. There was also a significant increase in

behavior problems in children living in high-rise buildings as

compared to other forms of housing, particularly single family

houses. nehmen (1977) noted that housing conditions may be

particularly important to mothera rearing young children since the

home is where they spend much of their working time.

Based on her study, Richman reported ". . an increased

clinical awareness that all family members are likely to be involved

when one of them is a patient, and. that this is particularly so where

disturbances in young children ..re concerned" (1977, p. 526). While

the role of social factors in the etiology of behavior disturbances

remains controversial, results of the Richman study suggest the

contributory role of social and family stress conditions and the

necessary consideration of the interaction between parents and

children in the treatment of either group.

Rutter and his associates were also interested in the

observation that rates of psychiatric disorder and of educational

problems in children may vary considerably according to geographic

area, types of living conditions, and social status. In order to

examine these differences more closely, they investigated the

epidemiological characteristics and social and psychological
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correlates of child psychiatric disorder and specific reading

retardation in an inner London borough (I LB) and on the Isle of Wight

(IOW), a semirural island (Berger, Yule, & Rutter, 1c./75; Rutter, Cox,

Tupling, Berger, & Yule, 1975; Rutter, Yule, Quinton, Rowlande, Yule,

& Berger, 1975). The findings on reading difficulties refer to a

different sample than the one used in the major investigation and

will be discussed in a later section of the review.

In the ILB/IOW study, 10- year -old children who attended local

schools were chosen for study and a two-stage procedure was used to

identify children with psychiatric disorders. First, the total

population was screened for further study by means of a teacher

questionnaire made up of 26-item descriptions of overt behavior that

cover the main emotional and behavioral probl s of children as they

might be seen in a school setting. A cut-off score of nin, or IHlre

was used as an operational definition of deviance on the

questionnaire. In addition, teachers completed a social

questionnaire that included the place of birth of the target child

and both parents, and the occupation of the father. Immigrant

families were excluded from the investigation in order to provide

comparable groups of children from both areas (Rutter, Cox, Tupling,

Berger, & Yule, 1975).

From an indigenous population of 1,689 children, two groups were

selected for individual study: (a) a randomly selected control group

(groups of 106 from the ILB and 107 from the IOW); and (u) children

with scores of nine or more on the teacher's questionnaire. As a

check on the validity of the teacher's questionnaire, a short
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interview was conducted with the current classroom teacher of

children selected for intensive study in the III. An open-ended

questionnaire was used with the IOW teachers who were questioned more

specifically about the target child's emotional disturbance,

disturbances of conduct, and disturbances of relationships with peers

or staff. These interview schedules were rated independently by a

psychiatrist on a 4- -point scale of disturbance and an overall

designation of psychiatric disorder.

Mccshers of study children were intensively interviewed by a

trained interviewer using a standardized approach of known

reliability (Graham & Rutter, 1968; Rutter & Brown, 1966). The

interview schedule was composed of a series of set queet.sns covering

a wide range of possible 4motional or behavioral problems of the

child, and questions about family interaction, relationships, and

style of life. A combination of interview techniques were used to

evaluate family activities, events, attitudes, and feelings.

specific frequencies and descriptions of family activities were

scueht rather than general ratings in an effort to divest events of

their emotion:' meaning. Feelings and attitudes were assessed

differently, .sing the interview as a standard stimulus to elicit

emotion. Informants were encouraged to express their feelings about

family life and about other family members, and interviewers were

instructed tc pay particular attention to the way things were said.

In addition, a number of summary scales were completed by the

interviewer, taking into account all aspects of the interview, e.g.,

expressed feelings, observations, and reported information.
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Each family Interview took two to three hours and involved a

wide range of:skills and techniqOes on the part of the interviewer.

In the majority of cases the interview was conducted with thp mother

or mother figure to the target child. The father was seen for a

briefer interview (about 30 minutes) and both parents completed a

"malaise" inventory, a 24-item questionnaire tapping neurotic and

psychosomatic symptoms (Rutter, Yule, Quinton, Row/ands, Yule,

Berger, 1975). It should be noted that among both the IOW and ILB

families, 8% either refused to be seen or could not be contacted

after repeated home visits. There was a tendency for refusals to be

higher among families of children with deviant scores on the teacher

questionnaire than among those with nondeviant scores (Rutter, Cox,

Tupling, Berger, & Yule, 1975).

Results of the IOW/ILB study indicated a rate of behavioral

deviance for inner-city children nearly double the rate for children

in the semirural sample. As judged by scores on the teacher

questionnaire, this greater rate of deviancy in the ILB children was

statistically significant, was equally evident in boys and girls, and

applied both to "neurotic" type deviance and "conduct" type deviance.

Seventeen and one-half percent of the ILB children were rated as

somewhat "miserable, unhappy, tearful or distressed," compared to

8.3% of the TOW children; 14.7% as somewhat "resentful or aggressive

when corrected," compared with 10.6%; and 27.3% as somewhat

"restless, has difficulty staying seated for long," compared with

21.5%, respectively. It is also notable that 3.9% of the ILB

children were rated as "not much liked by other children," compared
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with 1.8% of the IOW children, and 5.8% as "tends to be absent from

school for trivial reasons," compared to 1.3%, respectively.

Validity checks on the teacher questionnaires strongly supported very

real deviance rates in the two areas (Graham, 1979; Rutter, Cox,

Tupling, Berger, & Yule, 1975).

The IOW/ILB researchers also examined the prevalence of

psychiatric disorder in the two areas, a judgment based on impaired

function determined from parental interview information. Again, the

rate of disorder was trice as high among the IIB children as it was

among the IOW children. The higher rate in the city children applied

to both sexes but was much more marked in girls than in boys. The

researchers attributed the greater area difference in rate for girls

to the high rate of emotional disturbance in the non-selected ILB

girls. Interestingly, this finding only applied to parental

interview findings. On the teacher interview data, the unusually

higher rate of disorder applied to boys.

Rutter and his colleagues applied numerous procedures to ensure

the reliability and validity of their results and to examine rival

hypotheses. Of particular interest is the finding that psychiatric

disorder in the child was diagnosed with almost exactly the same

frequency whether the mother was seen alone or together with her

husband. They also found impressive evidence for the reliability and

validity of the teacher questionnaire and psychiatric rating of

parental interviews. Previous investigations had demonstrated the

reliability of the parental interview both over time and between

interviewers (Graham & Rutter, 1968; Rutter, Tizard, & Whitmoi*D,
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1970). The possibility that higher rates of disorder in the ILB

might be an effect of migration of disturbed families into the city

was excluded in light of the finding that the proportion of parents

of disturbed city children who had moved into the borough was not

higher than in the randomly selected nondisturbed group. Thus, there

was substantial support for the conclusion that 10-year-old children

living in toe ILB not only showed more behavioral deviance than did

the IOW children of the same age, but that they also exhibited more

psychiatric disorder (Rutter, Cox, %piing, Berger, & Yule, 1975).

In order to gain understandings as to why the rates of

behavioral disturbance and psychiatric disorders differed so markedly

between London and the Isle of Wight, researchers examined a number

of family and social characteristics. In particular, four groups of

variables were considered: family disturbance, parental deviance,

social circumstances, and school characteristics. Each of these

ecological variable groups and their relationship to emotional and

behavioral disturbances will be discussed and related to other work

that has been reported.

Disturbed family relationships were more commonly found in both

the IOW and the ILB groups of children showing psychiatric disorder.

The differences between the disordered and "normal" child families

use most marked in the area of severe marital discord, determined by

the interviewer on a summary rating of demonstrated reliability[1].

It is notable that inter-rater reliability was high (r 0.82) for
independent ratings by separate interviewers each of whom only saw
the husband or only the wife (Rutter, Yule, Quinton, Rowlands, Yule,
& Berger, 1975).
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Marital discord, characterized by disagreement, tension, std

hostility was more closely associated w11.:1 child disorder than

marital discord reflecting apathy and indifference.

Another index of family disturbance is the number of times a

child has been taken from the home and placed elsewhere, since family

difficulties ars a common antecedent of this occurrence (Schaffer &

Schaffer, 1968; Wolkind & Rutter, 1973). Among the children with

psychiatric disorder, 16% to 19% had spend at least one continuous

week in the care of a local authority, e.g., foster home, compared to

only about 2% of the "normal" children.

"Broken" homes constituted a third index of disturbed family

relationships more commonly found among children with disorders in

the ILB sample. A "broken" home was defined as one where children

were not living with both their natural parents (e.g., they were with

one parent or only with stepparents, etc.). This relationship did not

hold to the same extent on the IOW, and closer examination of the

characteristics of children's homes revealed that on the IOW,

"broken" homes more often described an adoption, death of one parent,

or -emarriage. Many more London children were living in one-parent

families, usually with an unsupported mother. Thus, "broken" home

meant very different circumstances in the two areas and in the ILB,

it was significantly related to children's psychiatric condition.
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A strained marital relationship has been identified as a

contributory factor in the overall rates of disorder among children

in other studies. Lavik (1977) found the percentage of adolescents

with psychiatric disorder to be higher in families where the parents

are divorced, separated, and unmarried than in those whose biological

parents were living together. However, the intactness of nuclear

families does not guarantee positive family relationships. Research

findings consistently show that children reared in, nuclear families

characterized by conflict or detachment are more poorly adjusted than

children in harmonious, well- functioning single parent homes,

(Hetherington & Martin, 1979; McCord, McCord, & Thurber, 1962; Nye,

1957).

In the IOW/ILB study, psychiatric disorders of the mother, but

not the father, was strongly associated with child psychiatric

disorders on the IOW only. This association was not significant in

the ILB, largely because of the very high rate of psychiatric

conditions in the mothers of "normal" children (Rutter, Yule,

Quinton, Rowlands, Yule, & Berger, 1975). Mean "malaise" inventory

scores of both groups of mothers of disordered children were

significantly above that of both groups of mothers of "normal"

children. There was a tendency for both the IOW and ILB fathers'

"malaise" score to be higher for children with psychiatric disorder,

although the difference fell short of statistical significance. In

both the IOW and the ILB, antisocial behavior of the fathers was

associated with disorder in the children.
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It has been shown in the IOi /ILB study and in other

epidemiological studies (Hare 8: Shaw, 1965, as cited in Graham, 1979;

Richman et al., 1975)., that mental illness in parents, particularly

mothers, is closely associated with psychiatric disorders in

children. It should be noted, however, that mental illness in these

studies usually refers mainly to anxiety, depression, and other

personality disorders rather than the more severe neurotic and

psychotic conditions.

In both the IOW and the I. large family size was found to be

associated with child psychiatric disorder, although the pattern was

somewhat different for the two areas. On the IOW, families with four

or more children differentiated the disordered from the "normal"

group, whereas in the ILB, "normal" from disordered children were

differentiable only when families of at least five children were

considered. Overcrowding (person per room ratio greater than 1.0)

was associated with the disordered group on the IOW but this

relationship did not hold for the ILB, where crowding was much more

common. In both populations, child psychiatric disorder was more

common when the father had a semi-skilled or unskilled manual job,

but this relationship only reached significance in the ILB.

The IOW /ILB study and other investigations of the relationship

between social status and child disorder have revealed no clear-cut

association between these variables (Lapouse & Monk, 1964; Richman et

al., 1975; Rutter, Tizard, it Whitmore, 1970; West fit Farrington,

1973). This is not surprising in light of the fact that these

studies have used different and often gross or singular measures of

47



0

34

social status. In regard to their findings of infrequent

associations between socioeconomic status and behavioral deviance,

Lapouse and Monk (1964) noted that their use of only two social

groups did not permit sharp socioeconomic differentiation between

them. Yet West and Farrington (1973) reported that low-income, poor

housing,. neglected accommodations, and large families were strongly

associated with conduct disorders. Graham (1979) believes that

"social adequacy" or "material possessions" are perhaps better

indicators of social status than is paternal occupation. In a.

critical review of the measurement of socioeconomic status, Mueller

and Parcel (1981) recommend using an occupational index of

socioeconomic status (e.g., Duncan, 1961) in 'child development

studies.

Thus far, family and social variables investigated in the

IOW/ILB study have been considered in relation to child psychiatric

disorder as determined from the parental interview. Rutter, Yule,

Quinton, Rowlands, Yule, and Berger (1975) also examined these

ecological variables using the teacher's questionnaire as the sole

measure of behavioral deviance in the child. In doing this, they

note, ". . . we were using a measure of the children's behavior

outside the situation (i.e., the home) where most of the adverse

influences were operative. This means that the test of factors

associated with deviance is a harsh one which certainly

underestimates the effect of family influences on children's

behavior" (Rutter, Yule, Quinton, Rowlands, Yule & Berger, 1975, p.

526). Results revealed very similar patterns of association and many
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statistically significant variable relationships. These researchers

concluded that in both populations the family, parental, and social

variables associated with deviance and disorder in the children were

valid findings.

The IOW/ILB study also examined a set of school variables and

their relationship to child deviance based on the teacher's

questionnaire. High rates of behavioral deviance were evident in

schools characterized by high teacher and student turnover, a high

rate of absenteeism, a high proportion of immigrant children, and a

high percentage of children receiving hot meals (i.e., an index of

low income). Absenteeism has been shown to differentiate among

schools serving children from very similar areas (Galloway, 1976

Reynolds & Murgatroyd, 1974). These findings suggest that the school

itself may contribute a unique set of influences to the development

of children's behavior problems.

In summary, the IOW/ILB study revealed that emotional and

behavioral disorders of children were twice as common in the 10-year-

old children living in an inner city borough as in children living in

a semirural area. Four sets of variables -- family discord, parental

deviance, social disadvantage, and curtain school characteristics --

were associated with child disorder and deviance within bctn

geographic areas, and these same adverse factors ware more commonly

found in London (Rutter, Yule, Quinton, Rowlands, Yule, & Berger,

1975).
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The studies by Richman, Rutter and their associates, as well as

other studies cited above, provide important clues to aspects of

family life, social conditione4 and school circumstances that

adversely influence children's behavior. The direction for further

research in this area is clearly advanced by Rutter, Yule, Quinton,

Rowlands, Yule, & Berger (1975):

It is important to recognize that e know relatively little
about the psychological or social m chanisms which may be
involved. Many of the adverse influences are inter-
related, and analyses to partial out.the separate effects
of each variable have yet to be carried out. There is a
great need to distinguish the various different mechanisms
involved in disparate types of "deprivation" and
"disturbance" of family life and relationships. (p. 530)

Learning, Disabilities and Related Difficulties

The studies reviewed up to this point nave relied on

epidemiological methods of inquiry to describe the environmental

correlates of mental retardation and emotional and behavioral

disturbances. Another approach to describing behavioral phenomena is

a longitudinal approach, used predominantly in studies of normal

child development. Werner and her associates (Werner, Bierman, &

French, 1971; Werner & Smith, 1977) employed a longitudinal design in

their study of the cumulative effects of perinatal stress and quality

of the family environment on the physical, intellectual, and social

development of a multiracial cohort of children. This study

represents one of the few attempts to include a description of the

family environmental correlates of learning disabilities, with the

majority of follow-up studies in this area focusing exclusively on

the affective characteristics and learning difficulties of the child
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(Mendelson, Johnson & Stewart,, 1971; Menkes, Rowe, & Menkes, 1967;

Weiss, Minds, Worry, Douglas, & Nemeth, 1971) .

Werner and her colleagues have followed up into late adolescence

a cohort of children born on the island of Kauai, Hawaii, in 1955.

The Kauai study began in the perinatal period, followed all children

in an entire community, representing all socioeconomic and ethnic

groups, and maintained 90% (N "600) of the original sample through 18

years of age. Data collection began with an assessment of the

reproductive histories and the physical and emotional status of the

mothers from the fourth week of gestation to delivery. Through the

cooperative assistance of health, educational, and social service

agencies, comprehensive psychological and pediatric information was

collected on children and families when the children were 2 and 10

years of age, and interviews were conducted with the children when

they reached late adolescence (17-18 years). Family interview

questions tapped areas such as educational attainment of parents,

standard of living, socioeconomic variables, family stability,

lality of educational stimulation, and quality of emotional support.

A combination of parental interview and observational ratings were

used to quantify these variables (Werner & Smith, 1977).

A comprehensive system of evaluation and a low study attrition

rate allowed for a rare view of the developmental progression of

handicapping conditions and for a number of family-child variable

relationships to be examined. Werner et al, (1971) reported the

findings from the perinatal period to age 10 years for a cohort of

844 children. In the first two yearn of life, minor perinatal
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handicaps had been recognized in 7% of the'liveborn; 6.3% had

conditions requiring short-term medical and nursing services; and

3.7% were severely handicapped and required long-term medical or

special educational services. By age 10 yeare, 6.6% of the children

were moderately or severely physically handicapped; 2.3% were in

classes for the mentally retarded; 10% were in grades below their

chronological age; 40% received grades of "D" or lover in one or

e6veral basic skill areas; 5% were tailing; and about 25% had some

behavior problems (Werner et al., 1971).

At the end of the 10 year follow-up, recommendations were made

for individual children needing help. By far the greatest demand for

eervicee was for remedial help in the basic skill subjects.

Approximately 3% of the 1955 cohort had been diagnosed in need of

placement in a learning disability class at 10 years of age on the

basis of serious reading and communication problems (although

functioning in the normal intelligence range), visual-motor

impairment, hyperactivity, and difficulties in attention and

concentration. Only one out of five childirem in this group had any

evidence of "organicity" on pediatric-neurological examinations.

Serious problems of the learning disabled group were still

evident in late adolescence. Agency records indicated the behavior

of four out of five of these children was characterized by academic

underachievement, absenteeism, truancy, and misconduct. These
V

adolescents showed deficiencies in perceptual-motor skills, reading,

writing, interpersonal skills, and other cognitive problem-solving

situations. They received high external scores on the Locus of
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Control Scale (Novicki & Strickland, 1973), suggesting these

individuals did not feel their actions were under their own control.

It is also noteworthy that most of the youth who became delinquent in

adolescence had been considered in need of remedial education,

special class placement, or mental health services by 10 years of

age, although at "tat time they did not differ from controls or

measures of aptitude and achievement. At 18 years of age, delinquent

youth did score significantly lower than controls on measures of

interpersonal skills, maturity, responsibility, and cognitive

problem-solving skills (Werner & Smith, 1977).

What accounted for performance differences among children in the

Kauai study? Although severe perinatal stress was strongly

associated with serious behavior, learning, and physical problems,

the relationship between moderate perinatal stress and these problems

was lees clear. Information obtained from family interviews

suggested the importance of considering family influences in the

development of learning difficulties. Indice's of socioeconomic

status, educational stimulation, and emotional support showed

moderate intercorrelations (.37 to .57) and each of these family

variables was significantly related to schoQI, :71:hievement and

learning problems (IQ, perceptual and language problems) at 10 years

of age, with the highest relationship obtained for educational

stimulation in relation to children's difficulties. Lack of

emotional support in the family was most highly associated with

emotional problems of children. In the absence of perinatal stress

and early family instability, the majority of children with behavior
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problems (mostly short-term) appeared to be "painful, yet temporary

reactions to environmental stress" (Werner & Smith, 1977).

Results of the Kauai study indicated that measures of the family

environment were more related to children's learning, achievement,

and emotional problems than vas socioeconomic status. The authors

concluded that, "Ten times more children had problems attributed to

the effects of a poor environment than to the effects of serious

perinatal stress" (Werner et al., 1971). Results further indicated

that the relationship between perinatal stress and the child's

competence decreased with age, but the relationship between

environmental factors and competence increased with age. Between 2

and 10 years of age, the difference in IQ points increased from 4

points to 20 points between children who received the least and most

educational stimulation at home.

A number of subcultural differences were also evident. In all

groups of children at biological risk for learning and behavior

problems, children from very low-income families were

overrepresented. Predictions of serious problems in childhood and

adolescence from data at birth, infancy, and early childhood were

consistently higher for children from poor homes. Social class and

ethnicity independently contributed to measures of children's

behavior, and social class differences in communicative competence

(Standard English) were greater than ethnic differences and increased

during adolescence. However, Werner and Smith (1977) emphasized,

Poverty alone was not a sufficient condition for the
likelihood of significant coping problems. The

overwhelming majority of the control children who were
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drawn from the same poor and culturally different
backgrounds as those with learning disabilities and long-
term health problems coped very effectively in the second
decade of their lives; few of the control children from low
and very low SES homes committed any delinquent acts or
presented discipline or achievement problems in school.
(pp. 218-219)

The researchers noted that a low standard of living increased

the likelihood of the infant being subject to perinatal stress and

early family stability. But among both lower- and middle-class

children, it was the interaction of biological stress and family

instability that increased the likelihood of serious learning and

behavior problems. Chances for improvement of coping skills did not

increase with- higher social class position for those children in need

of help at 10 years of age. Werner and Smith (1977) concurred with

the observation of Robins (1966), who also conducted a longitudinal

study of children through adolescence:

Childhood behavior and family patterns rather than social
class position lead to the hopelessness and alienation
found largely in the bottom stratum . . . antisocial
children reared in middle-class homes develop into much the
same kind of impulsive and imprudent adults that lower-
class, antisocial children do. (p. 304)

In summary, the Kauai study revealed a set of eleven key

predictors of serious learning and behavior problems of children.

Jingly, and in combination, these biological, psychological, and

sociological variables showed significant relationships with poor

developmental outcome at 2 years of age and serious learning and

behavior problems at 10 and 18 years of age: (a) moderate to marked

degree of perinatal stress; (b) presence of congenital defects; (c)

very high or very low levels of infant activity; (d) Cattell IQ score
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below 80 by age 2; (e) low Primary Mental Abilities IQ score; (f)

moderate to marked degree of physical handicap by age 10; (g)

recognized need for placement in a learning disability class by age

10; (h) recognized need for more than six months of mental health

services by age 10; (i) low level of maternal education; (j) low

standard of living at birth, age 2, or age 10; and (k) low family

stability at age 2 (Werner & Smith, 1977).

Thus, in the Kauai study, there emerged substantial support for

the salient role of family environment variables in the development

of children's learning and behavior problems. The following

discussion will focus on social and family variables that have been

shown to be associated with limited communication skills, e.g.,

reading and language which, in the Kauai study, led to cumulative

problems in coping with cognitive as well as affective demands.

Werner and Smith (1977) noted that competence in communication skills

was a major factor contributing to improvement in all groups at

biological risk in the Kauai sam)le.

Reading difficulties. Lerner (1971) has noted that one of the

major academic difficulties of children with learning disabilities is

that they are poor readers. National concern for children's reading

problems is reflected in the 1974 reported figures for reading

achievement for several U.S. cities: New York City, Washington D.C.,

Chicago and Cleveland all reported that 66% to 70% of their

elementary school children were reading below the national average

("Reading Scores by Schools," 197A). These reports of low reading

56



e

43

achievement were essentially unchanged five years later ("Reading

Scores of New York City Schools Show Slight Improvement," 1979).

A number of studies in the U.S. and abroad have revealed

considerable regional variation in rates of reading difficulties.

Miller, Magolin, and Yolles (1957) and Eisenberg (1966) found reading

disabilities to'be more prevalent in areas of the U.S. characterised

by low social status and urbanization. A study by the Inner London

Education Authority (1970, as cited in Berger et al., 1975) has shown

that elementary school children in London have an average reading

level below national norms. Makita's (1968) teacher survey results

suggested that the prevalence of reading disabilities in Japan was

significantly below that in Western countries. Three additional

studies have examined regional differences more closely by

irvestigating the associations between family and social variables

and children's reading difficulties (Davie, Butler, & Goldstein,

1972; Kovlin, Gardside, Nicol, MacMillan, Wolstenholme, & Leitch,

1977; Rutter, Yule, Quinton, Rowlands, Yule, & Berger, 1975rYule &

Rutter, 1975). Each of these studies will be reviewed and major

findings-reported.

Davie et al. (1972) reported the results of the National Child

Development Study, a follow-up investigation of children from

England, Scotland, and Wales born during one week in 1958. The

original intent of the study was to study the British maternity

services and investigate the chances of perinatal death, but in 1964

it became possible to trace and study these children again. The

researchers successfully contacted 92% of the original sample
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(N=15,468) and gathered information from four main sources: (a)

information obtained through the schools, including a structured

teacher questionnaire, which included items reflecting parent

interest, and a teacher rating of the child's behavior; (b) a battery

of tests administered to each child (Southgate Reading Test; "copying

designs" test, "drawing a man" test, "arithmetic problem"); (c)

structured interviews conducted primarily with mothers by an agent of

the schools, e.g., a "health visitor"; and (d) medical examinations

conducted by school health services.

For purposes of the present study, it is important to note the

major considerations guiding the design of the interview. First, the

researchers gave consideration tO the total amount of information

that was practical to collect and analyze. Second, they felt it was

important to conduct an interview that contained highly objective

questions to ensure comparability of information obtained by

different interviewers. The final parental interview schedule

included questions about the family and home, such as the size of the

family (number of children under age 21), parental situation,

father's occupation and education, mother's occupation, type of

housing, and extent of household amenities. Parents were also asked

retrospective information about the child, such as separations from

the family, preschool experiences, and current information about many

aspects of the child's behavior (Davie et al., 1972).
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These researchers examined particular aspects of the home

environment, regional differences in these environmental factors, and

their relationship to children's educational attainments at 7 years

of age. An expected social class trend was evident for family size,

with a tendency for middle-class families to be smaller than working

class families. Regional differences were also apparent, with family

size in Scotland greater than in England or Wales. Yet when

allowances were made for the effects of social class and region,

children in one- or two-child families had a higher reading

attainment than children in a family of five children or more. Davie

et al.41972) reported this difference was equivalent to a gain in

reading age of about 12 months[2]. The association between family

size and arithmetic attainment was much smaller and was interpreted

by the researchers as support to the notion that children from large

families are most disadvantaged. They further stated that among

larger families "there is likely to be a higher proportion of parents

whose attitude is rather reckless and irresponsible, those who in

general do not manage their affairs very successfully, and those who

tend to live for the present" (Davie et al., 1972, p. 34).

2 Davie, Butler, and Goldstein (1972) did not describe how they
arrived at reading and arithmetic age gains. The levels of
significance between variables under study were also absent from the
report.
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The relationship between academic performance and parents'

education was also examined. Analysis was confined to children who

were living with both natural parents, which resulted in 64% of the

children with with parents neither of whom had graduated from school.

There was a clear social class gradient, with 87% of these families

represented in the lowest social class. Results for reading

attainment indicated that both the mother's and fathers's education

were of considerable importance, even when allowances were made for

social class, family size, and sex of the target child. The effect

of a higher level of educational attainment by the parent was

reported to be equivalent to approximately 6 months gain in reading

age for the child. Parental education was associated with arithmetic

attainment to a greater degree than family size, although social

class was the most potent predictor in this analysis. Davie et al.

(1972) suggested that extended educational experiences identify

parents with certain attitudes, which are acquired by their children,

who are then more inclined to take advantage of schooling in their

elementary years.

Parental interest in their children's education was also

examined in relati,n to academic attainment. Specifically, three

measures of parental interest were used: (a) teacher's rating, (b)

whether or not the parents had visited the school to discuss their

child's education, and (c) the parents' aspirations for the child.

Social class differences for these variables were large, with much

less interest in children's education shown by families in the lowest

versus the highest social class. Although there was a greater
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likelihood that parents from the higher social classes would

"approach" the school, differences across social class between the

"approach" group and the "not approach" group were highly significant

in relation to reading scores for boys and girls. In other words,

children from families who initiated contact with the school had

better reading ability than children from families who did not

initiate contact.

Regional differences in reading ability also provided clues as

to what features of the home environment increase the motivation for

children to read or advance their readiness to do so. Results showed

that the proportion of good readers (Southgate Reading Test score,

29-30) in Scotland was markedly higher than in any other region of"

Britain, and the proportion of children in Scotland who had

progressed beyond their basic reading level was 10% to 12% higher

than in England and Wales, respectively. Partial explanation of

these differences was suggested by the parental interview question

that asked whether parents read to their children. Results showed

that Scottish parents, both mothers and fathers, more often read to

their children than parents in either England or Wales.

Interestingly, at 7 years of age, these children were as a group

already reading fluently, suggesting that Scottish. parents were

supplementing and reinforcing their children's reading experiences

(Davie et al., 1972).
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A number of additional family environmental variables were

associated with reading attainment. The group of children living in

an "atypical" family situation (i.e., without both natural parents)

contained more poor readers than the "typical" family group of

children. Although the "atypical" family group wao comprised of more

working class families, comparison within social class groups

indicated that children in "atypical" middle -class families or in

skilled manual working class families were still shown to be at some

disadvantage. A family home situation that was characterized by

overcrowding (person per room ratio greater than 1.5) and a lack of

basic. household amenities (i.e., hot water, bathroom, indoor

lavatory) was associated with lower reading performance, controlling

for social class, region, type of housing, and sex of target child.

The effect of absence or shared use of all basic amenities and

overcrowding were each reported to be equivalent to approximately

nine months retardation in reading age (Davie et al., 1972).

In their conclusion, Davie et al. (1972) ectimated that the gap

in terms of average reading performance of the most and the least

advantaged children was over four years. The most potent factors

influencing reading performance appeared to be in the home

environment. The researchers did not, however, suggest a causal link

between lack of hot water and children's reading attailment. Rather,

they suggested:

Poor housing conditions may well lead to a low standard of
physical health; depression and irritability in parents;
and may produce a feeling of "distance from the more
privileged section of society" (with which the school may
be identified). Thus a combination of adverse
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environmental circumstances may well have a deleterious
effect on children's development. (Davie et al., 1972, p.

57)

Kovlin and his associates in Great Britain also examined the

social and family correlates of children's reading ability, as well

as classroom behavior, peer acceptance, and absenteeism (Kovlin et

al., 1977). The first stage of their study involved the screening of

515 children with a mean age of 7 years and 9 months. Almost equal

numbers of boys and girls represented six area schools and a social

class distribution slightly below the national average. Five

criterion groups were formed on the basis of a multiple screening

procedure: (a) children identified as "isolated" by peer sociometric

procedures; (b) children identified as "rejected" by peer sociometric

procedures; (c) children identified as nonreaders by a reading

quotient of 75 or less on the Young Group Reading Test; (d) children

identified by the Rutter Teacher Rating Scale B as showing classroom

behavior problems; and (e) children identified by teachers as one who

"tends to be absent from school for trivial reasons." A group of

"normal" controls were selected from the pool of children not

identified by ony screening criterion (Kovlin et al., 1977).

Interviews were conducted with parents of all children in the

sample using a combination of structured, closed interviewing

techniques and semi-structured, open-ended interviewing techniques.

A wide range of social and family information was obtained during the

interview. Sociodemographic data i7Icluded extent of mother working,

occupational class, number of children, and the family's level of

contact with social services. Mothers completed a 12-item
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questionnaire designed to measure sociability towards neighbors,

resulting in a "neighborliness" score. Mothers also completed a

30-item General Health Questionnaire developed to identify

respondents with minor depression and anxiety states. Families were

assigned a "social problem" score that was the summation of a number

of defined, possible adverse, social and family experiences. Family

experiences and events such as poor work record of the father or

separation of parents were equally weighted and summed (Kovlin et

al., 1977).

During the interview, mothers were also asked about the target

child, such as whether the child liked school (5-point rating scale)

and whether the child was having school problems. Parents were also

asked to complete a child behavior rating scale designed for parents

(Rutter et al., 1970) . Using a 5-point rating scale, parents also

rated their use of each of three techniques of management or

discipline: deprivation of privileges, physical punishment, and

reasoning.

Each criterion group was compared to controls in examining the

relationship between family variables and the child's identified

difficulties. The group of children identified by the reading

criterion, when compared to controls, were from families showing a

significant excess of social problems. Further examination of these

families indicated that they (a) had been in contact with social

services, (b) had high social probem scores, and (c) had six or more

children. Occupational skill level of this group (semiskilled or

unskilled) was lower than that of the control group, and fewer
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mothers in this group were working at all. Kovlin et al. (1977)

suggested that "poorer social and domestic competence" as a possible

explanation of fewer working mothers in the reading criterion group.

These mothers also reported more symptoms of paychiLtric disturbance

and a trend toward poorer socialization (ie., lower "neighborliness"

score) than did control group mothers.

Parente of children with reeding difficulties showed awareness

of their child's school problems; over 60% of them stated that their

children did not like school compared with 30% in the controls; and

over 60% regarded their children as having school problems as

compared to 10% of the controls. Parent reports of children's

behavior yielded significantly higher mean scores in terms of

antisocial and total behavior problems. This same group of parents

reported more frequent use of physical punishment than controls (60%

vs. 20%) and significantly less use of reasoning (Kovlin et al.,

1972).

In addition to the reading criterion group, social and family

conditions in other criterion groups were each compared with the

control group. The pattern of differences from the controls was

roughly similar for the reading behavior and rejection groups,

although the differences from controls did not always reach

statistical significance. Closer examination of maternal factors

showed that mother's mental state differed significantly from

controls for the reading and behavior groups; the rejection and

isolation groups differed significantly from controls with regard to

mother's "neighborliness." The cluster of differences in social and
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family correlates that appeared for the isolation group lead

researchers to suggest that mothers of these isolated children were

themselves isolated, i.e., significantly fewer worked and a

significant percentage were more socially isolated than controls

(Kovlin at al., 1977).

Another major finding from Kovlin's study is of particular

relevance to the present study. The multiple screen procedure

allowed for a child to be identified by more than one screening

criterion, and for this reason criterion groups were compared only to

the control group. This procedure, however, permitted examination of

the number of obtained screens per child in relation to data gathered

from parents. Results indicated that the more screening criteria by

which a child was identified, the greater the number of adverse

social and family conditions. Significant family differences were

found between groups formed on the basis of the number of child

criteria screens obtained (i.e., 0, 1, 2, 3 or more). Group

differences were strongest for four variables: family size, social

problem score, parent/sibling contact with social services, and

parents use of reasoning in disciplining their child. When tested

for linearity, each variable yielded a statistically significant

gradient. Parent's perception of their child as having school

problems and parent behavior ratings of their child also resulted in

a significant linear gradient, as children were increasingly

identified by more screening criteria.
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Kovlin et al. (1977) concluded that children who exhibited

multiple problems, as identified in their study, were likely to have

families with a greater number of adverse social problems and

background factors. The family's social problem score was most

powerful in distinguishing among criterion groups and among groups

formed on the basis of the number of identified child difficulties.

Evidence provided by this study strongly suggests the cumulative

nature of tYe influence of adverse family conditions on children's

learning and behavior problems, and emphasizes the need to

investigate multiple family environmental factors in order to better

understand specific school-related difficulties.

The final study to be discussed with regard to learning

disabilities provides additional support for examining family factors

in the study of reading difficulties. In an earlier section, the

epidemiological study conducted by Rutter and his associates was

discussed in detail. Following the same procedures, Rutter, Yule,

Quinton, Rowlands, Yule, & Berger (1975) found reading difficulties

in 10-year-old children (as measured by SRA group reading tests) to

be nearly three times as prevalent in the inner London borough (ILB)

than in the semirural Isle of Wight (IOW).' The inner city children

had a unusually high rate of reading problems even after the effects

of intelligenct had been particled out (Rutter, Yule, Quinton,

Rowlii!ids, Yule, (i Berger, 1975) .
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Searching for an explanation of these regional differences, the

researchers examined the information obtained from the family

interviews, which were most often conducted with the mother. In the

ILB, psychiatric disorder in the mother, and in both the ILB and the

IOW, large family size (five or more children) was associated with

specific reading retardation (ie., 04:ferved reading score two or more

standard deviations below the expected score). In both areas, there

was a tendency for reading retardation to be l4as common in the

families of non-manual workers, holding clerical, managerial, or

professional jobs (Rutter, Yule, Quinton, Rowlands, Yule, & Berger,

1975).

Taken together, the studies investigating the family correlates

of children's reading attainment suggest a number of family

environmental factors that may have a influencing role in the

development of children's reading difficulties.

Language difficulties. There is general agreement that a strong

relationship exists between oral communicative competence and

progress toward successful beginning reading (Otto, McMenemy, &

Smith, 1973). Language plays a vital role in learning and

consequently learning dsabilities and deficits in language

development are often interrelated (:,erner, 1971). Many school-age

children suffer from some form of language disorder and in many cases
'046

the cause of the disorder remains undetected (McGrady, 1968).
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In an effort to uncover some of the possible etiological clues

to language difficulties, researchers have investigated a number of

family characteristics that seem to influence the growth of language.

These include family structure, children of multiple births, and

social class. Each of those possible sources of variatio.. in

language development will be briefly discussed.

A number of large scale studies have shown that children from

large families have lower. scores on tests of vocabulary and verbal

intelligence than do children with one or two siblings, and this

association remains after controlling for social class (Douglas,

1964; Douglas, Ross, & Simpson, 1963; Rutter, Tizard, & Whitmore,

1970). Moreover, Douglas et al. (1968) found that children's

vocabulary scores fell as the number of preschool children in the

family increased, suggesting that young siblings are more likely to

i,:iteract and coaunicate with each other than with adults whose

language is richer and more varied. Friedlander (1971) offers

another possible explanation for the association between fam ly size

and language skills. By studypIg tape recordings of family

conversations at home, it was 4vident that the presence of siblings

lead to a kind of "linguistic chabs,"_perhaps making language

acquisitions more difficult in large families (Rutter & Mittler,

1972).
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Multiple births represent a special case of family structure

that is associated with language delay. Twins and triplets start

speaking several months later than singletons (Day, 1932; Howard,

1964) and characteristically make more use of nonverbal forms of

communication, ie., gesture and mime. Delay in spoken language for

children of multiple births persists throughout the preschool years

and during the school years, the language deficit is apparent in

testa of verbal intelligence when compared to singletons (Rutter &

Mittler, 1972). Mittler (1970) compared 200 twins with 100 singleton

controls, all of the same age (4 years) and social status. Using the

Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities, twins° scores showed an

average delay of 6 months in language development. Analysis of ITPA

profiles were unremarkable and the results were explained to terms of

overall immaturity of language development. Both the Day (1932) and

Mittler (1970) studies found nonverbal intelligence scores of twins

to be average or above average. Interestingly, twins in middle-class

homes appeared to be more vulnerable than twins in working class

families, with twins from the higher social class showing a greater

language delay when compared to singleton controls of the same social

class.

Increased risk of perinatal insult and genetic factors are

likely to play a role in the determinatiou of language development in

twins, but according to Mittler (1969), nongenetic factors are

probably more important in language development than in the

development of general intelligence. In support of this notion,

Record, McKeown, and Edwards (1970) found that the verbal
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intelligence of twins whose co-twin was stillborn or died in early

infancy, was only 1/2 point below that of singletons. Reduced

parent-child interaction and increased contact with co-twins

providing less sophisticated verbal stimuli have been offered as

possible explanations of this phenomenon.

Various studies have documented the relationship between low

social class and language difficulties (Bullock, 1975; Deutsch, 1965;

Templin, 1957). In general, social class differences in early

language development appear small (ie., age of starting to speak,

speed o' development of syntactic competence), but as children are

required to use their language skills to make academic gains, the

child of the working class family is at particular disadvantage.

These social class difficulties in language usage remain even after

general intelligence has been taken into account (Rutter & Mitler,

1972).

Differences in language usage by social class are most marked

with respect to abstract functions and to the way language is used

(Hawkins, 1969). Middle-class children seem to be more specific and

intelligible without relying on the immediate, in contrast to lower-

class children who seem to be less explicit and more fully

understandable in context. Similarly, researchers have found middle-

class families more often use language to express ideas and concepts

and they do it in a way that is more precise, clearly suggesting a

link between the way in which parents talk to their children and

their children's skills and style of language usage (Brandis &
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Henderson, 1970; Bullock, 1975; Hess & Shipman, 1965; Robinson &

Rackstraw, 1967).

In summary, a variety of family environmental correlates of

language difficulties have been reported. There are consistent

family configuration and social class differences reported in the use

of higher order language functions. The intensity and quality of

verbal interaction appears to be a behavioral correlate of social

class, which is itself a crude indicator of environmental

stimulation. Bullock (1975) points out-Mat the critical focus is

the language environment of the growing child, and particularly the

role played by language in his relationship with his mother.

Bernstein (1965, 1971) has been a predominant figure in the

investigation of language processes in family environments and his

work will be discussed in a later section of this review.

Other Studies

The association between family characteristics and child

performance has been documented by a number of other studies. In a

comprehensive review of the relationship between family configuration

and children's intellectual abilit.es and achievement, Cicirelli

(1978) made the following conclusions: (a) ability and achievement

decrease as family size increases; (b) ability and achievement

decrease as birth order position increases; (c) ability and

achievement decrease as spacing between siblings decreases; and (d)

there is some evidence for a developmental trend in the effects of

family structure. Additionally, Cicirelli emphasized the interaction

effect among sibling structure variables, e.g., age spacing, birth
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order, ordinal position, and suggested that the effects of sibling

structure variables may depend at least in part on the family's

particular cultural setting and general social situation. The role

of the family's cultural and social context in relation to family

configuration was examined by Page and Grandon (1979) and Valencia,

Henderson, and Rankin (1980). In both studies, ethnicity and

socioeconomic status accounted for a significantly greater amount of

the variance in children's intellectual functioning than did family

size and sibling spacing.

Socioeconomic status has consistently accounted for a

substantial portion of the variance in children's intellectual

functioning and academic achievement (Henderson, 1981). Riccuiti

(1977) points out that consistent differences in children's

developmental outcomes are also associated with relatively small

variations in socioeconomic status within very low-income

populations, particularly in developing countries. Klein, Yarbrogh,

Lasky, and Habicht (1972) studied large samples of 3- to 6-year-old

children in four very poor Guatemalan villages and reported

consistent positive correlations between measurer of language,

memory, and perceptual functions, and a weighted composite index of

family socioeconomic status (correlations ranged from .2 to .4).

This index was based on the quality of housing, father's occupation,

mother's dress (whether or not manufactured), some teaching of

children by family members, and social contacts outside the home, all

information obtained as part of a home interview. These same

researchers reported similar correlations for a sample of 24-month-

73



60

old children (Klein at al., 1974). Variations :In quality of housing

(size, cleanliness, construction materials) were associated with

differences in children's mental and motor development scores.

Similar results were reported by Christiansen, Vuori, Mora, and

Wagner (1974) in a study of children age 6 to 30 months living in a

poor urban neighborhood in Bogota, Coltinbia. They obtained

significant correlations between Developmental Quotients on the

Griffiths Test and the following family environmental indicators:

general socioeconomic status (correlation of .34), mother's literacy

(.30), and sanitary conditions (.37). When these factors were

combined, the multiple correlation with Griffiths DQ was .43

(Christiansen at al., 1974).

Although Riccuiti (1977) cautions against dismissing observed

social class differences as simply a myth, he emphasizes that the

more important task is one of understanding the developmentally

salient features of such environments and how they influence

development. Research efforts with this goal in mind will be tlie

topic of discussion in the next review section.

Summary

A substantial body of research has revealed a number of family

characteristics that are correlated with children's learning and

behavior problems. Major epidemiological studies conducted by Heber

in the U.S. and Birch in Scotland identified general aspects of the

physical and psychological milieu created by families that were

associated with mild mental retardation in children. Comprehensive
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studies by Richman and Rutter revealed certain family environmental

factors that increase the likelihood that a child will exhibit

serious behavior problems. Environmental correlates of children's

learning disabilities were examined by Werner on the Island of Kauai,

and other researchers have added to the evidence suggesting the

influence of family factors in children's reading attainment and

language development. Additional child studies have reported

sociodemographic variables, particularly family configuration and

socioeconomic :status variables, which were related to ability and

achievement among nonhandicapped children. Taken togethe\these

findings support the notion that certain identifiable charact9ristice

of family environments are somehow linked to children's learning and

behavior problema.

Descriptive Studies: Family Processes

Much of the research on the family environment and its role in

the development of children's intellectual functioning, academic

achievement, and affective development has relied on global social

status indicators such as family configuration and socioeconomic

status to accolat for variations in child performance. Measures of

socioeconomic status consistently explain statistical differences in

intellectual performance that cannot be attributed to genetic factors

or to genetic-environmental correlations (Henderson, 1981). The

predictive power of socioeconomic status is, according to Lavin

(1965), due to the fact that it is a summarizing variable describing

a set of values, attitudes, and motives related to academic
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performance. As describld by Deutsch 0973), socioeconomic status

includes, "neighborhood of residence; value placed on education;

proportion of income spent for food, housing, and entertainment;

typical leisure-time activities; amount of reading done and nature of

reading matter; and the like an well am child-rearing practices (p.

240)."

The usefulness of socioeconomic status as an explanatory

construct is limited precisely because it is a summarizing variable,

which masks the considerable range of variation among characteristics

within a given socioeconomic status group, and which fails to reflect

the dynamics of the environments that families create for their

children. As a result, much of the family environmental research has

had little functional or diagnostic value for counselors or

educational administrators .derson, 1981; Marjoribanks, 1979).

Both Hess (1970) and Deutsch (1973) hive long emphasized the need to

move beyond sociological ratings of social class to analyses of such

things as the type and'complexity of language in the home, anf.4, the

amount and type of intellectually stimulating experiences and

academic help provided to the child.

A number of investigators have attempted to examine the family

environment in terms of the specific processes that differentiate

between facilitative and nonfacilitative environments for children's

cognitive and social development. Identification of the

differentiating features of the child's family environment is more

likely to suggest variables that can be manipulated i.i educational

programs, in an effort to make family learning contexts more
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beneficial for children (Marjoribanks, 1979). Measurement of family

environmental process variables that are associated with variations

in child performance has been pursued predominantly with children

functioning within the "normal" range of development and with

children considered to be "culturally deprived" or "disadvantaged."

More recently, attempts have been made to expand this area of

investigation to include families of children with identified

handicaps. Representative works from the normal and handicapped

child development literature will be reviewed, including the

researchers' major theoretical constructs, methodology of particular

relevance to the present study, and major findings.

"Normal" Child Studies

Studies investigating aspects of the family environment as they

affect the development of child competencies within the normal range

are relevant to the present study for two reasons: first, specific

family environmental processes that have been identified as effective

means of promoting child development may also suggest conditions for

less than optimal development when they are absent or somehow reduced

in effectiveness; and, second, family processes that promote Hild

development may also be considered as potentially mitigating

influences in the presence of more deleterious family conditions.

Much of the impetus for educational research on family

environments was provided by Bloom (964), who suggested that the

environme,t be regardt,d as a aetwork of persisting envLronmental

forces that surround and play on the individual. He also
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hypothesized that any particular human characteristic is related to a

subset of the total set of environmental forces, and that in order to

discover meaningful relationships between the environment and

behavior, specific environmental measures should be related to

specific human characteristics. Bloom was influenced the work of

Murray (1938) who, in the development of a theory of personality,

proposed that the environment be characterized by the kinds of

benefits or harms that it prwides. The implications for a

directional tendency of the environment was designated as the "press"

of the environment. Each press was defined as having: (a) a

qualitative aspect which is the kind of effect that the environment

has or might have on the individual; and (b) a quantitative aspect

asgpsed by the variation in power that an environment has for either

harming or benefiting different individuals, or the individual at

different times. From Murray's early conceptualization of

environmental press variables, two schools of family environment

research emerged; the "Chicago" and "British" schools (Marjoribaaks,

1979).

Tie "Chica5o" School. The "Chicat school was lead by the work

of Dave (1963) and Wolf (1964) who examined the relationship between

the family environment and children's academic achievement and

intelligence. Both investigators used the same sample of 60 children

(25 boys, 32 girls; mean age 11 years), selected from 19 schools

from one system in Illinois. The approach adopted by these two

studies was to first hypothesize the environmental press variables

related to a specific area of child perrrmance, define these press
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variables by seta of social-psychological process variables, and then

assess the process characteristics through measures of specific

behaviors or attitudes within the family.

Dave (1963) hypothesized a subenvironment of the total set of

conditions and processes that comprise the family environment, which

he labeled "educational environment of the family." Six

environmental process variables were hypothesized to be related to

academic achievement:

1. Achievement press - goals and aspirations pai3nts hold for

themselves and their children; interest in educational achievement

reflected in knowledge of child progress; plans for children's

educational attainment; educational and employment status of close

friends and relatives.

2. Language models - quality of parents' own language, such as

vocabulary skills and verbal fluency; awareness of children's use of

language and efforts to influence use of correct grammar.

3. Academic guidance - amount and quality of guidance on

schc,)1-related matters, such as encouragement of pre-reading and

reading skill development; using daily activities to teach and

reinforce cognitive skills.

4. Activeness of the family - extent and content of children's

exposure to a wide range of environmental stimulation and

opportunities for learning; nature and amount of child and family

participation in activities such as reading, watching TV, visiting

libraLiti44 and other cultural centers;
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5. Intellectuality it the home - types of toys and games made

available to the child; types of hobbies pursued by child and family;

opportunities for problem-solving and creativity;

6. Work habits in the home - level of organization and use of

routines in manag'-g home responsibilities.

These six press variables were defined by 21 process

characteristics, each process characteristic rated on a 9 -point

scale. A semi-structured interview schedule was developed to obtain

information from mothers that would allow the interviewer to rate

each process characteristic Scores were obtained for each press

variable by averaging the ratings on the relevant process

characteristics and an index of the educational environment of the

family was calculated by summing the scores on the six press

variables. The Metropolitan Achievement Tests were used to assess

children's academic achievement. When the fal.ily process variables

were combined into a predictor set, they were differentially related

to academic subsets. Process variables accounted for o of tLe

variance in scores for word knowledge, reading, and arithmetic

problem-solving, and over 40% of the variance ,a scores for word

discrimination and language. Thirty-one percent of the variance in

arithmetic computation was accounted for by the process variables and

for spelling, 37%.

so
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A noteworthy finding in the Dave (1963) study was that the order

of importance of the predictability of the six process variables

differed from subtest to subtext. Results of the stepwise regression

analysis showed that achievement press was the most important

variable in predicting word knowledge and reading, while for

arithmetic problem-solving, the most important variable was

intellectuality of the home. These results suggest the plausibility

of subject-specific environmental process variables, a position

advanced by Bloom (1964) who recommended the study of specific

environmental measures to specific human characteristics.

Using the same sample of children and mothers, Wolf (1964)

examined the relationship between children's intellectual functioning

and three environmental press variables: press for achievement

motivation, press for language development, and provisions for

general learning. Using a similar semi-structured interview format,

mothers responded to questions that allowed the interviewer to rate

each process characteristic on a 7-point scale, and then calculate a

summation score for each press variable. When combined into a

predictor set, the three environmental press variables accounted for

49% of the variance in children's intelligence test scores, as

measured by the Henmon - Nelson. Tests of Mental Abilities (Wolf, ]964).

Studies similar to the Dave (1963) and the Wolf (1964) studies

have been conducted in other cultural settings. Using Dave's family

envlronment measure, Dyer (1967) investigated the relationship

between press variables and the intelligence and achievement of two

groups of 11 year olds in Trinidad (N1.- 15 boys, 15 girls of middle
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social status.
' 2

15 boys, girls of lower social status). Forty -

five percent of mi'dle-class children's total achievement (Iowa Test

of Basic Skills) wail accounted for by the family environment measure.

Interestingly, the family measure accounted for 61% of the variance

in the total achievement , ores of lower class children, suggesting

the fac.ily environment was a more salient influence on achievement in

this socioeconomic group. In a study of 8-year-old Irish children (N

mr 30 boys, 30 girls) from a socially disadvantaged area of Dublin,

Kellaghan (1977) found that Dave's measure accounted for moderate to,

large percentages of the variance in scores on tests of arithmetic

(30%), Irish reading (36%), and English reading (40%). In both the

Dye: (1966) and Kellaghan (1977) studies, environmental press

variables accounted for less of the variance in intelligence test

scores than in achievement scores, with variances consistently low

across a range of intelligence measures, including the large-

Thorndike Test, the Stanford-Binet Scale, and the Cattell Tests.

Mosychuk (1969) and Marjoribanks (1972) moved beyond measures of

global intelligence a)d investigated the relationship between family

env ronments and sets of ability measures. In a study of 11-year-old

Canadian boys (N = 100), Mosychuk (1969) studied scores on the

Wechsler Intelligence Scores for Children (WISC) and 10 aspects of

the family environment. From a structured interview conducted with

mothers, ratings were obtained for 10 process characteristics:
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1. Academic r.ad vocational aspirations of the parents;

1. Knowleege of and interest in the child's academic and

intellectual development;

3. Material and organizational opportunities for the use and

development of language;

4. Quality of language in the home;

5. Female dominance in child rearing;

6. Flanfulness, purposefulness, and harmony in the home;

7 D3pendency-fostering overprotection;

8. Authoritarian home;

9. Interaction with physical environment; and

10. Opportunity for and emphasis on initiating and carrying

through tasks.

Results of factor analysis on these 10 measures yielded four

factors or press variables labeled: aspirations- pllnfulness-

harmony; puthorj.tarian-overprotection; activity-cnvirormlital

interaction; and female language. The first envir nmental factor was

moderat,Jly related to WISC verbal, performance, anc n;11 scale

cores, with low to negligible associations between the (rther

envi-onmental factors and WISC scores. Further analys of the 10

WISC subtext scores resulted in four factors4define as reasoning,

general memory, verbal-symbolic, and perceptual-motorspatial. A

significant canonical correlation of .57 was obtained between the

four en,-ironmentL:1 press variables and the four WISC factor scores

(Mcsyclik, 1969.
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Marjoribanks (1972)"talso studied the relationship between family

environments and children's scores on a set of mental ability tests.

Eleven-year-old boy (N -500) from Ontario, Canada, were assessed

using the California Test of Mental Maturity and the SRA Primary

Mental Abilities Test. The boys were classified as either middle or

lower social status, based on an equally weighted combination of the

occupation of head of household and a rating of his/her education.

Two parallel pools of boys were formed and in the event that parents

from the first pool did not agree to participate, alternate families

could be drawn from the second pool. The final sample consisted of

180 boys, 90 classified as middle social status and 90 classified as

lower social status.

Following the theoretical orientation of previous researchers,

Marjoribanks postulated eight environmental forces to be related to

mental abilities: (a) press for achievement; (b) pre for

activeness; (c) press for intellectuality; (d) press for

independence; (e) press for English; (f) press for a second language

spoken in the home other than English; (g) mother dominance; and (h)

father dominance. Each of these environmental forces was defined in

terms of a set of environmental characteristics which were assumed to

be the behavioral manifestation of the environmental forces. For

example, press for intellectuality was defined by three environmental

characteristics: number of thought-provoking activities engaged in

by children; opportunities made available for thought-provoking

discussions and thinking; rnd use of books, periodicals, and other

literature. A semi-structured interview schedule was constructed to
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elicit responses from parents that would allow the interviewer to

rate each item on a 6-point scale. The score for each of the

environmental characteristics was obtained by summing the scores on

the relevant environmental items, and the score for each of the

environmental forces was obtained by summing the scores on the

relevant environmental characteristics. Both parents participated in

the interviewing sessions that lasted approximately two Lours

(Marjolibanks, 1972).

Results obtained from examining the scores on the mental ability

tests and environmental press scores indicated that most of the

relationships were statistically significant. Regression analyses

revealed that the eight press variables were associated with 50% of

the variance in verbal and number ability scores, 16% of the variance

in reasoning scores, and only 7% of the variance in spatial ability

scores. Spatial ability was not related to press for independence,

and spatial ability and reasoning scores were not related to father

or mother dominance.

Further analysis was conducted in order to assess the relative

contributions of the prer.s variables and global social status and

family structure characteristics (Walberg & Marjoribanks, 1973).

Global environmental characteristics included in the analyses were

father's and mother's education, father's occupation, number of

children, crowding ratio, and the target child's ordinal position.

Canonical correlations were computed between the four mental

abilities scores and measures of both global variables and

environmental press variables. Results indicated that the first two
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canonical correlations were statistically significant. The first

canonical variable indicated that verbal and number abilities and, to

a lesser extent, reasoning ability, were more closely associated with

the environmental press variables than spatial ability. Examination

of the eecond canonical variable revealed that social status

orstors and press variables were significantly related to

differentially developed mental abilities. In particular, high

scores on verbal, reasoning, and spatial abilities were associated

with high ratings on press for English, father's occupation, press

for a second language, and to a lesser extent, press for activities

and father dominance. The researchers noted that the two language

press scales particularly reflect the parent-son interaction in

activities such as reading, conversations after school and during

meals, purposeful teaching of vocabulary, and the correctior of

errors in language usage. Parent-son involvement in both academic

and nonacademic situations is reflected in both the press for

activeness and father dominance. Results of the study suggested that

the development of verbal, reasoning, and spatial abilities as

compared to number abilities may be facilitated in homes where there

is a high degree of parent-son interaction, a finding which is

consistent with other research reporting close mother-son

rolationshipo asaociatod with bcys' verbal ability (Bing, 1963;

Honz k, 1967). High expectations for independence (ie., less

involvement with parents) have 1:30 been associated with high

numerical ability (Bing, 1963; Ferguson & Macoby, 1966).
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Studies of the Chicago school presented up to this point

indicate that it is possible to move beyond global descriptions of

family environments (e.g., occupation, family size, crowding, etc.)

and assess the family environment in terms of social and

psychological press variables that have been significantly related to

children's cognitive functioning and academic achievement. This

school of researchers also examined the relationship between family

environmental variables and children's affective characteristics,

most notably the work by Weiss (1969, as cited in Marjoribanks,

1979), Keever (1972), and Marjoribanks (1979). Weiss (1969, as cited

in Marjoribanks, 1979) examined the relationship between the family

environment and measures of children's achievement motivation and

self-esteem. The affective characteristics of 11-year-old children

(N,.27 boys, 29 girls) were assessed by means of a self-report

measure, a rating by the child's current teacher, and a projective

technique. Achievement motivation of the family environment was

defined by three press variables: generation of standards of

excellence and expectations, independence training, and opportunities

for self-enhancement. Three other press variables were hypothesized

as influences on children's feelings of self-esteem: parental

acceptance, evaluation of the child, and opportunities for self-

enhancement. An interview schedule completed with parents yielded

scores for each family environmental press variable. Data anal lis

Indicated that the relationship between the family environment and

children's affective characteristics depended upon the criterion

used. Achievement motivation measured by the teacher rating (boys



74

only) and the projective technique, and self-esteem measured by self-

report (girls only), the teacher rating, and projective technique

(boys only), all were significantly associated with the affective

subenvironment tapped by Weise's family environment measure (Weiss,

1969, as cited in Marjoribanks, 1979).

Keeves (1972) investigated the relationship between the family

environment and measures of children's scientific and mathematical

achievement, and their attitudes toward science and mathematics.

Parent interviews were conducted to tap five attitudinal and four

environmental process variables. The attitudinal variables were:

father's and mother's attitudes toward the child's present education;

father's and mother's ambitions for the child's future; parents'

education and occupation; and parents' hopes and aspirations for

themselves. The environmental process variables were: re'.ations

between home and school; use of books and library facilities,

provision of help with formal school or work; and arrangements made

for tackling home assignmente. An environmental press score for

achievement motivation and for self-esteem were cJnstructed using

principal components analysis. When combined into a predictor set,

they accounted for 34% of the variance in children's mathematics

scores and 35% of the variance in science scores. Environmental

press variables had lower assoc _tions with children's attitudes

toward these same subject areas (Keeves, 1972).

88



75

Marjoribanks (1979) also examined the family environment as it

relate3 to children's affective characteristics and cognitive

abilities. Twelve-year old Australian children (N130 boys, 120

girls) were administered a teat of general intellectual ability and

two different ecales designed to assess a number of school-related

affective characteristics. Following the methodology of his earlier

work, Marjoribanks formed two parallel pools of From these pools,

families agreeing 4:.; participate were interviewed using an interview

schedule (adapted from a previous instrument) that assessed six press

variables: (a) parent's expectations for the child; (b) expectations

for themselves; (c) concern for the use of language within the

family; (d) reinforcement of educational expectations; (e) knowledge

of the child's educational progress; (f) and family involvement in

educational activities.

The structure of the six press variables was examined using

principal components analysis, and resulted in six factor scales

This same pro-adure was used to analyze children's affective .

responses and prodi,ced seven factors (affective characteristics)

defined as enthusiasm for school, academic self-concept, dislike for

disruptive behavior, educational and occupational aspirations,

commitment to school, and academic orientation. When the six

environmental factors were combined into a predictor set, they were

dIfferentially associated with children's affective characteristics.

The largest percent of variance accounted for by the press variables

waA for measures cf girls' academic self-concept (13%); boys' dislike

for disruptive behavior (11%); educat'onal and ocupational
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aspirations (boys -19 %; girls..13%); and girls' commitment to school

(13%). Environmental factors were also differentially related to

measured intelligence, accounting for 19% and 11% of the variance in

scores for boys and girls, respectively (Marjoribanks, 1979).

In summary, findings from the Chicago school of family

environmental research suggest that, in general, process measures of

the family environment yield moderate to high relationships with

academic achievement, low to moderate relationships with intelligence

test scores, and negligible to moderatt relationships with measures

of children's affective characteristics. Differential predictability

among environmental variables in these studies has been attributed to

difficulties in identifying and measuring meaningful aspects of

family environments and in assessing children's affective

characteristics (Marjoribanks, 1976, 1979).

The British School. Paralleling many of the efforts of the

Chicago school, another set of research,-s in Great Britain was

investigating the role of the family envi inment in children's

development. One of the earliest studies was conducted by Fraser

(1559) who examined 12- to 15-year old children's (N..427) measured

intelligence and achievement in relation to specific aspects of the

family environment. Cultural, material, motivational, and emotional

aspects of children's nomes were taped using a family environment

interview schedule, less detailed than those developed by the Chicago

schoc . Fraser's (1959) analyses indicated significant relationships

between a number of family variables and children's perforuance on
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measures of intelligence and achievement, although the relationships

were consistently gr ?ater between environment and achievement

variables. Reading habits of the family accounted for 11% of the

variance in achievement; parents attitudes toward education and

future occupation of the child and achievement, 15%; and impression

of the home and achievement, 21% (Fraser, 1959).

Wiseman (1967, ,as cited in Marjoribanks, 1979) also investigated

aspects of the family environment that were associated with 11-year-

old children's (Ne186) intellectual functioning, arithmetic, and

English. Combining these measures into a total achievement score,

Wiseman found seven family variables of significance in accounting

for children's achievement: parent's preferred age for leaving school

(17%); child's reading (12); parent's library membership (12%);

parent's preference for grammar school (10%); whether parents read

(8%); number of books in home (7%); and (few) complaints against

teacher (6%). Wiseman emphasized the significance of four variables

in the "top 7" that dealt with reading (Wiseman, 1967, as cited in

Marjoribanks, 1979).

The Plowden survey, an internationally known study of a large

sample of English children, also examined family environmental

correlates of children's cognitive and academic skills (Plowden,

1967). Three age cohorts were formed through a stratified rgindom

sampling procedure: children in the "junior" cohort averaged 7 years

of sere (N -1 ,053); "middle" cohort, 8 years of at.e (N=1,016); and

zanior
u
cohort, 11 years of age (N-1,023). Fourteen environmental

press variables were identified by factor analysis of 80 attitude and
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behavior items obtained through survey interviews (Pecker, 1967).

When these press variables were combined is :to a predictor set, they

accounted for 26% of the variance in boys' and 22% of the variance in

girls' reading scores in the junior cohort; 20% of the variance in

boys' and 10% of the variance in girls' reading scores in the middle

cohort; and 45% of the variance in boys' and 32% of the variance in

girls' reading scores in the senior cohort ( Pecker, 1967). These

results suggest the differential influence of family environments on

children at different stages of development and learning.

Four years after the original Plowden survey, senior cohort

children and their families were interviewed again. Marjoribanks

(1974) conducted an analysis of t' Plowden data to examine the

relationship between children's family environment and their

cognitive, academic, and affective characteristics at the time of the

original survey and in the follow-up survey. In the latter survey,

children's abilities were measured using the Alice Heim General

Intelligence Test, the Watts - Vernon. English Comprehension Test, and

the Vernon Graded Mathematics Test. Children's educational and

occupational aspirations and their "ocua of control" (sense cf

control over the environment) were measured using two scales

developed for the study.

In both the initial Plowden survey and the follow-up Purvey,

structured interview schedule was used to obtain information about

the children's family environments. Marjoribanks (1974) used factor

analysis techniques to construct environweatal press variables from

the survey information. Further analysis yielded two family
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environment factor scores, each composed of the sum of scores on the

relevant environmental press variables. These family scores were

associated with greater variance in achievement test scores than in

intelligence test scores. Specifically, family environment scores

accounted for a significant percent of the variance in scores for

boys' English (29%) and girls' English (24%); boys' mathematics

(20%), and girls' mathematics (25%); and boys' aspirations (20%) and

girls' aspirations (23%). Also, family scores were somewhat related

to children's locus-of control scores althugh it should be noted

that parents' locus of control was not specifically measured, whereas

parents' aspirations for their child, for example, were included in

the parent interview schedule.

Thus, findings from anoth,: group of investigators support the

hypothesis that important family environmental processes can be

identified and measured through carefully developed parent interview

schedules. Results also suggest sex and age differences in the

salience of environmental influences, i.e., children of different

ages and/or gender are differentially influence,1 by environmental

influences. Additional support for Bloom's (1964) notion of

"subenvironments" is provided by apparent differences in the strength

of child-environment relationship for intelligence, achievemeat, and

oc L . L.aractariatios and vy

environmental influences.
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Caldwell's home environmental 'processes. Caldwell and her

associates hali:1 conducted a series of studies of home environmental

influences on young children's cognitive development (Bradley &

Caldwell, 1976a, 1976b, 1978; Bradley, Caldwell, & Elardo, 1977;

Elardo, Bradley, & Caldwell, 1975, 1977). Based on an analysis of

the theoretical and empirical literature concerning environmental

influences on child development, Caldwell posited specific features

of the home environment likely to foster early development (Caldwell,

1968, as cited in Henderson, 1981, pp. 14-15):

1. Gratification of basic physical needs and careful
provision for the child's health and safety;

2. A relatively high frequency of adult contact with
a relatively small number of adults;

3. A positive emotional climate that promotes the
child's trust of himself and others;

4. An optimal level of need gratification;

5. Varied and patterned sensory input, with an
intensity range that does not overload the child's capacity

to receive, classif,, and respond;

6. interaction with people who are physically,
verbally, and emotionally responsive; responses clearly
providing clues regarding valued and appropriate behaviors;
reinforcement of valued behaviors by caretakers;

7. As few as possible social restrictions on
exploratory and motor behavior;

8 A wel]-preAnized physical and temporal
environment, permitting expectancies regarding objects and
events to be confirmed or revised;
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9. Rich and varied cultural experiences; consistent
persons in the environment to assist the child in
interpreting these experiences;

10. Play materials that facilitate the coordination
of the sensory-motor processes within a play environment
that permits tlie child to utilize these processes.

11. Contact with adults who value achievement and who
attempt to promote secondary motivational systems related
to achievement in the child;

12. An appropriate match between cumulative
experiences and the child's current level of cognitive,
social, and 'motional organization.

Based on this list, an instrument known as the Home Observation for

Measurement of the Environment (HOME) was developed and standardized

by Caldwell, Heider, and Kaplan (1966). The HOME inventory was

designed to provide al index of the quality and quantity of social,

emotional, and cognitive support available within the home setting of

children under 6 years of age. It is composed of six &ubscales:

emotional and verbal responsibility of the mother;'avridance of

restriction and punishment; organization of the physical and temporal

environment; provision of appropriate play materials; maternal

involvement with the child; and opportunities for variety in daily

stimulation. Scoring of the 45-item invent-- is partly based on

observation and partly on answers to a semi - structured interview

conducted in the home at a time when the target child can be observed

in interaction with the mother or primary caregiver. Parontal reper.,

ccnctitutes about 1/3 of the items, in order to cover certain

impc,rtant transactions not likely to occur during the visit (CniAwell

e.t.. al., 1Y66). All items are scored in a binary fashion (yes or no)

and are phrased so that the total score equals the number of yes
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respol.ses checked by the interviewer. The HOME requires a visit of

approximately one hour. evidence has been provided for the

reli:bility and validity of th., HOME (Bradley & Caldwell, 1978;

Elardo et al., 1975, 1977).

Elardo et al. (1975) investigated the relationship between

subscales of the HOME and infants' scores on the Mental Development

Index (MDI) of the Bayley Scales of Infant Development at 6 and 12

months and scores on the Stanford-Binet Scale at 36 months of age.

Mr7 scores for :ill infants were in the average range of cognitive

functioning. Er:oh infant's (N=77) home environment was assessed at

6, 12, and 36 months of age with the HOME. Results indicated that

the subscales measuring organization of physical and temporal

environment and opportunities for variety in daily stimulation had

the strongest relationship to MDI scores at 6 months of age

(correlations of .22 and .20 respectively). The multiple correlation

b,tween all six subscales and tne 6-month MDI score was .31. The sP,710

gereral pattern of results was obtained between 6-month HOME scores

ar MDI scores at 12 months of age, with a multiple correlation of

Correlations between infants' 12-month HOME, scores and 36-month

Bi! cores ranged from .24 to .56. The highest correlations w:th

Ht net scores were obtained for HOME subscales measuring provlsion of

appropriate play materials (correlation of .56) and maternal

involvement with the child (correlation of .47). The subscale

tapping emotional. and verbal responsibility also had a strong

relationship to mental test performance (correlation of .39). In

summary, the six HOME subscale scores obtained. at 6 months cf age
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yielded a significant multiple correlation with infants' Binet at 3

years of age. HOME scores mesaured at 12 months of age resulted in a

multip.7 errelation of .59 with the Binet at age 3 years, and home

environments assessed at 24 months of age yielded a multiple

correlatios "f .72 with Binet scores at 3 years of age. Thus, the

quality of stisnlation available to the child at 2 years of age, as

measured by Caldwell': scale, accounted for half of the variance in

mental test performance one year later. Moreover, relationships

between HOME scores and mental test scores were higher than the

relationship between two mental test scores for the same children

over the same time span (MDI and Binet test score correlations ranged

from .28 to .41; Elardo et al., 1975).

Bradley and Caldwell (1976a) conducted a follow-up study of 49

of the children from the group of 77 analy?ed by Elardo et al.

(1975). In order to further examine the relationship between the

quality of home environments and cognitive development the children,

now 54 months of age, were again administered the Binet Scale.

Results indicated that children in the follow-up sample were still

functioning in the average range of measured intelligence. Binet

scores were compared to HOME scores obtained when the children were 6

and 24 months of age. Four of the HOME subscales and the total HOME

score obtained at 6 months of age were significantly correlated with

Binet scores nt 54 months of age resulting in a multiple correlation

f .50. All HOME subscales assessed when the child was 24 months of

age werP significantly correlated to 54 month Binet ccores, yielding

a multiple correlation of .63 (Bradley & Caldwell, 1976a). Bradley

I .14
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and Caldwell (1976b) further examined the home environments of their

original sample of children, this time focusing on the relationship

between the HOME and increases and decreases in mental test

performance from 6 to 36 months cf age. In the first of three

analyses, each of the 77 children was classified as either an

increaser (N=10), a mtnehanger (N=10), or a decreaser (N=17) on the

basis of a substantial change (21 points higher or lower) in score!

on their 6-month MDI score when compared to their 3-year Binet score.

A multiple discriminant analysis using the six HOME subscales as

predictor variables was used in an effort to discriminate among the

three groups on the basis of amount of stimulation available in the

early home environment. This analysis revealed that it was possible

to differentiate among the group tlat improved in mental test

performance, the group that showed no substantial change, and the

group that declined, on the basis of home environment scores.

Analysis of the differences between the means for the three groups

for each of the HOME'subscale scores yielded significant univariete

effects for the subscales measuring maternal involvement with the

child and provision of appropriate play material (Bradley & Caldwell,

1976b).

In this same study, a second discriminant analysis was

conducted, excluding from study those children with extremely high

(>120) or low (<80) 6-month MDI scores in order to reduce the effect

of changes due to regression to the mean and the effect of initial

level of child performance (N..59). This analysis yielded an even

stronger relationship between HOME scores and changes in mental test
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scores. Significant univariate effects were reported for subscales

measuring maternal involvement with the child, provision of

appropriate play materials, and organization of the physical and

temporal environment. In the third analysis of these same data, a

multivariate analysis of covariance was conducted with mental test

score change as the classification variable, MDI score as the

covariate, and the six HOME subscales as criteria. Again, this

analysis yielded significant relationships between mental test

changes and the HOME, and significant univariate effects for

subscales measuring maternal involvement with the child, provision cf

appropriate play materials, o. olnization of the physical and temporal

environment, and opportunities for variety in daily stimulation.

Bradley and Caldwell (1976b) concluded:

Mental test score increases for infants, like mental test
scores for older children, appear to be related to parents'

acceleration and encouragement of intellectual development.
Mothers whose infants improve in mental test performance

not only encourage and challenge the child to develop new

skills but also provide the child with the kind of play
materials needed for development. By contrast, parents
whose children decline in performance do a less adequate
job of helping their infants organize the environment.
(p. 96)

Elardo et al. (1977) reported an advancement 3f earlier work in

an investigation of children's language development and the HOME

inventory. Measurement of black and white children's home

environments at 6 and 24 months of age was related to measures of the

Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abi)4.ties (ITPA). HOME subscales

measuring maternal involvement with the child, provision of

appropriate play materials, and emotional and verbal responsivity of
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the mother showed the ztrongest overall relationship to language

competence. ITPA subtests assessing auditory reception, auditory

association, visual Association, and grammatical closure were most

strongly associated with the quality of stimulation available in the

early home environment. Some age, sex, and ethnic differences were

evident. The strength of the relationship between the HOME and ITPA

scores changed over time; girls' HOME scores were more strongly

related to certain ITPA subtests than boys'; and the relationship

between the HOME and ITPA scores was not as strong for blacks as for

whites (Elardo et al., 1977).

In summary, the findings of a series of studies by Caldwell and

her associates have identified a number of home environmental

processes, as measured by the HOME inventory, that consistently yield

comparatively strong correlaticis with young children's cognitive

development. Mothers who facilitate their young child's interaction

with the environment in a meaningful and erbally responsive manner,

who actively encourage achievement, and who address their child's

emotional needs are more likely to have a child who exhibits a higher

level of cognitive and communicative competency than mothers who do

not interact with their child in this way. Findings of the Caldwell

group also provide additional support for results reported by the

Chicago and British schools of environmental research that specific

family environmental processes show a generally stronger relationship

to cognitive development than global descriptors of the environment,

particularly socioeconomic status.
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"Disadvanta5ed" C.:Aid Studies

The term "culturally disadvantaged" is commonly used to refer to

subpopulatione within the dominant culture that are subjected to

severe economic and social disadvantage. Joseph (1972, as cited in

Rutter & Madge, 1976) referred to disadvantagement as

. . . circumstances which prevent people developing to
nearer their potential -- physically, emotionally, and
intellectually -- than they do now, which often shows
itself in poverty, in emotional impoverishment, in
personality disorder, in or educational attainment, in
depression and despair. ( . 3)

MacMillan (1977) views cultural disadvantagement as the learning

experiences characteristic of certain environments that place a child

at a disadvantage when he is competing in school or in the higher

status occupations. In the U.S., disadvantagement has been linked to

low-income populations and the minority groups that are

disproportionately represented among low-income groups. Project Head

Start, a massive early intervention program, was implemented on the

basis of this association and on the noti--, that the early years of .

development are most important for influencing child development.

Although the efficacy of Head Start is not without controversy, Viluza

program has made possible a major longitudinal study of the family

environment and its role in children's development.

Shipman and her associates at Educational Testing Services

(ETS), in conjunction with Project Head Start, investigated the

interrelation..hips among status, situational, and process variables

describing children's home environments, and the relationship between

these family variables and children's performance across a number of

vi



88

developmental domains (Shipman, 1976; Shipman, McKee, & Bridgeman,

1976). A major premise of the study was that sociodemographic

indices of the family environment (e.g., mother's education,

occupation of head-of-household, income, family size) inappropriately

assume homogeneity within and across groups, and inadequately

characterize the type of stimulation available to the child in the

home environment. The researchers' goal of "better understanding the

influence of sociocultural determinants" was attempted through use of

more fine-grained analysis of child-environment relationships

(Shipman at al., 1976).

The ETS-Head Start Longitudinal Study was initiated in 1969

(Year 1 interview sample), at which time mothers were interviewed and

children, 3-1/2 to 4-1/2 years of age, were tested prior to their

enrollment in Head Start or any other preschool program. By 1974,

the six-year longitudinal sample contained 1,017 children in the U.S.

sites, approximately 1/3 of the original sample. During the first

five study years, additional children were added who met age

requirements and moved into target schools. The Year 6 interview

sample included in the lougitudinal study reported by Shipman et al.

(1976) was comprised of 1,212 children and their mothers, all of whom

had been interviewed and tested in Year 1. Seventy-one percent of the

children were black; 53% were boys; 57% had enrolled in Head Start

(92% black, 56% boys); 24% had attended other preschool programs (64%

white); and 19% had no record of preschool attendance. The study was

organized around an extensive array of data collection procedures,

including a comprehensive parent interview, mother-child interaction
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measures, and child measures of cognition, personality, perception,

creativity, academic achievement, and health, among others. Test

batteries varied by target site and study year (Shipman, 1976).

Relevant characteristics of children's family environments to be

obtained through parent interviews were classified as either process

variables or status/situational variables. Process variables refer

to various attitudes and dispositions of the family, as well as the

patterns of interactions among family members selected on the basis

of previous research suggesting their relevance for the young child's

cognitive development. Specifically, the following process variables

were investigated (Shipman et al., 1976):

1. Feelings of control over the environment - the degree to

which individuals feel they can shape and direct their own future and

the events which affect them; Ratter (1966) has referred to this

dimension as internal-external locus of control or a sense of

powerfulness-powerlessness; examples of parent interview items

related to locus of control included a discrepancy between mother's

aspirations and actual expectations for her child's educational

attainment, and the mother's feelings of efficacy in discussing

school problems with the principal;

2. Feelings of alienation - refers to the sociological

dimension of participation-alienation; the degree to which a family

participates in activities related to the child, school, community;

examples of interview items related to this process were the number

and nature of organizations mother attends, mother's knowledge

103
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Quality of attention demanded - degree of maternal reaction

to child's inattentiveneas, rated on a 4-pcint scale from high

(prompt to reac) to low (no attempt to regain attention or unable to

control child's attention); ratings were obtained during interaction

sessions;

8. Teaching specificity - refers to verbal and nonverbal.

maternal teaching specificity during interaction tasks, including

orientation to relevant task components, frequency and specificity of

requests and instructions, and specificity of feedback;

9. Mother's verbal encouragement to reflect - the degree to

which the mother made statements which encouraged the child to

reflect upon or consider what was required before making a response;

based on the actual frequency of such statements and a 4point rating

of mother's behavior on this impulsivity-reflectivity dimension

during interaction sessions;

10. Differentiation of the environment: knowledge, attitudes,

and beliefs - mother's degree of objective and subjective

differentiation of the environment; interview items tapping this

process included such things as depth of mother's knowledge about

school programs and knowledge of child's specific strengths and

weaknesses, interests, and hobbies;

11. Encouragement of school-related achievement and general

cognitive development - reflected in numerous interview items such as

educational aspirations for child; frequency of reading to child,

helping with homework, visiting school; extent of child involvement

in decision-making; whether learning/study is included in describing
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a good student; availability of educational materials in the home;

parental reading of books and newspapers and enrolling for additional

school purses thereby modeling achievement/education-oriented

behaviors.

The parent interview also contained items tapping various statue

and situational variables including traditional sociodemographic and

family structure variables, home resources, family residential

mobility, child's possessions, child's range of mobility, and

potential "stress" conditions. In relation to the last variable, it

was hypothesized that a number of family conditions may adversely

influence the child's psychological environment and create a

stressful living situation, including a high degree of family

instability or frequent mobility; serious or chronic family illness;

erratic employment history; depressing home surroundings and

potentially hazardous neighborhood (e.g., located near a bar), and

crowded conditions in the home.

Two parent interview schedules were developed by ET;, for the

longitudinal study: a 90-minute interview for the Year 1 data

collection phase, and a shorter, 1-1/2 hour interview for Year 6

parent interviews. Mothers or primary caregivers were the targeted

interviewees, based on the assumption that "the mother is

particularly influential in transmitting to the young child behaviors

and adaptations shaped by the environment (Shipman et al., 1976, p.

31)." The authors noted that the paucity of research concerning

father-child influences reflected in part the practical problems of

doing such research, and that mother's behavior, attitudes, and
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beliefs are likely to reflect the influence of her interactions with

her husband and other family tqambers. Thus, mothers or primary

caregivers were interviewed in their homes by trained interviewers

and a small honorarium was provided (Shipman et al. 1976).

Before presenting the results of the Year 6 data analyses, a

description of the study sample is necessary. Of the 1,212 families,

most fathers were employed in blue-collar jobs and parents on the

average had approximately 11 years of echooliug. In 36% of the

families, fathers were absent and 18% depended upon public assistance

for support. Fifty-nine percent of the mothers worked, and over half

of these mothers bad been employed for the three years the target

child had been in school. 4 number of stressful conditions were

evident: low income, shared beds, a high percentage of serious

injuries to children, absence of medical examinations, and a family

member with a serious chronic illness.

Although most mothers reported a good deal of involvement with

their children, e.g., helping with homework, reading to them, taking

them on shopping trips or visits, differences were apparent in

mothers' expectations and evaluations of their children, and in their

control strategies and disciplinary techniques. Participation in

formal groups was generally limited and a substantial percentage of

families never visited friends or relatives; more than a third

reported never going outside of the home for entertainment;

Participation in school- reiuted activities was generally low,

although over half the mothers had visited the school once that year

for a conference or a PTA meeting. As noted above, the mother's
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feelings of an external locus of control were inferred from

expressions of relatively high aspirations but lower expectations.

Fifty-seven percent of the mothers wanted their child at least to

graduate from college, whereais only 24% expected such attainments.

Sixty-four percent reported wanting their child to complete at least

two years of college, and only 32% expected such outcomes. Reasons

offered for children not attaining aspired levels included

ineufficient motivation (36%), financial problems (28%), marriage

(17%), and other interferences such as illness or military service

(15%). A similar discrepancy between the parent's aspirations for

the child and attainment was evident for the child's adult

occupation: 59% said they wanted their child to have a professional

or managerial career whereas only 37% actually expected such

attainments.

In the first of many analyses, Shipman et al. (1976) examined

the interrelationships among statue, situational, and process

variables. There was a moderately high degree of relationship among

status and situational variables, with two exceptions: first, there

was a consistent trend for correlations to be higher with parental

education than with occupational status, indicating these indices

were not interchangeable; and, second, father absence was not

generally associated with other status or situational variables,

except for indices of material resources. Expanding the examination

of interrolationships, results indicated that less than 13% of the

variance in any family process variable could be explained by any one

cf the status or situational variables. Low positive correlations
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personal activities. The correlation between various

status/situational variables and process variables was highest for

mother's educational attainment and child's expected educational

attainment (correlation of .53), suggesting the level of formal

95

schooling attained by parents is an important correlate of the

anticipated achievement level of the child (Shipman et al., l'64).

In general, a priori clusters of fapiily process variables had

low to moderate associations among themselves, iodinating the

diversity in attitudes and behavior assessed. It is noteworthy,

aowever, that poeitive correlations were obtained between the groups

of items representing the mother's alienation and feelings of

powerlessness. The findings for the study sample indicated that

feelings of optimism and efficacy were associated with greater

knowledge and use of community resources and greater involvement in

school and community activities. There were generally low

correlations between family process variables and status/situational

variables suggesting that much of the variation in family attitudes

and behaviors was independent of variation in family status.

Examples of process variables that were unrelated to

status /situations'. characteristics were: frequency of mother's

visits with family and friends, church attendance, and initiated

meetings with school staff; maternal attitudes towards local school

and feelings of efficacy in resolving school-related problems;

frequency of assisting target child with homework and reading to

child; and the mother's use of verbal rationale in response to her
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child's misbehavior. Analysis also revealed that there was only a

slight tendency for lower atatue families to perceive themselves as

less powerful or more dissatisfied. Indices of socioeconomic status,

although roflacting differences in home resources, were in general

marginally related or unrelated to the maternal attitudes and

behaviors measured in the study (Shipman et al., 1976).

The ETS-Head Start study investigated the relationship between

family status, situational, and process variables and children's

performance in third grade on two measures of academic achievement

(Cooperative Primary Tests - Reading and Math subtexts) and a measure

of analytic-perceptual ability (Ravens Colored Progressive Matrices).

In the first analysis, data collected from the Year 6 parent

interview was related to children's concurrent performance on these

tests. Results indicated positive, and in general, moderately high

relationships between status/situational variables and children's

performance, with the highest correlations obtained for father's

education (correlations ranged from .42 to .55), head-cf-household

occupation (correlations ranged from .35 to .47), and mother's

education (correlations ranged from :38 to .45). With this low-

income sample, the greater availability of material resources within

the home was associated with children's higher scores. Family size

was negatively related to children's performance (correlations of

-.23, -.20, and -.16 with Reading, Math, and Raven scores,

respectively) and here was a low association between father absence

and performance. No significant relationship was evident between
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residential mobility or target child's ordinal position.and the

child's performance (Shipman et al., 1976).

Analyses of the relationship between family process variables

and children's cognitive-perceptual scores yielded a number of

significant positive correlations. The strongest relationship was

observed between mother's aspirations and expectations for her

child's educational attainment and the child's performance;

,7orrelations between aspirations and scores for Reading, Math, and

Ravens scores were .39, .39, and .29 , respectively; and correlations

between expectations and child performance were slightly higher, .49,

.49, and .36. Adlitional interview information indicated that the

mojier's expectations for early independence and for assuming

responsibilities, and Yar realistic appraisal of the child's present

functioning appeared to facilitate the child's measured performance.

Children's scores were positively associated with both indirect and

direct irdices of maternal cognitive stimulation, ranging from a

correlation of .15 between newspaper reading and the Raven scores, to

.30 between magazine reading and Reading scores. Mother's reported

use of informative-interactive responses to her child's difficult

questions was positively related to all three measures (correlations

ranged from .25 to .29). Children's performance was also related to

the number uf excursiOrie with mother outside the home (correlation of

.19 for Reading and .17 for Math) and mother's involvement in

community and educational activities (correlations ranged from .19 to

.31). Mother's unawareness of community resources was negatively
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related to children's performance (correlations ranged from -.20 to

-.25).

Positive maternal attitudes toward local schools and

satisfaction with her neighborhood were associated with children's

scores (correlations ranged from .16 to .20). However, mothers'

perception of the local classrooms as overcrowded was negatively

related to performance (correlations of -.20).

Mother's reported use of physical punishment in response to her

child's misbehavior was negatively related to her child's academic

achievement (correlations of -.17 for Reading and -.20 for Math).

Maternal perception of children's attributes showed some relationship

to their performance. The number of activities and responsibilities

the child could perform at the time of the interview was positively

associated with the child's cognitive-perceptual scores (correlations

ranged from .23 to .31), suggesting moderate generality in children's

social competency. Also, the mother's ability to generate a number

of different child strengths and characteristics of good teaches was

positively related to har child's performance (correlations ranged

from .18 to .25). These findings may reflect a generally positive

maternal attitude toward the child and the school or perhaps the

facilitating effect of the mother's own cognitive abilities (Shipman

et al., 1976).
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The researchers also examined the family statue, situational,

and process variables measured when the study children were 4 years

of age in relation to their test performance at 9 years of age.

Early status/situational variables generally showed moderately high

correlations with the child's cognitive-perceptual functioning, with

the highest relationships between father's education and the child's

matn achievement (correlation of .56), and between'the number of

household conveniences and reading achievement (correlation of .41).

Families' economic eligibility for Head Start and adult availability

(adult/child ratio) in Year 1 were negatively associated with

children's performance in Year 6 (correlations ranged from -.28 to

-.41). Family process variables that reflected the mother's early

involvement in school-related activities were positively related to

her child's third grade achievement. Activities of particular

isapdrtance included frequency of reading to child, knowledge of

child's favorite stories, and use of interactive-information

responses. However, t'le reading/telling stories variable tapped in

Year 1 wa nat. significant in the Year 6 analysis, suggesting that

these interactions are important during the preschool years by

perhaps providing a readiness for school, but their effectiveness

decreases as children progress in school. Similarly, reported

frequency of the mother's newspaper and magazine reading in Year 1

was only marginally related to her child's later achievement.
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Measures of the mother's social involvement during the child's

preschool years, parent's participation in additional schooling, and

mother's aspired and expected educational attainments for her child

measured in Year 1 were all positively related to later child

performance.. relationships vera observed between children's

cognitaie-perce4tual scores and the number of negative

1
characteristics the mother reported for her child, and between

children's scores and mother's early statements that children must be

made to learn and that schools would be better if parents had more

control of them.

Examination of the stability of family characteristics revealed

moderate to high actability over the six year period for status

characteristics, but process characteristics showed considerable

individual change. Thus, findings from analysis of the sample across

time indicated an interrelatedness of family status, situational, and

process characteristics and suggested that these variables may have

different meaning depending on the child's developmental level and

larger social context. Also, changes in process variables over time

suggested that the way in which a family operatas within the

environment may change considerably although statue indicators may

remain unchanged.

In summary, a number of major findings from the ETS-Head Start

Longitudinal Study are of particular relevance to the present study.

Within a relatively narrow socioeconomic range, considerable

variation in family processes was observed; particularly interactive

patterns with children, attitudes toward local schools and education,
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use and knowledge of community resources, participation in

extrafamilial activities, feelings of efficacy and optim support

of school-related activities, and perceptions of the target child.

Leas than 13% of the variance in any one of these behaviors could be

explained by any one 'f the status or situational variables. Status

and situational variables yielded generally high correlations with

child performance, with the parents' educational attainment having

the strongest relationship. Family process variables positively

associated with the child's performance on acaa c and problem-

solving testa included extent of maternal encouragement and

involvement with the child in school-related tasks, achievement

expectations for the child, use of alternatives to physical

punishment, and knowledge and use of community resources. Positive

changes in certain family process variables over time (e.g., mother's

community involvement, frequency of reading) contributed

significantly to accounting for the child's achievement, an important

finding that suggests the possibilities for effecting change within

the family environment that may influence children's academic

performance.

The ETS-Head Start study also found that although status,

situational, and process variables shared considerable commonality in

their prediction of children's performance, process variables

provided important explanatory information and programmatic clues

that were not obvious from status/situational characteristics alone.

The researchers suggested the following:
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The association between otatus /situational and process
variables might be best understood as reflecting
differences in opportunitLe for particular processes to
emerge. Family process varit0;les are thus considered as
the underlying mechanisms -ay itch child outcome

differences associated with family status characteristics
are created and maintained (Shipman at al., 1976, pp.
167-168).

In an effort to better understand the relationship between ETS-

Head Start-study children and their family environments, Shipman

(1976) conducted intensive case studies of children who, on the

third-grade achievement test were: (a)) significantly above or below

the average performance for children of similar ethnic and income

status in basic reading and math skills, or (') significantly deviant

from the level predicted by their performance on a test of

preacademic skills at age 4. Based on a massive array of child,

family, and school information gathered on those children who had

deviated most, a number of interesting observations were reported.

Most clearly, there were multiple determinants of academic success or

failure, with no score or composite of scores consistently associated

with level of academic achievement. Among children who had been

retained in first or second grade, a higher percentage had not

attended preschool as compared to those children who had had

preschool experience. Moreover, for those children who continued to

receive support services through Project Follow Through, the data

suggested the positive influence of broad-based, comprehensive

services to children and families.
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The authors presented a number of generalizations from the

longitudinal examination of the exceptional needs study children of

particular relevance to the present study. First, "any particular

aspect of ind:vidual functioning must be evaluated in the context of

other aspects of the developing organism and the environmental

conditions in which the organism is behaving" (Shipman, 1976, p. 47).

Children'q behaviors were found to be closely intertwined and

knowledge of one developmental domain added to the understanding of

another. Second, the meaning of many variables became understandable

only in relation to their developmental interactions, suggesting a

developmental research approach that considers the dynamics of child-

environment interactions. Third, even within this restricted sample,

family statue, situational, and process variables were associated

with children's academic progress. It was found, however, that

family process variables as compared to status/situational variables

were more predictive of children's reading and math achievement.

Shipman (1976) cautions that "these predictors are not determinants

of achievement, and that families can and do change, with

corresponding changes in their interactions, and such change can be

facilitative or harmful" (p. 49). Fourth, the effectiveness of early

measures of child functioning in identifying children likely to later

perforw at higher or lower skill levels suggests that preschool

assessment can be used to guide the development of programs

individually tailored to meet children's needs rather than relying on

programs based on the ascribed needs of children according to global

indicators of social status. Fifth, the researchers noted that
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facilitating influences usually required continued reinforcement.

For those children who showed the greatest gain in academic skills

between the ages of 4 and 9 years, there was continuity in

facilitating school experiences and a home environment that was

emotionally and educationally supportive. Finally, the researchers

emphasized the cumulative and interactive effect of the many child,

parent, teacher, and setting variables assessed in the study. They

particularly noted that for different clusters of children, different

clusters of variables appeared to be influential, suggesting the need

for multidimensional assessment of individuals and their

environments.

The literature concerning children reared in disadvantaged

family environments also provides important evidence for two related

developmental phenomena: (a) children reared in certain

disadvantaged family environments show a decline in measured

intellectual functioning, and (b) there is a "cycling of

disadvantagement" that is reflected in intergenerational continuities

for various types of disadvantagement. Evidence for the first

observation is provided by early studies of gypsy and English canal

boat children (Gaw, 1925; Gordon, 1923). Both groups of children

showed marked decrements in Stanford-Binet :Qs that increased.with

age. The mean IQ in the 4- to 6-year-old canal boat children was 87,

but the adolescents within the same family had mean IQs of only 60.

This might be attributed to the cumulative effects of an

unstimulating environment. since the children only went to school

when the boats were docked, most of their parents were illiterate,
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and they had little social interaction beyond the family

(Hetherington & Parke, 1975). An increasing intellectual deficit has

been found among rural children living in isolated regions of the

U.S. (Asher, 1935; Wheeler, 1942). The IQs of children living in the

isolated mountain region of Virginia were significantly lower than

those of children in nearby villages, and the IQ scores of the

children decreased with age (Sherman & Key, 1932).

In a study of 1,800 black children in five southeastern states

(Kennedy, VanDeRiet, & White, 1963; Kennedy, 1969), researchers

tested and followed-up children over a five year period. Results of

retesting indicated that the older the child, the lower the IQ, and

the lower the socioeconomic status level of the family, the lower the

child's IQ. Family residence was also correlated with IQ; the mean

IQ for children in metropolitan areas was 84, in urban areas 79, and

in rural areas 79. Declines in measured IQ have been reported for

children of mothers with low IQ living in very low socioeconomic and

inner-city circumstances (Heber et al., 1968). A similar effect was

noted by Douglas (1964), who reported that b tween 8 and 13 years of

age, the intellectual performance of children from poor home

conditions deteriorated so that the gap between the social classes

widened during the middle years of childhood. Between 11 and 15

years, the social classes continued to diverge in scholastic

attainment. Other researchers have reported declines in academic

achievement for black children (Kennedy, 1969; Osborne, 1960),

although the effects of race and social class have not been clearly
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separhted, ie., a disproportionate numoer of blacks are found in the

lower social classes (Hetherington & Parke, 9975).

The observation that siblings; from some families exhibit

progressive decrements in intellectual skills over time suggests that

families seriously differ in their ability to positively contribute

to the growth and development of their children. Furthermore, Rutter

and Madge (1976) provided convincing evidence for the transmission of

family disadvantagement into the next generation, ie., disadvantaged

children become disadvantaged parents. They reported

intergenerational continuities for intellectual level, reading

difficulties, crime and delinquency, psychiatric disorders, and

parenting behaviors. Although the mechanisms of effect are not well

understood, there is a considerable amount of evidence supporting the

continuous adverse influence of disadvantaged family environments on

children's development and later adult status.

"Exceptional" Child Studies

The role of family environmental processes in children's

development has particular relevance to educators concerned with

remediating, and more importantly, preventing mental retardation,

learning disabilities and related difficulties, and emotional and

behavioral disturbances of children. The influence of family

variables in the onset .,4a.d persistence of children's learning and

behavior problems is suggested by the consistent observation that

children from minority and low-income families are overrepresented in

programs for the educable mentally retarded (MacMillan, 1977; Mercer,
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1973). This association has been an impetus for the epidemiological

studies previously discussed. However, relatively few studies have

comprehensively assessed the family environments of exceptional

children. The following discussion will review major efforts aimed

at advancing this area of inquiry.

Mental retardation. For the most part, studies concerning

children with exceptional needs have focused on the adverse effects

severely mentally retarded children have on their families, including

tragic crisis and role reorganization crisis (Farber, 1960), marital

disintegration and role tension of siblings (Fowler, 1968), changes

in community relationships, and psychological stress in fathers

(Cummings, 1976). Leten and Wikler (1978) reported that families

with a child who is mentally retarded have a greater potential for

experiencing stress, which may lead to family dysfunction requiring

societal intervention. Indicators of stress that differentiate

families of retarded children from families of normal children

matched for social class include increased social isolation and lack

of social support, behavior and/or medical problems involving

increased burden of care for the severely retarded child, and

increased personal stress for parents (Wikler, 1980).

An early study by Meyerowitz and Farber (3966) investigated

family variables derived Erma parent interview iafOrmation that

differentiated normal and educable mentally retarded children. When

compared to the family environments of normal children, mentally

retarded children's family environments were characterized by

overcrowding, instability in family relationships, inattentiveness,
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less involvement in the community, less adequate home resources, and

were less capable of motivating children intellectually and

academically. These results suggested that.certain social and

psychological family process variables were perhaps negatively

influencing children's cognitive development or exacerbating the

effects of an already manifest mental handicap. The sample studied

by Meyerowita and Farber (3966) also exhibited considerable variation

on all family characteristics described, thus reflecting considerable

heterogeneity among family environments within a relatively narrow

subpepulation.

Wilton and Barbour (1978) examined young high-risk children's

activities with their mothers and the techniques used by these

mothers while interacting with their children. The design of this

study is of particular interest. Sample children considered at high

risk Inr cultural-familial mental retardation (P10) were selected on

the basis of the following criteria: (a) preschool age, (b) no

evidence of biological or organic factors which could account for any

observed retardation, and (c) a sibling in special class who showed

no evidence of organic impairment and was mildly mentally retarded

(IQs within the 50-70 range on the Stanford-Binet or WTSC and

concomitant alaptive behavior difficulties). Support for this

selection procedure was drawn from studies by White and Watts (1973).

These researchers selected a group of young children for intensive

study based on their older sibling's development (high competency vs.

low competency), a procedure which suggests the child-rearing

competencies of the mother are reflected in the level of development
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achieved by her children. Wilton and Barbour (1978) hypothesized

that in the absence of i.:qtervention, high-risk preschoolers in their

sample eoAd similarly show the retardation exhibited by their

siblings

The contrast group (Ne10) was chosen from a pool of preschool

siblings of children in the same schools as the special class

children, and matched to high-risk preschoolers on the basis of aex,

age, low socioeconomic status, and number of siblings. All

preschoolers in the contrast group were considered by teachers to be

of average intelligence. The total sample was further subdivided

into younger (12 to 27 months) and older (30 to 46 months) groups of

high-risk and contrast children. A number of scales and indices

developed by White and Watts (1973) for the Harvard Preschool Project

were used to classify children's behavior and mothers' interaction

techniques, such as the Children's Activities Scale -- activities

undertaken by the child with the mother were classified as highly

intellectual, moderately intellectual, nonintellectual, or social

emotional; the Interaction Techniques Scale -- used to classify

mother's behavior as teaching, facilitation, routine talk,

observation, restriction; and indices entitled Imitation,

Encouragement, and Compliance, used to classify these types of

mother-child interactions. Mothers :ere observed at home during a

single visit for approximately one hour. Descriptions of children's

activities and interactions with the child were taped, following a

20-minute "dry run" to acquaint the family with the procedure prior
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to actual 4sta collection. Narratives were subsequently transcribed

and coded..

Data analysis revealed that several aspects of mother-child

interaction 4ifferantiated older, but not younger, high-risk and

contrast groups. Older contrast children interacted more often with

their mothers and engaged in more highly intellectral activities than

did high-risk children. Mothers of ole.er contrast children more

often engaged in didactic teaching with their children, more often

encouraged their children's activities, and were mare successful LA

controlling children's activities than mothers of high-risk children.

Thus, older contrast children spent more time in learning situations

with mothers who used interaction techniques that appear more

conducive to the development of children's intellectual competencies

when compared to the interactions of high-risk children and their

mothers. Conversely, mothers of older, high-risk children, when

compared to contrast group mothers, engaged in less didactic teaching

while interacting with their child, showed less encouragement and

more discouragement of child's activities, and more frequently failed

in their attempts to control their children's activities. In effect,

mothers of older, high-risk children manifested a number of "high-

risk" behaviors that pay increase the likelihood that their preschool

child will suffer the plight of their older sibling, namely, a mild

mental retardation diagnosis and special class placement.
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Nihira and his associates are currently conducting a five-year

longitudinal investigation of the effects of educational and

residential environments on the cognitive and social development of

children in three special education programs: educable mental

retardation (EMR), trainable mental retardation (TMR) and learning

disabilities (Nihira, Meyers, & Mink, 1980; Nihira, Mink, & Meyers,

1981). Preliminary review of their data revealed considerable

variation in the quality Of home environments of EMR students

(Meyers, Nihira, & Mink, 1979). Subsequently, two studies have been

reported, both examining the relationship between home environments

and the personal and social adjustment of mentally retarded children.

Nihira at al. (1980) investigated the relationship between home

environmental variables, family adjustment, and the social competency

of TMR (N=114,1 IQ = 42.4, SD m 9.9) and EMR (N=152, 17 IQ = 66.4, SD

= 10.0) children. All children were living in their natural homes

with married parents. In each group, approximately half the children

were female, approximately 75% were white, and the remaining 25% were

black, hispanic, and other minority group children. Construction of

a parent interview schedule was based on previous research suggesting

the relevance of certain family environmental variables to

nonhandicapped children's development. A combination of structured

questionnaireo and observational inventories was used to measure: (a)

parental behavior and attitude toward the target child, (b)

psychological climate of the home, and (o) demographic and social

characteristics of the home. Three standardized instruments were

included in the interview/observation schedule and appear
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particularly useful for child-environment studies, namely the Home

Observation far Measurement of the Environment -HOME (Caldwell &

Bradley, 1978), the Henderson Environmental Learning Process Scale-

HELPS (Henderson, Bergen, & Hunt, 1972), and the Family Environment

Scale-FES (Moos & Moos, 1981). The Home Quality Rating Scale-HQRS,

was developed for this study and consisted of 28 rating scales

designed to assess various aspects of the home environment on the

basis of the interviewer's impression (Meyers, Mink, & Nihira, 1977).

Two additional variable categories Were included in the study

design. Family adjustment, or the handicapped child's impact on the

family, was measured by a combination of parent and interviewer

ratings of the impact on family life, marriage, and siblings, and

family members' level of coping with the target child.

Charactemstice of the child was the final category and included

measures of adaptive behavior, self-concept, social interaction and

Rdjustment (parent ratings), and child's age and sex.

Comparison of EKR and TMR groups indicated differences in

socioeconomic status, with TMR families higher in status than ERR

families. In the study sample, EKR children had more siblings that

TMR children. 'Ale degree of impact of the target child's handicap

appeared greater for TMR than for En families, although there was a

more positive attitude toward the child's handicap in TMR families.

Subscales of the FES indicated EMR families reported more conflict

and less cohesiveness than TMR families.
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Using a series of canonical correlation analyses, researchers

examined the relationship between (a) home environmental variables

and characteristics of the child, (b) home environmental variables

and family adjustment variables, and (c) family adjustment variables

and characteristics of the child. Separate canonical correlation

analyses for T)& and ENR samples were conducted in 'melanins each of

these sets of variables. Analysis of the first set of variables

indicated two dimensions of home environments significantly related

to the behavioral characteristics of TMR and E14R children. The first

dimension, labeled "harmony and quality of parenting," for TMR

children and "family harmony" for EMR children, was associated with

children's social and psychological adjustment, and inversely related

to maladaptive behavior. These dimensions of the home environment

were defined primarily by general measures of the social climate of

the home rather than observations of specific parental behaviors.

The second dimension, labeled "growth-promotion in child-rearing,"

for TMR children and "harmony and educational guidance" for E4R

children, was associated with children's social competency. For the

Ea group, this dimension also included measures of the social

climate of the home (e.g., family organization, cohesion) and

measures of parents' intellectual and educational stimulation. For

the TMR group, the second dimension was defined only by parent-child

interaction and parental attitude toward the TMR child's development.

These differences between groups suggested the adaptive competence of

Ea children was more related to the social and psychological milieu

created by the family (Rihira et al., 1980).
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The second canonical analysis examined the relation between home

environmental variables and family adjustment variables. For both

TMR and En samples, the first dimension was labeled "harmony and

quality of parenting," and was defined by a complex of environmental

variables including: (a) sociodemographic characteristics, e.g.,-

mother's education, socioeconomic status, etc., (b) social climate

variables, e.g., family cohesion, expressiveness, etc., and (c)

specific parental behaviors toward the target child. This dimension

was significantly related.to a set of family adjustment variables

labeled "observed coping level." The second dimension obtained for

both TMR and MR groups was labeled "organization and marital

harmony." The variables defining this dimension were associated with

parents' subjective feeliig of the negative impact of mental

retardation, and results indicated that the impact was likely to be

greater when there was marital or family disharmony.

The third canonical analysis examined the relationship between

child characteristics and family adjustment variables. For both TMR

and EMR groups, the first dimension revealed a strong reciprocal

relationship between the target child's e ^Jai adjustment with

siblings and the adjustment of the siblings with the child. The

second dimension indicated that the retarded child's level of social

competency was associated with the parent's observed level of coping

with the child. Personal and social maladaptive behaviors of the

child were associated with parents' feelings of the negative impact

of mental retardation on the family.
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In summary, results of the Nihira et al. (1980) study indicated

that a combination of interviewing and observational techniques

described salient dimensions of the home environment that were

associated with tha- behavioral characteristics of TMR and MR

cnildren. The intellectually stimulating home environment was

ak toted with adaptive' competence in both groups. Social

adjustment of children was associated with home social climate

variables, particularly cohesiveness and harmony, in contrast to

disorganization and conflict, which were associated with children's

maladaptive behavior. Family harmony was associated with parents'

ability to cope with the problem of mental retardation. Results also

indicated differences between MR and TMR samples that suggest

perhaps the greater influence of home environmental variables in the

MR child's development. The ,EKR sample contained larger families of

lower socioecondmic statue when compared to the TMR sample.

Moreover, data analyses revealed the behavioral competencies of EMR

children were more closely associated with the social climate of the

home, a culturally stimulating atmosphere, and higher educational

-expectations and aspirations for the child by parents. Although

causative links are not indicated by these data; home environmental

differences between groups of children functioning at different

intellectual levels warrants further investigation.
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The second study reported by the Nihira research group examined
4111P

the relationship between the home environment and school adjustment

of a sample of TIES children (Nihira et al., 1981). Details of the

sampling procedure were provided in this report. Students were drawn

-from the TXR enrollments of 15 school districts as they existed in

1976 (prier to implementation of P.L. 94-142), resuiting.im!an

absence of profoundly retarded children in tie TIM classes at the

time of the study. An arbitrary quota of five to seven students per

class was established and parents were sent letters requesting their

participation. Those who did not respond or refused to participate

were replaced by famtliec in the same class until the quota was

reached. Approximately 60% to 65% of the contacted families agreed

to participate. The resulting sample consisted of 104 TMR children,

ranging from 9 to 16 years of age, with a mean age of 12.5 years.

The children, about half sale and half female, included 11%.

classified as mildly retarded, .59% moderately retarded, and 30%

severely retarded (IIIQ 42.4, SD 9.9). Eighty percent of the

parents were married and the average educational level of both mother

and father was high school education. The average occupational level

of the head-of-household was 46 (Duncan Socioeconomic Index),

indicating a middle-class level of occupational status.

The parent interview/observation schedule described above

(Nihira et al., 1980) was used to assess TIM children'arhome

environments. The schedule was administered by trained interviewers

during a home visit that lasted approximately two hours. The

interview was conducted with the primary caregiver, usually mothers
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in this sample. Home visits Were scheduled when the target child

would be present to obairve parent-child interactions. 'Assessment of

children's school adjustment included measures of social status,

self-concept, and observed behavior. Children's social status was

defined by teacher ratings of acceptance, tolerance, or rejection by

classmates. The Cooperamith Self-Esteem Behavior (teacher' rating

scale) and the Primary Self-Concept Inventory (child's self-report)

were used to tap-children's self-concept. The kW Adaptive Behavior

Scale and the Project PR/KE Teacher Bating Scale were used to

describe children's classroom behavior.

Data obtained from home visits and child assessments was subject

to a series of correlational procedures. Univariate analysis

indicated five of the seven subscales of the, HOME inventory were

related to at least,one of the school adjustment variables. In

particular, subscales measuring provision of stimulation through

equipment, toys, and experiences, and stimulation of mature behavior

were significantly related to TAR children's social status, self-

concept, and adaptive behavior in school, and inversely related to

maladaptive behavior. Four subscales of the FES, control, cohesion,

expressiveness, and moral-religious, were also associated with some

aspects of school adjustment. Children's adaptive behavior, self-

concept, and social status were significantly related to the factor

labeled harmony and quality of parenting, defined by the

interviewer is rating of parents' child-rearing practices, coping with

the target child, family adjustment, and general harmony of the home.

This factor was inversely related to children's maladaptive behavior.
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A canonical analysis was conducted to examine the relationship

between home environmental variables and children's school adjustment

variables. The first Lair of canonical variates was statistically

significant. Home environmental variables with the highest canonical

loadings wire harmony and quality Of parenting (HQRS); stimulation

through equipment; toys, etc. (HOME); stimulation of mature behavior

(HOME); pride, affection, and thoughtfulness (HOME), and cohesion

versus conflict (YES). The researchers noted that the pride,

affection, and thoughtfulness (HOKE) variable had a significant

impact on children's school adjustment only in combination with other

relevant family variables.

In summary, results of this study of TMR children and-their home

environments corroborated earlier findings (Nihira et al., 1980), and

indicated specific family variables were significantly related to

mentally retarded children'e personal' and social adjustment. Harmony

and quality of parenting, the level of intellectual stimulation, and

emotional support and approval for learning were found to be more

important in relation to mentally retarded children's adjustment than

general sociodemographic indices, such as mother's education or

.family size.

Emotional and behavioral disturbances. Most studies of family

environmental processes as they relate to children's emotional and

behavioral difficulties have involved the analysis of a limited

number of variable relationships, with a few notable exceptions

(Baumrind, 1967, 1971; Martin & Hetherington, 1971). A limited

review of these studies will focus on two problem areas that are of
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particular relevance to educators, namely, conduct disorders and

anxiety-withdrawn disorders.

There in considerable evidence supporting the hypothesis that

deviant parent. have deviant children. Becker, Peterson, Renner,

Shoemaker, and Quay (1959) reported that parents of children who have

conduct disorders were maladjusted, inconsistent, arbitrary, and

often expressed anger. Johnson and Lobits (1914) reported that

fathers of children who have conduct disorders were emotionally

distant and mothers were often tense and fru$trating. Sherman and

Farina (1974) found that children with poor social skills and

behavior problems were reared by mothers 'who had low interpersonal

competence. Weissman, Paykel, and.Klermai (19/2) investigated the

maternal role performance of a group of acutely depressed women as

compared with a group of matched norsal controls. The depressed

women were siolificantly more impaired mothers, indicated by

emotional uninvolvement, impaired communication, hostility, and

resentment. Depressed maternal behaviors appeared to have the

greatest effect on adolescents who reacted to their mother's

hostility with withdrawal and serious deviant behaviors (Weissman et

al., 1972). Hetherington and Martin (1979) have suggested that

*these behaviors say just be part of a larger pattern of parental,

social, and cognitive inf-ompetence that are associated with

inadequate coping skills* (p. 257).
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Studies of families of delinquent as compared to =delinquent
%

children have revealed the folliwing findings: (a) a higher

incidence of criadial behavior among parents (particularly fathers)

.

and siblings Olueck & Gluon*, 1950; McCord & McCord, 195S; Shaw a

NnHeit 1942); (b) 'a higher level of marital discord and interpersonal

conflict (Bennett, 1960; Johnson & 'obits, 1974; Rutter, 1974); and

(c) difficulty in decision-making situations and in general relations

and patterns of communication along family members (Alexander, 1973;

Ferreira & Winter, 3968; Hethoriattiont.Stouwie, & Ridberg, 1973):

Rutter (1980) reported parental discord and dishaimony, rather than

separation ur divorce, appeared to be the critical family influences

on children's behavior problems. Conduct disorders have been

assocrlated with disturbed relationships even when the marriage is

intact (Lambert, Eisen, & Head, 1977; Power, Ash, Schoenberg, &

Sorey, 1974).

Divorce, however, has been associated with adverse outcomes for

some children. Wellerstein and Kelly (1979) reported that pervasive

sadness, loneliness and grieving for the lost parent, anger, anxiety,

and feelings of rejection were common emotions experienced by

children of all ages at the time of separation. The developmental

course the child will take following divorce seems to depend on a

numbor of factors: Based on his studies, Rutter (1981) reported that

when children experienced only a single stress, it .carried no

significant psychiatric risk. However, it seemed that when children

who have been exposed to several concurrmt stresses or chronic,

stress suet also deal with family disruptions, the adverse effects
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have increased as a multiplicative, not an additive function of the

number of stresses. Additionally, family stresses also appear to

interact with and are compounded by influences in the family's larger

social context. Svidence from other studies suggests that the

qual;ty of housing, the need for the mother to work, econoaic status,

geographic mobility, and stresses and supports in other social

networks moderated or exacerbated stresses associated with-divorce

(Collette, 1978; Hodges, Wechsler, & Ballantine, 1978). Rutter

(1981) reported that a good relationship with one parent served to

protect children brought up in an otherwise disrupted, unhappy home.

These children were less likely to develop conduct disorders than

other children in similar homes whose relationship with both parents

was poor. However, Hetherington, Cozy and Cox (1979) emphasized that

the parent relationship must be both a particularly good one and with

a parent currently living with the child in order for the

relationship to have a significant "buffering effect."

Robins, West, and Herjanic (1975) found that black children

living in single parent homes of low social status were less likely

to drop out of school if brought up by grandparents, and suggested

that under adverse circumstances, the extended family providel

continuity and support. Wilson (1974) investigated multiple problem

families and found strict-and careful supervision of children was

associated with a reduced risk of delinquency. -Rutter (1981)

concluded:

It is not only good relationships and readily available
sources of emotional support which are likely to be
protective at times of stress, but also that the
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translation of a cerilrattitude into a well-structured
family environment with wellunderstood -rules and effective
supervisiop may be equally isportant. (p. 214)

Other researchers have tried to illuminate critical factori

in parents' interactions with their children that are associated with

children's deviant behavior. Dimensions of parental behavior have

been frequently emphasised, particularly restrictiveness,

peraissivenses,_hostility-warath, acceptance-rejection and

consistency - inconsistency. Extremes of many of these parent

behaviors have been associated with high levels of antisocial

behavior in children (Martin, 1975; Staub, 1976). A study by

Bausrind (1967) exeaplifies research efforts in this area. On the

basis of 14 weeks of behavioral observation of nursery school

children, three groups of children exhibiting markedly different

groups of behavior were identified. Group I (energetic-friendly)

children were rated higher than the other two groups on interest and

curiosity in approaching novel or stressful situations, self-

reliance, self-control; energy level, cheerfulness, and friendly

relations with peers. Group II (conflict-irritable) children were

less cheerful and sore *oOdy, apprehensive, unhappy, easily annoyed,

passively hostile, and sore vulnerable to stress that Group I

children. Group III (impulsive-aggressive) children were even less

self-reliant and controlled than Group II and seemed to_be almost

entirely impulsive and lacking in self-control. However, they were

sort cheerful and recovered sore easily frog irritations than did

Group II children. A structured observation procedure was used to

N
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code the behavior of tae mother !dale teaching the child some simple

mathematical concepts.

Results indicated parental behavior was similar in both the

teaching and free play situations. Parent scores on control,

maturity demands, communication, and nurturance during obserVations

were compared for each of the groups. Parents of Group I (energetic-
\,

friendly) were more nurturant than parents in other groups, measured

by high use of positive reinforcement, low use of punishment, land

responsiveness to the child's requests. These same mothers were not

perceived as indulgent but rather directed and controlled the child

wAen necessary, and were described by Baumrind as "authoritative"

rather than "authoritarian." Group II (conflict-irritable) mothers,

in contrast to Group II (impulsive-aggressive) mothers, were more

persistent in enforciheir demands on the child and in using

coercive techniques. Group III mothers were least effective in

directing their children's behavior, put forth fewer maturity

demands, and tended to be lees nurturant. Raumrind (1967) concluded

that friendly, energetic, better adjusted children had parents who

exhibited a high level of nurturance, and had high expectations and

maturity demands for their children. These parents clearly

communicated their feelings and expectations, and consistently

enforced their demands. Parents of conflict-irritable preschoolers

exhibited a combination of inflexible, frustrating, and nonsupportive

responses, along with punitive responses. Parents of impulsive -

aggressive children were lax, inconsistent in discipline, and unable
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to define and maintain restrictions for their children (Haumrind,

1967).

In &subsequent study, Baunrind (1971) used a reverse research

strategy, first identifying parents with cluster of different

attributes and than relating these parent attributes to the behavior

of their children. Results were similar to her aarlier findings.

Sons of "authoritative" parents ware more friendly, cooperative, and

aohievement-oriented that those of other parent groups, and daughters

of "authoritatiya" parents were more dominant, achievement-oriented,

and independent.

Additional aspects of parental child-rearing practices have been

associated with children's conduct disorders. Parents of d _Lent

children in contrast to nondeviant children have been Shown to issue f

more commands (Terdal, Jackson, & Garner, 1976); to punish deviant

behavior more frequently (Sailows, 1973, as cited in Hetherington &

Martin, 1979); and to respond positively to-deviant child behaviors

(Wahler, 1968) and adversely-to'nondeviant behaviors (Lobitz &

Johnron, 1975). Patterson (1977) has proposed that duo to poor

parenting skills mothers of aggressive children create a situation

where family meLJers accelerate their coercive behaviors. A cycle of

coercive behaviors ensues and ineptness in stopping this cycle may

lead to feelin0s of helplessness in the mother that in turn

intensifies her ineptness as a parent.
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Markedly inconsistent or haphazard discipline has been

associated with an increased likelihood of conduct disorders and

delinquency in children (McCord, McCord, & Zola, 1959; Patterson,

1977; Rutter, 1980). Family disorganization also appears to play a

role in the development of antisocial behavior. Garmezy (1974) and

Hetherington, Cox, and Cox (1977) reported children were more likely

to exhibit aggressive behaviors when their home environment was

characterized by a lack of communicated standards, lack of

established routines for family responsibilities, and general chaos.

The emotional and behavioral difficulties exhibited by children

diagnosed as anxious-withdrawn (referred to as neurotic in some

studies) have alSo been associated with factors in the family

environment. Marital conflicts have been shown 4.4 be more common

between parents of anxious-withdrawn children than between parents of

normal children (Cummings, Bayley, & Rie, 1966; Gasaner & Murray,

1969). Researchers have also examined aspects of parent-child

interactions and child-rearing practices that are associated with

these disturbances. Based on indirect measures, such as interviews

and case studies, there is some evidence to support the relationship

between parent restrictiveness and anxiety-withdrawal symptoms in

children (Kagan a Moss, 1962; Rosenthal, Finkelstein, a Robertson,

1959; Sears, 1961).
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Baumrind's (2967) observational study described above is

relevant to the present discussion. Group II children (conflict-

irritable) manifested early behaviors that may later result in

anxiety-withdrawal disturbances (Hetherington & Martin, 1979).

Parents of these children exerted less control and made fewer

maturity demands than parents of leas maladjusted children. However,

Group II parents exercised more control and made more maturity

demands than Group III parents (impulsive-aggressive). Based on

limited findings, Hetherington and Martin (1979) concluded that at

least part of some patterns of anxious-withdrawal symptoms in

children were associated with an intermediate degree of parental

control administered by parents who were relatively critical and non-

nurturing. They further concluded that the clinicml and research

14terature coneistently pointed to some kind of unusual intensity of

emotional involvement in the parent-child'relationship of anxious-

withdrawn children.

In summary, investigations of the family environments of

children with emotional and behavioral problems have revealed a

number of associated family variables. Deviant parent models,

marital discord, disturbed parent-child relationships, and

ineffective disciplinary practices are more often found in families

with deviant children than in families without deviant children.

These findings lend support to the notion that children with behavior

problems are part of a larger dysfunctional family system. There is

also evidence suggesting multiple and interacting influences in the

development of child problems. A positive relationship with one
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parent or a supportive extended family network may serve as a buffer

to the effects of heightened levels of stress aseociated with

persistent family difficulties. Future studies examining the

interrelationships among child, family, and extrafamilial variables

may illuminate the key processes influencing the presence or absence

of children's emotional and behavioral disturbances.

Learning disabilities and related difficulties. The National

Joint Committee fear "Learning Disabilities (NJCLD) recently published.

their new definition of learning disabilities (Hammill, Leigh,

McNutt, & Larsen, 1981). The current definition states,

Even though a learning disability may occur concomitantly
with other handicapping conditions (e.g., sensory
impairment, mental retardation, social and emotional
disturbances) or environmental influences (e.g.c cultural
differences, insufficient/inappropriate instruction,
psychogenic factors), it is not the direct result of those
conditions or influences (Hammill et al., 1981, p. 340).

This clause restates the Committee's belief that learning

disabilities are not the effect of environmental influences.

However, other investigators have given considerable attention to the

role of environmental influences in the onset and/or exacerbation of

children's learning disabilities (Doleys, Cartelli, d Doster, 1976;

Freund & Elardo, 1978; Freund, Bradley, & Caldwell, 1979; Kronick,

1976;,Norman-Jackson, 1982; Peck & Stackhouse, 1973). Freund et al.

(1979) have emphasized that child-focused assessment "overlooks the

assessment of home and family variables which also make an important

contribution to the manifestation of a child's learning disabilities"

(p. 39). These researchers have advanced the position that the

traditional LD exclusion category of low socioeconomic status masks
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potential subgroups of inefficient learners who may later be

misdiagnosed as cultural-familial retardate., in the absence of early

and appropriate intervention. Support for their position has been

drawn from the observation that classes for the educable mentally

retarded have been found to contain a disproportionate percentage of

lower-class black and other minority children (Mercer, 1975; Franks,

1971), while LD program children were predominantly white from

middle- and upper-class families (Franks, 1971). Freund et al.

(1979) also postulated that some children from middle- and upper-

class families may be "environmentally disadvantaged" with regard to

parent-child interactions.

Gruenbaum (1961) first coined the term "learning problem

family," based on hlr\experience with families of boys with normal

intelligence who exhibited learning difficulties. Families included

in her clinical analyaiM,showed no signs of economic or cultural

disadvantagement or history of prolonged mother-child separation.

Children from these families showed no signs of neurological or

physical impairments that could account for their learning problems.

Gruen: um's case study review indicated that learning problem

families engaged in restricted communicative interactions (e.g.,

omission of facts and feelings) and often utilized defense mechanisms

of renunciation, denial avoidance, and reaction formation. She

described the home environment of these families as "frought with a

sense of precariousness" (Gruenbaum, 1961, p. 464).
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,Kronick (1976) examined the in-home behavior of three families

in which an LD child exhibited problems in peer interaction. Results

of her naturalistic observations, although conducted on a small

sample, suggested that dysfunction and disorganisation characterized

the behavior of these families. Kronick's experiences with learning

problem families has lead her to advocate a "sociological

perspective" in understanding children's learning disabilities

(Kronick, 1976).

Doley at al. (1976) conducted a comparative study of mother -

child interactions exhibited by learning disabled, behavior problem,

and normal children and their mothers. Nine mother-child pairs were

selected on the basis of one or more specific learning disabilities

exhibited by the child (N0,6 boys, 3 girls; X CA -6 years, 8 months).

Nine mother-child pairs were selected from a pool of clinic children

who showed high levels of noncompliant behavior (N.6 boys, 3 girls; X

CA -6 years, 1 month). A third group of mother-child pairs were

selected from a pool of mothers responding to announcements for

voluntary research participants (N -7 boys, 2 girls; CA-5 years, 10

months). Measures of child en's abilities include the Stanford-Binet

scale, WISC, and Meeting Street School Screening Test. Each child

classified as LD performed within the norm e of intellectual

functioning (>80 IQ) and demonstrated indivi- within-test

discrepancies. LD children also exhibited delayed psychOmotor

functioning, particularlY\in the area of language function.
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Mother-child interaction patterns were observed for 20 minutes

through one-way glass in a laboratory pleyroOm. Mothers were

instructed to select a toy and play with their child as they would at

home during the first 10-minute period observation period. During

the second 10-minute period, mothers were told to determine and

direct the child's activities. Maternal attitudes and perceptions of

their child were assessed after the observation periods using the

Parent's Attitude Teat. Four categories of maternal behavior were

tallied: rewards, coamands, quest: Nis, and criticisms. Children's

compliance to their mother's commands were also recorded.

Analysis of the data indicated that mothers of LD children

dispensed significantly sore rewards than normal control mothers and

mothers of noncompliant children. Mothers of LD children also asked

significantly more questions than mothers in either of the other two

groups. Mothers of normal children elicited a significantly higher

percentage of compliance behaviors than mothers in-the other groups.

With regard to these findings, the researchers noted that the high

level of reward behavior exhibited by LD group mothers also included

attending to their children's attempts to leave an uncompleted task

and to complaints about the difficulty of a task. These

inappropriately timed mother-child behavioral contingencies were

interpreted as possible rewards for "giving up" behavior. The high

level of questioning by the mothers of LD children was interpreted as

possibly reflecting excessive "drilling" by LD mothers, since most of

the questions related to the mother's teaching strategy.

f-
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Results also indicated LD group mothers exhibited a low level of

Criticism along with a high level of questions and commands,

reflecting perhaps a maternal attitude of tolerance or acceptance of

academic and nonacademic behaviors. Analysis of the parent attitude

measure suggested that mothers of LD children judged their children

to be better adjusted and have fewer problems than mothers of

noncompliant children, but to have more problems of.adjustment and

behavior than the normal group mothers. The researchers noted the

importeace of parental attitudes concerning the causes of their

children's behavior as possible determinants of parental responses

(Doleys at al., 1976).

Freund and Elardo (1978) examined the relationship between

various child- rearing and family structure variables and the social,

competence skills of learning-disabled children.. Their sample

consisted of 17 children (11016 boys, 1 girliCi CA09.8), all having

been diagnosed as learning disabled on the basis of clinic or school

multidisciplinary team evaluatibns. All children had received or

were receiving special educational services at the time of the study.

A total of 15 mothers participated, with one mother volunteering

three of her children, for the study. An interview/observation

measure was developed in order to assess the relationship between LD

children's social skills and certain family process variable*. The

Home Environmental Process Interview-HEPI consisted of six subscales

designed to tap important aspects of parental behavior conducive to

the learning of social skills as indicated from previous research

studies.
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HMI aubacales were comprised of items specifically developed,

select4d, or adapted from other research measures. Subscale I,

Parental Encouragement_Techniques (PET), included interview questions

concerning the target child's socially responsible conduct, and

observational items regarding the mother's patience, tolerance, and

appraisal of her child's helping behaviors. Subscale II,4the Staub

Subsea's, VAS designed as a measure of the child's assumption of day.

to-day hose responsibilities. Subscale III, Other-Oriented Induction

(00I), included descriptions of hypothetical situations requiring

disciplinary action by the parent. Mothers were asked to describe

what they would do or say in each situation, and response scores

reflected the extent to which the mother would point out to the child

the consequences of behaviors for other family members. Subscale

Child-Oriented Sensitivity (COS), scored parent's awareness and

communication of the child's feelings in the hypothetical situations

used to measure disciplinary practices. Subscale V, Intellectual

Stimulation, assessed educational encouragement, e.g., reading to and

with the child, and parent's intellectual stimulation, e.g.,

discussions of newspapers. Subacale VI, Press for Other-Oriented

Expectations for Child BehLvior (POCE) , tapRed the parent's value

orientation concerning prosocial and altruistic child behaviors.

Except for the COS and POCE subscales, items, were rated on a scale of

4

1 to 3 points. Interviews were conducted with mothers in their

homes.



Children were assessed on measures of social competence:

role-taking and interpersonal probl -solving. In the role taking

tasks, children listened to a two-cha cter story describing a

conflict situation. is part of the ate one character arrives

later on the scene than the other, thus po sassing less complete
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information about the conflict situation. e children were asked to

"put themselvee into the tams" of the later- ving character by

identifying and explaining the feelings, smotio and behaviors of

that character. Their responses to each of two stories were rated on

a scale from 1 to 3' points. Children were also assessed on a series

of five interpersonal problem-solving tasks, each requiring the child

to conceptualize alternate solutions to child-peer and child-adult

conflicts. Each task yielded a score defined by the number Of

alternative solutions mentioned.

Data were analysed by multiple regression, including ate child's

age and nuitber of siblings along with the six HEPI subscale scores as

predictor variables. The criterion variable, social competence, was

the combined score on the role-taking and interpersonal problem-

solving tasks. Results indicated the eight family environmental

variables accounted for 83% of the variance la children's social

competence. Two HEPI subscale scores, Parental Encouragement

Techniques and Child7Oriented Sensitivity accounted far the greatest

amount of variance in social competence (35.7% and 29.7 %,

respectively). The Intellectual Stimulation subscale score accounted

for 7.5% of the variance in social competence. Fourteen percent of

the variance in the criterion variable was accounted for by the
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family structure variables, with family sise making the greatest

contribution among the structure variables. In othei words, in this

stall sample, LB children from larger families generally exhibited

better social skills. The greater amount of sibling interaction that

necessarily occurs in large families, in combination with effective

parental techniques to encourage social responsibility, was suggested

as a possible explanation of these findings (Freund & Elardo, 1978).

The authors noted that the consistent negative association between

large family sise and children's developmental outcomes might be

better undeistood if measures of family processes, e.g. parents'

effectiveness in encouraging prosocial behavior, were included in the

analysis of such relationships.

Other findings from this study are noteworthy. Two HEPI

subscales, Child-Oriented Sensitivity and Intellectual Stimulation,

were significantly associated with children's social competence only

whep considered in conjunction with other maternal behaviors, using

multiple regression analysis. In an earlier investigation, no such

relationship was found between these subscalea and social competence

when each subscale was examined separately using product-moment
ft

correlations (Elardo 4! Freund, 1978, as cited in Freund & Elardo,

1978). Also, there was considerable number of intercorrelatione

between HEPI subscales.

s'.
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The implications of this findings were summarised by the

researchersm

If the. interrelationships of these processes are
substantiated by subsequent LD research, it would be
difficult to bass specific intervention suggestions upon
particular subscal scores. Refined differential diagnoses
and associated preecriptive'programming would require more
factorially pure instrumentation than what the REP/ appears
to be in this preliminary analysis. However, totalscores
of interview/observations, such as the REPI, could
nevertheless be used to detect hose environments which pose
a "high risk" to the LD child's social development, and to
post-test for changes in tb.jse hose environments which
eight occur after parent counseling and in-hone
intervention. (Freund & Rlardo, 1978, p. 85)

Other studies have attempted to delineate family process

variables that are associated with children's reading difficulties,

often subsumed under the LD category. 'Ptak and Steakhouse (1973)

investigated the relationship between family dynamics and children's

reading problems based on earlier evidence suggesting that a reading

problem in one child is symptomatic,of an upset family system (Miller

& Westmen, 1964, 1968; Peck, 1970, 1971). They hypothesized that an

upset family system would be reflected in the family's communication

patterns, specifically, disturbed communications ,exchanged among

family members when they attempted to work together. The researchers

adopted the techniques of conjoint family decision-making as a means

of observing the family's communication patterns.

Thirty intact families participated in the study, each with a

son of normal intelligence (ages 9 to 13 years). Fifteen of the

families were classified as reading problem families (RP), based on

their son's reading skills, and in 15 of the families, the son

exhibited no reading difficulties (NRP). There were no significant
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differences between the families on sociodemographic variables, e.g.,

income, parents' educational level, family sise. A child was

designated as having a reading problem if (a) he was currently

receiving special help for reading disabilities, (b) he had

experienced the usual sequence of educational opportunities, and (c).,

his observpd reading score (Oates Reading Survey Composite Score) was

at least one grade below his expected reading grade as determinid by

the Bond and Tinker (1967) fowl*.
cv

The conjoint decision - making task required each family triad

member (father-mother-son) to individually complete a 38 item opinion

questionnaire. Following completion, family members were brought

together and instructed to arrive at a mutually satisfying decision

for each of 20 items. These were items for which family members had

indicated disagreement, although this fact was not revealed. The

family triad discussion of items was tape recorded and subsequently

coded for decision ties, silent time, and four types of transactions:

explicit information, agree-placate, attack-blame and irrelevant

transactions.

Comparison of scores for reading problem families and non-

reading problem families indicated that RP families took longer to

complete the decision-making task and spent a greater percent of

their time in silence. RP families evidenced fewer explicit

information exchanges and more irrelevant exchanges than NRP

families. No other group differences reached significance. The

combination of loi explicit information, high irrelevances, and

extended decision-making time in RP families was interpreted as

143
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evidence for "closed" family system. According to the researchers,

in such families the learning potential of the child is invested in

helping to maintain'the family system. This translates into teaching

the child "how not to learn," since "change and growth via learning

are antithetical to the 'way it is' at hone" (p. 510). Further

Ruppert for the "closed" nature of RP families wts suggested by the

overihelming number of RP,families who refitsed to participate in the

study. Out of an initial pool of 90 families, 58 families declined

to participate; 46 of the families had a son with reading problems.

Based on their findings, Peck and Steakhouse (1973) recommended the

possible usefulness of a family-oriented approach to reading

problees.

Children's ability to comprehend and use language is closely

linked to other academic skill areas, such as reading and writing

(McCarthy, 1954; Monroe, 1969). Differences in children's language

skills have been associated with differencei in social class (flees &

Shipman, 1965), and the most influential work in the field of

language and social environment has been carried out by Bernstein

(1960,.1967, 1971). Bernstein (1960) examined social class

differences in the way parents talk to their children, and described

the differences in terms of what he'calls an "elaborated" and a

"restricted" code or style oflanguage usage. An-elaborated code is

one where the speaker selects from a relatively extensive range of

syntactic alternatives to express ideas or concepts in such a manner

',that the message could be understood in its own right without

knowledge of the speaker or the social context. In contrast, a
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restricted code is one where the range of syntactic alternatives is

severely limited and where the understanding of the message is

largely dependent on a knowledge of the speaker and the situational

context of the conversation. A restricted language style involves

the use of short, simple sentences, circularity ( "you know?"), and

limited use of unfamiliar pronouns. Each code is preferable to the

other for some purposes, e.g., private jokes and shared references in

a family or a group of friends may be best suited to a restricted

style. On the other hand, an elaborated code is more effective for

educational purposes, e.g., exploring logic, conveying fine

discriminations in. ideas, teaching new concepts (Rutter & Mittler,

1973).

Although the distinction between codes is not an absolute one,

Berstein (1960) hypothesized that when there is a predominance of

restricted code usage, language involving an elaborated code is

limited in development. Restricted language codes have been

frequently described as characteristic of lower-class families and

elaborated codes associated with middle and upper-class families

(Bullock, 1975; MacMillan, 1977). But as Bullock (1975) pointed out,

"Berstein has emphasized that linguistic codes are not related to

social class as such but to the family organization and the

interaction between the individuals within it" (p. 52). Bullock

further stated, "There are differences in language environment

between socioeconomic groups, but there are also differences within

groups" (p. 53).
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More recently, variations in language environments have been

examined within socioeconomic groups. Norman-Jackson (1982)

conducted a longitudinal investigation of family interaction

variables and language development measured at preschool and again

during the primary grades. Two contrasting groups of black families

were selected for study: families in which a second grader was a

successful reader and families in which the second grader was an

unsuccessful reader. Selection of families was also based on the

presence of a younger sibling (24 to 42 months, of age). This design

was modeled after the research of White and Watts (1973) who

successfully predicted (75% accuracy) 2-year-old children's social

and intellectual competence at 3 years of age based on the competence

level of their 6-year-old siblings. This finding has provided

support for the, hypothesis that family influences on children's

development are reflected in commonalities across siblings. Thus,

Norman-Jackson (1982) predicted that preschool siblings of successful

readers would (a) participate in mo-e verbal interactions with

parents, (b) participate in more verbal interactions with school-age

siblings, (c) receive more encouragement and less discouragement, and

(d) develop more mature language. Preschoolers with mature language

were predicted to be more successful readers than preschoolers with

less successful language.
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Families selected for study (1115) were all American blacks;

their housing was low-income; at least one parent was home three or

more days per week 'MOO to 5:00 p.m.); and each had at least two

children, one in first grade and one in the 24 to 42 month ago range.

There were no known cases of neurological impairments, emotional

disturbance, or mental retardation among sample children. Forty-

seven percent of the families were intact and none lived in an

extended family situation.

A number of assessment instruments were used in conducting this

study, including the Stanford-Binet, the Gray Oral Reading Test (Form

A), measures of mean length of utterance (spontaneous language

recorded during home visits), and a revised version of the Human

Interaction Scale (White 8 Watts, 1973). Observational data also

yielded indices of initiation, encouragement, and discouragement that

occurred during parent-child interactions. 'Observations in the home

were conducted on a first visit of 1-1/2 to 2 hours and a second

visit of 1-1/2 hours. The Stanford-Binet was administered to the
0

preschool child on the last visit, at which time parents were also

given $10.00 for"their participation. Descriptions of children's

activities, interactions with the child, and the child's spontaneous

utterances were tape recorded by the observer. In the final phase of

datil collection, the reading achievement of school-age children was

assessed during the closing week of second grade. Reading "success"

was defined as within one standard error or grade equivalent or

higher on the Gray Oral Reading Test.

153



141

Families were labeled unsuccessfUl (N "?) or successful (11..8)

based on their second-grade child's reading. achievement. No

significant differences between groups of second-grade readers Were

found when compared for IQ. Significant differences between these

two groups were evident with regard to the preschool child's

frequency of interactions with parents and siblings, favoring

successful reading group families. r :school children in successful

families also eshibited more mature language than preschoolers in

unsuccessful families, as measured by mean length of utterance. Five

years following early home observations, the reading achievement of

these preschoolers (N.,14) was assessed, following the same

classification criteria for successful and unsuccessful reading skill

attainment used for their older siblings. A major finding was that

in reading, 71.4% of the children agreed with the achievement of

their older siblings; six were successful and eight were

unsuccessful.

Comparison of preschool observational data and language measures

revealed significant differences between the two groups. Successful

readers had received seven times more encouragement than

discouragement, and the unsuccessfUl readers had received 1.6 times

more discouragement than encouragement for child-initiated verbal

interactions with parents. The frequency of parental verbal

interactions did not differentiate the two groups; however, when

combined with sibling interactions, significant differences emerged.

This finding suggested the importance of competent older siblings in

providing verbal stimulation to their younger siblings. With the
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exception of IQ (nonsignificant), all other language and language-

related variables revealed significant differences, favoring the

eucceesful reading group.

In summary, in a longitudinal study of a sample of low-income

black families, Norman-Jackson (1982) was able to successfully

predict (75%) younger siblings' reading ichievement'in second grade

based on older siblings' reading performance when they were in second

grade. Preschool children's language maturity was significantly

related to primary reading achievement. Family experiences and

activities as preschoolers differentiated those who would later learn

to read succeeful/y from those who would not. Statistical data and

anecdotal reports supported the salient role of successfill older

siblings in younger siblings' later reading achievement. The

similarity in achievement across siblings and intra-subject

continuity in the development of language skills strongly supports

the powerful and persistent influences of the family environment in

children's development.

Taken together, evidence from a number of studies lends support

to the hypothesis that family environmental variables do contribute

to the learning disabilities exhibited by some children. Family

disorganization, restricted or deleterious communication patterns,

and early discouragement of verbal interactions, were associated with

children's school-related learning difficulties. Although sample

size was generall:i small, these studies have generated hypotheses to.

be explored in future research.
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Experimental Field Studies

A limited number of experimental investigations have been

conducted in order to identify child outcomes that are causally

related to family experience and behavior. Hess (1981) has noted

that family behavior often lies outside the.rangs of experimental

methods for either practical or ethical reasons. Nonetheless, some

researchers have tried to manipulate selected forms of parental

behavior to determine if these parental practices affect children's

learning in a predicted direction. This approach differs from the

large-scale.pargnt training programs that manipulated many variables

at once, making it difficult to determine what independent variables

led to what outcomes (Henderson, 1981). A few studies have attempted

to train parents on a more narrowly defined range of behaviors in

order to establish more clearly defined causal linkages to child

outcomes. The family variables chosen for manipulation have been

suggested by descriptive research on family environments.

In one such study, Henderson and Garcia (1973) investigate4 the

effects of parental influences on the question-asking skills of their

young children. It was hypothesized that the children whose parents

were trained and instructed to model, cue, and reinforce question-

asking in their children would produce more questions in the targeted

question-asking category (causal questions) than would a control

child whose parents were not instructed to use these procedures. It

was also hypothesized that experimental children would attain and

maintain a higher level of question-asking throughout the baseline,

instructional, and generalization conditions.
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Sixty first grade children were randomly se;.fcted from an urban

population of Mexican- American children residing in an economically

disadvantaged area. Children were randomly assigned to experimental

or control groups and pre- and post-measurement condition groups

according to a Solomon four -group design. The final sample (after

attrition) consisted of 19 experimental children (PIO boys, 9 girls;

ages 5-11 to 7-6 year.) and 24 children in the control group (11.12

boys, 12 girls, ages 5-11 to 7-7 years). Two parallel sets of

pictorial stimulus cards were used to fistulae children's ability to

produce causal questions during pre- and post-measurement phases.

During the pre-treatment instructional phase, the experimenter

modeled causal-questioning for a series of pictorial stimulus cards

and children's imitative respondinuto experimenter-modeled question-

asking was assessed. Following the instructional phase, experimental

mothers participated in five small group training sessions.

Demonstrations, role-playing, and direct instruction were used to

train mothers to increase the frequency of question-asking in their

children and to shift question-asking from normal-physical questions

(e.g., What color is it?) to causal questions (e.g., Why? or How

Come?). Before and after each training session, mothers practiced.

procedures learned during the session with their children (10 minutes

in length) and recorded data on children's questions. After the five

training sessions and 10 practice sessions, experimental mothers were

encouraged to use general question-asking to increase the frequency

of causal questions only.

157
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Results of data analysis (ANOVA) indicated aignificant between-

group effects for the experimental treatment and significant within-

group effects for trials. No interaction effects were significant.

The main.effects indicated that experimental children displayed

significantly higher levels of causal questioning, compared to

control children, for each phase of the study: baseline,

instructiO4 and generalisation. These results were later replicated

in a similar study of a Papago native population (Henderson &

Swanson, 1974).

used on their. findings, Henderson and Garcia (1973) concluded

that parents rho were given training in the use of modeling, cueing,

and reinforcement procedures in interaction sessions with their

children had a significant effect on children's causal questioning.

They related the experimental training procedures to the natural

family circumstances in which children's school performance is

facilitated by the efforts of parents or siblings. Thus, these

results lend support to a conceptual and causal link between a

specific set of parent behaviors and related child outcomes.

A few anecdotal observations from the Henderson and Garcia

(1973) study are noteworthy. Although mothers in the study were of

low socioeconomic status, they were reported as highly motivated to

participate in the program once the rationale and purpose became

clear to them. These mothers, with relatively little formal

education, learned and effectively used parenting skills related to

the development of intellectual competence. The researchers also

noted that prior to the study, few of the participants had library
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cards. By the end of the program, every mother in the experimental

group had obtained library cards for the target child and other

children in the family. Although card holding does not reflect card

usage, the likelihood of library visits is no doubt increased.

Swanson and Henderson (1976) conducted a field experiment

designed to increase children's interest in reading materials, an

academic motive commonly valued by parents end educators. The design

of the study was based on the principles of social learning theory,

which emphasizes the role of modeling and differential reinforcement

in human learning. It was hypothesized that mothers who were trained

in procedures designed to influence children's activity preferences

would have children who (a) showed an increase in #eir selection of

reading materials over attractive alternatives in a standardized

free-choice situation, and (b) displayed generalization of this

preference to the classroom setting by choosing reading activities

with a higher frequency than a control group of classmates.

The sample consisted of 20 native American Papago second-grade

children. Mothers of these children had been involved in a different

training program the previous year. Mothers of the 20 children were

randomly assigned to two treatment groups of 10 in each group in

order to keep the training groups small. Procedures for the

experiment were based on the assumption that children would choose

activities that had been reinforced through the approval or attention

of a significant person in the home environment, i.e., the mother.

Two Papago women were trained to serve as parent trainers and

conducted the teaching sessions in the primary language of the

wed
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participating mothers. Through modeling procedures, role-play, and

prepared written lesson plans, all 20 mothers were taught to model

the desired behavior of a mother and child informally examining and,,

discussing reading materials. Mothers were also trained to

demonstrate how a parent might reinforce the child for attending to

reading materials in structured and free-choice situations. Parents

were trained in either small group sessions or individually in their

home if they had scheduling conflicts.

Parent instruction was divided into five lessons. The first

lesson involved teaching-parents the appropriate parent-child

interaction sequence, i.e., mother and child examine and discuss a

book. This was accomplished by modeling and role-playing procedures

until all mothers were able to perform the desired behaviors.

Following the lesson, mothers were tustructed to conduct two training

sessions with their child before the second training session.

Parent- hild sessions involved (a) performing the desired interaction

sequence for a 10-minute period, and.(b) observing.the child for one

hour following the session and recording the amount of time the child

engaged in self-initiated reading materials. Each subsequent session

increased the complexity and number of behaviors the mothers were

required to master, e.g., verbal praise for selection and use of

reading materials in structured and free- choice situations. Each

lesson and parent-child follow-up session followed the same general

format outlined above for lesson one. The researchers emphasized

that in their experimental procedure, children were presented with

reading materials in a highly valued situation (i.e., with the
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mother), but also provided with the opportunity to make choices and

to be reinforced for selecting reading materials.

The effectiveness of the present intervention program was

evaluated under two conditions: ta) a situational task in which

children's choice behaviors were measured under conditions similar to

the parent-child follow-up sessions, and (b) a free-choice time in

the child' classroom, included as a measure of generalization

effects. The latter condition included a control group.

Observational data were collected on children's choices among an

array of materials that included reading materials, blocks, and

puzzles. Results of the data analysis (ANOVA) revealed a significant

effect for trials, indicating an increased frequency of reading

materiel selection in the free- choice situation, and thus an inferred

increase in the value of reading materials. Sy the end of the

training, nearly half of the children'. self-selections were for

reading materials. On the generalization task, experimental children

selected reading materials more often than control children whose

parents had not experienced training. Group seemed to be

more effective than individual training; there was a tendency for

mothers with regular group attendance to have children who showed

more interest in \reading materials. Researchers attributed this to

the possible effectiveness of multiple-models, i.e., parent trainer

and peers, and to corrective feedback only possible in the group

sessions.
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Based on their findings, Swanson and Menderpon (1976) concluded,

"Parents may be successfully trained in, skills required to influence

the intellectual competencies and specific motives of their children"

(p. 43). As Henderson (1981) later noted, there was very little

reason for most parents on the Papaw) Reservation to read, and moat

homes contained little if any reading materials. The success of the

parent training program in changing the value of reading that was

communicated from parent to child via modeling and differential

reinforcement strongly suggested a causal link between these parent

behaviors and related child outcomes.

In summary, the field experiments described in this section have

added to the accumulating evidence supporting the belief that parents

significantly influence the behavior of their children, particularly

their intellectual and academic achievement. Moreover, these studies

emphasize the possibilities for affecting change in children'

behavior through carefully designed programs that include specified

sets of parent behaviors that are conceptuilly and operationally

linked to desired child outcomes.

Summary and Conclusions

The search for environmental variables that significantly

influence children's development has proceeded from large-scale

epidemiological and longitudinal methods of inquiry to more fine-

grained analysis of specific family processes. Taken together, there

is clearly evidence for a complex network of interrelated family

environmental variables that are associated with children's

162
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intellectual functioning, academic achievement, and affective

development. These include process variables such as parents'

educational and occupational aspirations for their children, parents'

ability to organise and manage day-to-day family functions,

communication patterns among family members and the quality of the

language environment, and the visibility of parents as models for a

variety of intellectual and interpersonal bahaviors. Children's

developmental outcomes have also been related to family structure and

socioeconomic status variables, but whoa analysed in combination with

salient family process variables, these global descriptors generally

loss significant predictive power. However, the relationship among

these family process and family status variables and the mechanisms

by which they influence child development is far from clear.

The etudiee reviewed in this chapter provide substantial

evidence supporting an important link between family environmental

variables and children's learning and behavior problems.

Epidemiological studies in the areas of mental retardation, emotional

disturbance, and learning disabilities have identified a number of

environmental variables that increase a child's risk for these

handicapping conditions. Moat of the research on family processes

and child outcomes has been conducted with nonhandicapped children,

in a search for aspects of their immediate social and psychological

milieu that are associated with the development of cognitive, social,

and academic competencies. Their findings suggest a variety of

salient parental and family attitudes and behaviors that, when absent

or reduced in effectiveness, may be construed as risks for aberrant
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development. Family process studies that have compared samples of

children with handicaps end their families with nonhandicapped

children and. their fakilie4 also suggest family environmental risk

factors, defined by their power to differentiate between the

handicapped and nonhandicapped groups. Studies conducted exclusively

with samples of handicapped children and their families have revealed

environmental faciiors that differentiate between the performances of

children within a relatively restricted sample; thoseyfeatures

associated with lower performance levels suggesting risk conditions

in the child's environment that may not only impede the handicapped

child's development, but may also serve to dilute the effectiveness

of educational interventions.

The methodology used in examining child-environment

relationships has been quite diverse, although a few generalizations

can be drawn from those studies reviewed. First, in-home parent

interviewing and observational techniques, including a variety of

rating scales and questionnaires, have primarily been used in studies

attempting to assess multiple aspects of the family environment. In

most investigations, one or possibly two home visits were conducted.

Second, interviews were conducted predominantly with mothers or

primary caregivers. This procedure ia based on the belief that it is

the mother who determines and/or reflects the intellectual and

emotional tone of the family environment, and it 141s the mother who is

most available for interviewing. Third, in most studies, family

environmental variables have been related to the measured performance

of only one child (natural offspring), with occasional attention to

4
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the influence of family variables on the performance or

characteristics of other children in the family. This has been

unfortunate since the fey studies that examined family influences on

child performance across time or across alblings suggest clues to

continuities and discontinuities in the salience of certain

environmental variables. Child characteristics, such as 'Age and

gender, appear to influence the dynamics of child-environment

interactions, although their role is as yet unclear. Fourth, there

has been little use of equivalent measurement instruments or

techniques in assessing the relationship between identical or similar

parent and child characteristics, e.g., reading skills of child and

parent; locus of control of child and parent. Rather, researchers

have examined the influence of related but indirect parent attitudes

and behaviors to child outcomes. Perhaps inclusion of both indirect

and 6.irect ucssures of conceptually and operationally linked parent-

child variables would yield mere fruitful results.

The present study proposed to extend the knowledge of family

environment-child performance relationships by assessing the family

environment in terms of the risks it presents to children living

within its influence. In this study, a family risk variable was

defined as a measurable aspect of the child's faily environment that

is hypothesized to be associated with low levels of intellectual

functioning, low levels of academic achivement, and/or personal-

social difficulties. The present investigation expanded the sce-de of

*v

previous studies by examiLing multiple aspects of the family

environment, including both status/situational and process variables,
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and their combined relationship to multiple aspects of child

performance, including intellectual functioning, academic

achievement, and affective development.

This study addressed the methodological limitations of family

environment-child performance relationships in the following ways:

1. Assessment of the family environment through a parent

interview/observation schedule that included both self-report and

performance measures, the latter providing information on what skills

the parent brings to the family environment. The

interview/observation schedule also included measures of attitudes,

beliefs, and affective states "that organize observable behavior and

give it meaning" (Henderson, 1981, p. 211). The parent

interview/observation schedule included measurement of potentially

"alterable variables," thus subsuming a diagnostic-prescriptive

protocol for individualized family programming.

2. Use of identical or functionally equivalent measurement

instruments to assess the skills and characteristics of parent and

child.

3. Assessment of children 4 to 19 years of age in order to

examine the developmental dynamics of family environment-child

performance relationships.
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Hypotheses

The general hypothesis investigated was that the variation in

family home environments is significantly associated with differences

in children's developmental performance on measures of cognition,

academic achievement, and affective development. Specifically, this

investigation examined those aspects of the family environment that

have been identified or hypothesized as deleterious influences, or

risks" on children's school-related performance. This investigation

proceeded in two phases. In the first phase, families were

differentiated into high- and low-risk groups on the basis of a risk

index that included measures of family environmental process (e.g.,

maternal attitudes, social climate, etc.), as well as

status/situational variables (e.g., perception of financial

resources, health index, etc.). Multivariate analyses were conducted

to determine the relationship between family risk status and

children's developmental performance on measures of intellectual

functioning, academic achievement, and affective characteristic. In

the second phase, high- and low-risk groups were disbanded and all

families were used to examine more closely the relationship between

critical family environmental variables and children's performance at

different ages. The following hypotheses were tested:

Hypothesis 1: Family risk status significantly differentiates

the performance of children of different ages on measures of

cognitive functioning, academic achievement, and affective

development.
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Hypothesis 2: Features of the physical, social, and

psychological family environment that contribute to the general

family risk status are differentially related to decrements in child

performance measures of cognitive functioning, academic achievement,

and affective development with increasing age.

Hypothesis 3: Features of the physical, social, and

psychological family environment are related to the child's

discrepancy in academic achievement, "discrepancy" defined a .the

difference between attained grade level, ta erticted grade level for

chronological age on measures of reading and mathematics achievement.
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Chapter III

METHODOLOGY

As a means of investigating the relationship between family

environmental variables and children's developmental performance, a

sample of parents was administered a multicomponent family assessment

instrument. Children in these families, rangiig in age from 4 to .19

years, were administered a battery of cognitive, academic, and

affective measures. For purposes of analysis, children were grouped

into age "cohorts." The term "cohort" refers to individuals born in

the same time interval and denotes groups of individuals who follow

each other through formal institutions like the school, or informal

institutions like the family (Cook & Campbell, 1979). For example,

study children in the youngest age cohort, 4 to 6 years of age, were

born between approximately 1976 and 1978; in the next oldest cohort,

6 to 10 years of age, children were born between 1972 and 1976, and

so on. Children remained in their respective cohort group for each

analysis. The use of cohorts and the procedures followed in the

present study are detailed below.

Desi

A model of multiple and interactive environmental influences on

the developmental processes of children requires c research strategy

that matches the complexity of the theory (Ricciuti, 1977). When the

task is one of descriptive and explanatory analyses of developmental

changes, the use of cohort-sequential designs has been recommended

because they ". . . allow researchers to gather data describing the

169
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nature of intraindividual change, of interindividual differences in'

such change, and of the moderating influences of sociocultural

context and time on these changes" (Lerner, 1978, p. 18). Cohorts

are useful for experimental purposes because (a) some cohorts receive

a particular treatment while preceding or following others that do

not, and (b) it is often reasonable to assume that a cohort differs

only in minor ways from its contiguous cohorts. Thus, the virtue of

cohorts is that a "quasi-comparability" can often be assumed between

cohort groups that share the same home or work environment (Cook &

Campbell, 1979).

The cohort-sequential design described by Schaie (1965) employs

longitudinal sequences for two or more independent cohorts examined

simultaneously. In the ;resent study, the longitudinal sequence is

replaced by a single point-in-time study of successive age cohorts

for comparison (see Figure 1). This design departs from traditional

cross-sectional designs in that measurement occurs both within and

between families.[1] The working assumption i.., that children in

families, from youngest to oldest, can be viewed as representative of

familial influences on the developmental processes over time and will

thereby depict the changing nature of development and risk. In other

words, the physical, social, and psychological milieu created by the

family is in essence a "treatment." This assumption does not ignore

the existence of individual differences, but suggests that the degree

1 It is important to note, however, that the sample of families

studied did not contribute offspring to each successive age cohort

and thus within-family comparisons could not be made.
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of similarity among siblings will reveal similarity in the effect of

the family processes over time. Support for this assumption has been

drawn from studies by White and Watts (1973), Wilton and Barbour

(1978), and Norman-Jackson (1982), which strongly suggest that common

environments create strong pressures toward similar child

development.

In summary, the adaption of Schaie's cohort - sequential design in

the present study provided a developmental framework for studying the

dynamic influences of family environmental variables and allcded

examination of the differential effects on develbpment due to

variations in family environments. The observation of trends in

evelopmental performance was also a function of this design. Other

advantages of this design adaption included minimization of subject

attrition and considerable savings of time and money.

Target Population

Participation was sought from families with children between 4

and 18 years of age who had been (a) formally identified by the

school system as having "Exceptional Educational Needs (EEN),"

according to the procedures outlined in Public Law 94-142 and

Wisconsin Statutes, and had been diagnosed as having one of the

following primary handicapping conditions: educable mental

retardation, emotional or behavioral disturbance, learning

disability, or speech/language disability; or (b) identified by the

school system as requiring remedial help in reading or mathematics

and were receiving services through district programs (e.g., extended
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kindergarten lay) or EWA Title I programs. Children with

neurological or physical impairments that could account for their

school-related problems were excluded from the sample. In other

words, the target population was children who had been designated by

the school system as in need of educational assistance because of

-ruing or behavior problims that could not be related to

neurological or physical impairments, and families of these children,

including parents and siblings.

Recognition of learning and behavior problems by the school

represents, in a sense, the manifestation of risk, i.e., prior to

identification the child was presumably at high risk for problems.

By targeting for study families with children whose problems were not

associated with detectable constitutional difficulties, the

possibility of identifying influential family environmental variables

was enhanced. It was presumed that learning and behavior problems

were less likely the result of organic pathology and more likely

related to environmental variables.

Grouping children who exhibited a variety of school-related

difficulties, rather than investigating "preformed" groups appeared

to be a reasonable research strategy in light of existing evidence

that suggested great variability in the identification, assessment,

diagnosis, and placement of children within and across schools

(Gajar, 1980; Kirp, 1974; MacMillan, 1977). Ysseldyke, Algozzine,

Shinn, and McGue (1982) reported evidence suggesting that the

learning disabilities cetegory is primarily one of underachievement.

These researchers compared the measured performance of a group of
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low-achieving students (not identified as LD) to school-identified LD

children and found considerable similarity between the two groups; an

average of 96% of the achievement scores were within a common range,

and their performance on many aubtesta was identical. Thus, by

studying thia special need population of children and their families,

regardless of categorical placement of the child, potential

confounding school selection factors were minimized.

Procedures for Selection

The selection process to obtain a study population, as defined

above, was to first establish a research relationship with the

schools, including school boards, administrators, and teachers.

Preliminary efforts suggested that this could be accomplished through

individual contacts, Small and large group meetings, and inservice

sessions. The school systems that chose to participate are indicated

in Figure 2. These included the Stoughton, De Soto, Viroqua, and

Hillsboro school districts, all rural Wisconsin communities located

20 or more miles from the nearest metropolitan area.

Special efforts were made to enlist r al communities as field

settings since most of the research investigating the relationship

between family processes and child development has involved families

from urban, highly industrial settings. The problems that face rural

populations, particularly the poverty areas, indicate a reduced

quality of life for a substantial number of children residing in

these circumstances and a greater likelihood of health, educational,
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and social problems for families. A description of ono field site,

Stoughton, serves as an example.

In this community of 7,000 people: (a) there were over 350

school-age children classified as low income according to USDA

guidelines; 25.3% of the Stoughton families reported incomes under

$5,000; (b) compared o nine other non-urban districts in the same

county, Stoughton had the highest percentage of one-parent families

and the highest percentage of persona over 18 years of age reported

as divorced or separated; (a) "pockets" of low quality housing, e.g.,

abandoned farm houses and a trailer court; and (d) two residential

treatment centers and several group and foster homes. The Stoughton

area population received on the average a higher percentage of

assistance per family than any other area in the county (Richards &

Davis, 1980). The other three field settings -- Viroqua, Hillsboro,

and De Soto -- were smaller than Stoughton in population size and

were located in Wisconsin counties having a substantially greater

proportion of low-income families (Vernon, Monroe, and Crawford

counties).

According to the Census of Population and Housing, 1980, more

than h*lf of the persons in these counties were employed as farmers,

suggesting a high degree of physical and social isolation, and

generally greater economic instability. More than a quarter of the

population in each county (over 18 years of age) had not completed

high school. Between 8% to 10% of the families in each county

reported incomes under $5,000. Thus, these four field settings

176



visits. Full or partial participation b individual families was

strictly voluntary. Each family was cltered their choice of a small

educational game following their participation in the first home

411 visit.

Signed parental permission and release forms were obtained

before administration of child assessment measures and review of

official school records (Appendix A). These procedures ensured

adherence to the confidentiality mandated by the Freedom of

Information Act.
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offered a unique opportunity to examine important aspects of families

residing in rural areas.

The second atop of the selection process was to enlist

participation of target families. The initial "screen" for study

families was conducted by the schools based on the subject criterion

described above. Those families with a child meeting the subject

criterion were sent a letter soliciting their participation in the

study. Responses were then returned to sch41 personnel, and those

parents indicating interest were contacted and scheduled for home

Sample Characteristics

The necessary sample size was estimated at 94 families in order

to obtain a minimum of 30 children per cohort (see Figure 1). Data

from the March 1979 Census was used to derive the family figure. A

quota sampling procedure was followed until each cohort contained a

minimum of 30 children, with the exception of the first cohort (ages

4 - 6 years) which contained 22 children. The sampling procedure
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yielded 54 children in the second cohort (ages 7 - 9 years)E2]; 64

children in the third cohort (ages 10 - 13 years); and 42 children in

the fourth cohort (ages 14,- 19 years). These age cohorts correspond

roughly to preschool-kindergarten (cohort 1), grades 1 - 3 (cohort

2), grades 4 - 8 (cohort 3) sand grades 9 - 12 (cohort 4).

Descriptive characteristic-, rf each of the cohorts are presented in

Table 2.

Each cohort was composed of children from the regular education

program of the school, children identified as having exceptional

educational needs (EEN), and children identified as needing remedial

help in reading or mathematics. The proportions of children

representing each of these groups varied across cohofts but roughly

26% to 31% of the children in each cohort had exceptional need!, 17%

to 43% had remedial needs, and 31% to 53% were having their neleds met

eanthrough the regular educational program. Across the total s ple of

children, 33% had exceptional needs, 24% had remedial needs, and 43%

were in the regular school program. No children in the study sample

had evidence of organic pathology which could account for their

learning and/or behavior difficulties. The composition of each

cohort accordingto educational need is described in Table 3.
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Table 2

Descriptive Jiaracteristics of Cohorts 1, 2, 3, and 4

Cohr,rt

2

3

Total

22

54

65

42

i82

0 of Males # of Females Age Range (yr,mo)ii Median Age Grade Range

12

30

27

19

10

24

37

23

4-2 to 6-10

6-7 to 10-0c

10-1 to 13-11

14-0 to 19-11

6-i

8-4

11-9

15-9

Early Childhood (EEN)
aid Kindergarten

1 -0 4(5)

4(11) to 8(6)

8(9) to 12

88 94 4-2 to 19-11 10-11 EC: LEI`' to 12

1..=116+7

aAge figures represent chronological age oa the day of administration of the Wechsler Intelligence
Scales; > 15 days have been rounded to the next month and 12 months to the next year.

1/FurmAtIon of cohorts by age resulted in some overlap in grade range; the number of children in
IovE.r2apping grades in each cohort appears in parentheses.

11c0- verlap in age ranee between Cohorts 1 and 2 was the result of 5 children being included in

f:ohort 2 tho were between 6- and 7- years of age and in grade 1; Cohort 1 included only preschool
and kindergarten children.



Table 3

Number of Students Per Age CoLort by Educational Need Category

Cohort n

EEN 1,1159)a

Remedial (to$441.,

Regular (n "79)
Title I
Reading

Title I
Math

District
Rtading OtherEC ENR TMR LD ED/BD S/L

1 22 5 1 0 0 0 9 1 0 0 0 6

2 54 0 1 0 4 3 6 15 2 6 0 17

3 64 0 2 1 10 4 0 5 4 4 0 34

4 42 0 6 0 2 5 0 4 1 0 2 22

Total 182 5 1J0 1 16 12 15 25 7 10 2 79

a
Primary Exceptional Educational Need (EEN) category as identified by the school system:

EC . Early Childhood Special Education
EMR Educable Mentally Retarded
TMK - Trainable Mentally Retarded
LD - Learning Disabilities

ED/BD ,.. Emotional Disturbances/Behavioral Disorders
Speech/Language

b_rerimary remedlill need category as identified by the school system; "Other" refers to general
remedial programs, e.g., dropout prevention programs.
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Sixty-nine families contributed to the sample of 182 children

who participated in the child assessment phase of the study. Seven

additional families completed the family interview but withdrew from

further participation. Reasons for withdrawal were varied, e.g.,

family vacation, parent concern about removing child from class,

parental disagreement about further participation. No clear pattern

of nonparticipation factors was apparent.

A number of sociodemographic characteristics were obtained for

families in the study sample. Ninety-two percent of the sample were

two-parent households (spouses), with 8% of the families headed by a

single parent (mother). Yearly family incomes greater than $20,000

were reported for 55% of the sample and 20% reported incomes ranging

from $10,000 to $20,000. Twenty-five percent of the families reported

incomes less than $10,000, which was below the current poverty level

for a family of four. Fifty-six percent of the mothers and 84% of

the fathers were employed outside the home. A substantial proportion

of the mothers completed high school (90%) and went on for additional

education and/or vocational training (56%). Similarly, 91% of the

fathers completed high school and 64% reported additional education

and/or vocational training. Stoughton contributed the highest

proportion of families to the study sample (72%), followed by

Hillsboro (13%), De Soto (8%), and Viroqua (7%).
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Research Variables and Instrumentation

Characterization of a population at risk is largely- determined

by the investigator's preference for a specific etiological model

(Garmezy, 1974). By combining etiological models of childhood

learning and behavior problems and their associated risk factors

(epidemiological correlates), the framework for a family risk

protocol was established.

Previous research, specifically the work by Heber and Garber

(Heber & Garber, 1975; Garber & Heber, 1981; Garber & Heber, 1982a,

1982b), Ramey and associates (Ramey, Collier, Sperling, Lode,

Campbell, Ingram, & Finkelstein, 1976; Ramey, Mills, Campbell, &

O'Brien, 1975; Ramey & Smith, 1976), and Badger (1971) used

combinations of the following eight variables to indicate at-risk

status of familyrfunctioning: (a) socioeconomic status, (b) maternal

IQ, (c) quality of the home environment, (d) sibling functioning, (e)

literacy, (f) number of children, (g) spacing of children, and (h)

parental attitudes of hopelessness or negativism toward self and

others. It has become increasingly clear, however, that families who

are homogeneously grouped according to characteristics generally

described (e.g., socioeconomic status, family configuration, etc.),

upon closer examination differ considerably in the types of physical,

social, and psychological environments created in the home.

Significant variations in child performance within seemingly

homogeneous population subgroups suggested a greater need to attend

to family variable that may affect the experience of the child
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across the span of development. Within the context of educational

intervention, the investigation of salient family variables that may

facilitate or impede the success of special programs becomes an

equally important concern. Thus, this study included both identified

and hypothesized family risk variables.

Table 4 lists the family variables employed in the present study

and the method of measurement. The combination of instruments that

were selected integrated clinical and standardized methods of

measurement in order to gain a fuller understanding of family

environmental characteristics and processes. Instruments were chosen

based on three general criteria: (a) proven sensitivity to

differences among families, (b) appropriateness of psj-r:hometric

characteristics, and (c) feasibility for use in a school-based family

outreach project; "feasibility" referring to instruments that could

be used by school personnel with minimal psychometric training),

required minimal training for proper administration, and required a

minimal amount of time to administer. Instruments were also

considered feasible if they could be used to develop techniques for

assessment that were within the realm of authorized school

procedures.

Table 4 includes family process and family status/situational

variables. Items from a variety of instruments were selected or

adapted in constructing a comprehensive family interview/observation

schedule to tap family variables. A subscale of the Home Observation

for Measurement of the Environment-HOME (Caldwell & Bradley, 1978)

1S3
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Table 4

Description of Family Variables and Method of Measurement

A. Family Process Variables

1. Quality of the language/learning environmentN

a. Quality of the be learning processes (111211)
b. Verbal skills of primary caregiver (PPVr-R) '-

c. Reading skills of primary caregiver (R /EAL)
d. Cognitive problem-solving ukills of primary caregiver,:

Error score (KFFT)
e. Cognitive problem-solving *kills of primary caregiver*

Latency score COTT)
f. Attitudes toward child rearing and education (PMS)
g. Achievement orientation (FES)
h. Intellectual-cultural orientation (FES)
i. Verbal problem-solving skills of primary caregiver:

Discipline (Family Interview Schedule)

2. Quality of the social-emotional environment

a. Harmony and quality of parenting (HQRS)
b. Locus of control of primary caregiver (Nowicki-Strickland

Scale)
c. Anxiety of primary caregiver (MAACL)
d. Depression of primary caregiver (MAACL)
e. Quality of informal social network (Family & Friends)
f. Cohesion (FES)
g. Expressiveness (FES)
h. Conflict (FES)
i. Independence (FES)
j. Active- recreational orientation (FES)
k. Moral-religious emphasis (FES)
1. Organization (FES)
m. Control (FES)

B. Family Status/Situational Variables (all measured through Family

Interview Schedule unless otherwise indicated)

1. Occupational status (Revised Duncan Index)
2. Family income
3. Educational attainment of mc.....er

4. Educational attainment of father

5. Marital stability of primary caregiver
6. Family health status
7. Availability of educational resources in the home

S. Housing density (person per room ratio)



9. Quality of the physical home environment (HOME)
10. Quality and safety of the residential environment (HQRS)
11. Quality of the residential area CHQRS)
12. Residential stability

F

0
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was selected as a measure of the quality of the physical home

environment. A measure developed for use with families of

handicapped children, the Home Quality Rating Scale-HQRS (Meyers,

Mink, & Nihira, 1977), was adapted for use in the present study.

Both the HOME and HQRS were observational inventories completed after

visits to the home. The Henderson Environmental learning Process

Scale-HELPS (Henderson, Bergen, & Hunt, 1972) and Parental Modernity

Scale-PMS (Schaefer & Edgerton, 1981) were rating scales completed by

the parent. The Family Environment Scale-FES (Moos & Moos, 1981) was

a parent questionnaire that yielded 10 difft.- ent aspects of the

"social climate" of the home: (a) Cohesion, (b) expressiveness, (c)

Conflict, (d) Independence, (e) Achievement Orientation, (f)

Intellectual-Cultural Orientation, (g) Active-Recreational

Orientation, (h) Moral-Rel:gious Orientation, (i) Organization, and

(j) Control. The Novicki-Strickland Scale (Nowicki & Duke, 1974a)

was designed to measure an adult's "locus of control," the degree to

which attribution of causality of behavior made either to oneself

or to sources external to oneself. Four performance measures were

also included: Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised-PPVT-R (Dunn &

Dunn, 1981), Reading/Everyday Activities for Life -R /EAL (Lichtman?

1978), Matching Familiar Figures Test -MFFT (Kagan, 1965), and the

Multiple Affect Adjective Checklist-MAAC (Zuckerman & Lubin, 1965).

The psychometric characteristics of each of the instruments and

scoring worksheets developed for use in the present study are

provided in Appendix B.
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A number of additional family process and status/situational

variables were of intsest and measurement instruments were developed

for use in this study and other family environmental research studies

to be carried out through the Rehabilitation Research and Training

Center in Mental Retardation, University of Wisconsin-Madison.

"Family and Friends" (Maykut & Garber, 1981) was developed to measure

the quality of the1fily's informal social network. Epidemiological

research-has begun to Validate the role that social support may play

in "buffering" the individual from the effects of stress (Cassel,

1974; Cobb, 1976). Social network analysis provides a way of

examining an individual's social ties across a range of settings.

More importantly, the linking of social support to various aspects of

psychological adaption offers a theoretical base for developing

broad-based preventive interventions (Mitchell, 1980). "Family and

Friends" was designed to measure various social network

characteristics, including structural characteristics (e.g., size,

density), characteristics of component linkages (e.g.,

multidimensionality, reciprocity), and the normative context of the

relationship (e.g., family, relative, friend). The instrument was

composed of six tasks that attempted to essess the quality

(supportiveness) of the individual's social network. The major

supportive functions of informal social ties were reflected in the

four picture frames of the "Family and Friends" picture card, which

was used to assist the parent with certain tasks. The supportive

functions illustrated by the picture frames included: (a) emotional
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support, (b) task-oriented assistance, (c) maintenance of a social

identity, and (d) access to new and diverse social contacts and

information (Mitchell & Trickett, 1980). Individual responses to

each of the six tasks were recorded by the parent on prepared

response sheets. A rating procedure was derived for assessing the

quality of the parent's social network. The total quality score was

the sum of the ratings for: (a) size of the social network, (b)

average quality of relationships, (c) normative context of

relationships, and (d) network density. The "Family and Friends"

picture card and worksheet for obtaining ratings are presented in

Appendix C.

Disciplinary techniques used by narents have long been an area

of investigation in studies of chila development (Sears, Maccoby, &

Levin, 1957; Williams & Smith, 1974; Yarrow, Campbell, & Burton,

1968). In order to obtain a measure of parental control techniques

through interviewing, an approach known as "verbal problem-solving"

(Ayer, 1970) was adapted for measuring this family process variable.

Parents were read aloud two analogues, each clearly depicting an

incidence of children's misbehavior, and were asked a series of

questions following each analogue: (a) What are all the things you

might do? (b) Are there some things other parents might do? (c)

which one of these things would you do? (d) What would happen then?

Responses to these questions were rated for effectiveness of approach

to the disciplinary problem. The effectiveness ratings (0,1,2,3)

were determined from a large sample of parent responses to the
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questions, which =fleeted a continuum of approaches to dealing with

the children's misbehavior. The two disciplinary analogues and their

respective rating scales for effectiveness of approach are de*ailed

in Appendix D.[3]

The family's health status was also hypothesized as an important

rink variable and a variety of interview questions were developed to

tap this family variable. Questions probed health complaints and

conditions of family members, sensory and physical impairments, the

family's history of hospitalization and health care, and smoking

habits of family members. Cue cards listing common health complaints

and conditions were used to assist the parent in answering these

questions. Six health factors were rated from the information

provided b, the parent: (a) health conditions, (b) health

complaints, (c) sensory/physical problems, (d) health habits, (e)

health care, and (f) perceived quality of health care. The sum of

the health factor ratings was used as an index of family health

status. The Family Health Index Worksheet used to quantify the

interview information is presented in Appendix E.

A measure of the availability of educational resources in the

home was also included as an important status/situational variable.

Through interview questions and observations made by the home

interviewer, a cumulative index of educationally relevant items

(e.g., dictionary, record player, children's reading materials, gross

3Directions are also included for determining a "range" score, or the

number of unique, relevant responses offered by the parent, although
this score was not included among the variables in the present study.
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motor toys and equipment) was obtained for each family home

environment (Appendix F).

Interview questions were also developed to yield information

regarding other important statue /situational variables. Employment

questions were specifically constructed to yield the information

necessary to determine a Socioeconomic Index of Occupational Status

(Stevens & Featherman, 1980). Use of an occupational index versus a

socioeconomic index such as Hollingshead's Two-Factor Index follows

the recommendations of Mueller and Parcel (1981). These researchers

recommended the use of separate occupational, educational, and income

status variables, since the latter two characteristics correlate only

moderately with occupation-based scales. Stevens and Featherman

(1980) have offered a current revision of Duncan's Socioeconomic

Index (SEI), a widely used indicator of occupational ranking based on

data from the 1950 Census. The Revised Socioeconomic Index of

Occupational Status (MSEI2) has been recommended for use in child

development studies and when studying relatively small groups

(Featherman, personal communication). The procedure for determining

an individual's Occupational Status (MSEI2) is outlined in the Hauser

and Featherman (1977) and requires that an individual's 2-digit

Occupational Census Code be determined. Appendix G provides the

MSEI2 scores for Occupational Census Codes and the Occupational

Status Coding Worksheet used in the present study.
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Measures of family income, parent's educational attainment,

marital stability, housing density, and residential stability were

also obtained through structured interview questions. The response

scoring for each of these family statue/situational variables is

described in Appendix H.

The final step in family instrumentation was to construct an

interview schedule that incorporati all of the measurement

instruments and interview questions \#escribed above into a format

that was easy to administer and facilitated participation by the

parent. The instrument developed for this task was called simply,

the Family Interview Schedule (MaykutA Garber, 1981). The Family

Interview Schedule was designed for individually interviewing up to

three adults who were identified as "Mother/Mother Figure,"

"Father/Father Figure," and "Other Adult." The procedure established

in the present study was to schedule the first home visit with the

mother and at the home visit ask, "Who ia the primary caregiver for

the children living in this home? That is, who has the major

responsibility for caring for the children?" The primary caregiver

was then given the entire Interview SchedUle. The Family Interview

Schedule also provided directions for completing a reduced interview

schedule with adults in the home indicated as secondary caregivers.

191
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The final form of the Family Interview Schedule (Appendix I) was

the result of a three-step pilot study that included families of

different socioeconomic statue, geographic location, number of

children, and educational needs of children (fit -or regular

education). In the first step, four families were interviewed using

the initial form of the Family Interview Schedule and each interview

included an observer. The interview sessions were critically

analyzed in terms of content, mode of questioning, provision for

answering, reco-ding responses, and nature of the interviewer-

respondent interaction (e.g., intrusiveness of questions). Changes

in the content of the Family Interview Schedule were made

accordingly. At this point,,a Parent Answer Booklet (Appendix J) and

Post-Interview Observation Form (Appendix K) were also added.

The second step of the pilot study generally followed the

process outlined above with the revised and new materials. Critique

of the revised Family Interview Schedule and accompanying materials

r-sulted in minor structural changes (e.g., additional space for

comments, reordering items, etc.). The final fcrm of the Family

Interview Schedule was administered to two different families with

satisfactory results.

a order to complete the entire Family Interview Schedule, an

interviewer needed all of the following items:
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1. Family Interview Booklet (Appendix I)

2. Parent Answer Booklet (Appendix J)

3. 'stilly and Friends Picture Card (Appendix C)

4. yue Cards #1 and 0 (Appendix L)

5. PeRbody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised Picture Plates

6. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised Answer Form

7. Reading/Everyday Activities in Life Answer Booklet

8. Reading/Everyday Activities in Life Cassette Tape

9. Cassette tape player

10. Matching Familiar Figures Test Picture Plates

11. Stopwatch or wristwatch with stopwatch functions

12. Post-Interview Obiervation Form (Appendix K)

13. Pencils, pens, markers

Specific instructions for administering the entire Family Interview

Schedule are included in A Training Manual for Implementing a School---

Based Family Outreach Project: Assessing the Needs of Families

(Final Project, Grant No. 6008101030, U.S. Department of Education)

by Maykut (1983).

Table 5 lists the child variables employed in the study and the

method of measurement. Instruments were chosen for their

psychometric characteristics and for the availability of functionally

equivalent forms across age groups (Appendix M). The Wechsler Scales

and Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test - Revised were commonly used

measures. Less well known were the Self-Observation Scales (Stegner

& Katzenmeyer, 1974), the Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scales
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Table 5

Description of Child Variables and Method of Measurement

A.

40

Child Variables

1. School-age children (Grades 1-12)

a. Intellectual functioning-Verbal (Wechsler Intelligence
Scales)

b. Intellectual functioning- Performance (Wechsler Intelligence
Scales)

c. Intellectual functioning-Pull Scale (Wechsler Intelligence
Scales)

d. Receptive vocabulary (PPVT-R)
e. Reading achievement (Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducational

Battery)
f. Reading achievement grade discrepancy
g. Mathematics achievement (Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducational

Battery)
h. Mathematics achievement grade discrepancy
i. Self acceptance (Self Observation Scales)
3. Locus of control (Novicki-Strickland Scale)
k. Cognitive problem-solving: Error score 04PET)
1. Social competence (Casten Scale)

2. Preschool/kindergarten children

a. Intellectual functioning-Verbal (Wechsler Intelligence
Scales)

b. Intellectual functioning-Performance (Wechsler Intelligence
Scales)

c. Intellectual functioning-Full Scale (Wechsler Intelligence
Scales)

d. Receptive vocabulary (PPVT-R)
e. Academic readiness (Cooperative Preschool Inventory
f. Sol! acceptance (Self Observation Scales)
g. Cognitive problem-solving: Error score (RRISP)
h. Social competence (California Preschool Social Competency

Scale)

3. Status chaxcteristics - All children

a. Age
b. Gender
c. Grade (1981-82)
d. General eduCational target group

(1) Exceptional Educational Needs (EEN)
(2) Remedial reading and/or mathematics
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(3) Regular education
e. Specific educational target group (ZEN), if appropriate

(1) Early childhood: EEN
(2) Educable,mental retardation
(3) Trainable mental retardation
(4) Learning disabilities
(5) Emotional/behavioral disturbances
(6) Speech/language disorders

7

id
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for Children (Novicki & Duke, 1974b; Novicki & Strickland, 1973), the

Social Competency Rating Scale - Teacher Rating (Gaston, 1976), and

the Matching Familiar rigures Test (Kagan, 1965). Achievement

measures included three reading and two mathematics eubtests from the

Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducational Battery (Woodcock & Johnson,

1977): (a) letter-word identification, (b) word attack, (c) passage

comprehension, (d) calculation, and (e) applied problems. Results

from the Woodcock-Johnson achievement subtexts Vere also used to

lerive "discrepancy" scores for reading and mathematics achievement;,

"discrepancy" defined as the difference between attained grade level

determined from achievement teat performance, to expected grade level

for chronological age[4].

Although equivalent forms were available for some measures

(e.g., Wechsler Scales, PPVT-R, SOS Scales), performance variables

for preschool/kindergarten children were somewhat different and are

listed separately in Table 5. The Preschool Inventory (Caldwell,

1970) was used as a measure'of academic readiness and younger

children's social competence was assessed by the California Preschool

Social Competency scale (Levine, Elzey, & Lewis, 1969). Younger

children's cognitive problem-solving was measured by the Kansas

Reflection-Impulsivity Scale for Preschciolers -KRISP (Wright, 1971),

an easier task modeled after the MFFT (Kagan, 1965). In general,

preschool/kindergarten children had difficulty understanding and

4Expected grade level for chronological age was obtained from the
Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducational Battery, Table Y-Average Grade
Placement for Age (Woodcock & Johnson, 1977; Appendix N).
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completing the Preschool-Primary For of the Novicki- Strickland Locus

Of Control Scales (Novicki & Duke, 1974b), and thus it was dropped as

a measure for the younger children.

Status characteristics for all children were obtained with

parental permission from school records. "General educational target

group" referred tothree educational need groupings: (a) Exceptional

Educational Needs (EEN), (b) remedial educational need, or (c)

regular education program (no special needs). "Specific educational

target group" referred to the categorical programs for EEN childien,

such as learning disabilities, educable mental retardation, emotional

disturbance, and/or.speech/language disorders.

Data Collection

Interviewer's training. Prior to conducting interviews, student

interviewers were trained to administer each part of the Family

Interview Schedule. Training was conducted in five steps: (a)

general orientation to the study and detail'4 review of each part of

the interview schedule; (b) viewing a prepared videotape of a pilot

study family interview followed by a review session; trainees also

completed a Post-Interview Observation Form based on their

impressions of the family from the videotaped interview; (c) personal

study of all materials, including interview questions and test/task

manuals and materials; trainees also took each test/task included in

the interview.schedule; (d) role-playing each test/task included in

the interview schedule with two trained persons; and (e) conducting a
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practice Family Interview Schedule in its entirety. The

observational ratings completed by interview trainees, based on the

videotaped interview, were compared to the actual interviewer's

observational ratings. A minimum of 80% interobeerver agreement on

key observational ratings was required for training completion.

Family interviewing. Families indicating interest in

participating in the study were contacted by phone or by a personal

visit if they had no phone. If they were still interested, a home

visit was scheduled at their convenience. The entire Family

liperview Schedule was conducted with the primary caregiver, which in

the majority of families was the mother. In the present sample, only

one motheis identified the father as the primary caregiver, and in

this case the tether completed the entire Interview Schedule.

Secondary caregivers (usually fathers) were asked to participate in a

reduced interview schedule, comprised of general background

information (e.g., education, employment, marital history, etc.),

reading test (R/EAL), locus of control scale (Novicki -Strickland

Scale), verbal skills measure (PPVT-R), family social climate scale

(FES), and cognitive problem-solving task (MFFT). A small proportion

(approximately 20%) of the fathers participated in the reduced

interview schedule. This small sample was used to examine agreement

in parents' responses.

198
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The amount of interview time and the number of home visits

required to complete the Family Interview Schedule varied greatly due

to such things as fatigue, disinterest, unexpected interruptions,

cancellations, vacations etc. Although most scheduled visits were

conducted, it was not unusual for families to cancel a visit because

of family conflicts, e.g., unexpected company, illness of a child,

etc. On the average, approximately two to three interview sessions

were necessary to complete the entire Interview Schedule with one

parent. An additional 1-1/2 hours were required if another caregiver

was interviewed with the reduced interview schedule. -

Child testing. Parental permission for child testing was

obtained during the first home visit (Appendix A). At this time,

parents received a copy of parental rights related to child

participation, testing, and confidentiality of student records

(Appendix 0). Child testing was conducted during school hours, in a

place designated by each building principal. Children were scheduled

for testing in cooperation with the classroom teacher and building

principal. Tests were administered by graduate students who had

received appropriate psychometric training and were closely

supervised by the author, who is a license! sch,;o1 psychologist for

the State of Wisconsin.

.199
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Data Analysis

Hylothesis 1. This 1;pothesis stated that family risk statue

differentiated the performance of children across a number of child

performance variables, and that the relationship between family risk

status and child performance varied as a function of age. Hypothesis

1 was oparationaliged by the following statistical hypotheses:

Ho: 11 T2 a 0 (no factor 1 effects)

H1: At least one T 0

where factor 1 a family risk status (high vs. low)

T - effect of level 1 of factor 1 (high risk)

T
2
a effect of level 2 of factor 1 (low risk)

t a level of factor 1

a .05
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He 01 82 as $3 is 0 (no factor 2 effects)

H
2

: At least one 0k
w 0

*where factor 2 chronological age group (cohort)

0 a effect of level 1 of factor 2 (cohort 2)

82 effect of level 2 of factor 2 (cohort 3)

83 - effect of level 3 of factor 2 (cohort 4)

k level of factor 2

a m .05

H02 111 Y12
ygb (no interaction effects)

H3: At least one "ilk 0

where yil interaction of level 1 of factor 1

with level 1 of factor 2

Y12
. interaction of level 1 of factor 1

with level 2 of factor 2

ytk
interaction of 11 th level of factor 1 and

kth level of factor 2

a .05

The formation of cells in this quasi-experimental design is

represented in Figure 3. A two-step procedure was used to test

Hypothesis 1 for school-age children. In step one, two groups of

families, high-risk and low-risk, were formed through use of a

discriminant function analysis. Families were assigned a priori to a

high- or low-risk group, i.e., group membership became a "dummy"

criterion variable. A discriminant function analysis was used to

determine which family risk variables maximally discriminated between

201
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141
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. . .
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X
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222 x232

X
242

X
2 X23k
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a
Cohort 1 was analyzed separately 'and
explanatory purposes.

X
ijk

where

i 1 High Risk
m 2 Low Risk

j s 1 Cohort 1
2 Cohort 2

los 3 Cohort 3
4 Cohort 4

is included here only for

k 1, 2....k Child Performance Variables

Figure 3. Formation of Cells for
Family Risk Level x Age Cohort MANOVA
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the two groups. Step two in the test of Hypothesis 1 was to conduct

a two-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), using high or

low family risk graup membership and child's chronological age

(cohort membership, omitting preschool/kindergarten cohort) as the

independent variables, and child performance measures as the

dependent variables.

The preschool/kindergarten cohort (Cohort 1) was analyzed

separately using Hotelling's two-sample T2, a multivariate test of

the significance of the difference between means (Johnson & Wichern,

1982) due to nonequivalent Measures for achievement (academic

readiness versus reading and mathematics) and social competency. The

statistical hypothesis for the test of no difference between the

centroids of two multivariate populations was shown by

HO: ui M2

: s2

where a .05

Hypothesis 2. A multivariate linear regression model was used

to test Hypothesis 2, in order to examine more closely the

relationship between child performance variables at different ages

and those family risk variables identified in the discriminant

function analysis which accounted for the most variance. The

statistical subhypotheses under test for Hypothesis 2 were (a) the

joint test of no linear relationship between the identified set of

eight family risk variables and the set of child performance

variables that showed significant declines with increasing age, i.e.,
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lower performance levels for the older versus the younger cohort, and

(b) the multivariste test of the equality *of the regression equations

for the older and the younger cohorts. Operationally defined,

Cohort 2 (young):

HO: Op 4 0 (no linear relationship)

Hi= op

where 0 vector of regression coefficients

p . child performance variables - Cohort 2

a .05

Cohort 4 (old):

Ho: Op, a" 0 (nt., linear relationship)

H2:
/31,1

where 0 - vector of regression coefficients

p' child performance variables - Cohort 4

m .05

Cohort 2 (young) and Cohort 4 (old):

H 0 0 (equality of regression coefficients)
0" p P'

H3: BP P'

where 0 - vector of regression coefficients\

p - child performance variables - Cohot 2

p' - child performance variables - Cohort 4

a - .05

204
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A three-step procedure was used to tent these hypotheses. Prior

to smilp one, all high- and low-risk groups were disbanded and cohort
Po

msmbership (child's age) became the criterion for inclusion in the

stud: sample. gtmilies were included in only those cohort analyses
A

to which they contributed an offspring, In step one, the

poll-romances of children inIpohort 2 (ages 6 years, 7 months to 10.

"ears, 0 months) or "rung" cohort were compared to the performances

of children in Cohort 4 (ages 14 years, 0 months to 19 years, 11

tonths) or "old" cohort, a cross-sectional approximation to :ollowing

the performance of the same children longitudinally (Cook and

Campbell, 1979). Hotelling's T2 statistic was used to test the

difference between the two cohorts on measures that revealed mean

performance declines.

In step two, the child performance variables showing

significantly lower levels of performance for Cohort 4 (dependent

variable;i1 and the family risk variables identified in the test of

Hypothesis 1 (independent variables) were applied to a multivariate

linear regression model. A multivariate regression analysid was

conducted separately for Cohort 2 (young) and Cohort 4 (old), each

multivariate analysis yielding separate multiple regression equations

for each child performance variable and the set of family risk

variables.

205
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Step three in the test of Hypothesis 2 was to evaluate the

*quality of the resulting rogreasion equations for Cohort 2 and

Cohort 4 for each performance variable (Rao, 1973). Inequality of

regression coefficients was hypothesised to suggest the differential

relationships between the set of risk variables and the performance

of children at diffeient stages of development.

Hypothesis 3. This, hypothesis specifically examined the extent

to which the variables used to assign family risk status were

associated with children's discrepancies in academic achievement,

11 "discrepancy" defined as the difference between attained grade level

0

0

to expected level for chronological age. Discrepancy scores for

reeing and mathematics achievement were derived for school-age

children in order to teat the following statistical subhypothesis:

For each Cohort 2 L Cohort 1. and Cohort 4:

H = 0 (no linear relationship)

1
0
1

0

where 0 = vector of regression coefficients

= children's reading discrepancy variable

= .05

H0: 0
2

= 0 (no linear relationship)

H2:7 82 6

where 0 = vector of regression coefficients

2 = children's mathematics discrepancy variable

e= .05



The test of Hypothesis 3 was accomplished by including
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children's readingand mathematics achievement discrepancy scores

among the child performance (dependent) variables applied to the

multivariate lima:: regression model used to test Hypothesis 2.

Separate multivariate regression analyses were conducted for Cohort

2, Cohort 30 and Cohort 4. Again, measures of family (independent)

variables were included in only those cohort analyses to which the

family contributed an offspring.
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Chapter IV

RESULTS
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The purpose. of this chapter is to present the results of the

tests of Hypotheses 1, Hypothesis 2, and Hypothesis 3. For each

hypothesis, the statistical procedures employed and the results of

the analyses will be presented.

Hypothesis 1

Family risk status significantly differentiates the
performance of children of different ages on measures of
cognitive functioning, academic achievement, and affective
development.

A two-step procedure was used to test Hypothesis 1. In

step one, two groups of families, high-risk and low-risk, were formed

through a discriminant function analysis.[1] in step two, a

multivariate analysis of variance was used to teat the effect of

family risk group membership and child's age on measures of child

performance. The preerhooI cohort was analyzed separately, using

Hotelling's -sample T2 teat, due to a number of nonequivalent

performance measures for younger children. A detailed discussion of

each of these analyses is presented below.

4

1 In the present atviy, "risk" refers to family environmental process
and status/situational variables that suggest an increased likelihood
of learning and/or behavior problems in children living within the
family environment.

4),
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Discriminant Function AnalysisI

The objective of discriminant function analysis is to find

functions (composites) of predictor variables such that the

composites show maximum differences between group means of composite

scores simum overlap in the distribution of these scores

(T suo%at 1971; orndikel 1978) . Discriminant analysis is a

special (qms,of canonical correlation analysis in which the variables

in up Sot are di otosious "dummy" variables generated to identify

group m p. The discriminant analysis defines linear

composites of predictor variables that maximize canonical

correlations with composites of the dummy group membership variables.
Ost

The computational problem for discriminant analysis is to determine

the set of weights that will define the composites, subject to the

restziction of minimum overlap between the groups in terms of their

composite scores. In the too -group discriminant analysis conducted

in the present study the "dummy" criterion variable was a variable

indicating each family's membership in one or the other of the two

groups, high-risk or low-risk.

The family variables used in the discriminant analysis, along

with their descriptive statistics, are presented in Table 6.

Correlations among family variables are given in Tables 7 and 8.

These 22 family process and 12 status /situational variables were

selected for study based on the hypothesis that they reflected the

quality of the family environment as it related to children's

intellectual, academic, and affective development. In other words.,

scores on family variables that represented positive environmental
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Table 6

Means and Standard Deviations for 22 Family Process and
12 Status/Situational Variables (N-76)

Variable Name

.1. Quality of the home learning processes

2. Verbal skills of primary caregiver

3. Reading skills of primary caregiver

4. Cognitive problem-solving skills of primary
caregiver: Irror score

5.\ Mognitive problem - solving skills. of primary
caregiver:. Latency score

6. 4titudos toward child rearing and education

7. Achievilent orientation

8. Intellectual-cultural orientation

9. Verbal problem-solving skills or primary
caregiver: Discipline

10. Harmony and quality of parenting

11. Locus of control of primary caregiver

12. Anxiety of primary caregiver

13. Depression of primary caregiver

14. Quality of informal social network

15. Cohesion

16. Expressiveness

17. Conflict

18. Independence

19. Active-recreational orientation

20. Moral-raligious emphasis

Mean SD

107.45 10.41

95.66 16.33

61.42 4.74

4.60 3.49

13.42 7.88

36.51 10.72

49.21 10.37

46.46 9.02

2.87 1.52

26.11 3.56

11.09 4.92

2.43 2.41

3.71 3.59

14.49 1.54

57.96 7.90

55.76 11.22

47.63 11.33

46.96 10.69

47.01 10.40

57.78 7.42



21. Organization

22. Control

A. Occupational status

B. Family income

C. Educational ittainment of mother

D. Educational at of father

E. Marital stability of primary caregiver

F. Family health itatns

G. Availability of educational resources in the home

H. Housing density

I. ,Quality of the physical home environment

J. Quality and safety of the residential environment

K. Quality of the residential area

L. Residential stability

198

52.67 8.84

52.22 10.35

32.10 19.24

7.66 2.30

12.47 1.21

12.67 1.50

3.66 1.35

56.25 6.20

6.36 1;55

.86

10.66 2.10

13.95 2.00

9.32 .90

.62 1.18

V.,

fie- .s
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Table 8

Correlations Among 12 Status/Situational Variablei (N -76)

A B E P I K

B

C
'.0

E
F

G

I

K
L

.500**

.306** .225*

i437** .221*

.266** .457**

.093 -.022
-.027 -.088
-;,.050 -.298**
.321**' .499**
.308** .458**

.403** .453**

-.076 -.223*

.495**

.056
-:014
.048

-.150
.190
.204*
.210*

-.011

.101

.145

.074
-.336**
.312**
.275**
.162

.153

-.087
.100

-.252*
.146
.160
.378**

-.487**

-.022
-.052
.229*
.307**
.289**

-.164

-.080
.094

-.030
.073

-.286**

-.132**
'-.330**

-.276**
-.045

.582**

'.317**

-.134
.536**

-.213* -.309**

*2 < .05
**2 < .01
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influences, e.g., high vocabulary and reading scores of the primary

caregiver, suggested a "low-risk" environment. Conversely, scores on

family variables that represented environmental influences of lesser

positive value or potentially negative influences, e.g., low reading

score and high depression score, suggested a "high-risk" environment.

This concept of family risk environments was the basis for initial

assignment of risk status (htigh versus low) to each family: (a)

each family, scores for all process and status /situational variables

were summed to yields total family score; (b) each total family

score was included in determining a total family mean score; (c) this

mean score became the cutoff for initial high-risk aid low-risk group

assignment.[2]

High and low-risk group assignment based on the total family

mean score was the first step in an iterative procedure to obtain the

discriminant function which maximized the difference between the two

family groups.[3] A discriminant analysis was performed between the

two groups, and the variables used in computing the linear

classification function were chosen in a stepwise manner; at each

step the variable that added the most to separation of the groups was

entered into (or the variable that added the least was removed from)

2Missing data for research variables were "plugged" with the mean of
the values present for that variable, a procedure recommended by
Chen and Cohen (1975) as superior to dropping subjects, dropping
ariablea, or working from a missing -data correlation matrix.
-2An "iterative procedure" refers to starting with an initial trial
value, performing a certain operation on it to obtain a second trial
value, and so on uritil a specified degree of accuracy is reached
(Tatsuoka, 1971). In the present study, 100% accuracy of
classification to high- and low-risk groups was sought.

by
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the discriminant function (Jennrich & Sampson, 1981).[4] The first

stepwise discriminant analysis resulted in a classification function

that correctly classified 97.4% of the high-risk families and 94.7%

of the low-risk families. The three families that were misclassified

were reassigned and a second discriminant analysis was performed.

The next stepwise discriminant function applied to the family

data resulted in a weighted linear composite of predictor variables

that more accurately separated the families into high- and low-risk

groups. Figure 4 presents the classification matrix which shows that
40)

approximately 97% of the families were correctly classified as high-

risk (one misclassification) and 100% were correctly classified as

low-risk, with a total of 99% correctly classified. Further

iterations of the family data resulted in the same 1% error rate,

i.e., one misclassified family. Consequently, the iteration was

terminated after the second discriminant analysis since it resulted

in the limits of accuracy to be expected. The means and standard

deviations for the 34 family variables for the high- and low-risk

groups are presented in Table 9.

The stepwise discriminant analysis yielded the results shown in

Table 10. At each step of the analysis, the variable entered

significantly contribUted to the discrimination between the two

groups as indicated by Rao's (1973) approximation to the F statistic
40,

(p < .01).[5] The final eight-variable composite was highly

4 In the present study, no variables were removed in constructing the
post accurate discriminant function.
This is a transformation of Milks' lambda (y4) that can be compared
to the F distribution (Jennrich & Sampson, 1981).
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Figure 4. Classification Matrix for Stepwise Discriminant Function
Analysis of 34 Family Variables froa Tibia 6 (N-76)
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Table 9

Means and Standard Deviations for 22 Family Process and
12 Status/Situational Variables from Table 6 for

High and Low Risk Groups

Variable

Sign Risk Cals39)a Low Risk (nu37)

Mean SD Haan SD

1 106.13 11.31 '108.84 9.37
2b

85.26 15.91 106.62 16.75

3 59.64 6.33 63.30 1.98

4 5.23 3.73 4.35- 3.22

5 12.92 6.82 13.95 8.87

6 34.00 12.00 39.16 9.18
7b

47.54 10.64 50.97 10.0

8 43.38 9.28 49.70 8.75

9 2.82 1.57 2.92 1.46

10 24.54 3.82 27.76 3.27

11 12.51 5.76 9.59 3.83

12 3.05 2.84 1.78 1.86

13 5.00 4.72 2.35 1.70

14 14.01 1.79 15.01 1.24

15 57.13 9.17 58.84 6.29

16 53.23 11.55 58.43 10.88

17 47.90 11.39 47.35 11.27

181' 44.21 12.62 49.86 8.19

19 1' 42.46 11.21 51.81 9.46

20 56.08 8.11 59.57 6.61

211' 51.33 9.33 54.08 8.30

22 53.38 9.17 51.00 11.47

A
b 19.16 12.84 45.74 24.22

6.59 2.76 8.68 1.67

C 12.08 1.22 12.89 1.20

D 12.15 1.80 13.22 1.11

217



E 3.36 1.46 3.97 1.21

F 55.59 7.89 56.95 3.69

V6 6.05 1.45 6.68 1.65

.91 .27 .81 .28

9.77 2.56 11.59 1.46

13.13 2.38 14.81 1.51

X 8.92 1.04 9.73 .73

.74 1.46 .49 .77

aThe single eisclassified family Is included in its
original (high) risk group.

Nariablos that were entered into the stepwisc.
discriminant function analysis.
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Table 10

Summary Table for Stepwise Discriminant Function Analysis
Using 34 Family Process and

SuatusiSituational Variables from Table 6

':.tap Number Variable Entered
F Value
to Enter

Approximate
F-Statistic

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Occupational Status

Activair-Recreational

Orientation

Verbal Skills of
Primary Caregiver

Achievement Orientation

Availability of
Educational Resources

Independence

Quality of the Physical
Home Environment

Organization

36.26

16.54

15.54

12.31

13.10

16.90

5.34

4.47

36.26**

30.21**

29.33**

28.53**

29.33**

32.81**

30.65**

28.75**

Approximate F = 28.751
**2 < .01
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significant (p < .01) in discriminating between the high and low

family risk groups. The canonical correlation between the eight-

variable composite and the risk group criterion variable was .

Analogous to the square of the multiple correlation, the square of

the canonical correlation is the proportion of variance in the

criterion variable that is accounted for by the predictor composite.

Thus, in the present sample, 77% of the variance in group membership

(high-risk versus low-risk) was accounted for by the weighted linear

composite.

If groups have been selected in such a way that there are

meaningful a priori differeuJes between them, then their relative

positions in the discriminant composite may also aid in the

interpretation (Thorndike, 1978). A histogram of composite scores

(as a canonical variable) for all families shows that the high-risk

group (H) was well differentiated from the low-risk group (L) (Figure

5).

Table 11 presents the means and standard deviations fo. the

eight composite variables for the high- and low-risk groups. For

each variable, higher scores reflected family conditions and

processes hypothesized to be of greater positive value; lower scores

reflected conditions and processes of lesser positive value or

potentially negative influences. Specifically, lower occupational

status, lesser quality of the physical home environment, and fewer

educational resources in the home characterized conditions in high-

risk families. Reduced emphasis on certain family processes also

characterized high-risk families: the extent to which family members
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Table 11

Means and Standard Deviations for 8 Family Process and
Status/Situational Variables for High and Low Risk Groups

High Risk (a=39) Low Risk (n37)
Mean SD Mean SD .

Occupational Status

Active-Recreational
Orientation

Verbal Skills of
Primary Caregiver

Achievement Orientation

Availability of
Educational Resources

Independence

Quality of the Physical
Home Environment

Organization

19.16

42.46

85:26

47.54

6.05

44.21

9.77

51.33

12.84

11.21

15.91

10.64

1.45

12.62

2.56

9.33

45.74

51.81

106.62-

50.96

6.68

49.86

11.59

54.08

24.22

9.46

16.76

10.08

1.65

8.19

1.46

8.30

222
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were encouraged to be self-sufficient; the extent to which the family

participated in various recreational activities; the extent to which

families cast activities in an achievement-oriented or competitive

framework; and the importance placed on structuring family activities

and the clarity of family rules and responsibilities. In addition,

the quality of the language environment, represented by the verbal

skills of the primary caregiver, appeared to be lower in high-risk as

compared to low-risk families.

Closer examination revealed which of the eight composite

variables contributed most to the discriminant function for each risk

group. Table 12 presents the high- and low-risk group classification

functions or combining weights for each of the composite

variables.[6] However, because these weights were applied to the

predictor variables in raw score scales, they were affected by the

particular units used for each variable. The spurious effects of

units on the magnitude of combining weights were eliminated by

comparing the weights that would be applied to the predictor

variables in standardized form, also given in Table 12. In this

form, the relative contribution of the pre( ....tor variable to the

discriminant function may be gauged by the magnitude of the

variable!s standardized weight in comparison to the-standardized

weights of other predictor variables of the composite (Tatsuoka,

1971; Timm, 1975).

6The classification functions or combining weights could be used to
classify new families into either the high- and low-risk group; the
family would be assigned to the group with the largest value of the
classification function.



Table 12

Combining and Standardized Weights for
Discriminant Function Variables-by Risk Group

Variable

Group

_ High Risk Low Risk
Coibining
Weight

Standardized
Weight

-Combining
Weight

Standardized
Weight

Occupational Status

Active-Recreational
Orientation

Verbal Skills of
Primary Caregiver

Acbievement Orientation

Availability of
Educational Resources

Independence

Quality of the Physical
Some Environment

Organization

CONSTANT

.389

1.305

.786

1.152

8.605

1.299

4.040

1,236

-199.227

4.99

14.63

12.51

12.26

12.48

16.39

10.34

11.53

.525

1.566

.923

1.357

10.124

1.521

4.652

1.367

-272.697

12.72

14.81

15.47

13.68

16.70

12.47

6.79

11.34

224
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Review of the standardized discriminant weights revealed that
.Mm

the relative importance of each variable in the discriminant function

was different for each group. For the low-risk group, Availability

of Educational Resources contributed the largest weight, followed by

Verbal Skills of the Primary Caregiver, Active-Recreational

Orientation, and Achievement Orientation. Occupational Status;

Independence, Organization, and Quality of the Physical Home

Environment further contributed to the low-risk classification

function, in descending order of importance. For the high-risk

group, Independence contributed the largest weight, followed by

Active-Recreational Orientation, Verbal Skills of the Primary

Caregiver, and Availability of Educational Resources. Achievement

Orientation, Organization, Quality of the Physical Home Environment,

and Occupational Status further contributed to the high-risk

classification function, in descending order of importance.

In aummury, a stepwise discriminant function analysis of 34

family variables resulted in a significant and highly accurate

separation of families into high and low-risk groups. The

discriminant function was composed of eight predictor variables, each

of which significantly contributed to the discrimination between

groups. The final composite, represented as a canonical variable,

accounted for 77% of the yeriatioe in group membership. Further

examination of the classification functions for each risk group

indicated differences in the relative importance of each composite

variable in characterizing high-risk or low-,.isx status.
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Multivariate Analysis of Variance

Step two in the teat of Hypothesis 1 was to examine the

independent and interactive effects of family risk status and age on

the performance of school-age children across a number of performance

measures. A two -way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) with

eight dependent variables was conducted, using high or low family

risk group membership (status) and child's chronological age (cohort

membership, omitting the preschool/kindergarten cohort) as the

independent variables, and a subset of child performance measures as

the dependent variables (see Figure 3). The subset of eight child

performance variables selected from those measures listed in Table 7

included (a) intellectual functioning-verbal, (b) intellectual

functioning-performance, (c) reading achievement grade discrepancy,

(a) mathematics achievement grade discrepancy, (e) self-acceptance,

(f) locus of control (g) cognitive problem-solving: error score, and

(h) social competency. Intellectual functioning-full scale and

receptive vocabulary measures were omitted due to their general

redundancy, i.e., high correlations with the intellectual

functioning-verbal and performance measures. Reading and mathematics

achievement grade scores were also omitted due to obvious

maturational influences and general redundancy with achievement

discrepancy scores, the latter scores providing a more accurate

assessment of children's achievement relative to normal expectancy

for chronological age. The final subset of performance measures was

representative of general domains of child functioning. The
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correlations between all performance variables for Cohorts 2, 3, and

4 are presented in Table 13.

The two grouping factors, family risk status, defined by the

discriminant function analysis, and child's chronological age,

defined by membership in the appropriate age cohort, resulted in the

cell sizes shown in Figure 6. Descriptive statistics for each

performance variable for high- and low-risk groups by cohort are

shown in Table 14. A MANOVA was applied to these data to test the

main effects of Factor 1: family risk status (high versus low) and

Factor 2: chronological age, and their interaction. A Hotelling's

T2 was computed to test the main effect for Factor 1: family risk

status, since this analysis required a multivariate test of the mean

differences in only two levels of the factor when averaged over the

three levels of Factor 2: chronological age (Davidson & Toporek,

1981). The hypothesis of no Factor 1 effects was rejected, with F =

21.76 > F
8,147

(.05) = 2.02. These results suggested that family risk

status, characterized by the eight-variable composite, affected the

performance of school age children across a subset of intellectual,

academic, and affective measures. Results indicated that on each

measure, children from high-risk families exhibited lower levels of

performance as compared to children from low-risk families. To test

the main effect for Factor 2: chronological age, Wilke lambda

likelihood ratio statistic was computed. Using Rao's (1973)

approximation, F = 8.80 > F16,294(.05) = 1.75, and the hypothesis of

no Factor 2 effects was rejected. These results suggested that

children's performance across measures was also affected by their

227



Table 13

Correlations Ietween Child Performance Variables:for Cohorts 2, 3, and 4

Cohort 2 (n054) VIQ FI FSIQ PPVTR SLFAC MFFTE RDCR IDDIS MACH MADIS LOC

!IQ .496
FSIQ .529 .849
PIM= .615 .210 .501
SLFAC .248 .401 .371 -.025
MFFTE -.272 -.302 -.321 -.069 -.342
&OCR .161 -.025 .117 .006 .195 -.322
RODIS .61.6 .382 .592 .214 .200 -.116 .186
MAGI .482 .30$ .446 .234 .291 -.537 .398 .537
MADIS .613 .514 .652 .280 .309 -.200 .170 .803 .727
LOC ..102 -.081 .117 -.229 .056 -.302 -.222 -.395 -.317

50015' .63$ .548 .690 .344 .403 -.400 .185 .587 .485 .662 -.150

Cohort 3 fne64) VIQ Pig FSIQ MT& SLFAC MITE RDCR RDDIS Mera MADIS LOC

PIQ
FSIQ
!MR

.583

.f9os

.663
.864
.508 .651

SLFAC .299 .239 .306 .349
SITU -.523 -.640 -.644 -.337 -.102
RDCR .612 .365 .562 .447 .129 - .385

RDDIS .718 .395 .647 .543 .315 -.291 ,773
MACK .732 .474 685 .572 .219 -.460 .635 .600
HADES .814 .540 .766 .686 .329 -.430 .552 .712 .854
LOC -.203 -.404 -.331 -.267 .119 .4.352 -.415 -.539 -.492

SOCHF .406 .330 .411 .389 .423 -.345 .354 .427 .541 .529 -.327

Cohort 4 (m442) VIQ PIQ' FSIQ PPM SLFAC KFTTE RDCR RDD1S MACk MADIS LOC

PIC .663

FSIQ .934 .883
PPVTR .875 .562 .809
SLFAC -.047 .058 -.062 .058
mprrE -.361 -.274 -.345 -.337 -.102
RDCR .787 .574 .756 .826 .127 -.481,
ADDIS .847 .534 .773 .837 .134 -.450 .914

MACR .726 .640 .744 .543 -.060 -.408 .638 .607
MADIS .845 .653 .823 .699 -.081 -.346 .645 .775 .828
LOC -.438 -.226 -.371 -.474 -.250 .402 -.450 -.440 -.339 -.342

SOCHI' .537 .383 .503 .482 .130 -.385 .519 .543 .442 .505 -.231

Note. The key

VIQ
PIC -

FSIQ
FPVTI
SLFAC
MFFTE
RDCR
RDOIS
MCI me
HADIS -
LOC 4

SOCMP 4

to the performance variables is as follow:

Intellectual functioning-verbal
Intellectual functioning-performance
Intellectual functioning-full scale
Receptive vocabulary
Self acceptance
Cognitive problem *caving: error score
Reading achievement grads score
Reading achievement grade discrepancy score
Mathematics achimvement grade score
Mathematics achievement grade discrepancy score
Locus of (Namtrol

Social competency

2 i 5
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Note. Ages for each cohort are for years and months. Cohort 1
(not shown here) resulted in cell adzes of 12 (high risk)
and 10 (low risk).

Figure 6. Cell Sizes Resulting from Family Risk Group and
Cohort Membership Grouping Factors



Table 14

Descriptive Statistics for Child Perforasvca Variables
for Cohorts 2. 3. aad 4 by Risk Group

Coaort 2 Hisao su

Nigh Risk (K+30) 96.37 13.17
PIQ 101-10 14.02

SIJAC 50.03 11,30
1.13 + .51

ADDIS -.88 1.11
KAM -.45 1.05
LOC 19.73 3.89

SOCHP 129.80 31.50

Low Risk (4424) VIQ 103.30 13.73
PIQ 104.20 13.04

SLYAC 54.29 5.72
mint .91 .47

ADDIS .41 2.11
WADIS .10 1.22
LOC 19.71 4.67
SOW 159.60 34.04

Cohort 3 Kam SD

High Usk (834) VIQ 90.12 15.35
PIQ 94.85 13.79
SLYAC 49.94 9.29
WPFrE .86 .51

ADDIS -1.64 2.16
WADIS -1.15 1.70
LOC 15.65 4.85

SOCHP 134.70 32.30

Low Risk (W'.30) VIQ 101.70 15.91
PIQ 103.90 12.07

SLFAC 54.17 7.11

min= .46 .32

ADDIS .01 3.18

HAD'S .31 2.12
LOC 14.40 6.34

SOCK? 158.20 36.26

Collor t 4 Hasa SD

High Risk (W 23) VIQ 91.43 18.71
PIQ 94.04 14.17
SLPAC 48.96 8.10
WITA .59 .47

ADDIS -2.63 3.87
KIWIS -2.30 4.02
LOC 13.91 4.94

50CHY 144.90 34.66

Lao Risk (4619) VIQ 93.00 20.01
PIQ 98.63 13.11

SLPAC 49.47 6,21

'WM .60 3.00
ADDIS -1.75 3.78
HADIS -2.44 3.14
LOC 13.79 6.12

SOCNP 149.50 41.96
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chronological age at the time of testing, although the direction of

the effects for age were varied. Declines in performance were

observed for children with increasing age on measures of intellectual
re

functioning and academic achievement, while other measures revealed

increases in competency with increasing age (e.g., cognitive problem-

solving and locus of control). Still other measures showed little

change with age (e.g., self-acceptance and social competency).

The test of the interaction of Factor 1: family risk status and

Factor 2: chronological age resulted in F 70 < F
16,294

(.05)

1.75, and the hypothesis of no interaction effects was not rejected.

In other words, the conditions and processes of the family,

characterized as either high-risk or low-risk, and the child's

chronological age did not act upon one another to influence the

child's measured performance. Therefore, it was concluded that both

family risk and chronological age affected the performance of

children across the eight measures, and they did so in an additive

manner.

The nature of the effects of Factor 1: family risk status was

examined in order to further explore the problem presented in the

substantive hypothesis: What is the effect of family risk status on

the performance of children of different ages on each measure? To

answer this question, the Bonferroni method of multiple comparisons

was employed because of its applicability for making comparisons

involving the individual means in a two-way multivariate design

(Johnson & Wichern, 1982; Timm, 1975). To adjust for the multiple

comparison of all pairs of means, the Bonferroni test value is the
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simultaneous significant p value of comparisons of all pairs of

means. When applied to the pairwise comparisons among group means in

the family risk status X age design, to be significant at the .05

level the p value had to be less than .003 (Dixon, 1981).

Results of the Bonferroni t tests for pairwise comparisons among.

high-riak (HR) and low -risk (LR) group means within cohorts is

presented in Table 15. Two pairwise comparisons were statistically

significant. For the measure of social competency (SOON?), the mean

for Cohort 2 - HR was significantly below the mean for Cohort 2 - LR

(Bonferroni p < .003). A significant mean difference was also

obtained between Cohort 3 - HR and Cohort 3 - LR for the measure of

cognitive problem-solving: error score (HYFTE) (Bonferroni p <

.0006). The mean performance of Cohort 3 - HR children was

significantly below (i.e., more errors) the mean performance of

children in Cohort 3 - LR. Thus, these results indicated that high-

risk children 6 to 10 years of age exhibited a lower level of social

competency than their low-risk age peers. Kigh risk children 10 to

13 years of age were less adept at sollng cognitive problem-solving

tasks than thei: low-risk age peers.

Table 16 presents the pairwise comparisons among high-risk (HR)

and low-risk (LR) group means across cohorts, again using the

Bonferroni test. The mean performance of children ie Cohort 2 - HR

reflected significantly fewer cognitive problem-solving skills

(KFFTE), a lower level of social competence (SOCMP), and a more

external locus of control (LOC) than children in Cohort 3 - LR

(Bonferroni p < .003). Performance means for Cohort - HR were also
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Table 15

Pairwise Comparisons Among High Risk (HR)
and Low Risk (14 Group Mesas Within Cohorts:

Bonferroni Test

Variable

Pairwise Comparisons : t-values
a

Cohort 2-HR Cohort 3-HR
Cohort 2-LR Cohort 3-LR

Cohort 4-HR
'Cohort 4-LR

VIQ -1.59 -2.89 -.32

PIG -1.81 -2.50 -.80

SLFAC -1.81 -1.96 -.19

MITE 1.75 3.52** -.09

RDDIS --1.71 -2.40 -1.03

MADIS -.96 -2.52 .18

LOC .02 .97. . 08

SOCK? -3.14* -2.70 -.43

aPooied variance t-values

*Bonierroni p < .00333
**Bonferroni p < .00067

233

220



Table 16

Pairwise Comparisons Among High Risk (HR) and Low Risk (LR) Group Means
Across Cohorts: Bonferroni Teat

Variable

Pairwime Comparisons : tl-values
a

Cohort 3-HR Cohort 4 -HR

Cohort 4 -LR Cohort 2 -LR
Cohort 4 -HR

Cohort 3 -LR

Fohort 2 -HR
Cohort 3 -LR

Cohort 2 -HR Cohort 3-HR
Cohort 4-LR Cohort 2-LR

VIQ -1.29 .72 3.10* -.63 2.55 2.32

PIQ -.77 .57 3.46* -.91 3.12* 2.21

SLFAC -1.86 .22 1.89 .19 2.12 2.18

MFFTE 5.76*** 4.03** .48 2.00 2.50 -1.00

ROMS -1.25 1.07 2.80 .13 3.78** 3.45*

HAMS -1.27 2.93 2.12 1.94 3.65** 4.08**

LOC 4.01** 3.93** 2.96 1.26 3.85** .34

SOCHI' -3.17* -1.93 2.69 -1.49 1.45 1.38

aPooled variance t-values

*Bonferroni p < .00333
**Bonferroni p < .00067
***Bonferroni p < .00006
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significantly below Cohort 4 - LR means for cognitive problem-solving

skills (MFFTE) and locus of control (LOC) (Bonferroni p < .0006).

However, the mean performance of Cohort 2 - LB children was

significantly better when compared to the mean performance of Cohort

3 - HR children on measures of intellectual functioning-verbal (VIQ)

and intellectual functioning-performance (PIQ) (Bonferroni p < .003).

Similarly, Cohort 2 - LE children significantly outperformed Cohort 4
46

HR children on measures of intellectual functioning-performance

(PIQ), reading achievement grade discrepancy ( RDDIS), mathematics

achievement grade discrepancy (MADIS), and locus of control (LOC)

(Bonferroni p < .003). Table 16 also shows that the mean performance

of Cohort 4 - HR children was significantly below the performance of

Cohort 3 LR children on the two academic achievement grade

discrepancy scores (RDDIS, MADIS) (Bonferroni p < .003). The mean

performance of Cohort 3 - HR and Cohort 4 - LE children was similar

and revealed no significant differences. Taken together, results of

the pairvise comparisons across cohorts indicated higher levels of

intellectual and affective functioning for older, low-risk children

as compared to younger, high-risk children. These differences were

consistent with the MANOVA findings supporting the main effects for

risk status and age. More important in the study of comparisons was

the general finding that older, high risk children perforwed

significantly below younger, low-risk children on measures of

intellectuel functioning, academic achievement, and locus of control.
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To summarise, results of the two-way MANOVA indicated that both

family risk level and chronological age affected the performance of

children across a variety of intellectual, academic, and-affective

measures. High risk children exhibited significantly lower levels of

performance than low-risk children across measures. No interaction

effects were evident. The nature of the effects of family risk

status at different ages on each measure was investigated by

performing multiple Oirvise comparisons within and across cohorts.

Results rexealed.significant 4ifferencoo both within and across

cohorts, suggesting that on name performance measures, high-risk

children were less competent than their low-risk age peers. The

results also suggested that younger children from low-risk families

outperformed older children from high risk families on measures of

intellectual, academic, and affective functioning.

Hotelling's T2

The preschool/kindergarten cohort (Cohort 1) was analyzed

separately due to nonequivalent performance measures for younger

children. Hotelling's T2 statistic was used in the two-sample

multivariate test of the difference between the means of the high and

low risk groups. A subset of five child performance variables was

selected from those measures listed in Table 5 and included (a)

intellectual functioning-verbal, (b) intellectual functioning-

performance, (c) receptive vocabulary, (d) cognitive problem-solving:

error score, and (e) academic readiness. Intellectual functioning-

full scale was omitted due to its redundancy with intellectual

236
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functioning-verbal and intellectual functioning-performance measures.

Social competency was also omitted from the analysis due to a high

proportion of missing observations (27%), along with the measure of

self-acceptance due to problems in completion by the younger

children. With the exception of social Competency, the remaining

five-variable subset was representative of general domains of

preschool/kindergarten child functioning. The correlations between

all performance variables for Cohort i are presented in Table 17.

Descriptive statistics for all eight performance variables for

the high- and low -risk groups are presented in Table 18. Hotelling's

two-sample T2 test was conducted using the five-variable subset.

With F 2.54 < F
5,16

(.05) 2.85, the hypothesis of equal means wad

not rejected,- suggesting, that family risk status did not affect the

performance of the younger children across the subset of intellectual

and preacademic performance ,measures.

The Bonferroni method of multiple comparisons was used to

examine the individual means (Timm, 1975). After adjustment for the

multiple comparison of all pairs of means, the simultaneous

signifit-nt p value at the .05 level remained .05. Two pairwise

comparisons were statistically significant. For the measure of

intellectual functioning-performance (PIQ), the mean for the high-

risk group was significantly below the mean for the low-risk group

(Bonferroni p < .01). A significant mean difference was also

obtained for the measure of cognitive problem-solving: error score

(KRISPE). The mean performance of the high-risk group was



Table 17

Correlations Betesen Performance Variables for Cohort 1 (No22).

Variable VIQ PIQ FSIQ PPVTR SLFAC RRISPE PSI

PIQ

.FSIQ

PPVTR

SLFAC

BRISPE

PSI

SOCMP
a

.719

.941

.526

.226

-.131

.593

.547

.910

.435

.230

-.319

.496

.339

.524

.249

-.235

.595

.496

. 375

-.250

. 442

.315

.124

.263 .-.198

.3 -.227 .841

=is
Note. Key to performance measures is as follows:

VIQ m Intellectual Functioning - Verbal
m Intellectual Functioning -.Performance

FSIQ ,m Intellectual Functioning - Full Scale
PPVTR.'m Receptive Vocabulary
SLFAC - SeltAcceptance !

XRISPE m Cognitive.Proble4olving:
PSI Academic Readiness.

SOCMP - Social Competency

Error Score

aSix children were-aiiiigned the mean value of 63 for social
competency due to missing data.
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Table 18

Descriptive Statistics for Cohort 1 by Risk Group

Variable

Group

High Risk Lne.122 Low Risk /ns!10),

Mean SD Haan SD

v1Q5 91.42 15.35 104.50 17.10,

93.08 14.76 111.00 12.33

FSIQ 91.75 14.77 108.30 15.29

PPVTR
s

83.83 17.11 95.40 30.09

SLFAC 50.75 4.96 50.90 6.01

KRISPE
a

1.82 .75 1.09 .54

PSI' 77.50 22.22 90.90 8.84

S00101/ 58.08 29.45 69.40 17.49

'Variables included in the Notelling's T
2

test.

bThree children in each group were assigned the mean
value of 63 far social competency due to missing
data.

239
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significantly below (i.e., more errors) the mean performance of the

low-risk group (Bonferroni p < .05).

In summary, results of the Hotelling's T2 test for Cohort 1

high- and low-rink multivariate comparison of means did not lead to

rejection of the hypothesis of equal means. However, multiple

pairwise comparisons of individual means revealed significant

differences between risk groups on measures of intellectual

functioning-performance and cognitive problem-solving skills: error

score. The high-riak group performed significantly below the low-

risk group on these measures, suggesting perhaps that for this set of

data, the significant comparisons did not involve some linear

combination of the elements of the vector p(Timm, 1975).

Summary

A series of multivariate analyses was performed to test the

hypothesis that family risk status, qualitatively assigned on the

basis of a measured, quantitative dimension, differentiated the

performance of children of different ages on measuea of cognitive

functioning, academic achievement, and affective development. In the

first of these analyses, separation of families into high- and low-
\

risk groups was accomplished through use of a sepiiise discriminant

function analysis and resulted in an eight-variable composite which

maximally discriminated between the groups. This composite was made

up of both family process and status/situational variables and

accounted.for 77% of the variance in high- or low-risk group

J

membership.

240
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In'' the second analysis, a two-way MANOVA was employed to test

the effects of family risk status (high versus low) and chronological

age on the performance of children across a subset of measures.

Results of the MANOVA indicated significant main effects for family

risk status and age, with no interaction effects. Results indicated

that children from high-risk families performed significantly below

children from low-risk families across measures. The nature of the

effects of family risk statue was explored through the Bonferroni

method of multiple paimise comparisons. Results indicated that

high-risk children performed significantly below their low risk age

peers and younger, low-risk children on a number of performance

measures.

The last of the analyses of Hypothesis 1 examined the effects of

family risk status on the performance of preschool/kindergarten

children. Although the multivariate test of the means of the two

groups was not significant, multiple pairwiss comparisons of the

individual means revealed two significant performance differences.

High risk children exhibited lower levels of performance than low-

risk children on measures of cognitive problem-solving and

intellectual functioning-performance.

Hnotheeia 2

Features of the physical, social, and psychological family
environment that contribute to the general risk status are
differentially related to decrements in child performance
measures of cognitive functioning, academic achievement,
and affective development with increasing age.
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A three-step'procedure was usedlo test Hypothesis 2. In step

one, Retelling's T2 statistic was used to test the significance of

children's performanoe differences on mestSures that revealed lower

mean performance from ages 6 years, 7 mont (Cohort 2) to ages 10

years, 0 months (Cohort 4).[7) In step two, c id performance

measures showing significant declines and the e ht family variables

that differentiated high and low-risk groups were pplied to a

multivariate linear regression model. In step threS, the

multivariate regression equations resulting from separate analyses of

Cohort 2 and Cohort 4 were examined for differences. A detailed

discussion of each of these analyses is presented below.

Hotelling's T2

The performance variables showing lower mean values from ages

6-10 years (Cohort 2) to ages 14-19 years (Cohort 4) are presented in

Table 19. Hotelling's two sample T2 test was conducted and the

difference between the younger (Cohort 2) and older (Cohort 4)

children's group means using all seven variables was highly

significant (p < .01; F s 22.81 > F7,88(.01) 2.95). Analysis of

the differences on single performance variables revealed five

variables that were significantly different (p < .05): (a)

intellectual functioning-verbal, (b) intellectual functioning-

performance, (c) intellectual functioning-full scale, (d) reading

achievement grade discrepancy, and (e) mathematics achievement grade

7 In this and subsequent analyses, children and families were included
for analysis based on cohort membership, regardless of risk status

used in the tests of Hypothesis 1.
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Table 19

Descriptive Statistics and Teets of Significance for
Child Performance Variables Revealing Performance Declines
from Ages 6-10 Years (Cohort 2) t2 14-19 Years (Cohort 4):

Botelling's T4 Test

Variable
Cohort (Nig54), Cohort 4 Otia

t-valuesMean SD Mean SD

VIQ 99.46 13.74 92.14 19.08 2.18*

?IQ 104.26 13.94 96.67 16.00 2.48*

FSIQ 101.76 13.23 93.86 17.55 2.52*

PPVTR 100.39 16.62 95.95 20.74 1.16

SLFAC 51.93 9.42 49.19 8.05 1.50

RDDISb -.31 1.74 -2.23 3.81 3.30**

M&DISb -.18 1.16 -2.36 3.61 4.19**

spooled variance t values.
b
Reading and mathematics discrepancy scores reflect increased
performanee.deficits, i.e., the larger the score the greater
the decline in,perfo;mance.

A .05
< .01
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discrepancy. In other words, on measures of intellectual functioning

and academic achievement grade discrepancy, older children performed

significantly below younger children in the present sample of

families. Measures of receptive vocabulary and self-acceptance,

although showing declines, were not statistically significant.

Multivariate Regression Analysis

The variables of significance identified through Hotelling's T2

test formed the subset of dependent variables used in testing the

multiyariate linear regression model with one exception.

7
Into eOtual functioning-full scale was omitted from the analysis due

to i4 high redundancy vi ,.h verbal and performance measures (VIQ and

PIQ cbrieelations with FSIQ la .93 and .88, respectively). The

indepl4ident variables were those family risk variables identified

th /ugh the discriminant function analysis in the test of Hypothesis

1 as significantly contributing to the linear composite that

discriminated the two family risk groups. These eight variables

included: (a) Occupational Status (OUST), (b) Active-Recreational

Orientation (ACTRCO), (c) Verbal Skills of Primary Caregiver (VRBSK),

(d) Achievement Orientation (ACHVO), (e) Availability of Educational

Resources (AEDR), (f) Independence (INDP), (g) Quality of the

Physical Home Environment (QPHE), and (h) Organization (ORGNZ). A

raultivariate regreosion analyt_s was conducted separately for Cohort

2 and Cohort 4 using the set of eight family risk variables and the

subset of four child performance variables.
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Cohort 2. Correlations among the family risk variables, and the

correlations of the risk variables with child performance variables

are given in Table 20. The low correlations among the set of

independent variables ( .394) minimized the problems created by

multicollinearity that make it difficult to detect the significant

regression coefficients (Johnson & Vichern, 1982). Table 21 pnesents

the squared multiple correlation of each child performance variable

with the family risk variables and the testa of significance for the

resulting multiple regression equations. The joint test *f no linear

relationship between the set of family risk variables and each child

performance variable was rejected for two performance variables (F

(8,45)
(.05) 2.18). The set of risk variables significantly

predicted children's reading achievement grade discrepancy score (p <

.01; F 3.37) and mathematics achievement grade discrepancy score (p

< .05; F 2.26). Family risk variables accounted for 38% and 29% of

the variance in reading and mathematics achievement grade discrepancy

scores, respectively.

The contribution of each family risk variable to the variance in

reading and mathematics achievement grade discrepancy scores was

examined by using Cohen and Cohen's (1975) generalization of

Fischer's protected t test. According to this procedure, if the F

for a given set is significant, the individual independent variables

which make up the set are each tested for significance at by means

of a standard t teat. The partial contribution of each independent

variable is t-tested by examining the significance of the regression

coefficients. With this procedure, the t tests are protected from



Table 20
A

Correlations Among the 8 Family Risk Variables and Correlations of the Risk
Variables with 4 Child Performance Variables for Cohort 2 (N54)

OCPST ACTICO OMSK ACIIVO AMR 1NDP QPHE 014E412

ACTRCO .079

VkBSK .394 -.147

ACHVO .038 .084 -.023

AEDR .135 -.233 .222 -.181

INDP .063 .274 .121 -.246 -.068

QPNS .287 .051 .104 -.048 .157 -.140

ORCN2 .056 .198 -.302 .197 -.006 -.096 .020

VIQ .153 -.101 -.420 .061 .305 .106 .11S -.008

PIQ .231 -.081 .069 -.020 .253 .073 .304 -.015

RDDIS .220 -.077 .349 * -.112 .515 .140 .210 -.168

NADIS .193 -.112 .236 .072 .371 .177 .162 -.153

Note. Key to the variables is as follows:

OCPST Occupational Status
ACTRCO Active-Recreational Orientation
VW. SK Verbal Skills of Primary Caregiver
ACHVO Achievement Orientation
AEDR Availability of Educational Resources
INDP Independence

QPHE Quality of the Physical Environment
OR= Organization
VIQ Intellectual Functioning Verbal
P1Q intaliectoal Functioning - PeYfOrbAti4e

RDDIS Roadimg Achievement Grade Discrepancy Score
HADIS Mathematfes Achievement Grade Discrepancy

Score

24C
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Table 21

Squared Multiple CorrelatiGn of Each
Child Performance Variable with 8 Family Risk Variables

and Tests of Significance for Cohort 2 (N054)

Variable

Squared
Multiple

Correlation F Statistic

VIQ

PIQ

RDDIS

MADTS

.268

.189

.375

.287

2.06

1.31

3.37**

2.26*

.05
**2 c .01
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large experimentwise Type I error by the requirement that the

preliminary F test must meet the a criterion (Cohen & Cohen, 1975).

Table 22 gives the raw and standardized regression coefficients

for predicting for Cohort 2 the two child performance variables

meeting the a(.05) criterion. For each dependent variable, the t

statistic for the regression coefficient represents the significance

of that independent variable given the other independent variables.

The family risk variable, Availability of Educational Resources in

the Home, significantly contributed toRDDIS and MADIS (p < .01).

The risk variable, Independence, also significantly contributed to

the predictability of MADIS (p < .05).

Cohort 4. Table 23 presents the correlations among family risk

variables, and the correlations of the risk variables with child

performance variables for Cohort 4. Among the set of independent

variables, the correlations were generally low (- .416), with the

exception of Occupational Status and Verbal Skills of the Primary

Caregiver where the correlation was .528. It is noteworthy that the

relationship between OCPST and VRBSK was also evident in Cohort 2,

where .394 was the highest correlation among the set of independent

variables.

Multivariate regression analysis of the family risk and child

performance variables for Cohort 4 yielded the results given in Table

24. The joint test of no linear relationship between the set of

family risk variables and each child performance variable was

rejected for all four performance variables (F(7,34)(.05) 2.33).

The set of risk variables significantly predicted children's
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Table 22

Raw and Standardized Regression Coefficients for Predicting
2 Child Perforiance Variables from Family Risk Variables

and Tests of Significance for Cohort 2 (N054)

Risk
Variable

RDDIS MADIS
Standard t -value Raw Standard t -value

OCPST .004 .048 .35 .004 .087 .60

ACTRCO .003 .022 .17 -.010 -.108 -.76

VRBSK .017 .159 1.12 .001 .001 .07

ACHVO .008 .043 .34 .030 .255 1.86

AEDR .558 .475 3.71** .285 .375 2.74**

INDP .025 .162 1.21 .030 -292 2.05*

WME .104 .131 1.03 .071 .139 1.02

ORGNZ -.024 -.120 -.91 -.020 -.155 -1.11

Intercept -7.029 -3.937 -2.45* -4.193 -3.618 -2.11*

UMW

Note. The' standardized regression coefficients are the raw coefficients
divided by the standard deviations of the dependent variables and
rdtiplied by the standard deviations of the independent vari-
ables.

is < .05
**2 < .01
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Correlations Among the 8 Family. Risk Variables and Correlation. of the Risk
Variables with 4 Child Performance Variables for Cohort 4 (N42)

1111=11111PM
OCPST ACTRCO VRRSK ACHVO AIDA INDP QPHE OF.GRZ

ACTRCO

VRBSK

ACUVO

AEDR

INDP

QPHE

ORON2.

.027

.528

-.388

-.312

.156

.243

.049

-.022

.286

.025

-.221

.218

-.021

-.345

-.193

.227

.416

-.318

.404

-.268

-.086

.171

-.171

.051

.048

-.276

-.112 -.072

...... ammo ais.m ...00.minnlIwyba.10.1.40M ....a..11410111141Malgum ..........mreetgormrawrema

VIQ .463 -.388 .562 -.633 -.147 .043 .277 -.140

PIQ .394 -.274 .454 -.369 .039 .047 .111 -.302

RDDIS .466 -.258 .570 -.464 -.227 .047 .356 -.253

MADIS .416 -.356 .614 -.639 -.181 .056 .220 -.283

111111111111111

Key to the variables is as follows:

QCPST Occupational Status
ACTRCO Active - Recreational Orientation
VRBSK Verbal Skills of Primary Caregiver
ACHVO Achievement Orientation
AEDR Availability of Educational Resources
INDP Independence

QPHE Quality of the Physical Environment
OW= Organization
VIQ Intellectual Functioning - Verbal
PIQ Intellectual Functioning - Performance

ADDIS Reading Achievement Grade Discrepancy Score
MADIS Mathematics Achievement Grade Discrepancy

Score
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Table 24

Squared Multiple Correlation of Each
Child Performance Variable with 8 Family Risk Variables

and Tests of Significance for Cohort 4 (N"42)

Squared
Multiple

Variable Correlation F Statistic

VIQ .680 8.77**

PIQ .461 3.52**

RDDIS .528 4.61**

MADIS .719 10.56**

*E < .05
**2 < .01

0

0
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intellectual functioning- verbal (p < .01; F = 8.77); intellectual

functioning-performance (p < .01; F = 3.52); reading achievement

grade discrepancy score (p < .01; F = 4.61); and mathematics

achievement grade discrepancy score (p < .01; F is 10.56). The set of

family risk variables significantly predicted children's intellectual

functioning- verbal (p < .01; F 8.77); intellectual functioning-

performance (p < .01; F - 3.52); reading achievement grade

discrepancy score (p < .01; F = 4.61); and mathematics achievement

grade discrepancy score (p < .01; P - 10.56). Family risk variables

accounted for 68% and 46% of the variance in intellectual

functioning-verbal and intellectual functioning-performance,

respectively. This same set of risk variables accounted for 53% and

72% of the variance in reading and mathematics grade discrepancy

scores, respectively.

According to Fischer's protected t test procedures, all four

performance variables met the a(.05) criterion and t tests were

performed. The specific contributions of each family risk variable

to the predictability of each child performance variable for Cohort 4

is shown in Table 25. Four risk variables significantly contributed

to the predictability of VIQ: Active-Recreational Orientation (p <

.01), Verbal Skills of the Primary Caregiver (p < .01), Achievement

Orientation (p < .01), and Independence (p < .05). The same four

risk variables significantly contributed to the predictability of

MADIS (all variables, p < .01). For FIQ, Occupational Status was a

significantly contributing risk variable (p < .05). The risk

252



Table 25

kaw and Standardised &egression Coefficients for Predicting 4 Child Performance Variables
frogs Finally Risk Variables and Tests of Significance for Gabon 4 (11042)

Mak
Vsrlable

kDOIS RAMIS
Raw Standard t-value Raw Standard t-valor Raw Standard t-value Raw Standard t-value

OCPST .128 .157 1.22 .230 .336 2.00* .057 .226 1.44 .011 .074 .61

ACTRCO -.557 -.313 -2.87** -.165 -.244 -1.73 -.100 -.220 -2.12* -.086 -.254 -2.49**

VkbSK .375 .375 2.64** .230 .274 1.49 .056 .281 1.63 .090 .478 3.59*

ACUVO -.778 -.465 -3.74** -.289 -.206 -1.28 -.058 -.173 -1.14 -.156 -.495 -4.24**

MDR 1.470 .128 1.15 2.617 .272 1.2e -.117 -.051 -.38 .223 .103 .98

1NDP -.400 -.225 -1.98* -.289 -.195 -1.32 -.048 -.135 -.97 -.089 -.265 -2.48**

WE .313 .043 .35 -.815 -.134 -.84 .269 .145 1.24 -.096 -.070 -.60

04GN1 .034 .016 .14 -.448 -.246 -1.72 -.065 -.151 -1.13 -.039 -.095 -.92

Intercept 124.979 6.549 4.79** 130.154 8.135 4.59** 2.900 .761 .46 6.814 1.889 1.48

Note. The standardized regression coefficients are the rev regression coefficients divided by the standard deviations of the
dependent variables snd.sultiplied by the standard deviations of the indipandent variables.

*2 < .05

**2 < .01
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variable, Active-Recreational Orientation, significantly contributed

to the predictability of MIS (p < .05).

Cohorts 2 and 4. In order to complete the test of Hypothesis 2,

it was necessary to test whether the regression functions constructed

from Cohort 2 and Cohort 4 were significantly different. The test

for equality of regression coefficients, according to the procedures

outlined by Rao (1973), was conducted for each pair of regression

equations derived for each of the four child performance variables.

The tst for the equality of regression coefficients was carried

out in the following steps: (a) for each dependent variable, the

residual sum of squares from Cohort 2 was added to the residual sum

of squares from Cohort 4; (b) Cohort 2 and Cohort 4 were combined to

form a single sample (N -96) and the common regression equation and

residual sum of squares was determined; (c) the mean squares of the

separate regression (residuals) and common regression (residuals)

were determined; and (d) the significance of the ratio of mean

squares due to deviation. from hypothesis to residual due to separate

regressions was tested (Rao, 1973).

The hypothesis of equality of regression coefficients was

rejected for three of the four child performance variables

(F
(9,78)

(.05) 2.04). The hypothesis of equality was rejected for

VIQ (p < .05; F 3.31), RDDIS (p < .05; F 3.64), and MADIS (p <

.05; F 10.36). The hypothesis of equality of regression

coefficients was not rejected for PIQ (F a 1.98). These results

indicated that the set of family risk variables combined in different

ways to predict intellectual functioning-verbal and academic

254
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achievement grade discrepancy scores for younger as compared to older

school-age children.

A sequence of statistical analyses were performed to test the

hypothesis that the set of family risk variables identified in the

test of Hypothesis 1 was differentially related to child variables

that showed lover levels of performance for older (Cohort 4) versus

younger (Cohort 2) children. Five child performance variables were

found to be significantly lover for older children: VIQ, PIQ, FSIQ,

RDDIS, and MADIS.

Two intellectual functioning (VIQ and PIQ) and two academic

achievement (RDDIS and MADIS) variables, and the set of eight family

risk variables were applied to a multivariate regression model. The

set of family risk variables significantly predicted RDDIS and MADIS

for both Cohort 2 and Cohort 4 and significantly predicted VIQ and

PIQ for Cohort 4. The family risk variables accounted for a

substantial amount of variance in child performance measures, ranging

from 29% to 72% for lelationships of significance.

Analysis of the partial contribution of each fmmily risk

variable to the regression function for each performance variable

indicated significant contributions from all but two family

variables: Quality of the Physical Home Environment and

Organization. The results suggested that these two family variables

were important in concert with the other variables tested but did not

uniquely contribute to the prediction of child performance.
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Finally, the test of the equality of the regression coefficients

for each of the four performance variables resulted in rejection of

the equality hypothesis for three performance variables: VIQ, RDDIS,

and )(ADIS. In other words, the set of family risk variables had a

different predictive relationship with VIQ, RDDIS, and MADIS for

Cohort 2 as compared to their predictive relationship with VIQ,

RDDIS, and MADIS for Cohort 4. These results suggested the

differential relationship between the set of family risk variables

and the performance of children at different stages of development.

Hypothesis 2

Features of the physical, social, and psychological family
environment are related to children's discrepancies in
academic achievement, "discrepancy" defined as the
difference between attained grade level to expected grade
level for chronological age on measures of reading and
mathematics achievement.

A multivariate linear regression model was used to examine the

relationship between the family risk variables identified in the

discriminant function analysis and children's discrepancies in

reading (RDDIS) and mathematics (MADIS) achievement. Discrepancy

scores for children in Cohort 2 and Cohort 4 were included in the

multivariate regression analysis used to test Hypothesis 2, and thus

will only be briefly reviewed here. The additional multivariate

regression analysis conducced with the family risk variables and

child performance variables for Cohort -2- will be discussed in detail

below.
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Cohort 2

Results of the multivariate regression analysis for Cohort 2

were given previously in Table 21. Two academic achievement

discrepancy variables were the only two performance variables of the

subset whose variances were significantly accounted for by the set of

family risk variables. Thus, both subhypothesea under test for

Cohort 2 were rejected (F m 3.37 > F845 (.05) s 2.18 for RDDIS; F

2.26 > F845
(.05) 2.18 for MADIS). k substantial portion of the

variance in RDDIS (38%) and in MADIS (29%) was accounted for by the

set of family risk variables.

Wang Fischer's protected t test procedure (Cohen d Cohen,

1975), the partial contributions of each independent variable to the

regression functions were examined. The risk variable with a

significant partial contribution to the predictability of RDDIS and

)(ADIS was Availability of Educational Resources in the Home. A

significant contribution to the predictability of MADIS was also

evident for the risk variable, Independence (see Table 22).

Cohort 3

Table 26 gives the correlations among family risk variables, and

the correlations of the risk variables with child performance

variables for Cohort 3. The same four performance variables, VIQ,

PIQ, RDDIS, and ADDIS, used in the test of Hypothesis 2 were used in

this analysis. Generally low correlations (< .358) were evident,

with the exception of Occupational Status and Verbal Skills of the

Primary Caregiver which correlated .447.



Teal. 26

Correlations Among the 8 Family Risk Variables and Correlations of the Risk

Variablei with 4 Child Performance Variables for Cohort 3 (N64)

OCPST

ACIRCO .054

VRBSK .447

ACM/0 -.087

AEDN -.008

INOP .062

QPNE .358

OkGNZ .200

IPOP

VIQ .406

PIQ .300

RDDIS .474

HAMS .442

ACT= VaNSK ACilVO AEU INDP QP8E ORGNZ

.097

.028 -.257

-.030 .066 .082

.071 .124 -.251

.043 .302 -.026

.037 -.204 .343411...11....1 !=

-.157

. 111,

-.006

.112

.077

.078

-.023

. 456

. 279

.519

.406

-.169

-.118

-.277

-.122

. 181

. 182

.066

.150

-.252

-.097 -.001

....10.

. 002 .211 -.015

.133 .122 .061

. 086 .111 -.026

041. .311 .039

Note. Key to the variables is as follows:

OCPST
ACTRCO
VRHSK
ACHVO
AEDR
INDP

Occupational Status
Active-Recreational Orientation
Verbal Skills of Primary Caregiver
Achievement Orientation
Availability of Educational Resources
Independence

WHE Quality of the Physical Environment
OR= Organization
VIQ Intellectual Functioning - Verbal

PIQ Intellectual Tunctioulas Parfomanca
RDDIS Reading Achievement Grade Discrepancy Score
MADIS = Mathematics Achievement Grade Discrepancy

Score

258



246

Results of the multivariate regression analysis of the family

risk variables and child performance variables for Cohort 3 are

presented in Table 27. The joint test of no linear relationship

between the set of family risk variables and the four child

performance variables was rejected for three performance variables

(F
8,55)

(.05) = 2.18) The set of risk variables significantly

predicted intellectual functioning-vernal (p < .05; F = 2.96);

reading achievement grade discrepancy score (p < .05; F 4.42); and

mathematics achievement grade discrepancy score (p < .05; F 2.82).

It was the latter two performance variables that were of interest in

testing Hypothesis 3. As shown in Table 27, the set of family risk

variables accounted for 39% and 29% of the variance in RDDIS and

MADIS, respectively. Thus, both subhypotheses under test for Cohort

3 were rejected.

Applying the procedures for Fischer's protected t test, the

academic achievement discrepancy scores met the a(.05) criterion and

t tests were performed. The partial contributions of each family

risk variable to the predictability of RDDIS and MADIS for Cohort 3

are given in Table 28. Two risk variables significantly contributed

to the predictability of RDDIS: Occupational Status and Verbal

Skills of the Primary Caregiver (p < .01). Occupational Status also

significantly contributed to the predictability of MADIS (p < .05).
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Table 27

Squared Multiple Correlation of Each
Child Performance Variable with 8 Family Risk Variables

and Tests of Significance for Cohort 3 (lia64)

Variable

Squared
Multiple

Correlation F Statistic

VIQ

PIQ

RDDIS

MADIS

.301

.203

.391

.291

2.96**

1.75

4.42**

2.82**

.05

**.2 < .01

260
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Table 28

Raw and Standardized Regression Coefficients for Predicting
2 Child Performance Variables from Family Risk Variables

and Tests of Significance for Cohort 3 (N.'64)

Risk
Variable

RD1)IS MADIS
Standard t-value Raw Standard t-value

OCPST .043 .339 2.60** .025 .272 1.94*

ACTRCO .009 .040 .37 -.011 -.067 -.58

VRBSK .057 .371 2.87** .026 .232 1.66

ACHVO -.348 -.191 -1.62 -.009 -.051 -.40

AEDR .111 .069 .64 .153 .131 1.13

INDP -.014 -.055 -.47 .009 .050 .40

WE -.170 -.151 -1.24 .117 .143 1.09

ORCNZ .012 .041 .34 .012 .058 .44

Intercept -4.625 -1.659 -1.22 -5.380 -2.950 -2.02*

Note. The standardized regression coefficients are the raw coefficients
divided by the standard deviations of the dependent variables and
multiplied by the standard deviations of the independent vari-
ables.

*a < .05
**2 < .01
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Cohort 4

Results of the multivariate regression analysis of Cohort 4 wore

given previously in Table 24. The set of family risk variables

accounted for a significant amount If variance in all four

performance measures (p < .05). This relationship was particularly

strong for the academic achievement discrepancy scores, with 53% and

72% of the variance in RDDIS and /AUDIS, respectively, accounted for

by the set of family risk variables. Thus, both subhypotheses under

test for Cohort 4 were rejected (g - 4.61 > F7,34 (.05) - 2.33 for

RDDIS; F = 10.56 > F
7,34

(.05) m 2.33.

The partial contributions of each family risk variable to the

regression functions for Cohort 4 were examined using Fischer's

protected t test procedure. The risk variable that significantly

contributed to the predictability of RDDIS was Active-Recreational

Orientation. Four variables had significant partial contributions to

the predictability of MADIS: Active-Recreational Orientation, Verbal

Skills of the Primary Caregiver, Achievement Orientation, and

Independence (see Table 25).

Summary

A multivariate regression analysis of the relationship between

four child performance variables and the set of eight family risk

variables was conducted separately for Cohorts 2, Cohort 3, and

Cohort 4. The specific relationships between family risk variables

and children's reading and mathematics achievement grade discrepancy

scores were examined. Results indicated that for every .1ohort, the
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set of eight family risk variables accounted for a significant amount

of variance in both reading and mathematics achievement grade

discrepancy scores. Examination of the partial contribution of each

risk variable to the regression functions revealed that the

significantly contributing variables varied considerably across

cohorts (Table 29). There was, however, similarity within cohorts in

the variables that significantly predicted reading and mathematics

achievement grade discrepancy scores. In summary, results of these

analyses indicated that a specific set of family variables was

related to children's discrepancies in academic achievement and

further that this set of family variables varied in their importance

depending upon the child's stage of development.

263



Table 29

Summary of the Significantly Contributing
Risk Variables to the Prediction of

RDDIS and MADIS for Cohorts 2, 3, and 4

Cohort RDDIS t-value MADIS t-vs:ue

2
AEDR 3.71** AEDR 2.74**

INDP 2.05*

3
OCPST
VRBSK

2.60**
2.87**

4

OCPST

oraNualwm.
1.94*

IN11.10.1.41110
ACTRCO -2.21* ACTRCO -2.49**

VRBSK 3,59**-
ACEVO -4.24**
INDP -2.48**

*2 < .05
**2 < .01

264
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Chapter V

DISCUSSION

The purpose of the present !tu0y. was to investigate the

relationship between the physical, social, and psychological

variables of the family environment and children's developmental

performance on measures of cognition, academic achievement, and

affective development. A sample of families having one or more

children in remedial or special education was administered a

multicomponent family aseasment instrument. Children with remedial

or special needs and their siblings were administered a battery of

school-relevant performance measures. A series of multivariate

analyses were conducted to delineate critical family environmental

variables and the relationship between family variables and

children's performance across four sequential age cohorts. Results

of these analyses suggested the following major conclusions:

1. Families were accurately and meaningfully separated into

high- and low-risk groups ba0ad on a statistically derived subset of

family environmental process and status/situational variables.

2. Family risk status (high versus low), characterized by the

subset of family variables, was related to the performance of school-

age children across a subset of intellectual, academic, and affective

measures. Children from high-risk families exhibited lower levels of

performance as compared to children from low-risk families.

2 '5
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3. School-age children's performance was also related to their

chronological age at the time of testing, and different developmental

trends were observed across measures. There was no interaction

between family risk status and children's age in their relationship

to children's performance.

4. A "developmental lag" in skill attainment for high-risk

children was supported by the findings that: (a) high-risk children

exhibited lower levels of functioning than their low-risk age peers

on measures of intellectual functioning-performance (children 4-6

years of age), cognitive problem-solving (children 4-10 years of

age), and social competency (children 10-13 years of age); and (b)

older, high-risk children performed significantly below younger, low-

risk children on measures of intellectual functioning, academic

achievement, and locus of control.

When family environment-child performance relationships were

examined regardless of risk status, results of the analyses suggested

these additional conclusions:

5. Older children (14-19 years of age) performed significantly

below younger children (6-10 years of age) on grade discrepancy

scores for reading and mathematics achievement, and the composite of

family risk variables accounted for a substantial amount of the

variance in achievement discrepancy scores for both groups.
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6. The composite of family risk variables combined in

significantly different ways to predict grade discrepancy scores for

reading and mathematics achievement and intellectual functioning-

verbal for younger as compared to older school-age children.

7. The composite risk variables accounted for a substantial

amount of the variance in academic achievement grade discrepancy

scores for the middle group of children (10-13 years of age).

Examination of risk variable contributions to the predictability of

achievement for each school-age cohort further supported the

hypothesis that family influences varied in their importance

depending upon the child's stage of development.

A discussion of these findings and the implications drawn from

the results of this study pre presented below.

Family Variables: A ampositeindex of Risk

A series of multivariate analyses revealed that families could

be differentiated into two distinctly different groups on the basis

of a comprehensive assessment with quantitative measures. The

resultant quantitative dimension was hypothesized as reflecting the

extert of risk of to family home environment for the develoent of

children's learning and behavior problems. There was minimal overlap

in the high- and low-risk groups (one misclassified family), which

suggested that the discriminant composite of family environmental

process and status/situational variables meaningfully characterized

two general types of families.

267



255

The validity of the composite index of risk was supported by the

finding that children from high-risk families performed significantly

below children from low-risk families across measures of cognitive

functioning, academic achievement, and affective development.

Comparison of high- and low-risk children's performances within and

across age cohorts supported the notion of a "developmental lag" in

high-risk children's school-relevant skill attainment. Thus, the

eight-variable composite by which families were characterized t9 high

or low-risk and which differentiated meaningfully among family

environments also was found tc be significant in environment-child

,-formance relationships. A review and discussion of each of the

family risk variables follows.

Status/Situational Variables

Three variables that described the family's home setting and

socioeconomic status were among the variables that formed the

discriminant composite: Occupational Status, Availability of

Educational Resources, and Quality of the Physical Home Environment.

High-risk families as a group had a significantly lower level of

social status associated with their occupation, fewer learning

materials and resources in the home, and a physical home environment

of lesser quality as compared to low-risk families.

Occuzational Status. To review, Occupational Status was

determined for the parent contributing the greatest amount to the

yearly family income according to the procedures outlined by Hauser

and Featherman (1977). Scores on their Socioeconomic Index of
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Occupational Status have been estimated from a regression equation

predicting occupational prestige from two major occupational

attributes: education and income levels. Index scores were paired

with 1970 Census Occupational Codes, yielding the most current

occctional status index available. In the present study, each

head-of-household's Occupational Status score was derived from a

standard, multiple-question format regarding employment (Mueller &

Parcel, 1981). Also, employment information obtained by report from

a spouse was corroborated and discrepancies resolved whenever

possible. Thus, it was reasonable to assume that the Occupational

Status variable reflected the current prestige or social status

associated with the occupation of the family's main wage earner.

It is noteworthy that the measure of socioeconomic status used

for families was based solely on occupatiom.1 information, in

contrast to other "summary" measures which typically include

individual income, educational level, and occupational status in some

combination to define socioeconomic status. In the present study,

each of these variables was entered separately into the discriminant

analysis and it was the Occupational Status variable that most

accurately distinguished the high-risk from the low-risk group in

combination with the other composite variables. In other'words,

Occupational Status was the predominant feature among other related

sociodemographic features in discriminating between families.
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The importance of Occupational Status in the study sample

suggested the possible influence of individual attributes often

associated with occupations of higher social value: personal pride

in one's success, greater job satisfaction, and greater self-

confidence related to work. As Deutsch (1973) noted:

To consider the prestige dimension of SES designations,
again it is plausible to assume that a person whose
occupation is held in some esteem by the community is more
likely to see himself as a worthy person and that this
self-acceptance, in turn, will color his relationship with
his children, which in turn, will influence the children's
development (p. 240). Results of the present study

indicated that children from families headed by parents in higher

prestige occupations were more skilled on intellectual and academic

tasks than children from families headed by parents employed in jobs

of lesser social status. In both worlds of work and school, task-

\

relevant behaviors such as perseverance, job completion, accuracy,

and speed are valued behaviors that often lead to higher levels of

achievement, self-esteem, and self-confidence. The importance of

parental modeliag of these behaviors through their occupational

endeavors wz.s suggested by study findings.

Moreover, the child who finds himself th a less effective

parental model may also be affected by individual attributes

sometimes associated with occupations of lower social value:

personal frustration, job dissatisfaction, and low self-esteem.

Adults in jobs represented in the lower social class are more likely

to work evenings, any th( se work schedules are likely to influence

family organization and opportunities for adult-child interaction

(Deutsch, 1973). Bronfenbrenner's (1977) study of stress in families
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provides additional support for the notion that parents in lower

statue jobs may have difficulty facilitating learning for children in

the home. Based on interviews with several hundred families, he

found that families that were under more stress than others tended to

be "blue-collar" families who had two or more children, and both

parents living at home. In the present study sample, the\majority of

high risk families matched the demographic characteristics of

Bronfenbrenner's high-stressed families.

Availability of educational Resources. A second status/

situational variable of importance was the extent to which materials

and resources for learning; were available to children in the home

setting. A cumulative index of educationally relevant items (e.g.,

books, toys, record player) was developed from interview questions

such as "Would you mind telling me which of the following things you

have . . . television . . radio . . . record player . . . etc."

Items and materials observed in the home and accessible to children

were also recorded by home interviewers over the course of two-to-

three home visits using techniques of anecdotal recording and a post-

interview observation list. With these multiple methods of

measurement, it appeared that the material learning environment of

the home, reflected in items for self-initiated or parent-directed

activities, was adeouately assessed by the home interviews.

27j
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The importance of education-11:- relevant materials in the home

has been supported in other studies of family environment-child

performance relationships for nonhandicapped (Dave, 1963; Elardo at

al., 1975; Henderson, 1981; Riccuitti, 1977; Shipman et al., 1976)

and handicapped childrt PMeyerowitz and Farber, 1966; Nihira,

Meyers, & Mink, 1980). What is particularly important, however, is

the evidence supporting the importance of educational resources

within social classes. Shipman at al. (1976) found that within a

low-income sample of families, the greater availability of material

resources was associated with higher scores on measures of academic

achievement and analytic-perceptual ability. Similarly, Riccuitti

(1977) has drawn attention to the consistent differences in

children's developmental outcomes associated with relatively small

variations in socioeconomic status within very low-income

populations. These variations reflected, in part, the

resourcefulness" of the family, i.e. selling handmade goods in

order to purchase play things for children or providing servic,.

kind in exchange for desired materials (Riccuitti, 1977).

The Availability of Educational Resources in the horns was shown

to be an important aspect of the family learning environment in the

present study. The extent to which materials were present was not

related to income foriqhe study sample, suggesting that it wRs not

the amount of money the family had to purchase these items that was

the deterr_ning factor, but rather what they chose to purchase. The

mat .isle trey did buy reflected, at least in part, their knowleu
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and value of things that were likely to enhance their children's

development.

It appears that it is not simply the amount of income that a

family possesses that is important, but how it chooses to use its

financial resources. In the absence of a great deal of money for

"extras," i.e., beyond household necessities such as food, rent,

heat, etc., the Availability of Educational Resouii.ces in the home may

also reflect the family's resourcefulness in obtaining materials for

learning from rummage sales, neighbors, relatives, etc., and what

value it places on the need for educational stimulation of its

children.

Quality of the Physical Home Environment. The third

status /situational variable contributing to the discriminant

composite reflected the adequacy of physical amenities (e.g., stove,

refrigerator, running water) and the pleasantness of surroundings

(e.g., plants, pictures on the walls, rooms reasonably clean and not

overcrowded). A cumulative index of items was drawn from the Home

Observation for Measurement of the Environment-HOME-Elementary

Inventory, recently developed by Bradley and Caldwell (1982). A

subscale of this experimental version was developed to tap the

condition of the home setting.[1]

1 Most recently, Bradley (personal communication) analyzed data on the
reliability of the elementary HOME and obtained an internal
reliability coefficient of .84 for the physical quality subscale.
Bradley's reliability coefficient was based on observations from one
visit per home, in contrast to the multiple visits conducted in the

present study.
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An inadequate physical home environment has been most often

linked to the lower levels of achievement observed for

"disadvantaged" or low-income children, as compared to their middle-

or upper-income peers (Deutsch, 1973; Chriatianaen et al., 1974;

Klein et al., 1974). Lower housing and physical amenities

have also been associated with an increased likelihood of mild mental

retardation (Birch et al., 1970; Heber et al., 1968), emotional and

behavioral disturbances (Richman et al., 1975; Rutter et al., 1975;

West & Farrington, 1973), and reading difficulties (Davie et al.,

1972). Deutsch (1973) has commented that

. . . the amount of income is a prime determinant of
location and type of residence and amount of consumer goods
which can be acquired, and that these variables in turn
determine the exact physical home environment of.the child
(p. 240).

In the present study, Quality of the Physical Home Environment

was an important feature in differentiating between high- and low-

risk families independent of family income and occupational status.

Again, it appears that it is not the amount of income that is the

determining factor in the ,uality of the home setting, but rather the

value that is placed on a quality physical environment that

influences the family's allocation of fiscal resources.

In summary, the three status/situational variables each uniquely

contributed to the high-risk-low-risk classification of families, in

concert with other process variables forming the discriminant

composite. By examining status/situational and process variables in

combination, it was possible to test the importance of the

environmental setting in which family processes occurred. This

274

a

r

11.



262

approach has been advocfted by Bradley and Caldwell (1978) who

stated, "The signifiaince of environmental processes for a child's

development may depend to a considerable extent on the particular

environmental context in which they are manifest (p. 126)." Results

of the present study indicated that the prestige of the family's main

wage earner and the use of financial resources for educational

materials and home upkeep were important features in defining the

environmental setting.

Procevts Variables

Five variables significantly described the family processes and

contributed to the discriminant composite: Verbal Skills of the

Prirkary Caregiver, Active-Recreational Or::_entation, Achievement

Orientation, Independence, and Organization. High-risk ismilies as a

group had a primary caregiver with a significantly lower verhal skill

level, and expressed significantly less emphasis on the processes

reflected by the four other composite variables.

Verbal Skills of the Priman Caregiver. In the st.4d.: sample,

all but one family recognized the mother as the primary cbregiver,

i.e., the parent who had the major responsibilit), for carLig ;',Jr the

children. Primary caregivers were administered the Peabody Picture

Vopmbulary Test-Revised-PPVT-R ;Dunn & Dunn, 1981), a multiple choice

cent designed to evaluate receptive vocabulary skills. In the

revised edition, words were selected to include a relatively good

balance of 1011E..1, gerunds, and modifiers in nineteen content
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categories (Settler, 1982). The test is untimed, requires no reading

ability, and neither oral nor pointing response is essential.

The PPVT-R clearly is but one facet of an individual's language

ability repertoire. The teat does, however, provide an estimate of

verbal ability based on the individual's comprehension of the spoken

word. As described by Zimmerman and Woo-Sam (1973), "Vocabulary

indicates sensitivity to new information and ideas and the ability to

store and associatively regroup these as the occasion demands. By

inference it reveals classificatory and conceptual skills (p 108)."

The PPVT-R has been most highly correlated with other measures of

vocabulary, and moderately correlated with measures of scholastic

aptitude and intellectual functioning (Dunn & Dunn, 1981; Settler,

:;1982; Zimmerman & Woo-Sam, 1973).

The importance of the child's language environment for learning

has received considerable support in the studies of family

environment-child performance relationships. An impoverished

language environment, i.e., simpler, less elaborated, less

discriminating, has been associated with lower class, disadvantaged

families (Hess & Shipman, 1965), less educated families Streissguth

& Bee, 1972), and families with language-delayed children (:=1, .:-t,

Inglis, Kriegsmann, & Mills, 1975). The role of parents in creating

a quality language environment has been variously described; a

language model (Dave, 1963); valuing language (Henderson et al.,

1972); verbal reaponsivity (Bradley & Caldwell, 1975a); and providing

opportunities for generating verbal responses (Price, Hess, &

Dickson, 1980).
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Results of the present study provide additional support for the

importance of the child's language environment in attaining

educationally relevant skills. The PPVT-R, an estimate of the verbal

skills of the primary caregiver, significantly contributed to the

separation of families into high- and low-risk groups. In subsequent

analyses, high-risk children performed significantly below low-risk

children across a subset of intellectual, academic, and affective

measures. It seems plausible that parents with higher skill levels

provided better language models for their children and were able to

involve them ihy conversations that were more relevant, distinctive,

and richer than parents with lower skill levels. The consistent

association between the quality of the language environment and

children's academic and intellectual achievement suggests an

important "school-supportive skill" for parents.

Family Environment Scale Process Variables. Four process

variables contributing to the discriminant composite were derived

from the Family Environment Scale-FES (Moos & Moos, 1981). The FES

is comprised of 90 true-false items yielding ten subscales designed

to measure an individual's perception of the "social climate" of

their family environment. Each of the ten FES subscales have been

grouped under one of three sets of dimensions by the authors: the

Relationshis dimensions, the Personal Growth dimensions, and the

Systems Maintenance dimensions. In the present study, three of the

process variables were considered Personal Growth dimensions:

Active-Recreational Orientation, Achievement Orientation, and
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Independence. The remaining process variable, Organization, was

considered a Systems Maintenance dimension.

A substantial body of literature supports the usefulness of the

FES in describing different types of normal families (Reinhart, 1977;

Lee & Rohbock, 1979); discriminating between normal families and

families in crisis/treatment (Lange, 1978; White, 1978); predicting

treatment outcomes (Ford, Bashford, & DeWitt, 1979; Bromet & Moos,

1977); differentiating between families of handicapped as compared to

nonhandicapped children (Saar, 1980); identifying child-rearing

attitudes associated with family dimensions (Schneewind & Lortz,

cited in Moos & Moos, 1981); and identifying the relationship between

children's behavior and/or academic problems and family dimensions

(Draper, 1977; Fowler, 1980; Janes & Hesselbrock, 1976).

In the present study, the short form of the FSS (40 items; 4

items per subscale) was administered to the primary caregiver. Thus,

in all but one family it was the mother's perception of the family

that was represented in the subscale scores. It is also impurtant to

note that the FES was administered towards the end of the Interview

Schedule, i.e., during the last home visit, after a considerable

amount of rapport had been built between the interviewer and the

parent.

FES: Active-Recreational Orientation. This family process

variable reflected the extent to which the parent perceived the

family as actively participating in various kinds of social and

recreational activities (Moos & Moos, 1981). The items that

comprised the short form subscale included the following:
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1. We spend most of our weekends and evenings at home. (T/F)

2. Friends often come over for dinner or to visit. (T/F)

3. Nobody in our family is active in sports, Little League,

bawling, etc. (T/F)

4. We often go to movies, sports events, camping, etc. (T/F)

Low-risk families more often chose the response suggesting active

involvement (underlined responses), in comparison to high-risk

families who perceived themselves as less involved in leisure,

sports, and socialization outside of the family unit.

Some sUpport for the importance of the family's social and

recreational activities in children's development is evicent in the

conceptualizations of earlier research findings. Dave (1963) found

"stimulation provided in the home to explore various aspects of the

larger environment," was associated with elementary-aged children's

academic achievement. Similarly, Wolf's (1964) process variable,

"provision of opportunities for general types of learning in a

variety uf eituations;" was important in children's intellectual

functioning. Caldwell and her colleagues have found "opportunities

for variety in daily situation," is important for yo'ing children's

skill attainment (Bradley & Caldwell, 1976a, 1976b, 1977; Elardo et

al., 1975, 1977). Marjoribanks (1979) has identified a family

environmental process variable termed, Hactiv.ness," as contributing

to child performance differences across a variety of measures.

"Extended interests and community involvement," was associated with

higher levels of performance in a study by Henderson et al. (1972).



267

Results of the present study supported an active family

orientation in the development of children's educationally relevant

skills. The family process variable contributing to the discriminant

composite specifically emphasized social and recreational activities

that families participated in together, as well as encouragement for

children to spend leisure time outside of the home environment. This

variable may also reflect the family's value of enjoyment and fun,

together and as individual members.

FES: Achievement Orientation. The family's Achievement

Orientation was defined as the extent to which the parent perceived

the family as casting different types of activities (e.g., school,

work) in an achievement-oriented or competitive framework (Moos &

Moos, 1981). This FES subscale included the following items:

1. We feel it is important to be the best at whatever you do.

2. Getting ahead in life is very important in our family.

(T/F)

3. How much money a person makes is not very important to us.

(T/F)

4. We believe in competition and "may the best man win." (T/F)

Low-risk families more often chose the response suggesting

competency, competition, and success (underlined responses), in

comparison to high-risk families who were less likely to perceive

themselves as achievement-oriented.
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An emphasis on achievement as an essential family process kas

been a common thread throughout the child development literature.

Almost all of the major process studies of family environment-child

performance relationships cited in this chapter have identified

"press for achievement," "achievement motivations," "achievement

expectations," or some similar variable as a significant family

influence in children's academic achievement. Results of the present

study lend additional support to the importance of an achievement

orientation that is communicated to children through the family.

By studying both statue /situational and process variables, it is

possible to examine the interrelationships among the variables to

further understand the phenomenon. In the study sample, neither

Family Income nor Occupational Status was significantly correlated

with Achievement Orientation. As might be predicted, however,

Educational Attainment of the father (but not the mother) was

significantly correlated with Achievement Orientation. Th3se results

suggest perhaps that the influence of this process is through the

verbal communication of achievement-oriented values, encouragement of

competition in school and recreational activities, and parental

modeling of educational goals.

FES: Independence. This process variable reflected the

parent's perception of the extent to which family members were

encouraged Co be assertive, self-sufficient, to make their own

decisions, and to think things out for themselves. The four subscale

items measuring the perceived degree of Independence were as follows:
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1. We don't do things on our own very often in our family.

2. In our family, we are strongly encouraged,to be independent.

3. We think things out for ourselves in our family. (T/F)

4. We come and go as we want to in our family. (T/F)

Low-risk families more often perceived themselves as encouraging

independence (underlined responses) as compared to high-risk families

who more often chose the response suggesting 99 assertiveness and

less self - initiated, behavior.

'here is relatively little evidence supporting the importance of

family emphasis on independence in children's school-relevant, skill

development. Unfortuaately, the lack of evidence appears to be due

to the omission of this family variable from most studies of family

environment-child performance relationships. The work of

Marjoribanks (1972, 1979) is among the except;ons. In modeling and

investigating his view of family learning earn aments, he postulated

a "press for independence" among his eight environmental forces.

This process variable was defined by the family's provision of

freedom and encouragement to explore the environment and the family's

stress on early independence. Marjoribanks found that "press for

independence" was significantly related t: elementary-aged boys'

,-erbal, number, and reasoning ability.
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A few other studies ',lave used the FES in examining children's

skill attainment (Moos & Moos, 1981). For example, Janes and

Hesseibrock (1976) found that teenagers who perceived their families

as stressing independent thought and action were rated by their

teachers as higher in reasoning ability, verbal interaction, and

intellectual independence, and demonstrated better work habits.

Results of the presentstudy point to the importance of teaching

and supporting independence in childrol, and also suggest the

usefulness of self-sufficiency and individual decision-making in

children's ability to benefit from their school experiences.

FES: Organization. One final variable contributed to the

discriminant composite. Organization measured parent's perception of

the degree of importance of clear organization and structure in

planning family activities and responsibilities (Moos & Moos, 1981).

Items comprising the short form subscale included:

1. Activities in our family are pretty carefully planned.

(T/F)

2.\ We are generally very neat and orderly. (T/F)

3. It's often hard to find things when you need them in our

household. (T/F)

4. Being on time is very important in our family. (T/F)

Low-risk families more often perceived the family as an organized,

orderly unit (underlined responses), as compared to high -risk

famine:3 who were more likely to choose responses suggesting disarray

and laxity.
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Support for the importance of family organization is found in

Dave's (1963) study, where work habits in the home, i.e., level of

organization and use of routine in managing home responsibilities,

was associated with higher levels of academia achievement for

elementary-aged children. Converiely, family disorganization has

been associated with the development of antisocial behavior. Garmezy

(1974) and Hetherington et al. (1977) reported children were likely

to exhibit aggressive behaviors when their hone environment was

characterized by a lack of communicated standards, and few

established routines for family responsibilities. Fowler (1980)

found that signs of shyness and anxiety were associated with lower

levels of family organization and stru sure.

The importance of family organization in children's school-

relevant skill attainment was supported by results from the present

study. It seems likely that children's experience with consistent

planning, structure, and rules in the family environment would

facilitate their transition to and participation in the more rigid

demands of the school environment.

A Preliminary Model

It has been emphasized throughout the discussion that each of

the eight family variables significantly contributed to the

differentiation of families into high- and low-risk groups. It is

important to remember, however, that it was the combined influence of

the eight variables that accounted for group differences. This study

departs from many other studies of the family environment in that
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multiple conditions and processes were examined simultaneously,

rather than relying on single variable relationships. To review,

study results indicated that high-risk, as compared to low-risk

families, were more likely to have a primary caregiver of lower

verbal skills; gave less emphasis to family participation in social

and recreational activities; gave less encouragement to achievement

striving; gave less emphasis to family members acting independently;

and revealed a leas structured environment in terms of rules and

responsibilities.

The analysis of both status/situational and process variables

together can provide a preliminary model of important environmental

setting variables and the family processes by which these setting

variables are mediated (Figure 7). In this model, a family with a

high prestige head-of-household, living in a pleasant and

educationally stimulating environment, may affect the development of

competence in the child by making the five processes more or less

likely to occur, more or less pertinent, and more or less

pleasurable. For example, more educational resources may provide a

variety of means fol encouraging achievement and perhaps,

independence in task completion. Independence and organization may

be more easily encouraged in a household that is safe, orderly, and

well-equipped. Discussions between spouses concerning

accomplishments at work may provide enhanced opportunities for

language modeling and models of achievement. On the other hand, job

dissatisfaction may decrease the opportunities for the family to

engage in enjoyable social and recreational activities. An unkept,
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chaotic home environment may decrease the effectiveness of attempts

at family organization. Indifference toward one's job, and a home

environment that is monotonous or unpleasant may decrease the

likelihood of lively and rich conversation, and the opportunity for

verbal skills development through modeling and participation. These

examples are intended to suggest possible ways in which environmental

setting variables may be mediated by family processes in high-risk

and low-risk family environments.

An exploration of the importance of each of the eight provided

additional insight into the nature of variables within each risk

group these family environments. Among high-risk families,

Independence had the greatest importance, i.e., weight, compared to

being sixth in importance for low-risk families. This finding

suggests that the family's lack of encouragement of independence was

a predominant influence in shaping the family environment. The

Availability of Educational Resources was the most important variable

of the composite for low-risk families, in contrast to its lesser

importance for high-risk families (fourth). Groups also differed

quite widely in the importance of Occupational St,tvs, although this

variable was among the bottom four for both groups (high-risk,

eighth; low-risk, fifth). These results suggested that the strength

of the environmental setting and the importance of family processes

by which the setting was mediated was different for each risk group.



The nation that family processes act as mediators of

environmental conditions and circumstances has been suggested by

other investigators. : sed on their review of twelve analytic
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models, Walberg and Marjoribanks (1976) suggested that the

statistical relationship between socioeconomic status and child

development that is unmediated by (i.e., does not include)

environmental process variables is likely to be an artifact of the

particular SES meaLare used or the population studied. Pringle's

(1975) experience with the National Child Development Study led her

to conclude that, "For the child it [the family] is of unique

importance because it mediates between him and the world at large,

providing what might be called a buffer, a filter, and a bridge (p.

107)."

Feuerstein (1980) has taken the mediational role of t`-.e family a

step lIrther in constructing a theory of "mediated learning

expc.:.tnce" in children's cognitive development. He has proposed a

model o, "distal" and "proximal" determinates of differential

cognitive development. Distal determinants include variables such as

socioeconomic level, educational level, level of environmental

stimula r., tfmutional health of child and parents, organicity,

cultural difference, and genetic factors. In Yeuerstein's model,

deficiencies in oat_ or mon: of these factors increase the likelihood

of Inadequate cognitive development, but neither directly or

inevitably causes mental retardation. T,ie proximal (nearest)

determinant is reduced exposure to or absence of mediated learning
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experience resulting in mental retardation. Feuerstein (1980)

defines the concept of mediated learning experiences as

. . . the way in which stimuli emitted by the environment
are transformed by a "mediating" agent, usually a parent,
sibling, or other caregiver. . . . The meCsiator selects
tutimuli that are most appropriate and than frames, filters,
and schedules them; he determines the appearance or
disappearance of certain stimuli and ignores others (p.
16).

The theory of mediated learning experiences in children's

cognitive development is consistent with the model presented in

Figure 7 with respect to the msdiational role of the family. In

Feuerstein's model, the process of mediating of distal factors

affects the cognitive structure of the developing child. Results of

the present study suggest that the three distal (environmental

setting) variables and five proximal (family process) variables act

in concert to influence children's cognitive, academic, and affective

functioning.

Risk-Related Performance Differences In Children

School-Age Children

The validity of the eight-variable composite index of risk was

examined through a multivariate analysis (MANOVA) of the effects of

family risk status and chronological age on children's measured

performance. The subset of eight performance measures tapped

children's intellectual skills on verbal and performance subtests of

the Wechsler scales, widely used tests of intellectual functioning;

accuracy of problemsolving on a match-to-sample task; and reading

and mathematics grade achievement, defined by the discrepancy between
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attained (measured) to expected for chronological age. The dependent

variables also included a measure of the extent to which children

attributed the causes of their behavior to forces outside of their

control (locus of control), and a measure of social competency,

assessed by a teacher rating scale. Thus, children's performance

across these measures represented a comprehensive view of school-

relevant skills and behaviors.

Children were grouped for analysis on the basis of family risk

status (high versus low) and their chronological age: 6 years, 7

months to 10 years, 0 months (Cohort 2); 10 years, 1 month to 13

years, 11 months (Cohort 3); and 14 years, 0 months to 19 years, 11

months (Cohort 4). The grades of children in these age cohorts

generally corresponded to grades 1 through 4, grades 4 through 8, and

grades 8 through 12, with some overlap in grade range. Roughly half

of each cohort was made up of females, with the total sample of

children made up of 52% females and 48% males.

The composition of children from various educational needs in

each cohort suggested heterogeneous groups of children with regard to

intellectual functioning. However, review of the means and standard

deviations of children's intellectual Arformance measures for risk

groups indicated that in each cohort, children were functioning

within the "average" range and closely represented a normal

distribution of functioning levels. In other words, children in thO

study sample were much more homogeneous with regard to intellectual

functioning than their school diagnoses of educational needs

suggested.
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In the MANOVA design, children became a member of the high or

low-risk group on the basis of their family's risk status. The

assumption in this design was that children, from youngest to oldest,

can be viewed as representative of familial influences on the

developmental processes over time and thereby reflect the changing

nature of development and risk. In the present study, the at-risk

nature of children's family environments was characterized by the

family's position on the environmental setting variables and their

level of emphasis on the five key processes identifiei. The

physical, social, and psychological milieu created by the family was

in essence the "treatment."

Results of the MANOVA indicated significant main effects for

family risk status and age, with no interaction effects. It was

concluded that high-risk family environments contributed to lower

levels of perfnrmance for children living in these families. High-

risk children exhibited lower levels of performance than low-risk

children across the measures of intellectual, academic, and affective

functioning.

Children's chronological age at the time c." testing was also

found to affect their performance, although the direction of effects

was less clear. Most notably, declines in performance levels from

younger to older cohorts were observed for measures of intellectual

functioning and for mathematics achievement. These declines were

evident for both the high- and low-risk children, suggesting that

both groups of families were influencing children's development in
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similar ways. The lower level of performance for high risk children

suggested the more pronounced effect of high-risk environments.

Two other trends in children's performance were noticeable. For

both high- and low-risk groups, children became more competent in

solving the cognitive match-to-sample task and perceived themselves

as lees internal, i.e., increasingly perceived their behavior as more

under their control. These findings suggested the developmental

nature of these tasks, although the increases in cognitive skill and

internality were still consistently lower across cohorts for high-

risk children. For the measure of social competency, opposite trends

were observed for high as compared to low-risk children. High-risk

children 6-10 years of age were rated as significantly below their

low-risk peers in the area of school-relevant social skills, e.g.,

volunteers answers in the classroom. However, with increasing age,

high-risk children showed increasingly more social competencies while

low-risk children exhibited decreasingly fewer social competencies,

as rated by their teachers. These results suggested the role of

schools and peers in facilitating the social development of children

whose family environments represented a higher risk for school

problems. Conversely, these findings suggested that children who

possessed adequate social skills in the elementary grades were unable

cr perhaps unwilling to comply with the social demands of the high

school environment.
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Further exploration of the individual mean performances of high-

and low-risk children within and Larose cohorts indicated significant

performance differences. High-risk children 10-13 years of age

exhibited significantly lower levels of intellectual functioning than

low-risk children 6-10 years of age. Older, high-risk children

(14-19) performed well below the younger, low-risk children (6-10) on

a measure of intellectual functioning-performance, reading and

mathematics achievement, and locus of control. This older, higher-

risk group also performed below the middle group (10-13) of low-risk

children in the academic achievement areas. However, with increasing

age, the performance of high-risk children converged on the

performance of low-risk children on almost all measures. Taken

together, these findings supported the notion of a "developmental

lag" in skill attainment for high-risk children across an array of

important school-relevant skills. Deutsch (1973) and others have

commented on the finding that low -s'.' children have been found to

"lag" behind their middle-SES peers on verbal skills measures and

standard intelligence tests. Having discussed the importance of SES

as one of a composite of important family variables, results of the

present study provided some support for a developmental lag in the

skill attainment of high-risk children.
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PreschooliKindemEnal Children

The influence of high-risk environments was also examined for a

group of children age 4 years, 2 months to 6 years, 10 months.

Forty-five percent of the cohort was female. Sixty-eight percent of

the children had exceptional needs, 5% had remedial needs, and 27%

were in the School's regular kindergarten program.

Multivariate analysis of the effects of family risk status

across eight preschool performance measures did not support the

importance of the high-risk/low-risk differentiation of families.

However, analysis of individual performance means did result in

significant differences on the match-to-sample task and on the

measure of intellectual functioning-performance. These measures were

downward extensions of the instruments used with school-age children

and thus suggest some comparability. A lower level of cognitive

problem-solving provided soma support for an early developmental lag

for high-risk children in a cognitive skill area that appeared

developmental in nature. With regard to intellectual functioning-

performande, the lower level of skill exhibited by high-risk children

was consistent with the performance of increasingly older, high-risk

children, i.e., significantly lower levels of performance for high-

risk children when compared to low-risk peers. The findings

suggested the early and persistent relationship between high-risk

family environments and the development of skills such as figure-

ground relationships, visual and sequential memory, and analytical

thinking.
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Family Risk Variables and Children's Developmental

Performance: An Exploratory Analysis

Prepotency of Risk Variables in Children's Performance Declines

The design of the present study was based on the hypothesis that

there are multiple and interreacting family factors operating to

shape children's development and that they vary in combinations and

impact depending upon the child's stage of development. Moreover, it

was hypothesized that the family variables comprising the composite

index of risk were associated with performance declines observed for

older as compared to younger children (irrespective of family risk

status), and that the relative importance of the risk variables

varied for older as compared to younger children. Thus, the

prepotency of family variables at different stages of child

development for a specific group of school-relevant skills was

explored in this phase of the study.

In the first step of the analysis, significantly lower levels of

performance for older (14-19 years of age) as compared to younger

(6-10 years of age) children were identified. Performance deficits

were evident for measures of intellectual :unctioning-verbal and

performance, and reading and mathematics achievement discrepancy

scores, i.e., the difference between attained to expected grade

achievement for chronological age. Thus, low discrepancy scores

suggested more appropriate achievement for the child's grade level,

and high discrepancy scores suggested less appropriate or lower

achievement for grade level. Performance declines were also observed
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on measures of receptive vocabulary and self-acceptance, though not

reaching statistical significance.

The four child performance measures and the eight family risk

variables were applied to a multivariate linear regression mo'el, a

separate analysis for the younger and for the older cohort. For

younger children, the set of family risk variables accounted for a

substantial amount of the variance in both reading (38%) and

mathematics (29%) achievement discrepancy scores. For older

children, this same set of risk variables accounted for a significant

amount of the variance in reading achievement discrepancy scores

(53%), mathematics achievement discrepancy scores (72%), intellectual

functioning-verbal (68%), and intellectual functioning-performance

(46%). The substantial associations between children's performances

and the set of family rink variables suggested the importance of

multiple aspects of the family environment in facilitating or

impeding academic skill attainment throughout children's school

years.

For alder children, results suggested multiple aspects of the

family environment were also important in fa4ilitating intellectual

growth. This finding stands in contrast to many studies that have

over the last two decades focused almost exclusively on the preschool

years as most important in determining children's intellectual growth

(Bloom, 1964; Clarke-Stewart, 1977; White & Watts, 1973).
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Subsequent analyses revealed that family risk variables combined

in significantly different ways to predict reading and mathematics

achievement discrepancy scores and intellectual functioning-verbal

for younger as compared to older children. The nature of these

differences was explored by identifying risk variables that uniquely

contributed to the predictability of children's performances ":0e

Cohort 2 and Cohort 4 in the area of academic achievement

. discrepancies. Discussion is limited to this area since academic

variables were the only performance variables significantly predicted

by the set of risk variables for both Cohort 2 and Cohort 4. It is

important to note that the multivariate regression analyses revealed

the importance of each risk variable, in the presence of other risk

variables. Thus, interpretation of the contribution of each risk

variable was in its relationship to the other composite variables.

For Cohort 2, family risk variables combined to significantly

predict children's reading achievement discrepancy scores, and one

risk variable uniquely contributed to prediction: Availability of

Educational Resources in the Home. However, for this cohort, a high

level of educational resources, in concert with other risk variables,

was associated with high reading discrepancy scores. Similarly, a

high level of educational resources and a high level of Independence

was associated with high mathematics discrepancy scores. This

finding suggested perhaps that for children in the elementary grades,

an emphasis on many educational materials and active encouragement of

independence discouraged an interest in school and school-related

tasks, including the in-school testing done for this study.
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Alternately, these process variables may have reflected a high

level of achievement expectation on the part of parents to which the

child was negatively responding. A third interpretation was that

parents were responding to their child's poor reading and mathematics

achievement by obtaining more learning materials and encouraging more

self-initiated learning. On the other hand, results for Cohort 2

also suggested that lase emphasis on educational rasourcee and

independence, in combination with the influence of the other family

variables, may have provided a more adequate home environment for

learning.

For Cohort 4, One risk variable uniquely contributed to the

predictability of reading achievement discrepancy scores. The

emphasis on an Active-Recreational Orientation of the family was

associated with low reading discrepancy scores. Low mathematics

discrepancy scores were associated with high scores on four family

process variables: Active-Recreational Orientation; Achievement

Orientation, Independence and Verbal Skills of the Primary Caregiver.

These results suggested that for adolescents, multiple aspects of the

family were important in facilitating academic skill attainment.

Results for Cohort 4 also suggested that a reduced emphasis on

the family processes identified may have resulted in higher

discrepancy scores. One possible interpretation of this notion is

that as children grou up, peers, school and other agents outside the

family generally become more important influences on behavior. This

separation from the family may be even more pronounced if the child

is experiencing learning and/or behavior problems, and failing to
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meet the parents' expectations for achievement and future job

success. Results of the present study suggested that active

involvement with the family, coupled with the encouragement of

independence, achievement, and language development, contributed to

fewer academic difficulties for adolescents.

To review, results of the study indicated that with increasing

age, children cumulate greater deficits in reading and mathematics

skills. At both younger and older ages, family risk variables

predicted children's achievement discrepancy scores, thereby

suggesting their influence on children's declining performance. In

addition, the prepotency of the risk variables was different for

younger as compared to older children. These findings provided

support for the importance of the eight family variables in

characterizing the at-risk nature of the family learning environment.

Although exploratory in nature, results also suggested the continuous

and changing role of the family environment in promoting or impeding

children's academic skill attainment.

Support for the interpretations drawn for this study has been

derived from early studies of disadvantaged families, which suggested

that the continuous adverse affects of an impoverished home

environment contributes to declines in children's intellectual

functioning with increasing age (Asher, 1935; Douglas, 1964; Caw,

1925; Gordon, 1923; Sherman (I Key, 1932; Wheeler, 1942). Declines in

academic achievement with increasing age have also been observed for

disadvantaged children (Kennedy, 1969; Osborne, 1960). Deutsch

(1973) and others have referred to the phenomenon of declining
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performance with increasing age as a "cumulative deficit." This

term, however, has for the moat part been used to describe the

perceived effects of substantial disadvantagement, i.e., very low/no

income, dilapidated housiug, crowding, extreme isolation, etc.

Some attention has been given to the effects of family processes

over time in less disadvantaged families. In a longitudinal study of

Head Start families, Shipman et al. (1976) found that positive

changes in certain family processes over time (e.g., mother's

community involvement, frequency of reading) accounted for

significant izereases in children's achievement from preschool to

grade 3. Bradley and Caldwell (1976b) examined the relationship

between the HOME and increases and decreases in mental test

performance of children from 6 to 36 months of age. Results

indicated that decreases in child performance were associated with

leas maternal involvement, fewer play materials, and a less organized

home environment. These and other studies suggest that the

developmental needs of children vary with age and highlight the

importance of identifying family processes that are necessary

supports for effective child development.

Risk Variables and Academic Achievement: Children 10-13 Years of Age

The relationship between family risk variables and academic

achievement for the middle group of children (10-13 years of age) was

also examined. This group was excluded from the analysis of

performance declines based on evidence suggesting that children

within this age range may fluctuate considerably on measures of



0

288

intellectual, academic, and affective functioning. For example, work

by Bruner, Oliver, and. Greenfield (1966) has suggested even an

inversion in performance prior to the puberty years. This notion

euggests that cognitive performance is transitioning and that new

strategies. are developing which are not only ineffective but perhaps

interfere in the performance of complex cognitive tasks. In fact,

this age jump did not show linearly continuous performance between

Cohort 2 and Cohort 4 and interfered with the statistical examination

of the data for the possible longitudinal implications of family risk

status on children's developmental performance. In addition, McCall

(1979) noted that such performance discontinuities are poorly noted

in the literature and may be as important as research generally

regards the search for continuities in the development of

intellectual and cognitive skills. Soares and Soares (1969) also

report that there is a significant change in self-concept at the

10-year-old mark, while Marjoribanks (1979) has reported on school

children's disenchantment beginning at the fourth and fifth grade

levels. The latter explanation relates to motivational factors,

while the former discussion relates to cognitive changes, and

together offer an explanation for the discrepancy in performance

among this age range compared to both the earlier and later stages.

A multivariate regression analysis was conducted with Cohort 3

using the eight risk variables and measures of children's

intellectual fnctioning-verbal, intellectual functioning-

performance, reading achievement discrepancy scores, and mathematics

achievement discrepancy scores. Results of the analysis indicated
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that the set of. family variables accounted for a substantial amount

of the variance in intellectual functioning-verbal (30%), reading

achievement discrepancy scores (39%), and mathematics achievement

discrepancy scores (29%). The contribution of risk variables to the

predictability of achievement discrepancy scores indicated the unique

contribution of Occupational Status to both reading and mathematics

discrepancy scores. Verbal Skills of the Primary Caregiver also

uniquely contributed to the reading discrepancy scores. These

results suggested that high occupational prestige of the main wage

earner and a high verbal skill level of the primary caregiver, in

combination with the other risk variables, was associated with a

higher reading discrepancy score. Similarly, high Occupational

Status was associated with high mathematics discrepancy scores.

Consideration of the other risk variables suggested a possible

interpretation of these findings. Achievement Orientation was the

next most important co.itributor to reading scores, though not

reaching statistical significance. However, high Achievement

Orientation was associated with low reading, discrepancy scores,

suggesting perhaps that the family both modeled and encouraged high

achievement striving. The extent to which parents were able to

actively facilitate the development of children's reading skills may

have been limited. These findings may also be interpreted as

suggesting the heightened importance of the family in supporting the

development of academic skills for children in later elementary and

junior high school.
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In summary, results from the analysis of each school-age cohort

indicated thst the set of family risk variables accounted for a

sizable amount of the variance in reading and mathematics achievement.

grade discrepancies for children 6-19 years of age. The prepotency

of family risk variables differed for each cohort, suggesting that

the importance of certain risk variables, acting in concert with the

A

other risk variables, was a function of the child's age. Thus,

results supported the need to attend to both the total learning

environment created by the family, and the specific aspects of the

environment, depending upon the child's stage of development.

Limitations

The study of family learning environments and children's

development challenges the researcher to mesh the elements of

scientific inquiry with the activity of people living, working,

playing, and learning. The methodology used in the present study

incorporated the recommendations of previous field researchers and

analysts: multiple methods of measurement were used; multiple visits

were made to families; multiple aspects of the family and the child

were assessed; multivariate methods of analysis were employed; the

same set of family variables was examined for children of different

ages; and so on. Nonetheless, the findings of the study are limited

in a number of ways.
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The very real constraints of time and money limited the number

of families that participated. Additional families would have

allowed for a larger study sample for examining the robustness of

statistical relationships. A larger sample would also have allowed

for a "hold-out" group for the cross validation of family risk

variables and family environment-child performance relationships.

The constraints of voluntariness and confidentiality limited the

study in interrelated ways. The voluntary nature of the study

included a selection bias that suggests families who volunteered wore

different from families who did not volunteer. Voluntariness

affected the study in a more fundamental way: the absence of random

selection in the statistical analyses limited the inferences that

could be drawn and the generalizability of results. Confidentiality

of information placed constraints on the kind of information that was

obtained on families once they had volunteered to participate.

Compliance with confidentiality mandates resulted in a small number

of home visits to families who did not meet the sample critaria,

i.e., two or more children, at least one child receiving educational

help, no evidence of organic pathology that could account for

learning or behavior problems.

All forms of research are dependent upon the'qu4lity of their
\:

measuring devices. In the present study, instruments and interview

items were developed, selected and/or adapted from the relatively few

available ;n8;ruments designed to assess multiple aspects of the

family environment. The choice of instruments was further restricted

by the requirement that the method and content be reasonably
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unobtrusive and within the realm of potential school outreach

efforts. Although the psychometric characteristics of these

instruments have been reported by others (see Appendix B), estimates

of reliability and validity may vary depending upon the sample chosen

for e (Ballkin, 1981). For this reason, the study sample and the

instruments used have been thoroughly described so that others ca.i

approximate similar conditions.

It is noteworthy that mothers were overwhelmingly considered the

primary caregiver and also the parent most available for

participating in the multiple home visits. Thus, many aspects of the

family environment represented iu the study wore based on the

mother's perceptions. Also, the use of interviewing and self-report

techniques suggested the possible bias of socially desirability in

responses, and a discrepancy between what has been said occurs and

what actually occurs in the family environment. These conditions

have been interpreted as follows: self-report measures provided an

indication of the mother's awareness of and general tendency to

behave a certain way relative to other =them in.the research group.

The ex post facto design of the study restricted, of course, the

inferences that could be made about causation among the variables.

The examination of the relationship between the family environment

and children's performances did not disentangle genetic influences

from "pure" environmental influences. As Marioribanks (1972) and

others have pointed out, the differentiation of these two influences

would have required the study of children in which geontypes and

children's environments were uncorrelated. It is possible that some
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of the variance in children's peiformance that was attributed to the

family environment may have a genetic base. Future studies using the

instruments from the present study may provide additional insight

into the environment-genetics questions.

The eight family risk variables identified in the present study

offer a starting point for more intense inquiry into the nature of

family learning environments. If the goal is to make a difference in

children's academic and social lives, it will be necessary to

validate the family variables that have been associated with

children's performances. The final proof of the effort will be

tested through the use of small-scale, true experimental

interventions.

Implications

No research study can fully capture the singular character of

family life. Rather, the study of families offers only glimpses of

reality, and seeks to identify the most useful and significant

variables in describing that reality. The families who participated

in the present study represented a range of income, educational

level, and occupational level, and lived in either rural or

residential areas of small Wisconsin towns. In almost all cases,

children lived in two-parent homes, with the mother assuming the role

of primary caregiver. All families had two or more children, with at

least one child receiving some sort of educational assistance in

addition to the regular school program. In effect, all families in

the study were "at risk" for exacerbating the school-related
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difficulties being experienced by their children. Furthermore, the

decline in measured intellasl functioning and academic achievement

observed in the performant 1 of younger as compared to older children

suggested the at-risk nature of the total sample of families

represented in the study.

To review, results of the present study indicated that multiple

and interacting family environmental variables were associated with

children's intellectual functioning, academic achievement, and

affective functioning. Family environments characterizetas high-

\
risk were related to lower levels of c/....idren's performance, as

compared to the performance of children from low-risk family

environments. Family risk variables, including both environmental

setting and family process variables, were found to have important,

albeit different, predictive relationships with children's school-

relevant skills depending upon the child's stage of development.

Thus, identifiable aspects of children's family environments appeared

to be important factors in facilitating or impeding children's

learning across their developmental life span.

The identification of sali(?nt family factors in children's skill

attainment supports the development of a psychoeducational technology

that addresses the needs and capaA)ilitiee,of schools, families, and

children in maximizing learning and minimizing or preventing learning

and behavior problems. Consequently, schools that see their role in

a wider framework than the inculcating of skills and the purveying of

information are in a position of veat influence. What follows is a
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discussion of some of the potential roles of the school in

implementing a family-focused psychoeducational technology.

Screening, and Assessment

In the United States, most school districts conduct kindergarten

screening programs to identify young children who do not have the

newssary entry skills for kindergarten. Typically, the school then

suggests possible remedial action, e.g., summer preschool program,

later school entry, and/or further assessment of child functioning.

The importance of screening efforts is also evident in the enabling

legislation for the Early and Periodic Screening, Diagnosis, and

Treatment Program (EPSDT). A major service component o: EPSDT is to

identify persona "at risk" for developing a handicapping condition.

As Bradley and Caldwell (1978) and others have noted, the success in

identifying young children with developmental problems has been

limited. Ineffective screening efforts may be based in part on the

lack of predictive validity of most screening instruments (Gallagher

& Bradley, 1972). Results of the present study suggested that the

inclusion of family environmental variables may enhance the effects

of screening for at-risk conditions by addressing critical variables

in the child's family learning environment.

Similar arguments can be used to support.the inclusion of family

conditions and processes in the assessment of children's learning and

behavior problems. Assessment of children's special educational

needs typically does not include assessment of the child's needs

within the context of family functioning, i.e., assessment of the
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family learning environment is not conducted in any systematic,

comprehensive manner. Assessment of both family and child needs may

more accurately suggest the scope and direction of intervention

efforts.

Family Outreach

Historically, communities and families have been more involved

in the education of their children that is currently the case (Ber

1981). The past ten years have witnessed an increase in parent

involvement, particularly in the area of special education, but the

roles available for parents have been relatively limited (Paul, 1981;

Rutherford & Edgar, 1979). These iimit;ations seem to be at least

partly due to a minimal understanding of parents' needs, skills, and

interests in actively supporting their children's educational

programs. By addressing the needs and capabilities of both families

and children, the school is in a position to enhance the

effectiveness of its educational programs by identifying (a) those

families who need and will be receptive to family outreach efforts

initiated by the school; (b) those families who need assistance but

who will not accept outreach at the present time; and (c) those

families who seem interested and adept at supporting their children's

school program, and thus not in need of assistance.

The family risk variables identified in the present study may

initially suggest important aspects of the family environment

deserving attention with regard to children's school problems.

Further examination of family conditions and processes may suggest
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the need for an individually tailored family outreach program. A

number of authors have provided strategies and techniques for

effecting change in families across a vide range of needs (Bergen &

Duley, 1981; Berger, 1981; Paul, 1981; Robinson, 1980; Rutherford &

Edgar, 1979). This is not to imply that the school is solely

responsible for development and implementation of family outreach

programs. The school is, however, the only stable institution that

has a longitudinal relationship with children and families. Teachers

and administrators are in a position to know and understand the

transient and long-term needs of children and families, and through

some coordinating mechanism, to develop programs in cooperation with

other community programs and agencies. In this manner, the school

acts as a "lead agency" in coordinating and monitoring services to

meet a range of family needs, and as a resource when the needs of

families seem to be interfering with children's ability to benefit

from school programs.

Compensatory Educational Programming

Increased understanding of family and child needs and

capabilities is likely to suggest that some families will not be

receptive to outreach efforts or responsive to outreach programs. A

few researchers have noted parent perceptions that seem to reduce

parent involvement: perceptions of themselves as having an inferior

role in their child's education; perceived separation of home and

school; perceived mismatch between what parents need and what

programs offer; and little belief in the potential effectiveness of
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the program (Karnes, 1969; Patterson, Reid, Jones, & Conger, 1975;

Perake, 1983). Other researchers have noted that the effectiveness

of parent programs varied and in some cases, the program was not at

all effective (Clarke & Clarke, 1972; Patterson et al., 1975; Walter

& Gilmore, 1973).

In families where needed outreach efforts are i_napiropriate or

ineffective, the suggested role of the school is one of compensation.

As Pringle (1975) described:

He [the teacher] can counteract, or at least mitigate, some
of the consequences of an emotionally or culturally
unfavorable home background; he can rekindle the child's
curiosity, harness his emotional energies by giving him
praise and recognition, and compensate 'him for emotional
deprivation by offering affection, albeit of a less
"exclusive" and close nature than parental love (p. 78).

This attitude of effecting positive change clearly requires a

school administration that taken a wider view of the teacher's role,

and actively communicates and supports this role in administrative

decisions, e.g., smaller class size, release time for a teacher

interested in developing a stronger relationship with the child,

hiring a family outreach coordinator. Meeting the needs of the child

through such things as peer-tutoring, membership in a smaller class,

or modified homework assignments, require teaching flexibility and

administrative support.

The school is in a position to move beyond accepting categorical

placement (e.g., Educable Mentally Retarded, Emotionally Disturbed,

Learning Disabled, etc.) as an all-inclusive panacea, or simply

regarding the child as "another one of the kids from that family,"

unable to make significant academic or social gains. This shift lies



299

in recognizing the interrelatedness of the child's school and family

lives, reaching out to parents, and when possible, effecting positive

change.
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Uses of Children

As part of thu University ut Wisconsin family, project, we would like to
learn more about your children. To do this, w will need to do individual
interviews and some testing. This will include questions about children's
feelings about themselves cued others (Self-Observation Scale, Novicki Scale);
short reading and each taste (Woodcock-Johnson Subtests); and problem - solving
and other intellectual tasks Matching Familiar Figures, Peabody Test,
Wechsler Scale). We would also like to review children's school files and
do vision and hearing checks if this information is unavailbale.

In order to do this, we will used your written consent. We would appreciate
your signing this letter which will be retained in the school files.

Thank you for your cooperation.

I/We give ny /our consent to proceed with the interviewing and testing.

I/We do not give my/our consent to proceed with interviewing and testing.

Parent Signature Date
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TITLE: Home Observation for Meaeeeee,ent of the Environment (1978)*

AUTHORS: B. M. Caldwell and R. H. Bradley

PUBLISHER: University of Arkansas at Little Rock, Little Rock
Arkaneas

AGE RANGE: Families of children age 3-6 years

TIME RE. tURED: One hour interview/observational visit and appro-
ximate y minutes to complete the inventory

DESCRIPTION: The Home Observation for Measurement of the Environ-

ment (HOME) was designed to describe the quality of the home
environment available to a young child. The HONE is composed of

six subscales: emotional and verbal responsivity of the mother,

avoidance of restriction and punishment, organization of physical

and temporary environment, provision of appropriate play materials,
maternal involvement with children, and opportunities for variety

in daily stimulation. Although the six subscales of the HOME are
not totally independent, factor analytic procedures were employed

as a means of clustering the 45 items. Each item receives a
binary score- -yes or no--and no attempt is made to rate finer

gradations. Interviewers respond to each item on the basis of

their impressions from a one hour home visit with the parent and

child. The HONE Manual provides detailed instructions on conduct-

ing the home visit. An experimental elementary version of the

HOME is available for use in research studies.

STANDARDIZATION: The HOME has gone through two major revisions.

At each stage of development, the authors report enlisting the
participation of families from different occupation and income

groups. The CAC Manual provides means and standard deviations

for HOME subscale scores for families with preschool age children.

RELIABILITY: Internal consistencies for the HOME subscales, using
TaTilY71-frairdson Formula 20, range from .53 to .93. Stability

coefficients for the subscales, measured at 3 years and 41/2 years,

range from .05 to .70. The authors have suggested that variability

in stability scores ma* reflect the changing nature of parent-child
interactions with increasing age. The internal consistency coef-
ficient of the elementary HOME, physical environment subscale, was

reported to be .80 (Bradley, personal communication).

VALIDITY: Construct Validit : Ramey at al. (1975) reported that

t e H success u y discriminated between "normal" homes and

homes at risk" for developmental ritardation. Fowler and Swenson

(1975) found that 30-month and 48-month scores on the Griffiths
scale were moderately correlated with HOME scores, as were 30-

month Bayley IRB scores. Cravioto and DeLicardie (1972) reported
that clinical malnutrition at 4 years of age was associated with

low HOME scores at 6 months of age. Wulbert et al. (1975) found

*Fost-interview observation form, p. 17.
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that children who were language-delayed but of normal intelligence
CALMS from homes having lower HOME scores than did normal children
or children with Down's Syndrome. Hamilton (1972) reported that
mothers who had participated in a family and child focused inter-
vention program showed a 15-point increase in HOME scores after
6 months of involvement. Predictive Validity.: HOME subscale
scores have been reported as more predictive for developmental
scores than Apgar or prematurity ratings (Hayes, 1977). Studies
conducted at the Center for Child Development and Education in
Little Rock, Arkansas. have supported the predictive validity of
the HONE. HOME scores obtained in the first year cf life were
significantly related to both 6-month and 12-month Bayley MDI
scores. HONE scores also showed moderate to strong correlations
with 36-Month Binet performance, 54-month Binet performance, and
37-month scores on the ITPA. Discriminant functions composed of
HONE subscale scores were also successfully used to designate
those infants who increased in mental test performance, those who
remained stable, and those who decreased. Jordan (1976) examined
the relationship between HOME scores and mothers with at least a
high school education and five or fewer children. He reported
that the HOME accounted for a significant amount of the variance
in performance on the Raven's Colored Progressive Matricee.

COMMENT: The psychometric characteristics of the HOME support
its usefulness in describing certain aspects of family home en-
vironments. The instrument itself is short and relatively easy
to complete. The elementary version of the HOME would appear to
be a useful tool for assessing the ham' environments of older
children.
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TITLE: Home Quality Rating Scale (1977)*

AUTHORS: C. E. Meyers, I. Mink, and K. Nihira

PUBLISHER: Neuropsychiatric Institute - Pacific State Research
Croup, Pomona, California

AGE RANGE: Families of mentally retarded children

TIME RE UIRED: Two hour interview/observational visit and appro-
ximate y 5 minutes to complete ratings

DESCRIPTION: The Home Quality Rating Scale (HORS) was designed to
assess the multiple.dimeneions of the family environment of men-
tally retarded children. The HQRS is made up to 32 items to be
completed by an interviewer after approximately a 2-hour visit to
the home. Most items are rated on a I through 5 or 1 through 4
scale. Specific instructions are included for converting nominal
scale items and items which are "not applicable" or "unable to
tell" responses. Factor analysis of the scale revealed five
factors: harmony and quality of parenting, concordance in support
0: child care, openness and awareness of disability. quality of
the residential environment, and quality of the residential area.

STANDARDIZATION: The current form of the HORS resulted from vari-
ous experimental tryouts and from analysis of the data from the
first 2 years of a 4 year longitudinal study. Subjects in this
on-going study are families with children in classes for the
educable mentally retarded (ERR) or trainable mentally retarded
(TMR). One hundred forty-six families with a TMR child and 231
families with an EMR child were involved in the development of
the HQRS aiLd in the factor analysis. The five factors of the HQRS
obtained through factor analyses were substantially the same for
both the TMR and the EMR groups.

RELIABILITY: Authors reported the internal consistency reliabi-
lities of-The factor scores estimated by Chronbach1;., alpha:

Factor TMR ERR

Harmony and quality of parenting .825 .861

Concordance in support of child care .780 .775

Openness and awareness of disability .759 .637

Quality of the residential environment .705 .845

Quality of the residential area .561 .477

VALIDITY: Construct Validity: In conducting their study of EMR
and TMR families, Meyers and associates have combined two other
family environment measures with the HORS: the Henderson

* ÷ Tr 4- 1-r (171 es rry, 7-14.
(e C.,. olet.;.,41 kr' %A 40 a.,
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Environmental Learning Process Scale (HELPS) (Henderson, Bergess,
Hunt, 1972) and the Family Environment Scale (FES) (Moos

Moos, 19a1). The HQRS, HELPS, and FES factors were used to con-
duct a cluster analysis of EXR and THR family environments.
Factors of the HQRS combined with the other instrument factors
to reveal seven distinct types of families for EMR children and
five distinct types of families for THR children. Three family
types were similar for both groups and were described as (a)
families who were cohesive, harmonious, and child centered; (b)
families who were disadvantaged, low in morale, and had little
cr'ncern for the child: and (c) families who did not disclose much
&omit themselves and who were unharmonious. Factors of the HQRS
were consistently important descriptors of both EHR and THR groups.
Criterion Validity: Ethnographic studies were also conducted with
a sample of these DIR and TMR families. A number of family and
child characteristics supported the validity of the family clus-
ters. For example, cohesive, harmonious families were more likely
to have children who received more attention from parents and were
freer from emotional problems in school. Disadvantaged, low
morale families were more likely to have children who had adjust-
ment problems in school and a family lifestyle. that was somewhat
passive and isolate. Low - disclosure, unharmonious families tended
to have more stressful life events and to negatiVely perceive
their child's handicap.

COMMENT: The HORS appears to be
iiiraa to aspects of the family
in instruments such as the HELPS
of HQRS items lend themselves to
of nonhandicapped children.
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TITLE: Henderson Environmental Learning Process Scale (1972)*

AUTHORS: R. W. Henderson, J. R. Bergen, and M. Hunt, Jr.

PUBLISHER: R. W. Henderson, Teacher Education, University of
urimara, Santa Cruz., Santa Cruse, California

AGE RANGE: Families with young children, although modifications
of the scale are recommended for families with older children

DESCRIPTION: The Henderson Environmental Learning Process Scala
NEWS) is an interview schedule designed to provide measures of
educationally relevant variables in the hoes that would be subject
to change through intervention programs in the school and in the
home. The HELPS is composed of 55 items and the continuum for
each item is scored 1 through 5 (5 representing a response at the
end of the scale indicating the greatest amount of experience,
exposure to learning situations, etc.). The score for each home
environment is the sum of the scores for all items. The instru-
ment can be se1Z-administered or completed by the respondent with
assistance from the interviewer (e.g., reads each item aloud).
Factor analysis of the HELPS has revealed five factors: extended
interests and community involvement, valuing language and school
related behavior. intellectual guidance, providing a supportive
environment for learning and attention.

STANDARDIZATION: The HELPS was developed on a sample of 60 loWer
SES Mexican-American families and 66 middle SES Anglo-American
families, each family having at least one child in the first grade.
Families were drawn from three public schools in Tucson, Arizona.

RELIABILITY: Veldman's TESTAT (1967) program was used to deter-
mine the internal characteristics of-item-total correlations. The
25 items having the highest correlations with total test score
were selected as the final items for the HELPS. The raw scores
of subjects on these items were adjusted to remove response bias,
using Bergen's (1968) bias adjustment procedure (i.e., minimize
bias affecting the mean and variability in subject's responses).
A subject's mean on the response bias adjustment scale was sub-
tracted from each of his item responses on the KELPS in order to
remove constant errors, such as the tendency to overestimate a
response in a socially desirable direction. The resultant score
for each item was divided by the standard deviation computed for
the subject's responses on the bias adjustment scale in order to
remove bias affecting the variability of responses. Factor analy-
sis of the HELPS was conducted on the adjusted scores of the
standardization sample.

VAI[DITY: Concurrent Validity: Henderson and associates compared
ITe factor structure of the HELPS items to the factor structure of
the HELPS items when SES and ethnic group membership were included
among the items in the analysis. The resulting factor structures

*Parent Answer Booklet, pp. 1-4.
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were quits similar, suggesting that the HELPS was measuring home
environmental factors that were important across different SES and
ethnic groups. Predictive Validit : The authors also examined
the relationship bSraven HELPS actor scores and children's per-
formance on the Stanford Early Achievement Test (SEAT) and the
Boehm Test of Basic Concepts (BTBC). Stspwite regression analyses
indicated that two HELPS factors, valuing language and school
related behavior and providing a supportive environment for =hocl
learning, accounted for a majority of .the variance in all of the
analyses conducted.

COMMENT: Although there is support for the usefullness of the
WOKthe reliability information is somewhat limited. The items
and format of the scale appear to be quits adaptable to families
of school-age children, and modifications and improvements on the
scale are encouraged by the authors (Henderson, personal communi-
cation).
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TITLE: Parental modernity in Childrearing and Educational Atti-
Wii and Beliefs (1981)*

AUTHORS: E. S. Schaefer and. M. Edgerton

PUBLISHER: E. S. Schaefer and M. Edgerton, Frank Porter Graham
51127bWelopment Center, Chapel Bill, North Carolina

AGE RANGE: Families with kindergarten and 'older school-age children

DESCRIPTION: The Parental Modernity in Childrearing and Educa-
tional Attitudes and Beliefs Scale (PNS) was designed to assess
parents' individual modernity in their approaches to raising and
educating children. Schaefer and Edgerton's (1977) earlier work
with their Parent as Educator Interview suggested the usefulness
of examining (a) progressive versus traditional educational beliefs
and (b) self-directing versus conforming values for children. The
PMS is available in two forms, a general form and a parent form.
Each form consists of 15 statements that require a response of
'strongly disagree to *strongly agree.* Respondents are to circle
the number that indicates they agree or disagree with each state-
ment on childrearing and education.

STANDARDIZATION; Throe samples were involved in the development
Fir-Wrii4SThple A consisted of 98 black and 77 white mothers
and children randomly selected from 28 kindergarten classrooms in
eight rural, suburban, and urban schools. Sample B consisted of
55 black, low SW mothers and their children who had been selected
during infancy as at high risk for later school failure. Sample B
also included 33 white mothers and children randomly selected from
the same classrooms from a predominantly higher SES community.
Sample C included 40 white and nine black normal older school age
siblings of a sample of young normal end handicapped children and
their mothers and fathers. The 99 items of the Parent as Educator
Interview were administered during the fall and spring of the
kindergarten year to mothers. of Sample A, and during the kinder-
garten year to mothers of Sample B. Sample C mothers and fathers
completed a self-administered version of the Parent as Educator
Interview. The PMS general and parent'form were developed inde-
pendently for Samples A and B from scales or the Parent as Educa-
tor Interview. Items were selected based on the significance of
their correlation with children's mental test scores and teacher
ratings. Reliability estimates were computed for Sample A. In-
ternal consistency reliability computed with Cronbach's alpha was
.88. Split half reliability (Spearman-Brown correction) computed
by comparing the general form with the parent form and yielded a
correlation of .90. Scores from Scales A and B yielded a correla-
tion of .91. Test-retest reliability from fall to spring was .84.

VALIDITY: Construct Validity: Children in the standardization
sample were administered the WPPSI (Sample A) and WPPSI and PIAT
(Sample B). Teachers of children in all three samples completed

*Family Interview Booklet, pp. 29-30.
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the Classroom Behavior Inventory (C31) for children in their
classes. To examine the validity of the MS in relation to intel-
ligence, the scale developed on Sample A was cross-validated on
Sample B and vice versa. A combined AB scale developed from items
contained,in Scaes A andll was cross-validated for Sample C.
Significant correlations wore obtained between the PMS scale and
the teacher's ratlng of the child's verbal intelligende for total
samples, separate black and white samples, and for mothers and
fathers. Significant correlations were also obtained between the
MS and children's mental test scores. The PMS was significantly
positively correlated with CBI scales of curiosity/creativity,
independence, aLd task orientation, and negatively correlated
with CBI scales of dependency and distractibility.

COMMENT:* The PMS appears to be a highly reliable Instrument for
assess parental beliefs and attitudes that may relate to chil-
dren's academic and social competence. The PMS is a brief, easy
to administer tool with items that seem appropriate for families
with school-age as well as preschool-age children.
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TITLE: Family Environment Scala (1981)*

AUTHORS: R. H. Moos and B. S. Moos

PUBLISHERS: Consulting Psychologists Press, Palo Alto, California

AGE RANGE: Manual does not give an age range. Studies using the
scale inaicate that it is useful with family members 12 years of
age and older.

DESCRIPTION: The Family Environment Scale (FES) was developed to
assess tEriocial climates of families, including directions of
personal relationships, directions of personal growth, and basic
organisational structure. The FES is a self-report inventory with
a true/false response format. Form A has 90 items forming 10 sub-
scales: cohesion, independence, achievement orientation, intel-
lectual-cultural orientation, active-recreational orientation.
moral-religious emphasis. organization, expressiveness, conflict.
and control. The short form of the FES (Form S) was developed to
permit rapid assessment of either large families and/or groups of
families. Form S is comprised of 40 items from Form A, with four
item* from each subscale. A score is obtained for each subscale
by adding up the number of items on the subscale that have been
answered in the scored direction. An average score is then cal-
culated for all the members of each family and family profiles are
generated by comparing these subscale averages with the normative
sample. A Family Incongruence Score can be derived by (a) com-
paring the 10 subscale *oozes of each possible pair of family
members,' (b) obtaining the difference between each pair :or each
of the 10 subscale scores, (c) summing these differences over the
10 subscales, (d) using the resulting score as a measure of the
extent to which each pair of family members disagree about their
family climate, (e) obtaining an incongruence score for each pos-
sible combination of two family members, and (f) calculating the
average of these incongruence scores to yield a Family Incongruence
Score (Moos & Moos, 1981).

STANDARDIZATION: The FES standardization population included
three family samples: (a) families recruited from church groups,
from a newspaper advertisement, and through high school students;
(b) black and Mexican-American families recruited from these groups
as well as from black and Mexican-American research assistants: and
(c) "clinic* families from a psychiatrically-oriented family clinic
and a probation and parole department. The manual provides norma-
tive data from 285 families representing a wide range of family
size and socioeconomic status groups. Short Form norms are also
included.

RELIABILITY: Internal consistencies for.the subscales, using
ruder- Richardson Formula 20, range from .64 to .79. The item-to-

*Parent Anawcr Booklet, pp. 13-14.
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subscale correlations vary from .45 to .58. The test-retest reli-
abilities of individual scores on the 10 subscales were calculated
on 47 family members in nine families who took the FES twice with
an 5 week interval between testing'. The test-retest subscale
nil/abilities range from .68 to .86 (Moos 6 Moos, 1981). FES
Short Forms The similarity of profiles obtained using only-Tour
items from each subscale was investigated by calculating intra-
class profile correlations between 10 Form it and 10 Fore S stan-
dard scores for a sample of 11 families, each family having five or
more members. Ten of these correlationsvere above .90 and the
other was above .80. Preliminary data indicate that the use of
Form S results in a family profile that is highly similar to that
obtained using Form R.

VALIUM Concurrent Validity: Moos and Moos (1981) report that
studies have shown that the tnree broad TLS dimensions (relation-
ship, personal growth or goal orientation, and system maintenance
and system change) are useful in characterizing the social and
organisational climates of families. Other investigators have
found conceptually similar dimensions using other types of assess-
ment devices (Novicki 6 Schneewind, 1977; 011endick, LaXerteaux.
Borne, 1978; Melberg, 1976). Construct Validi : Moos (1974)

compared 42 clinic families and normai ems los matched on
family size and composition. The clinic families obtained signi-
ficantly lower scores on cohesion, intellectual-cultural orienta-
tion, and active - recreational orientation, and obtained higher
scores on both conflict and control. Clinic families also obtained
lower scores on expressiveness and independence and higher scores
on achievement orientation. Clinic families obtained higher Family
Incongruence Scores than the normal families. The YES was adminis-
tered to 122 families in which one family member had been treated
in a residential alcoholism program. FES data were obtained 6 to
9 months after the patients were discharged from the program.
mean scores of the alcoholic families closely resembled those of
the normative sample on seven of the 10 ?ES dimensions. Conflict,
intellectual-cultural, and active-recreational orientation sub-
scales received leas emphasis in the alcoholic families, with
differences still remaining 24 months posttreatment. Researchers
reported results for conflict were consistent with the notion that
families of recovered alcoholics are careful to avoid conflicts
and tension for fear of triggering renewed drinking (Bromet 6 moos,
1977; Moos, Smoot, Tsu, 6 Moos, 1979). Scoresy and Christiansen
(1976) compared FES scores of families rodeiving counseling and
'nonclinic" families. Families seeking help scored significantly
lower on the cohesion, expressiveness, and organization subscales,
whereas they scared significantly higher on the conflict subscale.
Draper (1977) administered the YES to families whose children ex-
perienced no academic problems, families whose children experienced
academic problems, and families in which there was at least one
academically successful child and one academically troubled child.
The academically troubled group was higher in conflict than the
other two groups and lower in intellectual-cultural orientation
than the academically successful group. Janes and Hesselbrock
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(1976) obtaine4 FES results that showed that children of schizo-
phrenic parents rated their families significantly lower than
children of normal parents on two subacales, intellectual-cultural
and active - recreational orientation. These same researchers also
examined the relationship between the FES and children's school
behavior. Teenagers who perceived their families as stressing
independent thought and action were more likely to be rated by
teachers (Hahnemann High School Behavior Rating Scale) as higher
in reasoning ability, originality, verbal interaction, And intel-
lectual independence, as having better work habits, and as demon-
atrating lees anxiety than other children. Additional research
indicates FES differences for familiv; who receive various human
services (e.g., residential treatment programs for their children)
and for families who do not require special services (Kraft, 1977;
Malin, 19781 Penk, Rabinowitz, A Xidd, 1976; Pringle, 1976;
Steinbock, 1977). Predictive Valid. : The YES has been used in
the examination of y env runt and outcome of various train-
ing and treatment programs. Ford, Bashford, and White (1979) found
clients with different types of pretreatment characteristics (e.g.,
FES cohesion and expressiveness) tended to benefit differentially
from different types of marital communication training. Finney.
Moos, and Mawburn (1979) found more positive YES scores were linked
to better outcome for alcoholic treatment patients. A number of
studies report that the ?E3 is sensitive to changes in the family
environment as a result of family treatment programs (Badger,
1976; Christiansen, 1977; Druckman, 1978; Geffen & Lange, 1978;
Rosenthal, 1975).

COMMENT: Considerable support is evident for use of the FES for
both clinical and research purposes. There is strong support for
its use in all phases of family therapy: diagnosis, on-going
assessment, and follow -up (Eichel, 1978; Fuhr, Moos, 6 Dishotsky,
1975; Waters, 1980). Similarly, the FES is applicable for explor-
ing the hypotheses of the proposod study, particularly as it sug-
gests differences in family processes as they relate to child per-
formance. The FES (Short Form) is brief, has acceptable reliabi-
lity, and can be administered by paraprofessionals.
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TITLE: Novicki- Strickland Locus of Control Scale (1973)4

AUTHORS: S. Nowicki and B. R. Strickland

PUBLISHER; American Psychological Association, Arlington, Virginia

AGE RANGE: Grades 3.12

DESCRIPTION: The Novicki -Strickland Locus of Control Scale (NSLC)
:Wilp-----apor-and-pencil measure consisting of 40 questions that are

answered either yes or no. The items describe reinforcement situ-
ations across interpersonal and motivational areas such as affili-
ation, achievement, and dependency. The scale yields a score for
responses reflecting an internal (If) locus of control and a score
for responses representing external control (In. The NSLC can be
administered OA an individual. or group basis, accompanied by the
oral presentation of items. A preschool version of the NSLC is
also available (Novicki fi Duke, 1973). Ling drawings illustrating
items of the scale are used to aid young children's understand-
ing.

STANDARDIZATION: The NSLC was standardized on a sample of 1017
arlarom rangE4 from the third through the twelfth grade. Chil-
dren were mostly Caucasian elementary and high school students
from four different communities. All schools were in a county
bordering a large metropolitan school system. Socioeconomic data
obtained from school records and indicated that all socioeconomic
status groups (Hollingshead Index, 1957) were well represented
except the highest group. Intelligence test scores for males and
females in grades 3-10 ranged from means of 101 to 106 as measured
by Otis - Lannon scales, with no significant differencas across
groups. Normative data for the standardization population appears
in Novicki and Strickland (1973).

RELIABILITY: Authors report split-half reliability estimates of

intern) consistency, corrected by the Spearman-Brown formula.
were .63 (for grades 3, 4, 5), .74 (for grades 9, 10, 11), and
.81 (for grade 12). Test-retest reliabilities sampled at three
grade levels, 6 weeks apart, were .63 for the third grade, .66

for the seventh grade, and .71 for the tenth grade.

VALIDITY: Concurrent Validity: Authors compared NSLC scores to
scores fiam thi frTailectual Achievement Responsibility Scale
(Crandall, Xatkovsky, & Crandall, 1965) for a sample of black
third (N01182) and seventh graders (N '-171). Results revealed sig-
nificant correlations with the 1+ but not the I- scores (for the

third grade, .31, p < .01; for the seventh grade, .51, p .01).

Authors also compared the NSLC with the Bialer-Cromwell Locus of

Control Scale (Bialer,'1961). Significant correlations (.41,
p < .(5) were obtained for a sample of white children (20.29) aged

*Parent Answer Booklet, pp. 10-12.
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9-11. The Ratter Internal- External Locus of Control Scale (Ratter,
1966) was also found to correlate with the NSLC adult scales (NSLC
items for 'kids' changed to 'people" and items about perents de-
leted) in two studies with college students (100,76, r0.61, p .01;
N46, r.. 3$, p c .01). A number of investigations revealed signi-
ficant relationships between NSLC scores and measures of achieve-
ent (Novicki, 1971; Novicki 6 Roundtree, 1973; Novicki 6
Strickland, 1973, Ratter, 1971), delay of gratification (Strickland,
1971, 1972), involvement in ext:scurricular activities and popular-
ity (Iowicki, 1971; Novicki 6 Barnes, 1971; Novicki 6 Roundtred.
1971), and prejudice against black children by white children
(Duke 6 Novicki, 1971).

COMM?: The psychometric characteristics of the NSLC seem to be
comparable to other similar instruments and in some cases have
improved on the shortcomings of other tools. The standardisation
population is appropriate for the purposes of the proposed study.
The USLC allows for group administration, decreasing the amount
of time needed for individual assessment.
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TITLE; Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised 11981)m

AUTHORS; L. M. Dunn and L. K. Dunn

PAILISHER; American Guidance Service, Circle Pines, Minnesota

AGE RANGE: 2 1/2 years through adult

tESCRIPTION: The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised (PPVT-R) is non-

verbal, multiple choice test designed to evaluate the receptive vocabulary
skills of children and adults. The examinee must have adequate hearing and
be able to indicate "yes" or *no" in some manner. The recent revision of the
original PPVT (Dunn, 19593 contains greater range and balance of grammatical
word categories and efforts have been made to eliminate words that are culturally,
regionally, sexually, or ratically biased. The PPVT-R has two farms, L and M.

with 175 picture plates iru each form. Each plate contains four pictures and
plates are arranged in increasing levels of difficulty. Practice items precede

test item and for each, the examinee is instructed to "point to," "show met,"
find,' or somehow indicate the picture that best tells the meaning of the word.

STANDARDIZATION: The PPVT -R was nomad on a representative sample of 4,200
children, ages 2 1/2 through 18 years, and 828 adults, ages 19 through 40 ysars,
baited on the 170 U.S. Census data. Equal numbers of male and female children
were grouped into half-year intervals. from ages 2-6 to 6-11 and at one-year
intervals cram ages 7 through 18 years. The sample was stratified on sex,
geographic region, occupation of major wage earner, race, and community size.
In the adult sample, four age groups were used: 19-24, 25-29, 30-34. and 35-40.

The eample was stratified by age, sax, and occupation.

RELIASILZTY
range from
coefficient
is 7 points
.r e .74 to
Forma Uti
.50 to .89

Split-half reliability coefficients for ages 2-6 through 18-0
.61 to .88. For the adult sample, the median split-half reliability

was .32. For all groups, the median standard error of MO4SurOMent
. Alternative fore reliabilities for a sample of 642 children ranged
.89 for the standard scores. In a sample of 962 children given

K within 9 to 31 days, alternate -fora reliabilities ringed from
(median ,4.7 .76) for the standard scores.
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VALIDZTY: Ho validity studies are yet availAbie on the PPVT-R. Similarities

between the revised and original rest suggest the usefulness of PPVT validity
information. Equivalence of Ports 4 of the PPVT and Forst L of the PPVT-R was

studied on a sample of 1,709 childrel.. ages 3-16 years. Correlations cf

standard scores ranged from .50 to .85 aoross the age ranges. Concurrent Validity:

The PPVT has most often been compared to standardized intelligence tests, since
these measures typically contain some measure of vocabulary and vocabulary
subtests have been found to be the single best indicator of full scale measured

intelligence. Settler (1982) reported that the PPVT correlations with intelligence
measure range from .20 to .90, with median correlations in the .60's. Correla-

tions between the PPVT and achievement measures range from .00 to .90, with

median correlations in the .40's. Correlations wetween the PPVT and other

measures of vocabulary range from .50 (Pacific Picture Vocabulary Test) to .89

(Expressive One-Word Vocabulary Test). Predictive Validity: Evidence of the

PPvT's predictive validity over one month or longer indicate it correlates
7a,)derattly with the Wide Range Achievement Test (median, .24 -.29) , California

Achievement Test (median, .40 to .62), and Metropolitan Achievement Test

(median, .42).

7 :17. crv-Lc' 3ook 67-69.
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COMMENT: The PPVT-R appears to be an improvement over the PPVT, paricularly
with regard to standardization. The PPVT is a widely used measure of receptive
vocabulary and both the PPVT and PPvT-R axe applicable for testing individuals
from younger to older ages.
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TITLE: Reading/Everyday Activities in life (1578)*

AUTHOR: H. Licht men

PUBLISEER: Westwood Press, New \ork, New York

AGE RANGE: Approximately 10 years of age or older

DESCRIPTION: Reading/Everyday Activities in Life (R/EAL) Was de-
gned assess the functional literacy of individuals. The

content of R/EAL is based on the concept that functional literacy
relates directly to reading experiences encountered in daily liv-
ing. The test is made up of nine subtests selected as representa-
tive of a number of general categories of common printed material.
The categories include: signs and labels; schedules and tables;
sets of directions; high-interest, factual narrative; illustrated
advertieseents; technical documents; maps; categorized listings
and indices; and fill -in -blank form. R/EAL consists of nine
reading selections chosen to reprmsent each of these categories.
The respondent is asked to read each selection and answer five
questions for each which are based on a task analysis of the func-
tions required to deal with each selection. R/EAL can be self-
Administered, self-directed, and self-paced by audio input
(instructions on cassette tape) or administered orally by the
examiner.

STANDARDIZATION: R/EAL was developed on a sample of 434 indivi-
duals ranging from 16 to 21 years of age. One hundred sixty-nine
males and 265 females coeprised the sample. Subjects were enrolled
in a job training program designed for low income individuals, most
of whom had not completed high school. Blacks, Spanish-surnamed,
and rural whites comprise the majority of the sample. Subjects
had completed an average of 9 years of high school and had a read-
ing grade equivalent on the Stanford Achievement Test of 5.2.

RELIABILITY: Internal estimates of reliability were computed for
the standardization sample. Using Ruder-Richardson Formula 20,
the internal consistency coefficient was .93.

VALIDITY: Concurrent Validity: The author reported on the rela-
tionship betWgii177EAL and the Stanford Achievement Test for the
424 aubjects in the standardization sample. The Pearson product
moment correlation between the two tests was .74 and the standard
error of measurement was 5.28. Content Validity: Lichtman also
reported on the extent to which Dirbehaviors sampled in R/EAL
were representative of the universe of behaviors defining func-
tional literacy. To accomplish this goal, each question used in
R/EAL was selected directly from a task analysis (detailed in the
manual) of behaviors required to complete the questions for each
reading selection.

COMMENT: R/EAL appears to be particularly useful for ethnic and
minority groups who traditionally have been singled out by the

*Farr:::1 Interview il'ookLets L.
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bias of standardized reading achievement tests. By allowing for
self-testing, REAL attempts.to eliminate examiner bias and nega-
tive examiner reactions. This format may also increase motivation
by giving the subject control over the testing situation. This
characteristic of VEAL is particularly important for the present
study since parents are typically asked to complete a reading test
in their own home or elsewhere.

3 00
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TITLE: matchim Familiar Figures Test (1.965)*

AUTHOR: 3. Ragan

mu2KB: J. Kagan, Bartard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts

A= RAKE: School age or older

DESCSIPTION: The Matching Mali= Figures Test (zTr) was designed as a
measurement of reflection-impulsivity in cognitive problem-solving. The taw is
a match-to-saaple task consisting of a standard Ink drawing of a figure (e.g.,
tree, house, boat, telephone), accompanied by an may of six very similar
drawings, one of which is an exact copy of the standard. The other five drawings
differ from the standard in a single, unique, and identifiable detail. There
are two practice its and twelve test items in the standard an. Impulsive
individuals are conventionally defined as those scoring below the sample median
in Wan latency to first response and above the sample median in total errors.

STANDAMDIZATIONI The arr wee developed for use in experimental studies of
children's reflective or impulsive on cognitive problem-solving tasks. Kagan

and his associates examined the MFFT performance of children in grades 1
through 4. Other researchers have reported the arT performance of chil&en
in preschool and kindergarten (Harrison ii Mailman, 1972; Timis, Bausch,
Goldberg, 6 Dodd, 1965; Ward, 1.968). In an effort to develop normative data on
the arr, Salkind and his associates have examined the arr performance of
large-groups of children (Salkind, 1978). The naming population consisted of
8,172 children from studies conducted by 97 different researchers. In the total

population, 97 percent of the children have been described as °normal," 96.8
percent as middle class, with a breakdown by sex of 53 percent males and 47
percent females. The range of age groups wee from 3 to 85 years with the
malority of the population falling within tl 5- to 12-year-old range (+ 6 months).
Prom this total population, data for the norm tables were included for children
ranging in age from 5 to 12 years who were described as normal and middle class.
Each age group within the noosing sample contained at least 100 children of each
sex. The final data pool consisted of 2,846 administrations of the am.
Selland (1978) presents means and standard deviations for errors and latency by
age and sex for the mooing sample.

RMSABILITY: Numerous studies have been conducted with the ban. In general,

there is considerable support for the reliability of response latency and errors
up to 2 1/2 year= for children in grades 1 through 4. Stability correlations

for Latency range trme .43 to .73. The correlation between latency and error,

over time, ranged from -.40 to -.69. Block, Block, and Harrington (1974)
reported internal consistency relaibility for MF111, latency, .89, and errors, .62

VALIDITY: Concurrent Validity: Kagan and Associates h..** compared children's
MFFT performance with their scores on other measures of "conceptual tempo," a
term used to describe the reflective-impulsive dimension of cognitive style.
Error score correlations between the KFTT and the Design Recall Test, and the
Kr FT and the Haptic Visual matching Test range fret .33 to .52 (p .01).
Correlations for response Latency between the an and these measures range
from .48 to .82 (p .011. Significant correlations havu also been found between

the mrFT and those other tests containing response uncertainty. Picture Comple-

tion Reasoning Test, Extrapolation Reasoning Test, and Inductive Reasoning Test.

41Luri Z<< Interview Booklet, pp. 79-66.
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Construct Validity An indicator of validity of the MPS'? is the degree to which
children display a tandeacy to choose between speed and accuracy as a matter of
strategic choice. This gads -off strategic is reflected in the magnitude of
the negative correlation between speed and accuracy. For school-age children.
the correlations between latency (speed) and accuracy (errors) range from
-.40 to -.69. Children's performance on the MFPT has been compared to other
tasks and behaviors. Km general, NITT-designated impulsive children have been
more inclined to jump at decisions (Drake, 1970; Matta, 1970), to pile up
errors 411 task complexity increases (Mutts, 1970; Undo 6 Kagan, 1970), to
demonstrate poor verbal ability (Schwftbel. 1966), and to have a higher percentage
of school failure (Masser, 1970). A isflective-impulsive reapcose tendency has
also been associated with reading achievement (Samuels, Dahl, L Archwamety, 1974).
The construct of conceptual tempo, as measured on the mIPPT has been compared to
seeeeredi of intelligence. In general, no relationships or low negative relation-
ships have been found between Latency and error scores, and IQ scores. Correla-
tions very depending upon the IQ measure heed.

COMMZMTI The WM appears to be measuring an important component of cognitive
problem-sawing ability. A number of studies support a moderate degree of
reliability and validity. Studies with older children and adults are limited,
although the difficulty of MPFT tasks suggest ita usefulness with older age
groups.
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TITLE: Multiple Affect Adjective Checklist (1965) (Self Descrip-
EMIT it

AUTHORS: M. Zuckerman and B. Lubin

PUBLISHER: EDITS Publishers, San Diego, California

AGE RANGE: Approximately 13 years of age or older (8th grade
Waniii-revel)

DESCRIPTION: The Multiple Kffective Adjective Checklist (MAACL)
was esgbed to measure three clinically relevant negative affects:
anxiety, depression, and hostility. The test is a self-administered
test containing 132 items. Each item is a word describing an af-
fective state (e.g., miserable, loving, satisfied) and contributes
to a score on either the anxiety, depression, or hostility scale
of the MAACL. Two forms of the test are available: a "general"
fore or a "today' form. Both use the same set of items but the
former instructs the subject to describe how he "generally feels"
while the latter instructs him to describe how he feels "now" or
'today.' A brief form of the MAACL containing 48 items is also
available.

STANDARDIZATION: The MAACL was developed on a sample of 200 sub-
jects whiCh were drawn from a population of 1200 job applicants
at the Indiana University Medical Center personnel office. Sub-
jects were stratified by age, sex, and education to match the cen-
sus distribution of these variables. The standardization sample
also included 75 college students, 226 psychiatric patients, and
33 patients who were part of a drug treatment study. Means and
standard deviations for normal and patient samples and normative
data are included in the MAACL aauual. In developing the brief
scales of the MAACL, a sample of 200 normal individuals and 278
psychiatric patients was used for item analysis. Items that cor-
related most highly with their own scale, relative to their corre-
lations with the other two scales, were selected for use in the
brief scales.

RELIABILITY: Reliability estimates for subsamples of the standar-
,

dization sample were reported for scales of both the 'general" and
"today" forms of the MAACL. For college students (N -35), internal
reliability for general anxiety was .72 and 7-day interval of
test-retest reliability was .68 (p < .01): internal reliability
was .85 for today anxiety and .31 for test-retest reliability.
For another sample of college students (Ne46), internal reliahi-
lity for today anxiety was .79, for today depression, ,92, eir,d

far today hostility, .90 (p < .01). For psychiatric patients
(N-0), internal reliability for today anxietylpas .73, for today
depression, .65, and for today hostility, .24. Test-retest reii-
abilities for this sample ranged from .77 to .84. In describing
the brief scales, the authors reported that the correlations be-
tween the brief and full scales (A .r.82, D -.93, and H -.92) indicated
that the brief scales were adequate substitutes for the longer

"Parent Answer Booklet, p. 5.
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scales. Test-retest and internal reliability estimates for the
brief scales were similar to the estimates for the longer scales.

VALIDITY Concurrent Validit : The authors reported a number of
signs ast corre ations etween forms of the MAACL anxiety scale
and other anxiety questi-nnaires. For MAACL anxiety (general),
the correlations with other measures were as follows: Welsh A
Scale (.65), Maslow Security (-.69), and Cattell's IPAT (.63).
Correlations between MAACL anxiety (today) and these measures were
similar. MAACL scores have also been significantly correlated
with clinical observations of anxiety, depression, and hostility
for both normal and psychiatric samples. Construct Validity:
The authors reported a number of studies in c MAd1 scores
were associated with changes in drug treatment and changes in
physiological and biochemical measures. The relationship between
test anxiety and the MAACL anxiety scale has been re Licated in
a number of studies reported in the MAACL manual. Results of
these studies have indicated that MAACL anxiety scores were sen-
sitive to anxiety before examinations. The MAACL has also been
shown to be sensitive to affective states associated with confine-
ment, perceptual, isolation, 'stage fright,' and pictorial stimuli.
The validity or the brief scales of the MAACL closely parallels
that of the longer scales. Significant correlations have been
reported for MAACL brief scale scores and affect ratings from
clinical observation and scores on other affect questionnaires.

COMMENT: The reliability and validity of the MAACL seem to be
comparable to that of other affective measurement instruments,
i.e., moderate to high validity and internal reliability, and low
to moderate test-retest reliability. The advantage of the MAACL
over other measures the use of both positive and negative af-
fective descriptors ...sat allow the subject to describe himself
across a continuum of affective states. The MAACL appears less
likely to lead the subject to he purpose of the instrument and
thus may be a more valid measure of an individual's affective
state.
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APPENDIX C:

FAMILY AND FRIENDS SOCIAL NETWORK ANALYSIS
PICTURE CARDS AND SCORING WORKSHEET
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RESPONDENT: Q Mother/Mother Figure

L:7 Father/Father Figure

L:7 Other Adult

"FAMILY AND FRIENDS' SOCIAL NE1UORK ANALYSIS WORKSHEET*

11"

aft,

ST it
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3 7+
2 - 4-6
1 1-3
0 0 no network

WHY NETWORK MEMBER IS IMPORTANT
TO RESPONDENT

3 = FOUR LETTERS CIRCLED
2 TWO-THREE LETTERS CIRCLED
1 ONE LETTER CIRCLED
0 = E CIRCLED NO NETWORK
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1111111111
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11/11/L
MEI MMI

WHY RESPONDENT IS IMPORTANT
TO NETWORK MEMBER

3 FOUR LETTERS CIRCLED
2 TWO-THREE LETTERS CIRCLED
1 ONE LETTER CIRCLED
0 = E CIRCLED no network

ADD SCORES FOR TASKS #3,
*4, AND 05 FOR EACH MEMBER

TOTALS
ADO EACH PE
TO OBTAIN TOTAL MEMBER' SCORE

TASK 01. NUMBER OF MEMBERS IN ;-

NETWORK (ABSOLUTE NO., 0-10) r---1 RELATIONSHIPS
AVERAGE QUALITY OF

*Parent Answer Book.et, pp. 7 -8.
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CAARICTERTSTICS OF

353

THE SOCIAL NETWORK
ribri

RELATIONSHIPS
3 NETWORK INCLUDES BOTH RELATIVES

(R) AND FRIENDS (F)
2 NETWORK INCLUDES ONLY RELATIVES
1 NETWORK INCLUDES ONLY FRIENDS
0 NO NETWORK

SCORE
TASk 01. SIZE OF SOCIAL NEltiOR
NUMBER. NUMER OF PEOPLE ENCOMPASSED
BY THE NETWORK (RATING; 0-3)

3 7-10 PEOPLE
2 3-6 PEOPLE
1 1-2 PEOPLE
0 -0

SCORE

N
WHICH INDIVIDUALS WITHIN A NETWORK
KNOW EACH OTHER. (INTERVIEW, P. 66)

3 EACH MEMBER KNOWS AT LEAST UNE
OTHER MEMBER

2 1-5 MEMBERS DO NOT KNOW AT
LEAST ONE OTHER 14tM&ER

1 6-10 MEMBERS DO NOT KNOW AT
LEAST ONE OTHtg MEMBER

0 NO NETWORK

SUMMARY 'CORES
SCORE

ADO

SIZE OF SOCIAL NETWORK

AVERAGE QUALITY OF
RELATIONSHIPS

NORMATIVE CONTEA
RE LAT ION .1-11PS

NE 4ORK DENSITY

QUALITY OF SOCIAL NETWORK
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APPENDIX D:

.VERBAL PROBLEM-SOLVING DISCIPLINE PROBLEMS #1
AND #2 SCORING PROCEDURES
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Verbal Problem-Solving

Discipline P

Family Interview Booklet, P. 92,, 0144a-44e.

Scoring

1. Range: A -wquency tally of the number of unique, relevant responses

across first three questions:

44a. What are all the things you might do?

44b. Are there some things other parents might do?

44c. Which one of these things would you do?.

2. Effectiveness: This is a rating of the parent's approach to and rational

for solving the problem, based on their responses to 44c'and 44d:

44c. Which one of these things would you do7

44d. Why would you do that?

The effectiveness of their approach is rated on a 3-point scale, with 3

representing an approach with high effectiveness, and 0 representing an

approach with very low effectiveness. An explanation of each rating and

interview examples are outlined below.

Effectiveness Ratings

3 Pof.itive approach to solving the problem that includes discussion of

problem focusing on children's responsibility for damage done. Absence of

negative approaches, such as yelling and physical punishment. *Also,

positive preventive action by parent receives a 3-point rating.

Examples:

(44c) Jnplug lamp and pick up broken pieces. Turn off TV. kestrict TV

use for both of them for rest of day. Ask each to give their

version of why they were right. Direct them to other activities

which are separate and don't involve Tv - a cooling off. Be sure TV

wasn't on rest of day. (44c) Responsibility for problem and

solution remain with participants and could be a growth experience.
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21E1Pline #1.

(44c) First shut off TV and send them both to their room. After they've

thought it over, we talk about it. After they discuss what they've

done, they decide what the punishment world be. Probably the one

who threw the pillow would have to buy a new one. (44a) That helps

them to realize what they've done. Makes them think about the

situation.

*(44c) Wouldn't let it get that far. Have them talk it out - let them

arrive at d decision. (444) Good way for them to learn

problem-iolving.

Effectiveness Ratings

2 Positive approach to solving the problem, but does not include discussion

of problew focusing on children's responsibility for damage done. Absence

of negative approaches, such as yelling and physical punishment.

Examples:

(44c) "First turn of TV. Make them sit on C(gAch for a few minutes and

think about what they were doing. Then I'd wait a few minutes and

ask if they knew what they did wrong. If so, they can get up and.

return t: TV. ;44d) Because it's important that taey understand

what they did wrong. To turn off TV and have them sit down helps

nem to think about what they were doing Ina perhaps reach a

compron ise.

(44c) Shut off TV and make them go to bed. (444) So I'd nave peace and

quiet and wouldn't have to listen to them argue.

(S4r) Try *.o remove them from the situation. (44d) To give them time to

think about it.

(44c) No TV for a week. (44a) That bnthers the kids more than anything.
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Discipline #1

Effectiveness Ratings

357

1 Mixed approach to solving the problem, including both positive and

negative approaches. May include discussion of problem focusing on

children's responsibility for damage done.

Examples)

(44c) Make them do dishes every night f,r a month. Maybe given licken'

with stick. (44d) It would be penance for them.

(44c) Holler. I'd remove both from situation, give time out for 6

minutes. Then sit them down at the table and we'd discuss their

differences. Don't know about lamp. (44d) Don't think spanking

helps child. If remove from situation so they have time to think

and learn to find own answers.

(44c) She might swat them if she really lost her temper but usually she

tries to handle it the other way [(44a.) Shut off TV, scold them

real good. They would have to pay for lamp out of allowance money.

They would have to stay in their rooms for quite a while.)] (44d)

Wants them to be able to behave, not do it again.

Effectiveness Ratings

0 = Negative approach to problem or no approach, no action, ignore, "don't

know." Vague responses.

Examples:

(44c) Would spank child, depends on situationif another child gets hurt,

then spanking a child might be appropriate. (44d) Don't know.

(44c) If it was a very good lamp, might swat one of thP !.ids. (44d) Lot

of anger - even though I know I shouldn't.

(44c) None of them. (44d) They have to learn responsibility to take care

of things.
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Verbal Problem-Solving

Discipline 02

Family Interview Booklet, P. 93, Q45a 45e. For two-parent/partner families

Only

Scoring.

1. Range: A frequency tally of the number of unique, relevant responses

across the first three questions:

45a. What are all the things you might do?

45b. Are there things only parents might do?

.45c. Which one of these things would you do?

2. Effectiveness: This is a rating of the parent's approach to and rational

for solving the problem, based on their responses to 45c and 45d:

45c. Which one of these things would you do?

45d. Why would you do that?

The effectiveness of their approach is rated on a 3-point scale, with 3

representing an approach with high effectiveness, and 0 representing an

Approach with very low effectiveness. An explanation of each rating and

interview examples are outlined below.

Effectiveness Ratings

3 = Positive approach to solving problem that includes at least 3 of the

elements listed below. Absence of negative approaches, such as yelling

and physical punishment.

'Asking child why he was late

'Discussion of disciplinary action with spouse/partner, and

agreement or comprimise on action to be taken (including no action"

as a result of discussion)
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Discipline /2,

'Acceptance of disciplinary action taken by spouse/partner, so as

not to undermine each other's parental authority

'Specifies positive action to be taken as the contingency for

breaking the rule - negative approaches such as yelling and physical

punishment do not count as positive action.

Example

(45c) Ask why late - where has he been I never send child to bed without

dinner. '3'd send child to room anyway after he ate, to compromise

with husband. (45d) Because I don't believe in sending child to bed

hungry. Food is necessity, not luxury.

2 Positive approach to solving problem that includes 2 of the elements

listed for a 3-point rating. Absence of negative approaches, such as

yelling and physical punishment.

Examples:

(45c) Try to work out compromise. Have him go to his room mid miss dinner

but let the grandmother go in and talk to him for a while after he

has had time to think about it. (45d) So that you could work out

Something both parents could agree to.

(45c) If father said to go to room, he'd do that but let him come out and

visit once things calmed down. (45d) Don't believe in undermining

one parent's authority. Don't want to play one against other.

(45c) Ask Roger [husband] if we could talk privately. Ask Roger if he

would talk to son and explain he should be punished, but why parents

will make an exception in this case - am sure Roger would go along

with it. (45d) Basic rule of respect - I don't ever want to demean

3 74
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pisctpline 02

him in front of someone. We try very hard not to embarass each

other or kids in front of others.

Effectiveness Ratings

1 Positive approach to solving problem that includes 1 of the elements

listed for a 3-point rating

or

Mixed approach to solving problem, including 1 or more positive approaches

listed for a 3 -point rating, and negative approach(es) such as yelling

and/or physical punishment.

Examples:

(450 I'd talk it over with husband to let child visit with grandmother

and punish him later. t454).3eciuse should see grandma. I

wouldn't want to esubarass him in front of his grandma.

(45c) I'd ask son where he's been and why he's late but I wouldn't chew

him out until grandma left. Then I'd ground him and give out extra

chores. He'd better apologize. (45d) To try to get him to learn

he's better abide by house rules if he's going to grow up to be a

good kid.

(45c) Try not to disagree in front of kids - just wait. (45d) Kids have a

way of playing one parent against the other, especially certain ages.

Effectiveness Ratings

0 Negative approach only to solving problem or no approach, no action,

ignore, "Don't Know" or vague responses.

Exam5les"

(45c) None of them. (45d) Teach child a lesson.
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Discipline #2

(45c) None of the above. (450 Stupid to cause a scene when the child

knows has done wrong. We'd only have to say "we'll talk about this

later," and they get the message.
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FAMILY HEALTH INDEX WORKSHEET
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RESPONDENT: Q Mother/Mother Figure

Q Father/Father Figure

1:7 Other Adult

HEALTH INDEX WORKSHEET

Current Health Status of the Family

Factor I: Health Conditions

363

Rating ScalE Rating

Common health conditions of natural and step
eo, parents, relatives, and children.

A. Asthma or Bronchitis
absence of condition 3

1- person with condition 2

2 peop/e with condition 1

b.

3 or ire people with condition

Kidney Disease

0

=+
absenCe of condition 3

1 person with condition 2

2 peopli,with condition 1

c.

3 or morepeople with condition

Diabetes

0

absence of condition 3
,..

1 person with condition 2

2 people with condition 1

d.

3 or wore people with condition

low or High Blood Sugar

0

absence of condition 3

1 person with condition 2

2 people with condition 1

e.

3 or more people with condition

Heart Disease

0

absence of condition 3

1 person with condition 2

2 people with condition 1

f.

3 or more people with condition

Cystic Fibrosis

0

absence of condition 3

I person with condition 2.
2 people with condition 1'

3 or more people with condition 0

37 ti
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S high Blood Pressure

Rating Scale Rating

absence of condition 3

1 person with condition 2

2 people with condition
3 or more people with Condition 10

(7
Thrvid Disease
absence of condition 3

1 person with condition 2

2 people with condition 1

i.

3 or more people iith condition

Drug Addiction

0

absence of condition 3

1 person with condition 2

2 people with condition 1

3 or more people with condition 0

J. Cancer
absence of condition 3

MII10110

1 person with condition 2

2 people with condition

k.

3 or more people with condition

Alcoholism
absence of condition 3

1 person with condition 2

2 people with condition 1

3 or more people with condition 0

1. Other
absence of condition 3

1 person with condition 2

2 people with coAition
3 or more people with condition 0

379

1. TOTAL 1.



-3-

11: health Complaints

365

Rating Scale Blum

Average number of common health complaints of
children living at home *

total # of complaints reported
forcfiildren living at home

no complaints 3
1 complaint 2
2 complaints
3 or more complaints 0

Factor III: Sensory/Physical Problems

II. TOTAL

a. Vision problems of natural and step
parents, relativu.. and children
absence of visir problem 3

.11
1 person with a Ision problem 2

2 people with a vision problem 1

b.

3 or more people with a vision problem

Hearing problems of natural and step
parents, relatives,and children

0

absence of hearing problem 3
ONOMMIEMMTIIM,

1 person with a hearing problem 2

2 people with a hearing problem 1

c.

3 or more people with a hearing problem

Physical handicap of natural and step
parents, relatives, and children

0

absence of physical handicap 3

1 person with a physical handicap 2

2 people with a physical handicap 1

3 or more people with a physical handicap 0

360
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Factor IV: Health Habits: Smoking

Family members includiag natural and step parents,
relatives, and children who woke.

366

Rating Scale Rating,

111111M1.

Absence of smoking in family 3

1 person who smokes in family 2

2 people who smoke in family 1

3 armors people who smoke In family 0

IV. TOTAL

Factor V: Health Care

a. Type of medical service your family uses
certain doctor 3

certain clinic 2

different doctors or clinics 1

no regular doctor or clinic 0

b. Extent of health care
routine care and only when needed; 3

routine care 2

only when needed
rarely for anything 0

c. Visits to the doctor or clinic made by
family in the past year
no visits 3

I - 6 visits 2

7 - 15 visits 1

more than 15 visits 0

d. Family health insurance programs
private health insurance program 3

combination of private or public health
insurance programs 2

public health insurance programs 1

no health insurance program 0

38i

V. TOTAL

a=111

emi.m=11/1

1
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36

Rating Scale Rating

Factor VI: Perceived Quality of Health Care

Family's levelof satisfaction with the quality of
they have had from the medical and health care'
community.

satisfied (4, 5) 3

neutral (3) 2

dissatisfied (1, 2) 1

no perception, don't know 0

Factor I : Health Conditions

Factor II : Health Complaints

Factor III: Sensory/Physical Problems

Factor IV : Health Habits: Smoking

Factor V : Health Cart

Factor VI : Perceived Quality of Health Care

CURRENT HEALTH STATUS OF FAMILY --- TOTAL

382

VI. TOTAL

TOTALS
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APkENDIX F:

AVAILABILITY or UCATIONAL RESOURCES
IN THE Hi3ME WORKSHEET

383
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AVAILABILITY OF EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES EN THE HOME: WORKSHEET*

Where Assign l point

into is Item/category - if indicated

Aocated..t at lomat one of... or observed

IQ9 TV
IQ9, PIO Radio

IQ9, PIO Record player, stereo
IQ9, PIO Encyclopedia
IQ9, PIO Dictiomart

P/0 a. Grog's motor toys 4 equipment
PIO b. Fine motor toys 4 materials
PIO c. asses
PIO d. Musical instruments
PIO e. Electroni: peas
PIO f. Child-sise playpieces
PIO g. Outdoor sports equipment
PIO h. Playground equipment
PIO i. Children's reading materiels
PIO o. Toys, not specified
PIO p. Other

OMIT SMALL BABY TOYS TOTAL

(16 possible)

(PIO Post-Interview Observations)

369

4Fami/y Interview Booklet, pp. 54, and Post-Interview
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low often do you give your children a pat or hug or swathing like that
Mn you are pleased with the way they are learning?

Very Often Almost Never

21. How often do you tell friends or family about some clever thing one of your
children has said?

Very Often Almost Never

N,
22. When your children go someplace with you, how likely are yoil'itp point out

things which they might not have noticed before?

Very Unlikely : Very Likely

23. How often do you explain to your children what steps must come first,
second, and so on, in doing some task?

Very Often : : Very Seldom

71
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SELF - DESCRIPTION

1. if/Active 17. 2:7Fine

2. Afraid -18 £7 Forlorn

3. Agreeable 19. i::7 Frightened

4. OrAlive 20. i::7 Gay

5. Q Alone 21. (::7. Gloomy

6. C:7 Amiable 22. Q Healthy

7.4:7 Angry 23. Q Hopeless

8. CY Awful 24. L-7 Kindly

9. c7 Blue 25. Q Lonely

10. 2::7 Calm 26. a Lost

11. Q Cooperative 27. a Low

12. 0 Cruel 28. a Kad

11.0 Devoted 29. a Merry

14. a Disagreeable 30. a Miserable

15. a Distburaged 31. a Nervous

16. £7 Fearful 32 . Li Panicky

33. 2=7 Polite

34. Q Rejected

35. 2:7,Shaky

36. a Suffering

37. 0Sunk"

38. Q Sympathetic

39.0 Tender

40. a Tense

41. a Terrible

42. 0 Tormented

43.a Understanding

44. 0 Unhappy

45. a Upset

,46. Cy, Warm

47.a Wilted

48. £7 Worrying

467

so"



o..

FAMILY RESOURCES

0 Less 'than $2,000

$2,000 to $3,999

$4,000 to $5,999

a $6,000 to $7,999

$8,000 to $9,999

Q $40,000 to $11,999

$12,000 to $14,999

a $15,000 to $19,999

L7 $20,000 to $24,999

L7 $25,000 and Over

Q MDther's Job

Q Father's Job

Q Other Adult's Job

ig Unemployment Benefits

Q` Worker's Ccapensation

Q Social Security Disability
Benefits

0 County Wel fare Benefits

a Pensions

Q Aid to Families With
Dependant Children

Q Investments

Supplemental Security
Income

a Other Sources

I a Yes z.7 No

483
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INITIALS CIRCLE

1

R F I

1

FAMILY AND FRIENDS

CIRCLE CIRCLE CIRCLE

0 1-3 A 8 a b

C 0 e d

4-6 7+ E t a
e

R F

0

4-6

1-3

7+

R F

0

4-6

1-3

7+

RF
0

4-6

1-3

7+

1 A B a b

I
C 0 c d

1 E .... e

A B I a b

C 0
I

c d

E r e

I A

C 0

E

a

C d

e
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7

8

10

FAMILY ANC FRIENDS (Can't)

470

1

I R F

R F

R F

0

4-6

1-3

7+ I

L

A

C

E

a

0

0

4-6

1-3

7+

.

i

1

A

C

8

v

0

4-6

1-3

7+

A

0

4-6

1 -3

7+

A

C

E

D

a

I a b

I c d

I
a

a b

I

a

11.11.

a

a

e
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COMMUNITY PROGRAMS AND SERVICJ

A. PROGRAMS

1. Vocational and Adult Education
Programs

2. Center for Disabled Citizens

3. Homemaker Program

4. Senior Citizen Programs

B. HUMAN SERVICES

1. Public Health Services

2. Social Work Services

3. Legal Counseling Services

4. Personal and Family Counseling
Services

C. OTHER SERVICES

1. Bus Service

2. Cab Service

3. Cable TV Service

4. Newspaper Delivery Service

AVAILABLE?

486
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PERSONAL FEELINGS AND BELIEFS

(PUT AN "X"
ON ANSWER)

1. YES NO Do you believe that most problems will solve themselves if you

,,v, just don't fool with them?

2. YES NO Do you believe that you can stop yourself from catching a cold?

3. YES NO Are some people just born lucky?

4. YES NO While in school, most of the time did you feel that getting
good grades meant a great dial to you?

S. YES NO Are you often blamed for things that just aren't your fault?

6. YES NO Do you believe that if a student'studies.hard enough he or she
can pass any subject?

7. YES NO Do you feel that most of the time it doesn't pay to try hard
because things never turn out right anyway?

8. YES NO Do you feel that if things start out well In the morning it's
going to be a good day no matter what ycw:do?

9. YES NO Do you feel that most of the ties parents listen to what their
chtldrin have to say?

10. YES NO Do you believe that wishing can make good things happen?

11. YES NO When people criticize or deal harshly with you, does it usually
seem it's for no good reason at all?

12. YES NO Most of the time do you find it hard to change a friend's
(mind) opinion?

13. YES NO Do you think that cheering more than ';uck helps a team to win?

14. YES NO Did you feel that it was nearly imposiitic to change your
parent's mind about anything?

15. YES NO Do you believe that parents should allow children to make most
of their own decisions?

ID
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1S.. YES SO

17. YES NO

18. YES. NO

19. YES NO

20. YES NO

21. YES NO

22. *IS MO

23. YES NO

24. "YES NO

26. YES AO

26. YES NO

27. YES .50

28. YES NO

29. YES NO

30. YES NO

31. YES NO

Do you feel that when you do something wrong there's very
little you can do to make it right?

Do you believe that mo,ft people are just born goodat sports?

Art most of tha other people your age stronger than you are?
0

Do you feel that one of the best ways to handle)most problems
is Just not to think about them?

Do you feel thet you have a lot of choice in deciding who your
friends are?

If you find a four leaf clover,' do you believe it might bring
you good luck?

While in school, did you often feel that whether or not you lid
your homework had much to do with,what kind of grades you got?

Do you feel that when a person your ego is angry at you,
there's little you can do to stop hi* or her?

Have you ever had a good luck, charm?

Do you believe that whethir or not people like you depends on
how you act?

Did your parents usually help you if you asked them to?

Have you felt that when piople were angry with you it was
usually for no reason at all?

Most of the time, do you feel that you can change what might
happen tomorrow by what you do today?

Do you oelieve that when bad things are going to happen they
just are going to happen no matter what you try to do to stop
thee?

Do you think people can get their am way if they just keep
trying?

Most of the time do you find it useless to try to get your own
way at home?

11
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32. YES NO

33. YES NO

34. YES NO

35. YES NO

36. YES NO

37. YES NO

38. YES NO

39. YES NO

40. YES NO

Do you feel that when good things happen they happen because
of hard work? . .

Do you feel that when somebody your age wants to be your enemy
there's little you can do to charge matters?

Do you feel that it's easy to get friends to do wilat'-you itant
them to do?

1

Did you usually feel that you had 'Kittle to say about what you
have for meals at home?

Co you feel that when someone doesn't lilie-you there's little
you can do abOut it?

Did you usually feel that it was almost useless to try in
school because most other children were just plain smarter than
you were?

Are you the kind of person who believes that-planning 'ahead
makes things turn out better?

'I

Most of the time, do you feel that you have little to say abait
what your family decides to do?

Do you think it's better to be smart than to be lucky?

12
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OUR FAMILY'

(PUT AN MX

Oh ANSWER)
lk

1. T F

2. T F

3. T F

4. T F.

5. T F

6. T F

7. T F

8. T F

9. 1 F

10: 1 F

11. T F

12. 1 F

13. 1 F

14. T F

15. T F

16. T F

17. T F

18. 1 F.

19. T F

20 1 F

21. T F

22. T. F

Family members really help and support one another.

Filially Members often keep their feelings to themselves.

We fight a lot in our family.

We don't do things on our own very often in our family.

Wi feel it is important to be the best at whatever you do.

We often talk about political and social problems.

We spend most weekends and evenings at home.

Family members attend church, synagogue or Sunday school
fairly.oftco:''

ActiOties.in our family are,pretty carefully planned.

Famil climbers are rarely ordered around.

We often seem to bekilling time at hone.

We say anything we want to around home.

Family members rarely become openly angry.

In our family, we are strongly encouraged to be independent.

Getting ahead In life is very important in our family.

We rarely go to lectures, plays or concerts.

Friewis often come over for dinner or to visit.

We don't Sisy' prayers in our family.

Wo are generally,very neat 'and ordorly.

There are very few rules to follow In our family.

We put a lot of energy into wiat.we do at .home.

It's hard to "blow off steam" at home without upsetting
somebody.

13

490

Att



CEM
23. 1' F Family members sometimes get so angry they throw things.

24. T F We think things out for ourselves in our family.

25. T F Now much money a person makes is not very important to us.

26. T F Learning about new sod different' things is very important in
our family.

27. T F Nobody in our family is active in sports, little league,
bowling, etc.

22. T F We often talk about the religious meaning of Christmas,
Passover or other holidays.

29. T F It's often hard to find things when you need them in our
irusehold.

30. F ihere is one family member who makes most of the decisions.

31. T F There is a feeling of togetherness in our fan ily.

32. T F We tell each other about our personal problems

33. T F FaMily members hardly ever lose their tempers

34. T F W come and go as we want to in our family.

3S. F We believe in competitIon and "may the best man win."

36. F We are not that interested in cultural activities.

37. F We often go to movies, sports events, camping, etc.

38. I F We \don't believe in heaven or hell.

39, F Being on time is very important in our family.

40. F There are set ways of doing things at home.

14
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APPENDIX K:

POST - INTERVIEW OBSERVATION FORM
SCORING INSTRUCTIONS, AND SCORING SHEET
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2/82

PART Q

POST-INTERVIEW OBSERVATIONS*

Do not complete until
all parts of the survey
interview schedule have
been administered.

=1=

'Adapted in part from the Nome alitv Retina Scale (Meyers, Mink 5 Nihira,
1981) and the Nome Observation for Measurement orehe Environment (Caldwell &
Bradley, 1978). Adapted and used with permission.
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INTERVIEWER

DATE

KAU OF HOME VISITS MADE BY INTERVIEWER (V)

LIST FAMILY MEMBERS OBSERVCD DURING VISITS

Part O. Post- Interview Obolervations

481

On the basis of the cgmpleted survey interview schedule, rate the family on
the forlowing scales. alt until you have departed from the residence, but
do the ratings promptly while the last interview is still in your mind. Please
make additional comments where you feel you can increase our understanding of
a particular aspect of the home. In particular, note if an aspect of the home
is very different for a certain child than for children in general.

1. GAMIN PROMOTION AS A POLICY IN CHILD REARING

Evidence that respondent(s) believe a parent/caretaker should help
children mature in adaption, emotion, language, cognition, etc.;
evidence of achievement orientation for children vs. not helping
children mature except for the convenience of the respondent(s).

5 Highly assisting of growth; implementation to help children
mature; achievement orientation

4

3 Somewhat promotive of growth; some implementation; some
demand, for achievement

2

1 The only assistance to improve is for the convenience in care-
taking; otherwise no help to mature or acnieve some inde-
pendence

COMMENTS:

2. DOMINANT CONTROL VS. INDULGENCE

Extent to which the parent(s)/caretaker(s) suggest, express, or exhibit
control over the children in various ways vs. indulging the Children,
letting the children have their own way. .

5 Parent(s)/caretaker(s) suggest, expreis, or exhibit dominance
over children; set goals; make decisions

4

3 Moderate amount of control suggested, expressed, or exhibited, but
children have their own way and choices to some extent:



2

2

1 An indulgent, children-dominated home

COMMENTS:

CI=

A EPTANCE OF CHILDREN

tent to which parent(s)/caretaker(s) emotionally accept their children.

S Strong attachment, deep emotional commitment (but not the
overprotective love mentioned in the next item)

4

3 Affection and attachment present but without great warmth;
possibly mixed feelings

1 No evidence of affection for children

CCSIEP4r:

4. MATERNAL OVERPROTECTION (IF WHIR/MOTHER FIGURE PRESENT)

Is there overprotection (where parent/caregiver's attachment repre-
sents a potentially unwholesome interdependence)?

0 No

3 Yes, overprotection which is dominative of the children

2 Yes, mixed dominative and indulgent overprotection

1 Yes, indulgent overprotection

COMMENTS:

. 497

482



3
II

S. REJECTION

Is any child rejected by parent(s)/caregiver(s)7

3 No

2 Possibly (Names of Children:

1 Yes (Names of Children:

CCMMENTS:

6. COPING WITH CHILDREN

Rate parent(s)/caretaker(s) ability to cope with children (i.e., to
deal with and attempt to overcome problems and difficulties). Are
Psrent(s)/caretaker(s) successfully coping with any problems their
children may be having? Or were they overwhelmed by the problems
their childre are having?

5 Exceptionally good coping. Parent(s)/caretaker(s) successful in
handling both the children and any problems

4 Good coping. On the whole, parent(s)/caretaker(s) competent in
handling children and problems

3 Fair coping. Problems caused or developed by children are
eventually handled, but only after disruption

2 Poor coping. Attempts made to deal with children and problems
but with little success

I No coping. Chaos. Parent(s)/Caretaker(s) disorganized and unable
to deal with children and problems

COMMENTS:

7. ADJUSTMENT OF HOME

Rate the general Internal adjustment of the family as a whole in its day-
by-day relationships. Was the home atmosphere characterized by satis-
faction and stability, or by frustration, unpleasantness, and insecurity?

5 Exceedingly well-adjusted. Characterized by pleasant cooperation,
security, and full satisfaction throughout

498
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4 Fundamentally sound edjusNent, minor conflicts here and there

3 Smooth on surface, underlying tension

'\2 Definite evidence ormild maladjustment throughout

Dominated by maladjustment, coloring most of the activities

COMMENTS:

8: HARMONY IN THE HOME

Rate the extent to which the home surrounded the children with an'

atmosphere of overt conflict, discord vs. compliance. Was the home',

atmosphere marked by unpleasant discord among individuals? Or were ter-

personal relationships of the household typical'' harmonious, friendl
and agreeable?

Peaceful, harmonious, agreeable atmosphere reigns

4 Tolerant, friendly. Arguments tend to be good- natured

3 Harmonious basic relationships, perhaps overlaid with some
surface contention, bickering and teasing

2 Underlying discords often break through the general surface
harmony as sharp arguments, or 111-natured sarcasm

1 Household flies into vindictive recriminations, bitter
disputes on slightest provocation .

OMMINTS:

9. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CHILDREN'S PARENTS OR CARETAKERS

Stable, non-legal unions art counted as marriage. Rate the relation-

ship (marital adjustment) of the respondent.

0 Not applicable, e.g., single parents who have never married' or

never established-the relatiohship

5 Good adjustment. Warm, positi feeling, shared interests and

activities

4 Adequate adjustment. Willing ad able to ;iscuss differences

499
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3 Stresses containee within the marriage

2 Open conflict. Marriage sustained by social pressure, economic
necessity, etc.

1 Broken marriage. Divorced, aspirated

COMMENTS:

10. MILORD'S INFLUENCE ON MARRIAGi

Rate the influence of the children on the relationship between their
parents or caretakers.' Has it been good? Or has it been bad? In the

extreme case, marriage has broken up or is near breaking up because of
tensions generated by children.

0 Not applicable. (Not presently married, or living with someone)

5 Very goed. Children have brought parents such closer, produced
more conesive marriage.

4. Good.

3. Fair. Neither a good nor a bad influence.

2 Bad. Children's presence and problems cause some tension in marriage.

1 Very Bad. Children's presence and problems are major source of
tension in marriage. Marriage in trouble.

COMMENTS:

11. SIBLINGS

Rate the support children provide another, e.g., helping with homework,
playing together, caring for each other in the absence of parent.

0 Not applicable; no sibling

5 Children go out of their way to assist each other in important ways- -

physically, emotionally, etc;

4 Children support and help each other. Accept each other

7

485
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3 Children accept each other but give no special support or love

2 Children barely tolerate each other

1 Children resent each other and make things difficult for each other

COPNEWTS:

12. PRIMARY CAREGIVER

Who is the primary caregiver foi the children?

0 Zeknown

7 Mother or other-figure

6 Pather4pr father-figure

S Mother-father figures share squally

4 Housekeeper or sitter who is there much or has children at own home much

3 Grandparent or other adult relative

2 Sibling or other child 18 or younger who lives there

1 Other (specify:

COMMENTS:

13 SECONDARY CAREGIVER

Is there a secondary caregiver of significance (wre than occasionally

good care by a sibling, housekeeper, sitter, etc.); that is, someone who

truly shares responsibility and influence?

0 No secondary caregiver

7 Mother or mother-figure

6 Father or father-figure

5 Mother-father figures share equally

4 4ousekeeper or sitter who is there much or has children at own home much

501
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3 Grandparent or other adult relative

2 Sibling or other child 18 or younger who lives there

'1 Other (Specify:

COMMENTS:

/7-777-7

14. SIGNIFICANCE OF SEGO DAM CAREGIVER

Indicts the significance of secondary caregiver:

0 Not applicable; no secondary caregiver

4 Coordinated, consistent in philosophy with that of the primary

caregiver

3 Different, but not discordant

2 Discordant, competitive (as with parents or guardians who are

in conflict over the care)

1 Unable to toll

COMMENTS:

15. ROLE OF FATHER OR FATHER-FIGURE

Answer for actual father or any male adult who may provide father-type

masculine input,'as judged from all information and observation.

0 There is no evidence of adult masculine in' dance; the child seems

to be licking this

4 Yes, there is a father or male figure who is around enough to

share in the caregiving

3 Yes, a fither or male .figure: does not help with everyday care,

but plays with,. takes out for games or to picnics, etc.

2 Yes, but role limited to discipline

1 Other masculine role. Explain:

502,
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Ti I

16. SAFETY AND OTHER QUALITIES OF THE ENVIRONMENT

Dwelling is physically:

5 Soind

4 Not well kept up

3 Deteriorating

2 Dilapidated

** I Can't tell

CCSIENTS:

17. SAFETY OF DWELLING

In terms of safety for a growing, dependent child, the dwelling may be

considered:

5 Unusually safe and protective for a child

4

3 As safe as the average child's residence

2

I Dangerous (broken steps, falling plaster, rodents, etc.)

OMMENTS:

18. SAFETY OF STREET, OUTDOOR PLAY SPACE

5 Unusually safe, protective outdoor play space for a child

4
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3 As safe as the average child's play space outdoors

2

1 Dangerous; or no play space available outdoors

COM °LYS:

T / _1 1

19. INTERIOR QUALITY FOR CHILD REARING

How would you describe the interior (including halls, porches, etc.) as

a place to raise childree?

4 Immaculate, spotless, all things in their places, probably not

conducive to children's play

3 CIman,safe, etc., but suitable for children; children's things

in evidence

2 Untidy, messy, disorderly, ordorous, perhaps unsanry for children

1 Other (Describe:

COMMENTS:

20. THE STREET 0$ WHICii THE RESPONDENT LIVES IS:

7 Mainly residential

6 Mixed residential and commercial

S Mixed residential and industrial

4 Mixed commercial and industrial

3 Mixed residential, commercial, and industrial

2 Agricultural

Other (Describe:

COWENTS:

504
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21. THE NEIGHBORHOOD WHERE THE RESPONDENT LIVES IS:

6 Predominantly White American

S Predominantly Black American

4 Priameinantly Spanish American

3 Racially mixed

2 Other (Specify:

1 Uhiblit to tall

COMIENTS:

22. THE NEIGHBORHOOD WHERE THE RESPONDENT LIVES IS:

3 Very quiet

2 Somewhat noisy and congested

1 Very noisy and overly congested

CDWENTS:

23. FAMILY DWELLING:

4 Large

3 Medium size

2 Small

I No yard (apartment, etc.)

COMMENTS:



(
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24. CHARACTERISTICS OF MOIdER/MOTHER FIGURE

a. SELF-COICEPT

Extant to which she feels she is a competent, capable parson.

S Very positive self-concept. Displays confidence and a

belief in her own skills

4

3 Generally feels good about herself. but suggests or'expresses
wee doubts and insecurities

2

1 Very negative self-concept. Strongly suggests or expresses
uncertainty in her own skills

b. SOCIAL COMPETENCE

Extent to which she possesses skills that elicit from others
interest and approach responses not availablkto a less socially
appealing parsers.

S Very approachable, friendly, and interesting

4

3 Pleasant, talks comfortably. Somewhat interesting

2

1 Very unapproachable, unfriendly, and uninteresting

c. COMMUKICATION SKILLS

Mother-mother figure's ability to use language to express iser ideas.
This includes fluency of expression, pronunciation, and vocabulary.

5 Excellent communication skills. Uses complex sentence structure
and some long words in conversing. Uses correct grammar and
pronunciation. Speech is distinct. clear, and audible.

4

3 Good opmmunication skills. Able to express ideas and converse
in a pleasant manner

2

l Vary poor communication skills. Best characterized by long
pauses, faintness, vagueness or ambiguity, emotionless. Uses
short words and phrases. Little or no eye contact

4"72,
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I

d. RESPONSES FOR SOCIAL APPROVAL

Were the respondent's replies influenced by the need for social
approval so that she would appear in a favorable light? (4nether
this was conscious or not is beside the, point.)

4 No evidence the responses were influenced by social
desirability; told enough about oirm problems to lo convincing

3 Same as above, though not so convincing

2 Perhaps some influence of social desirability

1 Nuch.evidente that socially desirable responses were given;
tried to impress interviewer

a. RELIABILITY OF INTERVIEW RESPONSES

5 Completely or highly reliable

4 Very reliable

3 Uncertain reliability

2 Somewhat unreliable

1 Completely unreliable

Reasons for your judgement:

0 If you marked 5 or 4 above

If you marked 3, 2, or 1 above:

4 Reliability questioned because of difficulty in comprehension by
interviewee, whether due to poor language, foreign language.
deafness, etc.

3 If observed facts or other information contradict respondent's
information in important ways, or respondent contradicted self

2 If respondent appeared harried, emotional, hostile; wished it
were over, suspicious, etc.

1 Any other reason for belief in unreliability

COMMENTS: (24 a,b,c,Isd)
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25. CHARACTERISTICS OF FATHER/FATHER FIGURE (/J NO FATHER/FATHER FIGURE OR

a t40 OPPORTUNITY TO OBSERVE.
GO TO Q25)

a. SELF-CONCEPT

Extant to which he feels he is a competent, capable person.

S Very positive self-concept. Displays confidence and a

belief in hix own skills

4

3 Generally feels good about himself, but suggests or expresses
some doubts and insecurities

2

0 1 Very negative self-concept. Strongly suggests or expresses

uncertainty in his own skills

b. SOCIAL L11FiPETENC_

Extent to which he possesses skills that elicit from others

interest and approach responses not available to a less socially

appealing person. .

5 Very approachable, friendly, and interesting

4

3 Pleasant, talks comfortably. Somewhat interesting

2

1 Very unapproachable, unfriendly, and uninteresting

c. COMMUNICATIOM SKILLS

Father-father figure's ability to use language to express his ideas.

This includes fluency of expression, pronunciation, and vocabulary.

S Excellent communicetion skills. Uses complex sentence structure

and some long words in conversing. Uses correct grammar and

pronunciation. Speech is distinct, clear, and audible

4

3 Good coimunication skills. Able tc express ideas and converse

in a pleasant manner

2

1 Very poor communication skills. Best characterized by long

pauses, faintness, vagueness or ambiguity, mnotionless. Uses

short words and phrases. Little or no eye contact
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d. RESPONSES FOR SOCIAL APPROVAL

Were the respondent's replies influenced by the need for social
approval so that he would appear in a favorable light? (Whether

this was conscious or not is beside the point.)

4 No evidence the responses were influenCed by social
desirability; told enough about own problems to be convincing

3 Same as above, though not so convincing

2 Perhaps some influence of social desirability

1 Mich evidence that socially desirable responses were given;
tried to impress interviewer

e. RELIABILITY OF INTERyIEW RESPONSES

5 Completely or highly reliable

4 Vary reliable

3 Uncertain reliability

2 Somewhat unreliable

I Completely unreliable

Reasons for your judgement:

0 If you marked 5 or 4 above

If you marked 3, 2, or 1 above:

4 Reliability questioned because of difficulty in comprehension by
interviewee, whether due to poor language, foreign language,
deafness, etc.

3 If observed facts or other information contradict respondent's
information in important ways, or respondent contradicted self

2 If respondent appeared harried, emotional, hostile; wished it
were over, suspicious, etc.

1 tiny other reason for belief in unreliability

COHRENTS: (25a,b,c,S,d)
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26. CHARACTERISTICS OF OTHER ADULT (Q NO OTHER ADULT OR

a. SELF-CONCEPT

Extent to which he/she feels he/she is a competent, capable person.

S Very positive self-concept. Displays confidence and a
belief in his/her own skills

495

4:2, ND OPPORTUNITY TO OBSERVE. GO TO Q27)

4

3 Generally feels good about him/herself, but suggests Cr expresses
some doubts and insecurities

2

1 Very negative self-concept. Strongly suggests or expresses
uncertainty in his/her own skills.

b. SOCIAL COMPETENCE

Extent to which he/she possesses skills that elicit from others
interest and approach responses not available to a less socially
appealing person.

5 Very approachable, friendly, and interesting

4

3 Pleasant, talks comfortably. Somewhat/Interesting

2

1 Very unapproachable, unfriendly, and uninteresting

c. COMMUNICATION SKILLS

Other adult's ability to use language to express his/fier ideas.
This includes fluency of expression, pronunciation, and vocabulary.

5 Excellent communication skills. Uses complex sentence structure
and some long words in conversing. Uses correct grammar and
pronunciation. Speech is distinct, clear, andlaudible

4

3 Good communication skills. Able to express ideas and converse
in a pleasant wanner

2

I Vdry poor communication skills. Best characterized by long
pauses, faintness, vagueness or ambiguity, emotionless. Uses

short words and phrases. Little or no eye contact

510



S

9

1.6

d. RESPONSES FOR SOCIAL APPROVAL.

Were the respondent's replies influenced by the need for social

approval so that he/she would appear in a favorable light. (Whether

this was conscious or not is beside the point.)

4 No evidence the responses were influenced by social
desirability; told enough about own problems to be convincing

3 Same as above, though not so convincing

2 Perhaps some influence of social desirability

1 Much evidence that socially desirable responses were given;
tried to impress interviewer

1. RELIABILITY OF INTERVIEW RESPONSES

5 Completely or highly reliable

4 Very reliable

3 Ulcertain reliability

2 Somewhat unreliable

1- Completely unreliable

Reasons for your judgement:

0 If you marked S or 4 above

If you marked 3. 2, or .1 above:

4 Reliability questioned because of difficulty in comprehension by

interviewee, whether due to poor language, foreign language,

deafness, etc.

3 If observed facts or other information contradict respondent's

information in important ways, or respondent contradicted self

2 If respondent appeared harried, emotional, hostile; wished it

wort over, suspicious, etc.

1 Any other reason for belief in unr.. tbility

COMMENTS: (26a,b,c,Ad)
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On the basis of your conversations and observations in the home, please check (i)
"Yes" or "Mo" to each of the following aspects of the physical environment.
"Vass is sildweient to "True;" the more "Yes" items, the better the physical
quality of tor, hole environment.

27. House is not overly noise - -TV, shouts of
children. -Faio, etc.

28. In terms of available floor space, the
rooms are not overcrowded with furniture.

29. Furniture is not in obvious need of repair

M. All visible rooms of the house are
reasonably clean and minimally cluttered.

31. There is at least 100 square feet of
living space per person in the house

32. The interior of the house is not
dark or perceptually monotonous.

33. Faulty displays children's art or craft -
work somewhere in house (anything that
children made).

34. house has at least two pictures or other
type of art work on the walls.

35. Family has at least one house plant.

36. At least 10 books art present and VISIBLE
in the house.

37. Family has use of a working stove and
refrigerator.

38. Featly has use of running water.

39. Family has a system for heating their
house.

Note whither any of there were made evident:

40. Mention by caretaker(s) of dependence on,
or faith in, God, doing Christ's work,
strong religion, etc.?

41. Mention of father/father-figure as
extremely strict or arbitrary?
(Q NO FATNER/FATNER FIGURE)

C1')
01.40

No Opportunity
'at NQ To Observe

E3 C3 C3

.E3 C] C]

E1 E C]

E3 C] E3

3 C] 3

3 C] C]

C3 E]

C3 E]
C3 E]

El

E

E

C

C]

3

E.3 E 3

C]
C3

E3

C3 C3

C3 C]

C

E3

.41
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42. Please list any play materials or equipment that were present and VISIBLE

in and around the house, such as bicycle, skates, skateboard, musical

instruments, playgroued equipment, games, etc.

1
43. Has there anything unusual about the interview situations that you think

affected respondents' answers?

43a. Please describe

Yes
(GOO :111°44)

44. Please make any additional comments that you think would be helpful in

understanding this family.

TRAM YOUI
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POTINTERVIEW OBSERVATIONS

SCAING INSTRUCTIONS

Enter Family ID number, number of home visits made by interviewer, and yourname at

the top of the scoring 'sheet. Rated items have been grouped into factors or clu :ters
and factor scores can be obtained by silaply adding the raw scores of the items listed
under each factor. There are two exceptions to this rule: (1) nominal scale items
which require dichotooitation 'prior to the factor scoring and (2) items which allow

"not applicable' or *unable to tell' responses. These particular items and special

scoring instructions are listed below:

Item 9
Item 11
It 13

Item 14
Item 20
/tom 20
It 21

Item 21

Items not contributing

Item 2
Item 2
Item 4
Item 4

It 10
Item-12
Item 12
Item 15
Item 15

Raw Scores Change to

0 1

0 3

1 through 7 3

0, 1 3

1 through 6 1

7 2

2 through 5 1

1, 6 2

to factor scores:

5 1

4 2

0 3

1 through 3 1

0 3

0 through 6 1

7 2

0 1

1 through 4 2

Enter raw scores in the appropriate item blanks. paying particular attention to

items (*) that require raw score changes farther raw scores listed above. If an item

has not been rated by the interviewer, enter "NR" in the item blank and leave the
TOTAL blank empty. Scoring for Parts P. through V. on the scoring sheet are self-

explanatory.
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Completed by:
No. of Home viimr1675.7577REFINI-1;;;7-------

A. HARNwatgart_

It 1:
Ram 3:
Its* 5:
Item 6: '
Item 7:
Ito 8:
*Item

Total :

D. gUALITY OF THE
RESIDEOtAl AREA

*Ito
*Item 21:
Item
Item 23:

G. CHARACTERISTICS OF
FATHER/FATHER FIGURE

No father/father figure
opportunity to

observe
It 25a:
Item 25b:
Item 25c:

Total

J. OPENNESS AND AWARENESS
DF OTHER ADUlj

No other adult
No opportunity to
observe

Item 26d:
Item

Total:
It 26e/Wilibe

M. CHILDREN'S INFLUENCE ON

*Item 10:10:

P. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

itl_27 through 39
No. of YES 's:
No. of NO Ps:
No. of NO OPPORIUNITY
TO OBSERVE l's:

Total s

500/

Foamy ID =71=
PWINTERVIEW OOSERVATrON$

SC9RIWG SHEET

0. COMOppANCE IN SUPPORT
OF CHILD CARE

*Item 9:
*Item 13C:::
*Item

Total :

E. CHARACTERISTICS OFmmrrfionrimE
Item 24a:
Item
Use 24c:

Total

H. OPENNESS AND AWARENESS
6F FAfHER/PAINER FIGURE

No father/father figure
---No opportunity to

observe
Item 25d:
Item 25e:

Total:
Item 25e/ bn

K. DOMINANT CONTROL VS.
INDULGENCE

*Item 2:

N. PRIMARY CAREGIVER

*Item 12:

Q. RELIGIOSITY

Item 40: YES
NO

wRequires raw score changes for certain raw scores -- see

515

C. op ITV OF THE
9Esmaillm. ENVIRONMENT

It 16:
Item 17:
It 18:----
!tee

Total :

F. OPENNESS AND AWARENESS
0-1401VIMMOT4 A FIGURE

Item 24d:
Item 24e:

Total:----
Item 24e/Reason

I. CHARACTERISTICS OF
OTHER ADULT

No other adult
---No opportunity to observe
llim 26a:
Item 26b:
Item 26c:

Total

L. MATERNAL OVERPROTECTION

*Item 4:

O. ROLE Of FATHER/FATHER FIGURE

It 15:

R.
STRICT /ARBITRARY

FIGURE

Item 41: YES
NO

Scoring Instructions

(OVER)



Completed by:
No. of Home Visits Nide bylntorviewer:

S. PLAY MAIWALS AND EQUIPMENT

Check If listed in Itsm 42: .

Gross motor toys and equipment, e.g.,
skates, skatmboard, tolls

Fine motor toys and materials, e.g.,
'blocks, cut-outs, crayons, manipulative*,

toy cars and trucks,
Gams, o.g. checkers, scabble, monopoly

--Musical instruments, e.g.. xylophone,
--drum

Electronic games, e.g., Atari, smell
portable devices
Child-size play pieces for adult role
playing, e.g. play kitchen, appliances,
tool box, doctor/nurse kit, dolls
Outdoor sports equipment for children's

ems, e.g., fishiog pole, snoweobile

501

Family ID fir:, 2Z7

Playground equipment, e.g., swing, slide,
sandbox

Children's reading materials, e.g.,
storybooks, children's magazines
Dictionary

--Encyclobedio
--Small baby toys

Radio
!`Sterol or record player

Toys,' not specified
-Othar

None observed
No opportunity to observe
Explain:

T. ANYTHING UNUSUAL ARUT INTERVIEW SITUATION WIT AFFECTED RESPONDjNT'S ANSWERS?

it 43: YES Item 43a: Situation describod: YES

NO I NO

V. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS MADE BY INTERVIEWER?

Item 44: YES

516
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APPENDIX L:

FAMILY INTERVIEW SCHEDULE CUE CARDS
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TiTLIii NSUSE
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2 4
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APPENDIX 14:

PSYCHOMETRIC CHARACTERISTICS OF SELECTED
CHILD ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENTS
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I
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2321E1 Wechsler Preschool Primary Scale of intelligence (1967)

Imes 0. Wechsler

p08141XX114 The Psychological 0Orporation, new York, sect verb

!a-MP 49418 4 - 6 1/2 relics

DeXCXXPTICNI The Vechaler Preschool Prieary Stale Of Inta.Uigence MINX)
\ contain* subtlest** Information, Vocakulary, Arithmetic. Similarities, CoOtt-
\bewsite, Picture Completion, eases, *lock Design, sentences, Animal SoUse, end
Geometric Designs: Scoring of the WPM yields a Verbal, Performance, and Full.
Scale IntaLUgence Quotients.

ti IAA., L

505

ITNWMAFTUTXChs The WPM was standardised on 1,200 children, 100 boys am4
100 girls im each of six age groups ranging by half-years from 4 to 6 1/2 years.
The sample was selected to be representative of populatioa figures from the
/960 Census. Whites and nooldtites were included in the sample's/mord* to the
ratios found in the Clams for team geographic regions in the gaited etch.

isliabilities for each of the IQ Amerce WEQ. PZQ, PSIQ), range
from* .91 to .96 over the age range covered by the Scale. Average r A.tY
coefficients are .96 for 1.174, .94 for VIM and .93 for PIQ. Satisf
split-hall nu) .,liabilities have been reported for a variety of ethnic and
exceptional child populatioos (Settler, 1981). Test-retest relishilities
rel$sh414tiet al teak interval) were reported as .86 for VIZ 89 for PIQ, apd
91 for PSIQ.

VALTDXTr* concurrent Validity* Comparisons of the APPS! with 6tanford4in*t
t1960) norms yieldeimedian correlation of .82 between the two scales. The

VIQ corer...WM* mare.tisphly with the S-S (median, .81) than does the wItiTsi

PIQ Obsidian, .07). Chrrelatioes between the WPM/ andel= for children
between the ages of S and 6112 (included la Oath scales) range tram :57 to .91
foiNV, from '.41 to .82 fat PIQ, and from S4 to .90 for rug tamtum PSIQ,
.91) . The WPM has also been correlated with other neseures of mortal. abilities.
Correlations range from .30 (Progressive Nitrites) to .82 !Pricey Natal
Abilities Test), with a median,: of .64. Predictive Velidity Acoefficisit of
56 was reported between the WNW, ram, and the Grey Oral asading Teat, Jr'
adainistered one to three years sifter the tar a group of 28 white middle-
class children Whits a Jacobs, 1979). Pasework, Scheer, and fwysr (1979),
repotted a significant correlation ketieen the WPC and the Metropolitan'
Achievement Teats total score Cr = .58). for a.semple of 30 normal 6-year-olds.
Significant Oorrelations have also been reported between WPIPSZ, rSIQ,'and PZQ
awl Mathematics (MAT) for lower SU children administered the achietvimeattxmt
three to four years after the Mit (Crockett, Rodin, i Pasework, 3976).

COMMENT: The IMPSI is a widely accepted end used measured of young children's
intelligence functioging. It as substantial evidence of reliability and
adequate evidence et: validity. The WPIPsi's similarity in form awl content with
the WTSC-a and MATS make it an *specially useful measure for research examining
measured intellectual functioning across a wide age range.
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MITtE, Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised (1974)

74%1%014 D. Wechsler

P-COWIOR: The Psychological Corporation, Hew York, New York

ELAM: Agog 6 - 0 to 16 - 11 years

.....EBEIML.DEOg The Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-nevised (WI2C-R)
oustains 12 subtastes Informatics, Similarities, Aiithmettc, Vocabulary,
ComoreAansioe, Digit Span, Picture Completion, Picture Arrangement, Block
Design, Object Assembly, Coding, and Mazes. Scores from the former six subtests
contribute to a Vestal Intelligence Quotient, and scores from the Letter six
sultests contribute to a PerfOreenCe Intelligence Quotient. A Eull Scale
Intelligeocg Quotient is also obtaioed from two of these 12 gabfests. (Digit

Spa' 4A4 Mess are not included in the IQ tables.)

1Ap2S_NZAALs The WISC-R me standardized on 2,200 white and nonwhite
Americas children selected to be representative of the population covered by
the mule on the basis of the 1970 Census data. The sample included eleven
differeat age groups ranging from 6 1./2 to 16 1/2 years, with 200 children in
each group. This sample included nonwhites across five major ethnic minority
groups is approximately the same proportions as in the U.S. population as
shows by the 1970 Census data.

WIASUITYs Each of the three IQ scales of the NISC-11 has a reliability
coofficient .89 or above in the standardization group over the entire rim
covered by the scale. Average reliability coefficients, based on the 11 age
T.:oups are .96 for rap, .94 for WO, and .90 for PIQ. Among the three IQ
scores, the FM has the lower standard error of emmunznmemot (3.19). one-
month test-retest reliability wee computed for a sample of 303 children from
six age groups in the standardization sample. For the retest sample, the
stability coefficients were .95 for PSIQ, .93 for VW, and .90 for PIQ.

VAI.EL;01TAConralldits Correlations between the WPSI and WISC -R for
children in the age range of 6-0-0 to 6-7-15 were .80 for v7Q, -CO for PIQ,
and .82 for rsxQ. Similar results were reported by Rasbury, RaCOy, and Perry
(1977), with a PSIQ correlation of .94 between the two measures. Correlations
between WISC-R and WASS for children ages 16-0-0 to 16.41-30 were .96 faX
.83 for WO, and .95 far ?SIQ. Other studies have reported lower correlations
between the WISC-R and WASS,. particularly for educably mentally retarded chil-
dren (Craft t Rronenber0r, 19791 Hagle s Lazarus, 1979). The WISC -R has been

tampered4to other measures of ability, intelligence, achievement, and school
grades. Median correlations among these studies range from the upper .30's to
the low .80's.

COMMINT: The NC-R, revised in 1974 from the WISC (1949) has a substantial
body of reset : supporting its validity and reliability. It is peeves the
single most o idly used measure of children's intellectual functioning used in
the united states. Its wide use and acceptance support the Appropriateness of
its use in studies of school-age children.
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'i"i"i'!, s *whaler Adult Intelligence Scale (1955)

Rs D. wmchaler

!MOM: The Psychological CUrporation New York, Sew York

ELBEas Age 16-0 years and older

DICSORTPITOM: The Wechsler Adult Intalligence Scale (IMAMS) con 11 subtexts:
Information Compreheosion Arithmetic, Similarities, Digit S Vocabulary,
Digit Symbol, Picture Completion 'dock Design, Picture t, and Object
Assembly. Scores an these Bubb:1sta yield a Verbal, Performance, lead Pull Scale
Intelligence Quotient.

STANDWIZAries The Wais wee standardised on a sample site of 1700 individuals
age 16 64 years, and drawn from a wide array of urban and rural areas and
representing niOnwhites in proportion to their incidence shown in the 1950
Census data. The ample consisted of seven ego groups, with 400-1501muland
100-150 women in each group. The sample also proportionally represented 23
major occupational groupings from the 1950 Census data.

RELZAMITT: asliabilities for each of the three scales VINO from .93 to .97
for the age range covered by the RAM The standard errors of measurement for
the three scales range eras 2.60 to 3.97, with MO showing the smallest
standard error. Coons and Peacock (1959) found test-retest correlaticas for
VIZ Pig, and MEOW be .96, .96, and .91 respectively. *moll and Satz
(1963) also reported a high level of test retest reliability with correlations
of .S) for VW, .64 far PIZ and .93 for YSIQ. Zn studies of the mentally
retarded, test-retest covering a span of ttce, to four years
ranged from .71 to .92 (loam, Stallings, Floor, A nowatiweka, 19681 Silverstein,
1968).

VaLs.prir........rrentyalid...qii Studies of the relationship between the WAZS
and the Stanford -ainet indicate moderate to high correlations (.40 to .63)
with a median of .77. For mentally retarded individuals, the correlations
have been higher, ranged Iron .74 to .90 (median, .75). Zn general, the S-8
correlates acre highly with MASS Vn than PIQ. Ccary and Plant (1965) reported
that average high school WASS scores are consistently below those of college
students. Kennedy, WIllcutt, and smith (1963) reported that adolescents identi-
fied as gifted in satIsmatics had MASS scores higher than average high school
studints. Plant and Lynd (1959) reported that the MASS predicted grades as
well as the college - oriented American Council on Education Psychological
Examination (ACM. Construct validity: Geiser (1e69) reported that the WASS
and Rorschach could classify with 92 wrest accuracy the degree of pathology
in a psychiatric sample.

COMMIT: The MASS appears to have a high degree of reliability and moderate
degree of validity. Its similarity to the W1SC-R and WPPSI supports the usP-
fulness of the WAIS in developmental research studies.
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TITLE' Self Meervatice Scales (1979)

=MOM, A. J. Steamer and W. G. Matrammayer

PUIL;SATA: AIM Masearch Corporation, Durham, California

A9lt SANK' Grades X-3 (Primary Level), grades 4-6 (Intermediate Level), grades

7-9 'ior Sigh Dwell, and grades 10.42 (Senior Sigh Level).

Ce5TSIPTTCM: The Self Observation Scales (SOS) were *designed as direct, self-
report, group-adainistered instrumental to measure the way children and adoles-
teats perceive themselves and their relationships to peers, towbars, and
school. The respomdonts answer each it *yes" or 'no" and are instructed to

report as they truly feel. not as someone might went them to fog. Tour levels

of the SOS era available. with empirically determined subscabess

Primery (50 item') Intarmadiatej60 items)

Self Acoeptosce Self Acceptance

Self Security Self Security

Social Maturity Social Maturity

School affiliation Social Confidence
School Affiliation
Teacher Affiliation
Peer Affiliation

Junior nigh (72 items)

SeIfeiccepiance
Self Security
Social. Confidence
Self' assertion
Pear affiliation
Tischer Affiliations
School Affiliation

Senior High (72 items)

Self Acceptance
Self Security
Social COnfidence
Self Assertion
Per Affiliation
Teethir affiliation
School Affiliation

High spores oa each of the scales reflect a positive dimension of self concept.

Scoring of the SOS is om&MIted by MTS assearch Corporation only. The Standard

scoring service provides T scores, percentiles, and stanines for each scale for

each pupil, based on national norms.

STANDAROTZATTON2 The Primary and Intermediate Levels of the SOS were developed

on a maple of over 30,000 children in grades r-S. Those children were drawn

from 18 school d-stricts selected as representative of the sizes, SAS, and

geographical location of the United States. The total sample was overrepre-

sented with minority socially disadvantaged-children and stratified random

probability steeples were selected to approximate the racial, SOS, and geographic

characteristics of the United States. The probability sample included 3,700

primary age and 4,600 intermediate age children. Morse were computed using the

probability swiss. Junior and Senior levels of the 506 were nomad on a
stratified sample of 4,800 Innior and 4,900 senior high school students from &

total sample of 22,000 student*. The stratified random probability sample was

selected to represent the racial, socioeconomic, and geographic characteristics

of the United States.
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C. week teet-retest taliebilities were computed for a sample of

at each level, of the SOS. is r Primary LeVel children (160458), the
coefficients for scales range from .79 to .9Ir fur Intersediate Level children
(11.24$), .73 to .89, for 0Unior Nigh Levelvhildren (001.93). .74 to .91; sad
for Sesior Sigh children' (0163), .76 to .90. SpeermsnAgrown
coefficients were computed for several criterion groups (e.q., whits males,
black melee, black ;smiles, mixed sample, etc.) and yielded coefficients ranging
from .65 to .83 with a mediae vales of .78.

VAIZOTTTr Cometroot Viiiditys The authors computed structural integrity

matrices foe SOS scales tied levels. In thmee analyses, each of the coef-

ficients is as a oortelation, the square of which represent" the

--percent of structural variance on common between the criterion group black

'females) anti the -national sass group. Poe the Primary and Intesmediets:Levais.
they reported that Self acceptance is satisfactorily replicable and invariant
morose asp` end race. Similar replicability, invariance and constancy pouf-

ficientewers reported far Social Maturity, Salt Security, and School Affiliati64.

A structural integrity matrix was also coludonseted for the IatereedistM $OO The

authors reported that satisfactory replicabiiity and invariance across :sex and

race for Self Aoceptanoe, Self Security, and Social Maturity. Per Affiliation,
School Aftiliatioo, Taschler Affiliation, and Social Confidence were reported to

have adequate rep/Usability invariance, and coostency, with some notable ester

tians for certain-criterion groups. The authors also reported on the relation-

ship between SOS Scales and measures of intelliganos and academic achievement.

SOS scales have evidenced low correlations with mental test measures, and low

to moderate relationships" with reeding achievement.

COmMEMTu The SOO appears to have high reliability and sums'evidence Of validity.

Advantages of the SOO include the use of multiple scales of self concept,

equivalent forme across age groups, and a format suitable for group administra-

tion.
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TITLE: Health Resources Inventory (1976) (Social Competency

liraMg Scale)

AUTHOR: Z. L. Gest=

PUBLISHER: American Psychological Association, Arlington, Virginia

AGE RAWE: Children in the primary grades

DESCRIPTION: The Health Resources Inventory (HRI) , retitled the
Competency Bating Scale in they:A:sent study, is a teacher

rating scale of children's school related personal and social com-

potencies. The HSI is soft up to 54 item designed to assess
several competencerelated dimensions including self-concept.
affective expression, classroom response, activation, interper-

Zonal "kills, achievement, and socialization. Teachers are to
rats all SIX its according to how well they describe children
on a 5-point scale' from not at all (1) to vary well (5). ,Factor
analysis of the URI revealed five-factors: good student. gutsy,

peer sociability, rules, and frustration. A sum factors score,
a composite index of competence, can be computed by sunning the
five-individual factor soaves.

STANDARDIZATION: The SRI was developed on a sample of 65 teacher

raters drawn fr6m,s12 schools located in or adjacent to Rochester.

New York. Teachere,were randomly assigned OAS of two tasks: (R)

to complete Hits for'ikrandoaly selected children from their
class roster or (b) to Sete HRIs and a symptom scale, the
Classroom Activity Rating SC 1 for six children. The

teacher ra s were completed midytier-,---by-which_time_rmachers..

had 3-S monns of contact with children. There were 592 subjects

in the tive sample including 311 boys, 281 girls; 300 city

children, 2 2country children; 337 first graders,. 197 second

graders, a. X58 third graders. There were signifiCant SES dif-

ferences be city and country.samples, favoring country resi-

dents. Chi sq a tests for sex, grade, and residence were all

nonsignificant.

RELIABILITY: Reliability was tested in the standardizetion sample
sirsoura of the 65 teachers do a second SRI of six randomly
selected students 4-6 weeks after the initial rating. With attri-

tion, a reliability 'ample of 60 first to third graders was ob-

tained. Test-retest reliabilities were as follows: sus factors =

.87, good student .83, gutsy .77, peer sociability .72,

rules .91, and frustration tolerance .87.

VALIDITY: Concurrent Validity: The authors reported correlations
between gii-mmulicIA factor scores for 183 children who wars rated

on both measures. Twenty-nine of the 30 correlations computed
were significant (correlations ranging from -.22 to -.81). The

negative correlations indicated the inverse relationship between
competence and pathology. The highest correlation was between the

summary scores of the two measures (-.81) . The three most highly

Sr
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related variable pairs wars (a) SRI rules and CARS acting out
(b) UI good student and CARS learning (-.79), and to)

SRI frustration tolerance and CARS shy anxious (-.70). Construe
Val i_ t The authors compared SA/ scores of a clinical y s-
tur group of children to those of the normal sample. On all
six scores 'of the.NR1, the normative sample had significantly
higher LIZ scores. Further analysis of SRI scores within the
normative sample indicated its ability to discriminate between
levels of competence within this group. The RIM discriminated
between most and least competent teacher-identified ,childrin and
also betweenboth extreme groups and midcompetant children.

CD:OUST: The ERI appesks to be a carefully developed teacher
rating instrument with Adequate reliability and validity. Little
teacher time would be needed to complete the SRI, yet the instru-.
sent appears to offer a great deal of information about children's
school-rolvant personal and social skills. The usefulness of
the SRI with older school children has not bean explored. but
item content suggests its epprnpriAtene.', with a wider age range.
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TITLE: Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducational Battery, Part 2: Tests
OTIEhieveleant (1977)

AUTBORSI R. W. Wbodcock and M. B. Johnson

PUBLIBUR: Teaching Resources, Bingham, Massachusetts

AG/ BANOS: Age 3 years through adult

DRSCRIPTION: The Woodooci-Johnson Psychooducational. Battery is a
set of individually administered, standardized tests that were
designed to measure cognitive development, scholastic aptitudes,
achievement, and interests. Part 2 of the battery contains 10
subteets for measuring 'achievement in reading, mathematics, written
language, and knowledge. Single subtexts or clusters of subteata
may be 3dminiatered to meet specific assessmentneeds. For ex-
ample, the, reading cluster of w.`1..ests includes letter-word iden-
tification, word attack, and passage comprehension. The mathema-
tics cluster of subtests includes calculation and applied problems.
The same set of subtests in the battery are administered to all
school-age and older subjects. A full range of scores say be de-
rived from the raw scores, including grade scores, age scores,
percentile ranks, standard scores, relative performance index (API),
normal curve equivalents, suggested instructional ranges, and the
90% ranges of expected achievement. A cluster difference score
say also be obtained by coopering the subject's obtained subtest
cluster soore to his expected cluster score for age or grade
(average cluster scores for age and grade are provided in the
manual).

STANDARDIZATION: Normative data for the Woodcock-Johnson was
g7leiaZirretiim,732 subjects in 49 communities widely distributed
throughout the United States. The norming sample extended from
age 3 to adults 80 years and older. About 3,900 subjects consti-
tuted the school sample (1-12). The noising sample was stratified
for sex, race, occupational status, geographic region, and type of
community, basked on 1970 Census data. To further achieve accurate
norm for the U.S. population; an individual subject weighting WAS
executed during analysis. Nora tables for grade equivalent scores,
age equivalent scores, percentile rank, and expected grade score
and range are provided in the manual.

RELIABILITY: Woodcock (1978) reports reliabilities from the stan-
dardization samploi for subtests and duster scores. Modian'split-
half reliabilities (Spearman-Brown correction) across age groups
for selected subtests were: letter-word identification (.95),
word attack (.92), passage ion (.86), calculation (.89),
and applied problems (.85). hee reliability of the cluster scores
was reported as the average subtlest reliability for each cluster.
The median cluster reliability coefficients across age groups for
the reading subtest cluster was .96 and for.the nathematics subtest
cluster, .92. The reading and mathematics cluster score intercor-
relations for the standardization sample ranged from .44 (kinder-
garten) to .65 (grade 12) for school-age children.
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yALIDITY1 Concurrent Validity,1 Woodcock (1978) summarizes the
many studies that have compared the battery with other measures.
Concurrent validity coefficients for the 11-.7 reading tests and
other measures were: grade 3 sample, 111-3 correlated .$1 with Iowa
Total Reading, .91 with PUT Reading, .89 with Wide Range Achieve-
sent Telt Reading, and .92.. with Woodcock Reading Mastery Test;
grade S sample, 11-4 correlated .76 with low, .75 with PIAT, .84
with MUT, and 87 with VIRMT, for grads 12 sample, W-47 correlated
.86 with LSAT, .90 with WRAT, and .90 with'UNT. Correlations
between 1464 mathematics.tests and other measures were also re-
ported/ for grads 3 sample,' 116,7 correlated .62 with Iowa Math,
.42 with Rey Math, .70 with KAT Math, and .46 with WRATi for
grade 5 sample, W-17 correlated .77 with Iowa, .80 with Rey Math.
.69 with.PIAT, and .78 with WRAT; for grads 12 sample, 11-.7 corre-
lated .71 with lows, .74 with PUT, and .81 with DIRT. The W.7
achievement cluster scores were compared to scores on other mea-
.:ures administered to a sample of children with saver* learning.'
disabilities. *...7 reading cluster scores correlated .55 to .84
with FIAT and WINAT reading subtests; for W-4 math, correlatious
ranged from .36 to .77 for PIAT and WRAT math stibtosts. Construct
Vali it * Woodcock (1978) conducted cluster analysis studies

each of the subtasts and subtests forming each of
the 1.-.7 clusters. Results of these 'analyses indicated more simi-
larity within subtasts and clusters than between them, although
there was some similarity across certain tests for particular ages
groups. Predictive vazidity: Woodcock (1978) also reports evi-
dents for the validity of the battery in predicting end-of-first
grad* achievement. W-J cognitive ability scores were Obtained. at
the end of kindergarten for 42 subjects and at the beginning of,
grads one for 73 subjects. The correlations between the *6.7 cog-
nitive ability storm' and their subsequent *-.7 achievement scores
at the end of first grade ranged from .52 to .67 for reading and
.44 to .60 for mathematics.

COMMENT: The reading and mathematics subteste and subtest clue-
-ail5T the 116-J battery appear to have a moderate to high degree
of reliability and concurrent validity. The advantages of the W-J
reading and achievement cluster scores lie in the multiple aspects
of achievement assessed and included in ditereining the scores.
The subtasts are also short and easy to administer. The table
for determining "cluster difference" scores also is a useful as-
pect of the instrument.
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TITLE: Preschool Inventory (1970)

AUTHOR: 2. M. Caldwell

Magas Addison- Wesley, Menlo Park, California

AGASANGR: 3-6 years of age

DESCRIPTION: The Preschool Inventory (PSI) was designed to be a
bcfet WISMISSMOit of young children's achievement in areas.regarded
as necessary for school success. The following performance areas
were considered in PSI it selection: basic information and
vocabulary; number concepts and ordination; concepts of size,
oboe, motion, and color; concepts of time, object class, and
social functions; visual-motor performance; following instructions;
and independence and self help. The current revision of the PSI
(1970) contains 64 its to be individually adminietexed to the
child. All it are scored as either correct (1 point) or incor-
rect (0 points). No distinction is made between a wrong answer
and no answer. The child's score on the PSI 40 the total number
of correct responses b. sakes. Pour subscale scores can also be
obtained: personal-social responsiveness, associative vocabulary,
concept activatida-numerical, and concept activation-sensory.,

STANDARDIZaTION: Two standardisation samples have been used in
WA:loping the PSI, referred to as the original and the revised
standardization samples. The original standardization sample was
composed of 319 children ages 4-6 to 6-5, involved in Bead Start
(1965) programs in New York City, Baltimore, Chicago, Los Angeles,
an Indian reservation in North Dakota, rural children in Missis-
sippi, and children in Syracuse. The revised standardization
sample was compoeed of 1531 children ages 3-0 to 6-5, in over 150
Head Start.claisel thrhunhout the United States. This sample had
an equal mix of boys and girls who represented at least five major
ethnic groups. Regional end national norms for the PSI were gen-
erated from this, sample and are reported in the manual.

RELIABILITY: The originel\Invntory was made up of 161 items and
yielded a split-half reliability coefficient (Spearman -Brown cor-
rection) of .97. A shortened/ version, made up of 15 items, re-
vealed t correlation of .98 with the original version. Split-half
reliability for the shortened version was .95. The Inventory was
further shortened to 64 items without lowering its reliability.
The standard error of measurement for the current PSI (1970) .

ranged from 3.1 (ages 5-6 to 6-5) to 3.9 (ages 4-6 to 4-11).
Regional studies of the PSI with children from Arizona and North
Carolina supported the reliability of the PSI. Coefficients
ranged from .60 to .95 across SZS and ;ma groups.

VALIDi4111 Construct Validity: The author reported on the rela-
tionship between PSI saItanford-Binet Intelligence Scale scores
for 1476 children in the revised standardization sample. Corre-
lations ranged from .39 for 3 -year -olds to .65 for 5-year-olds,
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with a correlation of .44 for entire seep's. Caldwell noted
that with only 42% of the vari a in Stanford-Binet scores ac-
counted for by the PSI, the PSI ppearod-to be measuring something
in addition to general intellig e. The author also reported on
the extent to which the PSI diff tiated children of high and
low achievement in the revised s station sample. Point
bisarial correlations of each it th the total PSI score for \
each of five age groups indicated tbi the PSI had adequate dis-
criaimatory power (.45 to .56).

COMMINT: 'the, PSI appears to have ad is reliability for young
children of different agile, sax, region, and ethnic group. Re-
ported validity studies are limited. The PSI appears to be at
least AS adequate as other available 31024 and is easier and
quicker to administer.

S
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TI TLts California Preschool Social Competency Scale (1969)

AUTHORS* S. Levine, P. P. Sissy, and M. Lewis

PV=911$1* Consulting Psychologists Press, Palo Alto; California

AGg RA Ages 2 years. 6 months to_S years, 6 months

DXSCRIPTION: The California Preschool Social Competency Scale
'Ma wits developed to evaluate the social functioning of pre-
school children. The scale consists of 30 items representing a
wide range of critical social skills, such 42 response to roctiney
response to the unfamiliar, following directions, making explana-
tions, sharing, helping others, reaction to frustration, and ac-
cepting limits. Lob item contains four descriptive statements
that repreeent varying degrees of competence relative to the be-
havior measured by the item (4emost competent; lmleast competent) .
The total number of points is the child's social competency score.
Ratings are to be based on cumulative observations of the child in
his preschool or nursery school environment.

STAXDARDITATIM The CPSCS was standardized on a sample of SOO
airt---7----ipproxissately representing the proportion of preschool
children in the malor urban centers for each geographic region of
the United States. In each of four age groups (2-6 to 5-6), there
were SO males and SO females from families of low occupational
level, and SO sales and 50 females of high occupational level.
Separate norms (percentiles) were established for each of the four
age groups by sex and occpatioaal level and are reported in the
manual.

RELLASILITY: The authors reported the results of three reliability
studies conducted in Texas, Minnesota, and California. The reli-
ability coefficients of independent raters is each of the studies
ranged from .75 to .96. Odd-even reliability coefficients were
also computed by age, sex, and occupational level and ranged from
90 to .95 (Spearman-Brown correction). Reliability estimates of
internal consistency were comparable across the four age groups.
Over 90% of the items showed correlations of 450 or above with
the total score.

VALIDITY: No validity information was provided by the authors.

COMMENT: Although lacking information on its validity, the CPSCS
ii-Wirof the few preschool measures available for assessing the
social competence of young children. The CPS= stands in contrast
to most other behavior rating scales by focusing on children's
competencies rather than their behavior deficits= problems. The
established reliability and face validity of the scale suggests
its usefulness f r assessing 'young children's'iocial skills. It
is noteworthy t the CPSCS was developed from the Cain-Levine
Social Comps Scale, a frequently used measure of an indivi-
dual's social tency.
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=Zs reams Peelection-lasulaivity She for Preschoolers (19713

Etta; 3 C. mirght

Man; Central Midwestern begional Sdocational Laboratory, St. Ann, Missouri

6 6/06041 as 2-6 years

MaiMas The Senses PmdlectionsImpuleivity Scale for Preschoolers ( ISP)

was developed as an easier task modeled on the Matching lemilies Mures Test
WM, aed deeigoed for rimier children. 3t cnealata of five practice and
tea test item a on each of two forme Mead M. Lath item presents a standard
line dreads, of a comeem Wert, together with four to six similar altereatives,
only one of which is the ems* durlicate at tbs standard, figure. The child is
asked to find and point to the me exact copy in the array, and /atency to first
reepomes and member of errors are recorded. Directions for administering the
10211, include standard Prompts to be used whom youager children forget or fail
to follow tha instruction. Childrea axe allowed three errors oa any item
before simmering to the meat item.

g ZeOTE-ATIs The OUP was developed on children from 16 samples, studied by
investigators in the 0.8., Saglamd, and australia (Wright, 1976). a total of
1,406 children were drawn from widely varying geographical, ethnic, residential,
and $66 groups. The standardisation sample iecluded 722 feealeanend 666 males,
ranging is age from 2 years, S mouths, to 6 years, I months. Par purposes of
mormetive analysis children were grouped into four intervals by age, 2-5 to 3-61
3-7 to 4-4, 4-7 to 5-4, and 5-7 to 6-8. Mesas and standard deviations for KWISP
errors cad lately* by age, sex, type of community, type of setting, and estimated
income group are given is Wright (1976) .

AftraatLITT: Prom the standardisation supple a total of 495 children were tested
twice on the XSISP, at intervals ranging from one to sight weeks. Overall from
the first testing to the second there wee a significant Lacrosse in latency and a
significaat decrease in errors. Test- retest reliability was .511 for latencies

and .746 for errors. The author acted that these were for the majority alternate
form reliability estimates. Approxiaately half (4461) of the children were given
form A them II, and the remaining half (11e231) were tooted with fora 11, then A.
There were no significant slain effects of form or interactions involving fors on
latency or errors. Accrossietat between the two forma was good for errors (.72) and
fair for /atomise (.59).

VALTLITril_Soncigrant vsliqaxi Schlectsr and Salkind (1977) examined 5- to 7-
year -olds performance of tba )fl and the ertS9 and found significant inter-test
correlations for errors and Latency between the iSaallrell. Construct Velidity2
The author reported evidence of XiISP validity as the degree to which children
working on it display a tendency to choose between speed and accuracy as a matter
of strategic choice. The degree to which children show a trade -off between
speed and accuracy has been used as an indicator of the degree to which a set to
choose than has been established is the testing session. The numerical indicator
of this strategic trade-off is the megnitode of the negative correlation between
speed and accuracy. Latancy-bye errore correlations for preschoolers in the
staodardiaation sample were highly significint. Further support of the construct

validity of the WAISP is shown by relationship to other relevant variables
such as attention spar in free play, distractibility in the preschool setting,

ie
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motor impulse ocatral, and timber Namara ratings Ono: of 1975).
isoCluaWay and Wright WM esmained 'Local maaming behavior aa4 TIZSP goons
and found reflective children sere mote systematic ecemnars and visually fixed
Mr* informatics porticsa of stimeli than did impulsive Ohildrea. Wright (1274;
found ref/activw ahead of impelsivee in the davelopmest of visual strategies,
Nagel, Xlmeic, a 4 T. (1,73) Iowa; iaiieremoes in mammy for visual

betweam KnISP-deeigeated regleotivas and impelaives. Susaaanf auttolg
Stein, mad Friedrich-Cofer (1177) found IUMudeaignated reflaatives higher than
ligmalaivea as both aggreSsive and proseedal babevicr.

SMIED Tbe U ars to have adequate reliability and validity for use
as a research tool is aseseeing ralllaoticm-leguleivity in young*: children.

a
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APPENDIX 0:

PARENTAL RIGHTS RELATED TO
CHILD PARTICIPATION

535
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PARgiTAL RIGHTS

IT IS VERY IMPORTANT TEAT YOU ARE 1l4ARE OF 0.110 UNDERSTAND THAT YOU HAVE THE

FOLIMING RIGHTS:

1. To review the procedures and instruments to be used in interviewing and

testinn each child.

2. To be fully informed of the results of the interviewing and tinting.

3. To witidraw your child fron project participation At any time.

COMFIDENTIAUTY OF STUDENT RECORDS

Only cualifietl school lco-semi -=l who have a leniticote educatioral interest ar2

alinWe to revi,w a student's records.

30 school rAxords will Tel:cull to nonschool personnel uithout mitten parent

A record of inspection Olct s in lac', child's file Pod nust se sipped prior to

rlvizwipr the ricsri.

536
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RESPONDENT: allother/Nother Figure

-_7 Father /Father Figure

CI-Other Adult

Part I. Backgroculd Information

Now I'd like to ask you some background questions. Sometimes background

information can be helpful In understanding more important concerns. If at

anytime you feel a question is an invasion of your privacy, feel free not to

answer it. We would prefer to have no answers to some questions rather than

intrude. (IF RESPONSENT REFUSES TO ANSWER A QUESTION, ENTER "NR" IN THE

SPACE)

1. First, could you tell me about how many times you moved in the last

3 years? (0)

2. About how many years have you lived in this home?

2::70 Years L7. All my life
(GO TO Q6)

3. How long have you lived in this neighborhood?

Of P Years fy All my life
(GO TO Q6)

4. How long have you lived in this town?

Q # Years L:-.7 All my life

(GO TO Q6)

5. Before you moved to this town, where did you live?

CITY STATE COUNTY

6. Do you rent or own this home?

Rent Drawn

7. How many rooms are there in this home, not counting bathrooms, utility

rooms, porches, or half-rooms (i.e., rooms unsuitable for sleeping or

general living purposes)? (#)

8. How would you describe your household, crowded and it is difficult to find

a place to be alone, crowded but one can usually find a place to be alone,

or enough space for everybody?

L:7 Crowded and it is a Crowded but one a Enough space
difficult to find can usually find for everybody

a place to be alone a place to be alone

1126
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9. I'd like to ask you about some things you may or may not have. would you

mind telling me which of the following things you have? (FOR EACH ITEM

RESPONDENT HAS ASK, "HOW MANY?")

Yes No N ber

Television C 1 C 3

um

Radio C 3 C I
Record player, stereo C I C 3

Telephone C 3 C

Encyclopedia C 3 C

Dictionary C 3 C

Car C] E ilialMINMIOP.

427

(count once per system)

10. What is your religious preference. if any?

U Lutheran a Jewish Q No Preference

[DrOther Protestant D'Other Preference
(GO TO Q11)

(Specify)
Catholic

10a. How often do you attend church-related activities other than
religious services?

prOnce a week At least once a year

Once a month jJ Less than once a year

2:7'A few times a year a Never

11. Do you have any strong ties with any racial or ethnic group? (RECORD
RESPONSE)

lla. Race of respondent as determined through observation:

Z:7White American °Native American JaAsiar American

£/ Afro American °Spanish American a Other (Specify)

12. (ASK IF FATHER/FATHER FIGURE IS PRESENT IN HOME) Does your husband/
partner have any strong ties with any racial or ethnic group? (RECORD
RESPONSE)

12a. Race of father/father figure as determined through observation:

r7 White American

Afro American

/-7 Native American (-7 Asian American

0 Spanish American 17 Other (Specify)

442
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13. (IF NECESSARY ASK) What language is usually spoken in your home? .

Q English a Spanish Q Other (Specify)

14. Did you vote in the 1980 election (The one between Carter and Reagan)?

a Yes a No

15. It would be helpful'to know if people with different financial resources
have different concerns. If you turn to Page 6 of your booklet you'll
see four boxes. in the top box, please mark the box for the figure that

comes closest to your present yearly family income before taxes. This
figure should include salaries, pensions, and all other incomes. If

you are not sure, please indicate your best guess.

16. The common sources of family income
income. They are: (READ ALOUD)

Nother's Job

00Father's Job

-Other Adult's Job

-Unemployment Benefits

-Worker's Compensation

-Social Security Disability
Benefits

are listed in the box below family

County Welfare Benefits

Pensions

Aid to Families With
Dependent Children

Supplemental Security Income

Other Sources

Please mark the box or boxes that represent your family's sources of
income. (WAIT WHILE RESPONDENT MARKS BOXES THEN ASK) lymi I'd like you
to circle the source of income that is most isportant.:.-the source that
contributes most to your total family income.

17. In the next box down are five facial expressions. The facial expressions
range from very bad or dissatisfied to very good. Put an "X" on the
facial expression that best sums up your current financial situation.

18. I have one final question about your family resources. Where there any
times during the last 12 months when you or your family had trouble
getting the basic necessities such as food, clothing, housing, or health
care? Please mark the box for either 'Yes' or "No" at the bottom of the

page.

443
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RESPONDENT: a Mother/Mother Figure

Q Father/Father Figure

QJ Other Adult

Part 4. Lamm**

TO CONDUCT THIS PART OF THE SURVEY INTERVIEW, THE INTERVIEWER MUST BE
THO FAMILIAR WITH PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST - REVISED (PPVT-R)

TEST MATERIALS., YOU WILL NEED PPVT-R FORM L SERIES OF PLATES AND
A PPVT -R ANSWER FORM (ONE FORM FOR EACH RESPONDENT) TO PROCEED WITH PART G.

One of the things we're interested in knowing more about is language...the
language or words parents and children use to communicate. Pictures are one
way of understanding acre about the words people use to communicate, I'd

like to have you look at some pictures and tell me what they mean to you.
We show these pictures to all the children and adults we interview.

TURN TO TRAINING PLATE D.

As you can see there are four pictures on this page. Each of them is numbered.

INDICATE BY POINTING TO AND NUMBERING EACH IN TURN -- 1, 2,
3, AND 4.

I will say a word: then I want you to tell me the number of, or point to, the
picture that best tells the meaning of the word. Let's try one. Tell me the
number of, or point to, the picture which best tells the meaning of "wheel."

IF THE RESPONDENT MAKES THE DESIRED RESPONSE, TURN TO
TRAINING PLATE E. IF THE RESPONDENT CHOOSES THE WRONG
ILLUSTRATION, GIVE THE CORRECT CHOICE, EXPLAIN WHY IT IS
CORRECT, AND GO TO TRAINING PLATE E.

That's fine. Now, what number is "giant7"

IF THE RESPONDENT MAKES THE DESIRED RESPONSE, TURN TO THE
CORRECT STARTING POINT PLATE. IF RESPONDENT CHOOSES THE WRONG
ILLUSTRATION, GIVE THE CORRECT CHOICE, EXPLAIN WHY IT IS
CORRECT, AND GO ON TO THE NEXT PLATE. OCCASIONALLY, IT MAY BE
NECESSARY TO ADMINISTER ADOITIONAL SERIES OF PRACTICE WORDS IN
ORDER TO ESTABLISH THE DESIRED RESPONSE PATTERN (*SEE BOX
BELOW). IN SUCH CASES, USE AS MANY OF THE ALTERNATE PRACTICE
WORDS AS NEEDED, UNTIL THE RESPONDENT CORRECTLY CHOOSES TWO
CONSECUTIVE WORDS WITHOUT YOUR HELP. THEN TURN TO THE CORRECT
STARTING POINT PLATE AND CONTINUE WITH DIRECTIONS BELOW.

*Directions for administering the PPVT-R have been quoted directly from the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised-Manual, pp. 15-16 (Dunn & Dunn, 1981).
Manual and materials can be purchased from American Guidance Service,
Circle Pine, MN.

423
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Fine! Now I'm going to show you same other pictures. Each time I say a word,
you say the number of, or point to, the picture which best tells the meaning
of the word. As we go through the book you may not be sure you know the
meaning of same of the words, but look carefully at all of the pictures any-
wa and choose the one you think is right. What number is (mum POINT

1'4

CONTINUE TEST ADMINISTRATION ACCORDING TO THE PROCEDURES
PRESENTED IN THE PPVT-R MURAL.
NOTE: STARTING THE PPVT-R WITH ITEM 110, "ARCHERY," MAY BE TOO
WrICULT FOR SOME INDIVIDUALS, PARTICULARLY SOMEONE WOO DID
NOT FINISH HIGH SCHOOL. YOU CAN USE THE FOLLOWING AS A GENERAL
GUIDE: ADD 5 TO THE LAST YEAR OF SCHOOL COMPLETED AND START
TESTING WITH-1HE ITEM CORRESPONDING TO THE SUM, i.e., THE SUM
BECOMES AM APPROXIMATE AGE LEVEL FOR' THE PERSON'S VOCABULAPLY
SKILLS. FOR EXAMPLE, FOR A PERSON WHO FINISHED THE 10TH GRADE,
ADD 5 TO GET A SUM (AGE) OF 15 AND START TESTING AT ITEM 105,
"CONTEMPORARY." IN GENERAL, START WITH AN EASIER ITEM IF YOU
HAVE REASON TO BELIEVE THE PERSON WILL HAVE DIFFICULTY ESTAB-
LISHING A BASAL.

445
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RESPONDENTS: D'Nother/Nother Figure ff=a Father/Father Figurea Other Adult

Part J, Lendunge (Continued)

Transfer information and scores from the PPVT-R Answer Fore to the
appropriate blanks below.

Date of Test:

Date of Birth:

Chronological Age:

Raw Score:

Standard Score:

Age Equivalent:

Grade Equivalent:

Percentile:



tr"
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RESPONDENTS: allother/Nothar Figura

a Father/Father Figure

1.:70ther Adult

Part J. Language (Continued)

Transfer information and scores from the PPvT-R Answer Form to the
appropriate blanks below.

Dote of test:

Data of Birth:

Chronological Age:

Raw Score:

Standard Score:

Age Equivalent:

Grade Equivalent:

Percentile:

447
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RESPONDENTS: allother/Nother Figure

a Father/Father Figure

aOther Adult

Part J. Language (Continued)

Transfer information and scores fm the PPVT -R Answer Form to the
appropriate blanks below.

Date of Test:

Batt of Birth:

Chronological Age:

Raw Score:

Standard Score:

Age Equivalent:

Gri e Equivalent:

Percentile:

433
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RESPONDENT: C7 Mother/Mother Figure

7 Father /Father Figure

Enther Adult

Part K. Family and Friends

Now I'd like to ask you some questions about your relationships with family
and friends. Please turn to Pages 7 and 8 in your booklet.

Task 01

Each numbered box on these pages represents people you feel close to and that
you know well. I'll be asking you questions about these people but I am not
interested in their names, only how you feel about then. Write down the
initials of the people that you feel close to and that you know well. You may
fill in as many or as few boxes as you want. (IF RESPONDENT DOES NOT WANT TO
WRITE DOWN INITIALS, THEY MAY REFER TO THE PERSON SY THE NUMBER NEXT TO THE
SOX OR USE SOME OTHER METHOD, E.G., NICKNAME. INITIALS ARE SOLELY FOR THEIR
CONVENIENCE IN RECALLING THE PERSON FOR LATER QUESTIONS. WAIT WHILE
RESPONDENT LISTS UP TO 10 PEOPLE.)

Task #2

Next to each person's initials is a box (POINT) for marking whether the
person is a friend (not kind or relative (kin). For each person, circle "R"
if the Wiwi is a relative or "F" if the person is a friend. (WAIT WHILE
RESPONDENT CIRCLES RELATIONSHIP.)

Task #3

Now I'd like you to mark about how often you've either seen or talked to this
person in the last month, including talking on the phone. There are four
choices. If you haven't seen or talked to than in the last month, circle
"zero." The other choices are "one-to-three" times, "four-to-six" times, or
"seven-or-more" times. Circle the one that is about the number of contacts
you've had with each person. (LETTERS DO NOT COUNT. WAIT WHILE RESPONDENT
CIRCLES NUMBER OF CONTACTS.)

Task 44

In the long box with each person's initials are two smaller boxes with the
letters A, 8, C, D, and E. These letters go with the pictures on this card.
(PLACE "FMTLY-AND FRIENDS" PICTURE CARO IH VIEW OF RESPONDENT). These
pictures illustrate four ways people are important to us'and why we feel close
to them. (POINT TO THE CORRESPONDING PICTURE AS YOU SAY...) A is for the
picture showing people who give us emotional support, that is ?hey help us
feel better if something goes wrong or when we are feeling said. B is for
the picture showing people who give us advice and help, such as advice on
how to 'raise our children, or perhaps, lend us money when we need it. C is
for the picture showing people who let us now we are special or important to
them. They let us know they like our company by asking us to do things with
then. D is for the picture showing people who help us learn new things and
meet new people.

449
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Within the box with each person's initials, there is a box with capital

letters (POINT). Circle the letter that describes the way each person is

important to you. You can circlttuore than one letter if it helps to better

describe the person. If none of the pictures describe the person, circle

E. (WAIT WILE RESPONDarrnRCLES LETTERS. KEEP PICTURE CARD IN FRONT OF

WESPORDENT FOR THIS AND RENAINING TASKS.)

Task #5

Now that you've thought about the ways people are important to you or why you

feel close to thee, let's try soeething else. I'd like you to think about

the ways YOU are Important to THEM. Use the box with the small letters to
describe the ways YOU are important to the people on your list (POINT). Each

letter goes with the pictures on this card (POINT TO PICTURE CARD). You can

circle more than one letter. If none of the pictures describe the way you

feel

LETTERSyou

are important to the person, circle e. (WAIT WHILE RESPONDENT CIRCLES

.)

Task 0

There is one last thing I'd like to ask you about the people on your list.
Dces each person on ur list know at le4st one othen_ person on your list?

This includes ow ng them by name, appearance, or tfirough some stronger
relationship, e.g., friendship, family relation, business relation.

Yes

(GO TO PART L)

6a. How many people do not know at least one other person on
your list? (#)

COMMENTS

NOTE: FROM THE QUESTIONS ABOUT MARITAL HISTORY, GENERAL DISCUSSION OR FROM

TNIMMATION OBTAINED IN PART K. FAMILY AND FRIENDS, THERE MAY BE REASON TO

BELIEVE THAT THE PARENTS-Mr-RELATED. IF SO, 'Orr: "ARE YOU RELATED TO

YOUR HUSBAND/PARTNER? FOR EXAMPLE, IS HE YOUR COUSIN?" RECORD RESPONSES

IN THE MARGINS OF THE MARITAL STATUS PAGES.

450
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RESPONDENT: 41.7Mother/Mother Figure

z:7Father/Father Figure

fjOthar Adult

Part L. C2mmlnity Rasources

Leisure and Recreation

We would like to learn more about the leisure activities, programs. and
services available in NAME OF TOWN . I'm going to read a list of things
that may be available to c ran in this area (within 10 miles). Please
listen to tech item and tell me if it is available to ytur children. Then
I'd like you to tell ma if one or more of your children use it ularl .

sometimes, or rarely. (READ EACH ITEM AND CIRCLE AVAILAWLITY "NO."
UR-195A-7 KNOW." THEN CHECK (I) USE AS STATED BY RESPONDENT. IF RESPONDENT
SAYS CHILDREN "NEVER" USE ITEM, CHECK "USED RARELY.")

The first thing is...

Available
Used

Regularly

1. Nuaery or Day Care Center
Lou No need) Yes No OK [ ]

2. Summer Parks Program Yes No DK [ 1]

3. Organized Sports (

(baseball, softball) Yes No DK [' ]

4. Public Park Yes No OK [ ]

S. Camping Yes No OK [ ]

6. Fishing Yes No OK [ ]

7. Swimming Yes No DK [ ]

B. Golf Yes No OK [ ]

9. Bowling Yes No DK [ ]

10. Horseback Riding Yes No DK ( 1

11. Roller Skating Yes No OK [ ]

12. Youth Hockey Yes No DK [ ]

13. Live Theater (plays) Yes No DK
r
i 3

14. Movie Theater Yes No OK [ 3

15. Public Playground Yes No OK [ ]

Uses Used
Somettnes Rarely

E 3 C 3

[ ] C 3

C ] C 3

[ ] E 3

( 1 ( 3

C 3 C 3

[ ] ( ]

( 3 C 1

C 1 E 3

C 3 C 3

E 3 ( 3

[ ] E 3

C 3 E 3

[ .3 E 3

( 3

436



Clubs and Organizations

flow I'd like to ask you about any clubs or organizations to which you may belong. Do you belong to any

of the following kinds of groups? (READ EACH TYPE OF GROUP AND RECORD WHETHER OR NOT RESPONDENT BELONGS.

FOR EACH TYPE OF GROUP RESPONDENT BELONGS TO ASK:

A. What are the names of the groups to which you belong?

B. How often do you usually go to meetings of this group?

lb. Religious groups or church organi-
such as choir, ladies auxiliary?
(Does not include church service)

17. Clubs or social groups such as
women's clubs, card clubs, or
bowling clubs?

18. Neighborhood action associated
groups such as comaunity action
programs, block groups, parent
councils?

19. Groups which are mainly connected
with children's education such as
PTO or a parent advisory board?

20. Political action groups such as a
political party or citizens
conwii ttees?

21. Other groups such as job-
affiliated groups, unions, study
grOupS, etc.?

BELONG A.

Yes No Names of Groups

L

L 1 [

1 C 3

1

L

B.

Frtquency of Attendance
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22. Does your spouse/partner/other adult belong to any clubs or organiza-

tions?

Yes
O 7g Q 23)

22a. What are the names of the groups to which he/she belongs?

23. Do any of your children belong to any clubs or organizations such as 4-H,
Girl Scouts, Boy Scouts, church groups, or any other group?

No
"SERVICES AND PROGRAMS")q

23a. Who is this? wimwwwilwiwillowlmwmwow. 23b. What is the name of the
group(s)?

438

Services W. i;rogralui_

We te.;uld also like to learn more about Un-: programs and services, offered in

tww community. This includes some of the services that may be offered by the

business community and by the health and social :ervice agencies.

24. If you turn to Page 9 of your booklet you will sez a list of programs.
human services. and other services that may be available in your community.
Please put a check after the program or service if it is available to you
and your family. Put another check after the program or service if you
or your family have made use of it in the past 3 years. I will read each
item aloud while you mark in the booklet. (IF RESPONDENT DOES NOT KNOW
IF THE PROGRAM OR SERVICE IS AVAILABLE, TELL THEM TO PUT A QUESTION MARK
(?) ON THE BLANK UNDER "AVAILABLE.")

lat
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S

INTERVIEWER READS ITEMS MILE RESPONDENT MARKS IN BOOKLET.

AVAILAPLE? USED?

PROGRAMS

1. Vocational and Adult Education Programs

2. Center for Disabled Citizens

3. Homemaker Programs

4. Senior' Citizen Programs

ti

HUMAN SERVICES

1. Public Health Services

2, Social Work Services

3. Legal Counseling Services

4. Personal and Family Counseling Services

OTHER SERVICES

1. Bus Service

2. Cab Service

3. Cable TV Service

4. newspaper Delivery Service

People sometimes choose not to use some of the, community programs and human
services we just read, even if they need them./ Since these programs and services
?-e there to help people, it is important to know why they may not be used.

25. Have you or members of your family had any problems in getting services
you felt you needed or deserved?

Yes L7 No /7 Never Tried

(G0 TO 026)

25a. I'm going to read A list of 10 problems people have in getting help
from agencies. As I read each one, tell me if you think it is a
problem from your experience or from the experience of other family
members. The first problem is...

439
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PROBLEM?

Yes Na

25b. Knowing my responsibilities and rights in
programs from which I receive assistance. C C ]

25c. Understanding which programs I'm eligible,
for.

25d. Understanding questions asked on agency
forms.

25e. People in agencies don't understand my
problems.

25f. I can't get to the agency during the day
because I work.

25g. Lack of consistency between agencies and
programs.

I have transportation problems getting to
the agency.

251. Meeting eligibility for programs because
I have too many financial assets (savings,
securities, property).

25h.

25j. Agency staff turnover resulting in poorer
quality services.

C

C) C

C) C

C C]

C] C)

C] C]

C) C)

440

26. Do you have any general comments about the activities, services or programs
in this area? Any complaints, praise, or changes you would like to see made?

Probes

"How could it be improved?"

"How could it be different?"

"How would you like it to be?"

"Could you give me an example of what you mean by ?"

"What do you mean by ?"

"How does differ from what you experience in another

canmunity or area ?''
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RESPONDENT: f:7 Mother/Mother Figure

2::7 Father/Father Figure

Other Adult

Part M. Reading /Everyday Activities in Life*

1

TO CONDUCT THIS PART OF THE SURVEY INTERVIEW, THE INTERVIEWED MUST BE
THOROUGHLY FAMILIAR WITH THE READING/EVERYDAY ACTIVITIES IN LIFE (R/EAL)
MANUAL AND TEST MATERIALS. YOU WILL NEED A R/EAL TEST BOOKLET, A R/EAL
CASSETTE, AND A CASSETTE PLAYER TO PROCEED WITH PART M.

We're interested in learning more about both children's amdl-edullil reading
skills. Would you be wiling to take a short, rimadimg'test?

IF RESPONDENT REFUSES, GO TO PART N. IF RESPONDENT AGREES, CONTINUE WITH
THE INSTRUCTIONS BELOW.

(SHOW RESPONDENT R/EAL BOOKLET, CASSETTE, AND CASSETTE PLAYER.) The R/EAL is
a short adult reading test. All the information you need to understand what
is to be done in taking the R/EAL is described on this cassette. (FIRST SHOW
CASSETTE THEN PLACE CASSETTE IN CASSETTE PLAYER. EXPLAIN HOW TO OPERA:E THE
CASSETTE PLAYER SO RESPONDENT CAN COMPLETE THE TEST AT HIS/HER OWN PACE)

Now you're ready to take the R/EAL.

ALLOW RESPONDENT SUFFICIENT TIME TO COMPLETE THE TEST. BE AVAILABLE FOR
POSSIBLE QUESTIONS. AFTER TEST IS COMPLETED ASK:

Do you have any comments about the reading test?

*The R/EAL was developed by Lichtman (1972). Manual and materials can be
purchased from Westwood Press, Inc., New York, NY.
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RESPONDENT: a Mother/Mother Figure

a Father/Father Figure

Other Adult

442

Part N. Personal Feelings and Beliefs*

We've talked a lot about your children and family. I would like to take this
time to get a better idea of how im think about certain things. If you turn
to Page 10 of your booklet, you'll tee questions that ask what you think,
feel, and believe about different things. For each question you are to
circle either "Yes" or "No" depending on how you feel.

I will read each question aloud. Please put an "X" on either "Yes" or "No" to each
question in your booklet. (IF RESPONDENT ASKS THE QUESTION, "WHAT SHOULD I
DO IF I CAN ANSWER BOTH YES AND NO TO QUESTION...?" ASSURE THE RESPONDENT
THAT THIS IS NOT AN UNUSUAL HAPPENING AND TELL HIM/HER THAT IF IT IS A LITTLE
MORE YES THAN NO, THEN ANSWER YES; IF IT IS A LITTLE MORE NO THAN YES THEN
ANSWER 4b.)

1 INTERVIEWER READS ITEMS WHILE RESPONDENT MARKS IN BOOKLET.

The first question is:

1. Do you believe that most problems will solve themselves if you just don't
fool with them?

2. Do you believe that you can stop yourself from catching a cold?

3. Are some people just born lucky?

4. While in school, most of the time did you feel that getting good grades
meant a great deal to you?

5. Are you often blamed for things that just aren't your fault?

6. Do you believe that if a student studies hard enough he or she can pass
any subject?

7. Do you feel that most of the time it doesn't pay to try hard because
things never turn out right anylov?

8. Do you feel that if things start out well in the morning it's going to be
a good day no matter what you do?

9. Do you feel that most of the time parents listen to what their children
have to say?

10. Do you believe that wishing can make good things happen?

11. When people criticize or deal harshly with you, does it usually seen, Its
for no good reason at all?

*Items 1 through 40 comprise the Locus of Control Scale for Adults (Novicki & Duke,
1974). Manual and materials can be obtained from Stephen Nowickl, Jr., Dept, of
Psychology, Emory University, Atlanta, GA.
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12. Most of the time do you find it hard to change a friend's (mind) opinion?

13. Do you think that cheering more than luck helps a team to win?

14. Did you feel that it was nearly impossible to change your parent's mind
about ailything?

IS. Do you believe that parents should allow children to maks most of their

own decisions?

16. Do you feel that when you do something wrong there's vary little you can
do to make It right?

17. Do you believe that most people are just born good at sports?

18. Are most of the other people your age stronger than you are?

19. Do you feel that one of the best ways to handl* most problems is Just
not to think about thee?

20. Do you feel that you have a lot of choice in deciding who your friends
are?

21. If you find a four leaf clover, do you believe it might bring you good
luck?

22. While in school did you often feel that whether or not you did your
homework had much to do with what kind of grades you got?

23. Do you feel that when a person your age is angry at you, there's little
you can do to stop him or her?

24. Have you ever had a good luck charm?

25. Do you believe that whether or not people like you depends on how you act?

26. Did your parents usually help you if you asked them to?

27. Have you felt that when people were angry with you it was usually for no
reason at all?

28. Most of the time, do you feel that you can change what might happen
tomorrow by what you do today?

29. Do you believe that when bad things are going to happen they just are
going to happen no matter what you try to do to stop them?

30. Do you think people can get their own way if they just keep trying?

31. Most of the time do you find it useless to try to get your own way at
home?
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I?. Do you feel that when good things happen they happen because of hard work?

33. Do you feel that when somebody your age wants to be your enemy there's
little you can do to change matters?

34. Do you feel that it's easy to get friends to do what you want them to do?

35. Oid you usually feel that you had little to say about what you had for
meals at home?

36. Do you feel that when someone doesn't like you there's little you can do
about it?

37. Did you usually feel that it was almost useless to try in school because
most other children were just plain smarter than you were?

38. Are you the kind of person who believes that planning ahead makes things
turn out better?

39. Most of the time, do you feel that you have little to say about what your
family decides to do?

40. Do you think it's better to be smart than to be lucky?

444
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RESPONDENT: OMotherthother Figure

7 Father /Father Figure

1:7Other Adult

79

Part O. Problem-Solving Task

TO CONDUCT THIS PART OF THE INTERVIEW, THE INTERVIEWER MUST BE THOROUGHLY
FAMILIAR WITH THE MATCHING FAMILIAR FIGURES TEST (MFFT) INSTRUC
TEST MATERIALS. YOU WILL NEED THE MFFT SERIES OF PLATES AND A STOPWATCH

TO PROCEED WITH PART O.

Now I would like to do something with you that is a -little different. Another

thing we would like to learn more about is how children and adults approach
problems. In some ways this task is like a game. Shall we try it?

IF RESPONDENT REFUSES, GO TO PART P. IF RESPONDENT AGREES, TURN TO PRACTICE

PLATE A -- CUP.

going to show you a picture of something you know and then some pictures

Lh look like it. You will have to point (POINT) to the picture on this

bot, m page that is just like the one on this top page (POINT). Let's do some

for ptactice.

SNOW PRACTICE PLATES A -- CUP AND PRACTICE PLATE 8 -- RULER. HELP RESPONDENT

FIND THE CORRECT ANSWER. NE NUMBERING OF THE PLATE FAR SCORING IS ILLUSTRATED

BELOW. THE CORRECT ANSWER FOR PLATE A IS 04; PLATE 8 IS 06.

1 2 3

4 5 6

(RESPONDENT'S VIEW)

Now we are going to do some that are a little bit harder. You will see a

picture on top and six pictures on the bottom. Find the one that is just like

the one on top and point it out.

*Directions for administering the MFFT have been quoted directly from the

Instructions accompanying the MFFT Picture Plates (Kagan, 1965). MFFT

materials can be obtained from Jerome Kagan, Harvard University, Cambridge, MA.
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446 .

TIMING: RECORD THE AMOUNT OF TIME IT TAKES FOR THE RESPONDENT TO GIVE
HIS/HER FIRST RESPONSE TO THE STIMULUS PICTURE (LATENCY).
RECORD TAT-TTmE TO THE NEAREST HALF SECOND.

RECORDING: ON THE RESPONSE FORM (1) LATENCY TO FIRST RESPONSE, (2) NUMBER
(1-6) OF FIRST RESPONSE, AND (3) SUBSEQUENT RESPONSE NUMBERS
IN SEQUENCY.

IF RESPONDENT IS CORRECT, PRAISE WITH WORDS LIKE "GOOD" DR "GOOD JOB." IF

RESPONDENT IS WRONG, SAY Nay DON'T YOU TRY AGAIN." FIND THE ONE THAT IS

JUST LIKE THIS ONE." (POINT TO THE STIMULUS PICTURE). CONTINUE TO CODE
RESPONSES (NOT TIMES) UNTIL RESPONDENT MAKES A MAXIMUM OF SIX ERRORS OR GETS

THE ITEM CORRECT. AFTER SIX INCORRECT ITEMS SHOW HIM/HER THE CORRECT
ANSWER.

0 AFTER COMPLETING THE TASK WITH THE RESPONDENT, CONTINUE FOLLOW-UP Q's 13
THROUGH 18 ONLY FOR MOTHER/MOTHER FIGURE (OR OTHER PRIMARY CARETAKER).

e
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RESPONDENT: L7Nother/Mother Figure

7 Father/Father Figure

LD'Other Adult

Part D. Problem-Solving Task -- Response Form

447

Stimulus

First Response 0 .

(Circle if Correct) i

Latency
(1st Response)

Subsequent Response 4's
(Circle If Correct)

Practice A
Cup

Practice B
Ruler

1. House

2. Scissors - - -6

3. Phone

4. Bear-

5. Tree r2

6. Leaf

7. Cat

8. Dress 5

9. Giraffe-- -4

10. Larp- 5

11. &oat

12. Cowboy 4

Number Correct 0

Total Number of Errors = Li

Mean Number of Errors =

Mean Latency
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RESPONDENT: EinMother/Mother Figure

Father /Father Figure

2:70ther Adult

Part 0. Problem-Solving Task -- Response Form

448

Stimulus

First Response 0 1

(Circle if Correct)

Latency j

(1st Response)
Subsequent Response 40!
(C'Ircle if Correct)

Practice A
Cup

Practice B
Ruler

1. House

2. Scissors-- -6

3. Phone

4. Bear

5. Tree

6. Leaf

7. Cat 3 .

1. Dress 5

9. Giraffe-- -4

10. Lamp

11. Boat

12. Cowboy 4

Number Correct . 0

Total Number of Errors

mean Number of Errors . 0

Mean Latency .0
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RESPONDENT: 0 Mother/Nother Figure

Father/Father Figure

Z:70ther Adult

Part 0. Problem-S011/19,Task -- Res onse Form

if7=2::J

449

Stimulus

First Response r
(Circle if Correct)

Latency
(1st Response)

Subsequent Response 01:
(Circle if Correct)

Practice A
cup. . . ... . .

Practice B
Ruler

1. House

2. Scissors- - -

3. Phone

4. Bear

S. Tree

6. Leaf

7. Cat - - -- 3

8. Dress 5

9. Giraffe - -- -4

10. Lamp

11. Boat 2

12. Cowboy

Number Correct 0

Total Number of Errors

Mean %umber of Errors w

Mean Latency 60
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KEEP MFFT SERIES OF PLATES IN VIEW OF RESPONDENT. ASK MFFT FOLLOW-UP QUES-

TIONS ONLY FOR MOTHER/MOTHER FIGURE (OR OTHER PRIMARY CARETAKER).

13. Now let's talk a little about the task we just completed. Do you have
any comments about this problem - solving task?

TURN TO PRACTICE PLATE A -- CUP

Let's say you are going to teach a child.now to do this problem. You want the
child to learn how to find the picture on the bottom page (POINT) that is just
like the picture on the top page (POINT).

14. What is the first thing you would do?

15. Then what would you do?
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1

16. Is there anything else you would do to held the child learn to solve a

problem like this?

17. what would you do if the child made a mistake during the teaching
situation?

l8. How would you let the child know he/she has done a good job as he/she

learns to solve the problem?

451



RESPONDEZ: Mother/Mother Figure

Father/Fener Figure

.77 Other Adult

B9

f I

452

Part P. Our Family*

Since the focus of this project is to better understand families, I'd like to
take this last opportunity to talk a little more about your family, On Page 13
of your booklet are some statements about families. You are to cecide wnich
of the statements are True about your family and which are False. If you
think a statemert is True or Mostly True of your family, put an "X" on T. If you
think the statement iirilse or Mostly False of your family, out an "X" in F.

Circle either True or False based on what your family most seems like to YOU.
You need not te737-To figure out how other members see your family. 4e want
YOUR impressions. I will read the statement aloud. Please put an "X" on T for
True or F for False for each statement.

[INTERVIEWER READS ITEMS WHILE RESPONDENT MARKS IN BOOKLET. 1

1. Family members really help and support one another.

2. Family members often keep their feelings to themselves.

3. We fight a lot in our family.

4. 4e don't do things on our oin very often in our family.

5. We feel it is important to be the best at whatever you do.

6. We often talk about political and social problems.

7. We spend most weekends and evenings at home.

8. ramily members attend churcn, synagooue,or Sunday school fairly often

9. Activities ir our family are prett;, carefully planned.

10. Family members are rarely ordered around.

11, We often seem to IN killing time at home.

12. We say anything wt want to around home.

13. Family members rarely become openly angry.

14, In our family, we are strongly onr.nuraged to be independent.

15. Getting ahead in life is very important in our family.

16. We rarely go to lectures, Ala.'s or concerts.

*Items 1 through 40 comprise the short Form of the family Emironment Scale (moos,
1974). Manua; and material: can be purchased from ConsdiTTng Psychologists Press,
Pain Alto, CA. Reprinted with perm:st,ion.
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17. Friends often come over for dinner or to visit..

18. We don't say prayers in our family.

19. We are generally very neat and orderly.

20. There are very few rules to follow in our family.

21. We put a lot of energy into what we do at home.

22. It's hard to "blow of steam" at home without upsetting somebody.

23. Family members sometimes get so angry they throw things.

24. We think things out for ourselves in our family.

25. How much money a person makes is not very important to us.

26. Learning about new and different things Is very important in our family.

27. Nobody in our family is active in sports, little league, bowling, etc.

28. We ofteh talk about the religious meaning of Christmas, Passover, or

other holidays.

29. It's often hard to find things when you need them in our household.

30. T 'ere is one family member who makes most of the decisions.

31. There is a feeling of togetherness in our family.

32. We tell each other about our personal problems.

33. Family mefters hardly ever lose their tempers.

34. We come and go as we want to In our family.

35. We believe in competition and "may the best man win."

36. We are not that interested in cultural activities.

.37. We often go to movies. sports events, camping. etc.

38. We don't believe in heaven or hell.

39. Being on time is very important in our family.

40. There are set ways of doing things at home.

fis
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I'd like to ask you a little more about some things that were just mentioned.
The first few questions are about rules.

41. What kinds of rules or regulations do
ITEM: GIVEN BY RESPONDENT; WRITE DOWN

/-7 Household chores

Personal appearance
of children

Z:7 Children's hours for
coming in (Curfew)

Children must let
parents know where
they are

Other (Specify)

you have in your family? (CHECK
OTHER RULES NOT LISTED.)

Homework

Watching TV

0 Grades to be achieved

0 No rules

42. Who makes the rules in your home?

f7 Mother /Mother Figure

Q Father /Father Figure

L:70ther Adult (Specify)

/--7 Parents/Adults set rules
without consulting
Children

Rules made by parents/
adults but children are
at least consulted

L:7Rules mutually arrived at
by children and parents

L:7 Other (Specify)

43. How are rules enforced? ',,;hat happens if a rule is broken? (RECORD
RESPONSE)

4 6 zi

454
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44. When children break rules or misbehave, parents react in different ways.
Consider the following situation:

Kathy and her brother Jim are arguing about what TV
show to watch. They cannot agree on the same program
and their voices get louder as they continue to argue.
Jim goes to the TV and turns the channel to the program
he wants to watch. Kathy throws a pillow at him, but
hits the lamp instead, It shatters into pieces. You
have been watching the whole time.

44a. What are all the things you might do?

44b. Are there some things other parents might do?

44c. Which one of these things would you do?

44d. Why would you do that?

44e. What would happen then?

47u
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45. (ASK FOR TWO-PARENT/PARTNER FAMILIES ONLY.) Next, I'd like to ask you
about family problem-solving. All faiines have disagreements but they
differ in how they show it and what they do about it. Consider the
following situation:

Your grandmother is visiting and you have planned a large
family dinner. Everyone in the family is to be home for
dinner at 6:00 p.m. One of your children is out with his
friends and arrives as you are serving dessert. Your spouse/

partner insists that the child go to his room without
dinner and stay there the rest of the evening. You insist
that you want him to spend time with his grandmother since
she's only visiting a short time.

45a. What are all the things you might do?

45b. Are there some things other people might do?

45c. Which one of these things would you do?

41 45d. Why would you do that?

471
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45e. What would happen then?

94

flow I have some questions about yourself as a parent.

46. In general, do you find being a parent easy or difficult?

47. What things about yourself help you to "stay an top of things?"

48. Are there things that make it hard for you to cope day-to-day
things that cause you a lot of stress)?

49. (ASK FOR TWO-PARENT/PARTNER FAMILIES ONLY.) How about your spouse/partner?
Is there anything about him/her that ITZis things easier or harder in
terms of bringing up your children (e.g., special interests, abilities,
personal characteristics)?

472
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49a. Parents often have different views on how to bring up
their children. What about yot and your spouse/partner?
Are there specific things you agree or disagree about
when it comes to raising children?

50. We're coming to the end of the interview now. We've talked a lot about
you, yeem family, the schools anti the community. You've told me a great
deal about your experiences as a parent in a number of areas. As you
Oink about it now, what do you see as the most important source of help
to you as a parent?

Si. What do you see as the most serious problem for you as a aarent?

.1.1.IM.

52. Are there any comments you would like to make about any of the things
we've talked about and done together?

THANK YOU!



THANK YOU

4 74



460

APPENDIX J:

PARENT ANSWER BOOKLET
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Answer
Booklet
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2/82 FAMILY CODE: rii=r7
RESPONDENT: L=7 Mother/Mother Figure

I Father/Father Figure

L:70ther Adult

PARENT ANSWER BOOKLET*

ALL answers will be processed by code.

NO name will be released on any form.

Developed by Maykut, P. & Garber, H., University of Wisconsin Rehabilitation
Research and Training Center, 1981.

1+62



Sample Questions

for

FAMILY ACTIVITIES

Example 01

Haw important is it that your children learn to swim?

Very Important X Unimportant

Example 02_

How important is it that your children learn to swim?

Very Important X Unimportant

Example !3

How important is it that your children learn to swim?

Very Important : X Unimportant
L

Example

How important is it that your children learn to swim?

Vary Important X Unimportant

Example 05

How important is it that your children learn to swim?

Very Important X : Unimportant

463



FAMILY ACTIVITIES

1. Not counting what happens a:: school, how often do your children go to the
library, or a museum, or some place like that.

Once a Week Less Thar Once aYear

2. When your children have a chance to choose what to do around the house,
how often do they choose to look at a book or magazine?

Almost Every Day : : : Very Seldom

3. How often de you attend ..acialgatherings (e.g., parties, dances, church
activities, PTA)?

Less Thar. Once a Year : Once a Week

464

4. How often do you take part in social activities in which same of the people
are of different ethnic groups or races (e.g., church, parties, ex.)?

Once a Week Less Than Once a Year

5. How often do you visit someone who is not related to you?

Almost Never Almost Daily

6. How often do yOu visit friends who live in neighborhoods other than your
own?

Almost Daily Almost Never

7, How often do you talk to your children about things tney have seen on TV?
(CHECK IF NO TV)

Almost sever Almost Daily

S. If your children ask you a question you can't answer, how often do you try
to find the answer by looking in a book?

Never Always

Now often do your children see you reading something?

Almost Every Day %ver
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10. How often 6o your children see other adults liiing 1t the home reading

somettriny?

Almost Every Day Never

11. How often do your children see you reading a novel, or some other book?

Never Almost Every Day

12. How often do your children's activities include pretending "real life"

adult activities, such as keeping house, working in a store, or driving a

bus?

Very Often Never

13. How much du you or other adults in the home talk with the children at

meal time?

Not Much Most of the Time

14. How much did you read to your children before they could read for them-

selves?

Almost Never Almost Daily

15 How often do you tell your children that they have behaved well at school?

Very Often Never

16, How 0 ten do you read the newspaper?

D., 1

465

Never

17. How n 6o your children come to you with homework problems?

Very Oren Never

18. How much did you help your children to recognize words or letters before

they en .po school?

A Great .-al
None

19. How often do you ask your children about what they have done in scnool?

Almost Never Almost Every Day
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20. how often do you give your children a pat or hug or something like that
when you are pleased with the way they are learning?

Very Often Almost Never

466

21. Now often do you tell friends or family about some clever thing one of your
cnildren has said?

Very Often ..1, Almost Myer

\,

22. When your children go someplace with you how likely are you ,to point out
things which they might not have noticed before?

Very Unlikely Very Likely

23. How often do you explain to your children what steps must come first,
second, and so on. in doing some task?

Very Often OP

4

481

Very Seldom
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1. 4,7 Active

2. 04fraid

3. 4:7 Agreeable

4. riAlive

5. 4-] Alone

6. £7 Amiable

7. 1. ::7 Angry

8. 4:7 Awful

9. f7 Blue

10. 4E7 Calm

II. E7 Cooperative

12. a Cruel

13.0 Devoted

14. EJ Disagreeable

15. E7 Discouraged

16. Fearful

SELF-DESCRIPTION

17. °Fine

-18. a Forlorn

19. a Frightened

20. a Gay

21. L7Gloomy

22. a Healthy

23. 0 Hopeless

24. (7 Kindly

25. a Lonely

26. a Lost

27. a Low

28. 0 Mad

29. a Merry

30. a Miserable

31. a Nervous

a

33. a Polite

34. £ Rejected

35. a Shaky

36. a Suffering

37. a Sunk

38. a Symgathetic

39.0 Tender

40. a Tense

41. a Terrible

42. a Tormented

43.0 Understanding

44. a Unhappy

45. a Upset

46. a Warm

47.0 Wilted

32. L_/ Panicky 48.0 Worrying
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FAMILY RESOURCES

Q Ins than $2,000

$2,000 to $3,999

Q 54,000 to $5,999

Q $6,000 to $7,999

$8,000 to $9,999

a $40,000 to $11,999

Q $12,000 to 514,999

Q $15,000 to $19,999

$20.000 to $24,999

a $25,000 and Over

Q Mother's Jo',

a Father's Job

Other Adult's Job

Q' Unemployment Benefits

a' Worker's Compensation

Q Social Security Disability
Benefits

Q County Welfare Benefits

Q Pensions

a Aid to Families With
Dependent Children

Q Investments

Q Supplemental Security
Income

Q Other Sources

ro cr.,
fi fIk a n

a Yes
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5

INITIALS CIRCLE

I

I RF

R F

t

FAMILY AND FRIENDS

CIRCLt CIRCLE CIRCLE

0 1-3 1- A B a b

id

4-6

I 0

RF I

0 I
1

7+ e

1-3 A 6 a

0

4-6 7+

0 1-3

4-6 7+

A B a b

C 0 I

0 1-3 1 A B T

RF I
C

I4-6 7+ 1 E

a

e
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10

.,"`. G4 3, 1 -+

FAMILY AND FRIENDS (Con't)

INITIALS CIRCLE CIRCLE sups
I -0 1-3 I A

R F C

CIRCLE

a

c d

r
1-3 1 A a a

R F
I

I C 0 1

4-6 7+ I

R F

0 1-3

4-6 7+

A

C 0

E

a

C d

RF

I

0 1 -i A 8

D

4-6 7+ t E
j

a

C d

e

R F

1

0 1 -3

4-6 7+

A B I

C D I

E

a

e

B
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CQHMUNITY PROGRAMS AND SERVICES

A. PROGRAMS

1. Vocational and Adult Education
Programs

2. Center for Disabled Citizens

3. Homemaker Program

4. Senior Citizen Programs

B. HLMAR SERVICES

1. Public Health Services

2. Social Work Services

3. Legal Counseling Services

4. Personal and Family Counseling
Services

C. OTHER SERVICES

1. Bus Service

2. Cab Service

3. Cable TV Service

4. Newspaper Delivery Service

AVAILABLE? USED?

4S6



'194 .6,

(PUT AN "le
ON ANSWER)

1. YES NO

2. YES NO

3. YES NO

4. YES NO

S. YES NO

6. YES NO

7. YES HO

8. YES NO

9. YES NO

10. YES NO

11. YES NO

12. YES NO

13. YES NO

14. YES NO

IS. YES NO

NAFIM1_1Z:RiGS AN

Do you believe that most problems will solve theaSelves if you
just don't fool with them?

Do you believe that you can stop yourself from catching a cold?

Are some people just born lucky?

While In school, most of the time did you feel that getting
good grates meant a great deal to you?

Are you often blamed for things that just arer't our fault?

Do you believe that if a studont'studies hard enough he or she
can pass any subject?

Do you feel that most of the time it doesn't pay to try hard
because things never turn out right anyway?

Do you feel that if things start out well in the oorninv it's
going to be a good day no matter what you do?

Do you feel that most of the time parents listen to what their
children have to say?

Do you believe that wishing can make good things happen?

When people criticize or deal harshly with yew, doss it usually
seam it's for no good reason at all?

Most of the time do you find it hard to change a friend's

(mind) opinion?

Do you think that cheering more than luck helps a town to win?

Did you feel that it was nearly ic,tosSible to change your
Parent's mind about anythlrg?

Do you believe that parents should allow children to make most
of their own decisions?

10
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16. YES NO

17. YES NO

18. YtS NO
0

19. YES NO

20. YES NO

A

21. YES NO

22. YES NO

a. YES NO

24. /ES NO

25. YES NO

26. YES NO

27. YES 403

28. YES NO

29. YE5 NO.

30. YES NO

31. YES NO

I

1

Do you feel that when you do something wrong there's very
little you can do to sake it right?,

A

Do you believe that most people are just born good .at sports?

Are most of the other people your age stronger th,n you are?

Do you feel that ome of the best ways to handle east probleas
just not to think about them?.

Do you feel that you have a lot of choice in deciding who your
friends are?

If you find a four leaf clover, do you believe it might bring
you good luck?

While in school, dip you often feel that whether or lot you did
your homework had much to do with chat kind of grades you got?

Do you feel that when a person your age is angry at you,
there's little you can do to stop hire or her?

Have you ever had a good luck clans?

bo you believe that whethir or not people like you depends on
how you Oct?

Did your wants usually help you if you asked them to?

Have you felt that when people were angry with you it was
usually for no reason at all?

Most of the time, do you fee that you can change what might
happen tomorrow by what you do today?

Do you believe that when bad things are going to happen they
just are going to happen no matter what you try to do to stop
then?

Do you* think people can get their own way if they just keep
trying?

Most of the time do you find it useless to try to get your own
may at home?

Ii
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32. YES NO

33. YES NO

34. YES NO

35. YES NO

34. YES NO

37. YES NO

38. YES NO

39. YES NO

40. YES NO

4

_1_

Do you feel that when good things happen they happen because
of hard work? , .

Do yuu feel that when somebody yo.ir age wants to be your eniy
there's little you can do to change matters?

Do you feel that it's easy to get friends to do whatNyou Cant
them to do?

Did you usually feel that you had lkittli to say about what you
have for meals at home?

06 you feel that when someone doesn't lire'you there's little
you can do abOut it?

Did you usually feel that it was almost useless to try in
school because most other children wire just plain smarter than
you were?

Are you the kind of person who believes that planning
mikes things turn out better?

Most of the time, do you feel that you have little to say obadt
what your family decides to do?

Do you think it's better to be smart than to be lucky?

12
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1. T F Family members really help and support one another

2. T F Family Members often keep their feelings to themselves.

3. T F We fight a lOt in our family.

4. T F. We don't do things on our own very often in our family.

S. 'T F feel' it is important to be the best at whatever you do.

6. T F We often talk about political and social problems.

7. T F We spend most weekends and evenings"at home.

8. T F Family nembers attend church, synagogue or Sunday school
fairly.often.

9. T F Activities in our family are pretty Carefully planned.

10: T F Famil? illimbars are rarely ordered around.

11. F We often seem to be killing time at hone,

12. T F We 54y , anything we want to around home.

13. T F Family members rarely become openly angry.

14. T F In our family, we are strongly encouraged to be independent.

15. T F Getting ahead in l(fe is very important in our family.

16. T F We rarely go to lectures,' plays or concerts.

17. T F Friegds often come over for dinner oe to visit.

18. T F We don't say prayers in our family.

19. T F We are generally very neat 'and orderly.

2O T F There are very few rules to follow in our family.

21. I F We put a tot of energy into what we do athOme.

22. T F It's hard to "blow off steam" at home without upsetting
somebody.

4.

13
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23. T F Family members sometimes gat so angry they throw things.

24. T F We think things ot4 for ourselves in our family.

25. 1" F Now much money a person makes is not very important to us.

26. T F Learning about new and different"things is very important in
our family.

27. T F Nobody in our family is active in sports, little league,
bowling, etc.

23. T F We often talk about the religious meaning of Christmas,
Passover or other holidays.

29. T F it's often hard to find things when you need them in our
Household.

30. T F There is one family merber who makes most of the decisions.

31. T F There is a feeling of togetherness in our family.

32. T F We tell each other about our personal problems.

33. T F FaMily members hardly ever lose their tempers.

34. T F We come and go as wa want to in our family.

33. 1' F We believe in competition and "may the best man win."

36. T F We are not that interested in culture; activities.

37. T F We often go to movies, sports events, camping, etc.

38. T F We don't believe in heaven or hell.

39. T F Being on time is very important in our family.

40. T F There are set ways of doing things at home.

14
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APPENDIX K:

POST-INTERVIEW OBSERVATION FORM,
SCORING INSTRUCTIONS, AND SCORING SHEET
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PO"

POST-INTERVIEW 08SERV1TIONS"

Do not complete until
all parts of the survey
interview schedule have
been administered.

*Adapted in part frolethe Home Quality RatingLScale (Meyers, Mink & Nihira,
1981) and the Home Observation for Measurement of the Environment (Caldwell &
Bradley, 1918)eriassen,
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INTERVIEWER

DATE

NUMBER OF NOME VISITS MADE BY INTERVIEWER (4)

LIST FAMILY MEMBERS OBSERVED DURING VISITS

481

Part Q. Post-Interview Observations

On the basis of the leted surve interview schedule, rate the family on
the following scales. t until you have departed from the residence, but
do the ratings promptly while the last interview is still In your mind. Please
make additional comments where you feel you can increase our understanding of
a particular aspect of the tome. In particular, note if an aspect of the home
is very different for a certain child than for children in general.

1. GROWTH PROMOTION AS A POLICY IN CHILD REARING

Evidence that respondent(s) believe a parent/caretaker should help
children mature in adaption, emotion, language, cognition, etc.;
evidence of achievement orientation for children vs. not helping
children mature except for the convenience of the respondent(s).

5 Highly assisting of growth; implementation to help children
mature; achievement orientation

4

3 Somewhat promotive of growth; some implementation; some
demand for achievement

2

I The only assistance to improve is for the convenience in care-
taking; otherwise no help to mature or achieve some inde-
pendence

COJ44ENTS:

S 2. DOMINANT CONTROL VS. INDULGENCE

Extent to which the parent(s)/caretaker(s) suggest, express, or exhibit
control over the children in various ways vs. indulging the children,
letting the children hive their own way. .

5 Parent(s)/caretaker(s) suggest, expreis, or exhibit dominance
over children; set goals; make decisions

. ,

.4 N
3 Moderate amount of control suggested, expressed, or exhibited, but

children have their own way and choices to some extent;

496
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2

2

1 An indulgent, children-dominated home

COMMENTS:

3. A EPTANCZ OF CHILDREN

tent to which parent(1)/ceretnkor(s) emotionally accept their children.

5 Strong attachment, deep emotional commitment (but not the
overprotective love mentioned in the next item)

4

3 Affection and attachment present but without great warmth;
possibly mixed feelings

2

I No evidence of affection for children

COMMENTS:

4. MATERNAL OVERPROTECTION (IF POTHER/MOTHER FIGURE PRESENT)

Is there overprotection (where parent/caregiver's attachment repre-
sents a potentially unwholesome interdependence)?

0 NE,

3 Yes, overprotection which is domimtive of the children

2 Yes, mixed dominative and indulgent overprotection

1 Yes, indulgent overprotection

COMMENTS :
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5. REJECTION

Is any child rejected 6y parent(s)/caregiver(s)7

3 No

2 Possibly (Names of Children:

1 Yes (Names of Children:

CrifiENTS:

6. COPING WITH CHILDREN

Rate parent(s)/caretaker(s) ability to cope with children (i.e., to
deal with and attempt to overcome problems and difficulties). Are
parents) /caretaker(s) successfully coping with any problems their
children may be having? Or were they overwhelmed by the problems
their children are having?

5 Exceptionally good coping. Parent(s)/caretaker(s) successful In
handling both the children and any problems

4 Good coping. On the whole, parent(s)/caretaker(s) competent in
handling children and problems

3 Fair coping. Problems caused or developed by children are
eventually handled, but only after disruption

2 Pcor coping. Attempts made to deal with children and problems
but with little success

no coping. Chaos. Parent(s)/Caretaker(s) disorganized and unable
to deal with children and problems

CONTENTS:

7. ADJUSTMENT OF HOME

Rate the general internal adjustment of the family as a whole in its day -
by -bay relationships. Was the home atmosphere characterized by satis-
faCtiOn and stability, or by frustration, unpleasantness, and insecurity?

5 Exceedingly well-adjusted. Characterized by pleasant cooperation,
security, and full satisfaction throughout
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4 Fundamentally sou i adjustment, minor conflicts here and there

3 Smooth OA surface, underlying tension

1 Definite evidence ofeild maladjustment throughout

Dominated by maladjustment, coloring most of the activities

B. HARMONY IN THE HONE

Rate the extent to which the ham summated the children with an'
atmosphere of overt conflict, discord vs. compliance. Was the home,

atmosphere marked by unpleasant discord among individuals? Or were Irr-
Personal relationships of the household ypically harmonious, friendl
and agreeable?

S Peaceful, harmoniou.S agreeable atmosphere reigns

4 Tolerant, friendly. Arguments tend to be good-natured

3 Harmonious basic relationships, perhaps overlaid with some
surface contention, bickering and teasing

2 Underlying discords often break through the general surface
harmony as sharp arguments, or ill-natured sarcasm

1 Household flies into vindictive recriminations, bitter
disputes on slightest provocation .

COMMENTS:

. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CHILDREN'S PARENTS OR CARETAKERS

Stable, non-legal unions are counted as marriage. Rate the relation-

ship (marital adjustment) of the respondent.

0 Not applicable, e.g., single ents who have never married' or
never established"the s

5 Good adjustment. Warm, positi e feeling, shared interests and

activities

4 Adequate adjustment. Willing aid able to discuss differences
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3 Stresses Gontained within the marriage

2 Open conflict. Marriage sustained by social pressure, economic
necessity, etc.

1 Broken marriage. Divorced, Separated

CENN4ENFS:

10. CHILDREN'S INFLUENCE ON MARRIAGE

Rate the influence of the children on the relationship between their
parents or caretakers. Has it been good? Or has it been bad? In the
extreme case, marriage has broken up or is near breaking up because of
tensions generated by children.

0 Not applicable. CNot presently married, or living with someone)

S Very good. Children have brought parents much closer, produced
more cohesive marriage.

4. Good.

3. Fair. Neither a good nor a bad influence.

2 Bad. Children's presence and problems cause some tension in marriage.

1 Very Sad. Children's presence and problems are major source of
tension in marriage. Marriage in trouble.

COMMENTS:

II

11. SIBLINGS

Rata the support children provide another, e.g.
playing together, caring for each other in the

0 Not applicable; no sibling

5 Children go out of their way to assist each
physically, emotionally, etc:

helping with homework,
absence of parent.

other in important ways--

4 Children support and help each other. Accept each other
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3 Children accept each other bit give no special support or love

2 Children barely tolerate each other

1 Children resent each other and make things difficult for each other

COMMENTS:

12. PRIMARY CAREGIVER

Who is the primary caregiver far' the children?

0 ZAknown

7 Mother or mother-figure

6 Father4pr father-figure

5 Mother-father figures share equally

'4 Housekelper or sitter who is there much or has children at own home much

3 Grandparent or other adult relative

2 Sibling or other child 18 or younger who lives there

1 Other (spacify:

COMMENTS:

13 6:MAGARY CAREGIVER

Is there a secondary caregiver of significance (more than occasionally

good care by a sibling, housekeeper, sitter, etc.); that is, someone who

truly shares respoWbility and influence?

C No secondary caregiver

7 Mother or mother-figure

6 Father or father-figure

5 Mother-father figures share equally

4 Housekeeper or sitter who is there much or has children at own home much
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3 Grandparent or other adult relative

2 Sibling or other child 18 or younger who lives there

1 Other (Specify:

COMMENTS:

14. SIGNIFICANCE OF SECONDARY CAREGIVER

Indicate the significance of secondary caregiver:

C *at applicable: no secondary caregiver

4 Coordinated, consistent in philosophy with that of the primary

caregiver

3 Different, but not diScordant

2 Discordant, competitive (as with parents or guardians who are

in conflict over the care)

1 Unable to toil

COMMENTS:

15. ROLE OF FATHER OR FATHER-FIGURE

Answer for actual father or any male adult who may provide father-type

Fascyline input, as judged from all information and observation.

0 There is 'no evidence of adult masc ,ine influence; the child sews

to be lacking this

4 Yes, there is a father or male figure who is around enough to

share in the caregiving

3 Yes, a tither or male figure; does not help with everyday care,

but plays with, takes out for games or to picnics, etc.

2 Yes, but role limited to discipline

1 Other masculine role. Explain:
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COPPIENTS:

a

488

18. SAFETY AND OTHER QUALITIES OF THE ENVIRONMENT

Dwelling is physically:

S Sound

4 Not well kept up

3 Deteriorating

2 Dilapidated

10 I Can't tell

COMENTS:

17. SAFETY OF DWELLING

In term of safety for a growing, dependent child, the dwelling may be

considered:

S Unusually safe and protective for a child

4

3 As safe as the average child's residence

2

1 Dangerots (broken steps, failing piaster, rodents, etc.)

COMMENTS:

18. SAFETY Of STREET, OUTDOOR PLAY SPACE

5 Unusually safe, protective outdoor play space for a child

4
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3 As safe as the average child's play space outdoors

2

1 Dangerous; or no play space available outdoors

COMMENTS:

19. INTERIOR QUALITY FOR CHILD REARING

How would you describe the interior ;including halls, porches, etc.) as

a place to raise cbildrem?

4 Immaculate. spotless, all things in their places, probably not

conducive to children's play

3 Cloan,-saft, etc., but suitable for children; children's things

in evidence

2 Untidy, messy, disorderly, ordorous, perhaps unsanWry for children

1 Other (Cescribe:

COMMENTS:

111..
20. THE STREET ON WHICH THE RESPONDENT LIVES IS:

7 HWinly residential

6 Mixed residential and comeercial

5 Mixed residential and industrial

4 Mixed commercial and industrial

3 Mixed residential, commercial, and industrial

2 Agricultural

1 Other (Describe:

COMIENTS:
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21. THE NEIGHBORHOOD WHERE TKE RESPONDENT LIVES IS:

6 Predominantly White American

Predominantly Black American

4 Predominantly Spanish American

3 Racially mixed

2 Other (Specify:

1 Unable to tell

COMMENTS:

22. THE NEIGHBORHOOD WHERE THE RESPONDENT LIVES IS:

3 Vary quiet

2 Somewhat noisy and congested

1 Very noisy and overly congested

COMMENTS:

23. FAMILY DWELLING:

4 Large

3 Medium size

2 Small

1 No yard (apartment, etc.)

COMMENTS: .
505
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24. CHARACTERISTICS OF MOTHER/MOTHER FIGURE

a. SELF-CONCEPT

Extent to which she feels she is a competent, capable person.

S Very positive self-concept. Displays confidence and a
belief in her own skills

4

3 Generally feels good about herself, but suggests or.expresses
same doubts and insecurities

2

1 Very negative self-concept. Strongly suggests or expresses
uncertainty in her own skills

b. SOCIAL COMPETENCE

Extent to which she possesses skills that elicit from others
interest and approach responses not available to a less socially
appealing person.

S Very approachable, friendly, and interesting

4

3 Pleasant, talks comfortably. Somewhat interesting

2

1 Very unapproachable, unfriendly, and uninteresting

c. COMMUNICATION SKILLS

Mother.4other figure's ability to use language to express bier ideas.
This includes fluency of expression, pronunciation, and vocabulary.

5 Excellent communication skills. Uses complex sentence structure
and some long voids in conversing. Uses correct grimmer and
pronunciation. Speech is distinct, clear, and audible.

4

3 Good odinnunication Skills. Able to express ideas and converse
in a pleasant manner

2

I Very poor communication skills. Best characterized by long
pauses, faintness, vagueness or ambiguity, emotionless. Uses
short words and phrases. Little or no eye contact
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d. RESPORSES FOR SOCIAL APPROVAL.

Were the respondent's replies influenced by the need for social
approval so that she would appear In a favorable light? (Whither
this was conscious or not is beside the. point.)

4 No evidence the responses were influenced by social
desirability; told enough about own problems to be convincing

3 Same as above, though no". so convincing

2 Perhaps some influence of social. desirability

1 Much.tvidence that socially desirable responses were given;
tried to impress interviewer

e. RELIABILITY OF INTERVIEW RESPONSES

5 Completely or highly reliable

4 Very reliable

3 Uncertain reliability

2 Somewhat unreliable

I Completely unreliable

Reasons for your judgement:

0 If you marked 5 or 4 above

If you marked 3, 2, or 1 above:

4 Reliability questioned because of difficulty In comprehension by
interviewee, whether due to poor language, foreign language,
deafness, etc.

3 If observed facts or other information contradict respondent's
infermation in important ways, or respondent contradicted self

2 If respondent appeared harried, emotional, hostile; wished it
were over, suspicious, etc.

1 Any other reason for belief in unreliability

COMMENTS: (24 a,b,c,f.d)
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25. CHARACTERISTICS OF FATHER/FATHER FIGURE (L:7 NO FATHER/FATHER FIGURE OR

a NO OPPORTUNITY TO OBSERVE.
GO TO 026)

a. SELF-CONCEPT

Extant to which he feels he is a competent, capable person.

S Vary positive self-concept. Displays confidence and a

belief in his own skills

4

3 Generally feels good abou* himself, but suggests or expresses

some doubts and insecurities

2

1 Very negative self-concept. Strongly suggests or expresses

uncertainty in his own skills

b. SOCIAL C, OlDNCE

Extent to which he possesses skills that elicit from others

interest and approach responses not available to a less socially

appealing person.

5 Very approachable, friendly, and interesting

4

3 Pleasant, talks comfortably. Somewhat interesting

2

1 Very unappioachable, unfriendly, and uninteresting

c. COMMUNICATION SKILLS

Father-father figure's ability to use language to express his ideas.

This includes fluency of expression, pronunciation, and vocabulary.

S Excellent communication skills. Uses complex sentence structure

and some long words in conversing. Uses correct grammar and

pronunciation. Speech is distinct, cheer, and audible

4

3 Good coimunication skills. Able to express ideas and converse

in a nleasant manner

2

1 Very poor communication skills. Best characterized by long

pauses, faintness, vagueness or ambiguity, emotionless. Uses

short words and phrases. Little or no eye contact

493
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d. RESPONSES FOR SOCIAL APPROVAL

Were the respondent's replies influenced by the need for social
approval so that he would appear in a favorable light? (Whether

this was conscious or not is beside the point.)

4 No evidence the responses were influented by social
desirability; told enough about o problems to be convincing

3 Same as above, though not so convincing

2 Perhaps some influence of social desirability

1 Mich evidence that socially desirable responses were given;
tried to impress interviewer

a. RELIABILITY OF INTERyIEW RESPONSES

5 Completely or highly reliable

4 Very reliable

3 Uncertain reliability

2 Somewhat unreliable

1 Completely unreliable

Reasons for your judgement:

0 If you marked 5 or 4 above

If you maeked 3, 2, or 1 above:

4 Reliability questioned because of difficulty in comprehension by
interviewee, whether due to poor language, foreign language,
deafness, etc.

3 If observed facts or other information contradict respondent's
information in important ways, or respondent contradicted self

2 If respondent appeared harried, emotional, hostile; wished it
were over, suspicious, etc.

1 Any other reason for belief in unreliability

COMMENTS: (25a,b,c,Sd)
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26. CHARACTERISTICS OF OTHER ADULT ( 7 NO OTHER ADULT OR

a. SELF-CONCEPT
a NO TUNITY TO OBSERVE. GO TO 027)

Extent to which he/she feels he/she isa competent, capable person.

5 Very positive self-concept. Displays confidence and a
belief in his/her own skills

4

3 Generally feels good about him/herself, but suggests or expresses
some doubts and insecurities

2

1 Vary negative self-concept. Strongly suggests or expresses
uncertainty in his/her own skills.

b. SOCIAL COMPETENCE

Extant to which he/she possesses skills that elicit from others
interest and approach responses not available to a less socially
appealing person.

S Very approachable, friendly, and interesting

4

3 Pleasant, talks comfortably. Somewhat,4nteresting

2

I Very unapproachable, unfriendly, and uninteresting

c. COMMUNICATION SKILLS

Other adult's ability to use language to express his/her ideas.
This includes fluency of expression, pronunciation, and vocabulary.

\

5 Excellent comeunication skills. Uses complex sentence structure
and -some long words in conversing. Uses correct gramr and
pronunciation. Speech is distinct, clear, and audible

4

3 Good communication skills. Able to express ideas and converse
in a pleasant manner

2

1 Vdry poor communication skills. Best characterized by long
pauses, faintness, vagueness or ambiguity, emotionless. Uses

short words and phrases. Little or no eye contact
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d. RESPONSES FOR SOCIAL APPROVAL

Were the respondent's replies influenced by the need for social

approval so that he/she would appear in a favorable light. (Whether

this was conscious or not is beside the point.)

4 No evidence the responses were influenced by social
desirability; told enough about own problems to be convincing

3 Same as above, though not so convincing

2 Perhaps some influence of social desirability

I Much evidence that socially desirable responses were given;

tried to impress interviewer

e. RELIABILITY OF INTERVIEW RESPONSES

S Completely or highly reliable

4- Very reliable

3 Uncertain reliability

2 Somewhat unreliable

1- Completely unreliable

Reasons for your Judgement:

0 If you marked 5 or 4 above

If you marked 3, 2, or .l above:

4 Reliability questioned because of difficulty in comprehension by

interviewee, whether due to poor language, foreign language,

deafness, etc.

3 If observed facts or other information contradict respondent's

information in important ways, or respondent contradicteo self

2 If respondent appeared harried, emotional, hostile; wished it

were over, suspicious, etc.

I Any other reason for hell- in unreliability

COMMENTS: (25a.b,ci&d)
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On the basis of your conversations and observations in the home, please check (I)
'Yes" or No to each of the following aspects of the physical environment.
"Yes" is equivalent to "True;" the more "Yes! items, the better the pivsical
Quality of the home environment.

No Opportunity
'IA N To 04serve

27. House is not overly noisey- -TV, shouts of
children, Tido, etc. E 1 E 3 C 3

28. In terms of available floor space, the
rooms are not overcrowded with furniture. ,E 3 C 1 C 3

29. Furniture is not in obvious need of repair [ ] [ 3 C 3

30. AI1 visible rooms of the house are
reasonably clean and minimally cluttered. C 3 C 1 C 3

31. There is at least 100 square feet of
living space per person in the house C 3 E 3 E 3

32. The interior of the house is not
dark or perceptually monotonous. C 3 C 3 [ 3

33. Family displays children's art or craft-
work somewhere in house (anything that
children made). 1. 3 C 3 E 3

34. House has at least two pictures or other
type of art work on the walls. C 3 E 3 [ 3

35. Family has at lust one house plant. C 3 C 3 C 3

36. At Lust 10 books are present and VISIBLE
in the house. C 3 E 3 E 3

37. Family has use of a working stove and
refrigerator. C 3 C 3 C 3

38. Family has use of running water. C 3 C 3 C 3

39. Family has a system for heating their
house. [ 3 E 3 C 3

Note whether any of there were made evident:

40. Mention by caretaker(s) of dependence on,
or faith in, God, doing Christ's work,
strong religion, etc.7 [ 3 C 3

41. Mention of father/father-figure as
extremely strict or arbitrary? , C 3 C 3

(Q NO FATHER/FATHER FIGURE)

.4
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42. Please lisv any play materials or equipment that were present and VISIBLE

in and around the house, such as bicycle, skates, skateboard, musical

instruments. Playground equipment. Been. etc.

43. Vas there anything unusual about the interview situations that you think

affected respondents' answers?

tatS

43a. Please describe

(G0q tr44

44. Please make any additional comments that you think would be helpful in

understanding this family.

THANK YOU!

498
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POSTIATERVIEW 045ERWATIONS

scapic INSTRUCTIONS

1399

Enter Famelly ID umber, somber of tome visits made by interviewer, and your names at

the top of the storing'sbeet. Rated items have bees grouped into factor: or clusters
and factor scores can ar obtained by simply adding the raw scores of the items listed

under meth factor. There are two exceptions to this rule: (1) ncrinal scale items

which require dichotomimattOn prior to the factor scoring and (2) items which allow
"not applicable" or 'unable to tell" responses. These particular items and special

scoring instructions are listed below:

Raw Scores Chime to

Item 9 0 1

Item 11 0 3

Item 13 1 through 7 3

Item 14 0, 1 3

ILO 20 1 through 6 1

'taw 20 7 2

Item 21 2 through 5 1

Item 21 1, 6 2

Items not contributing to factor scores:

Item 2
It 2
It 4
Item 4
Item 10
Item-12
Item 12
Item 15
It 15

5

4

0
1 through 3
0
0 through 6
7

0
1 through 4

Enter raw scores in the appropriate
items () that require raw s.ors changes
has not been rated by the interviewer, en
TOTAL blank empty. Scoring for Parts P.
explanatory.

1

2

3

1

3

1

2
1

2

item blanks, paying particular attention to
for the raw scores listed above. If an item
tar "MR" in the item blank and leave the
through V. on the scoring sheet are self.

IWO
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Completed by:
No. of Home Visits 14011 by Intervirawer:

POSTINTERVIEy OeStR/ATIONS

swamp SHEET

A. HARMONY AND 91.1ALITY
OF PARENTINA

Item 1:
Item 3:
Its 5:

It 6:

Item 7:
Item B:

*Item vi:=
O. gummv OF THE

RES1ONTIAL AREA

*Item
*Item 21:
Item 22:
Item 23:
Total:_____

G. CHARACTERISTICS OF
FATHER/WA-Faille

No father/father figure
Mo opportunity to
observe

Item 25a:
Item 25bi----
Item

Total:

J. OPENNESS AND AWARENESS
bF OlkER ADULT

.No other adult
NO opportunity to

observe
Item 26d:
Item

Total:
Item 26eigiiibn

R. CHILDREN'S INFLUENCE ON
WkIAGE

*Item 10:____

P. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

Itm_27 through 39
No. of YES i's:
No. of NO +Ps:
No. of NO OPPORTrifTY
TO SERVE /'s:

Total l's:_u_

500/

Family ID

B. CON C

I
N SUPPORT

OF

*Item 9:
*Item 13:7--
intern IC.--

E. CHARACTERISTICS OF
KnaliMIVIIIMURE
It 24e:

Item 24b:
Item 24c:-----

Total :----

N. OP ss moritIrkntippe

No fathorifather figure
---No opportunity to

observe
Item 25d:
Item 2Se:

Total :

Item 25.06iiiin

K. O/INTzra_gONTR.

*Item 2:,,_;;T

N. PRIMARY CAREGIVER

*Item 12:

Q. RELIGIOSITY

Item 40: YES
NO

C. IlOkITV OF THE
RESIDENTIAL ENVIRONMENT

Item li:
Item 1I:----
Item
Its
Total:

F. OPENNESS AND AWARENESS
UMOTHrR/MOTHER FIGURE

Item 24d:
Item

Total:----
Item 240/Reason

I. CHARACTERISTICS OF
OTHER ADULT

No other adult
No opportunity to observe
Teem 26a:
Item
Item 26c:
Total:

L. MATERNAL OVERPROTECTION

'Ito 4:

O. ROLE Of FATHER/FATHER FIORE

*Item 15:

R. STRICT /ARBITRARY
FATHER /FATHER FIGURE

Item 41: YES
NO

*Requires raw score changes for certain raw scores -- see Scoring

515
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Completed by:
No. of Rome

S. FLAY MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT

Check if listed in Item 42:

Gross motor toys and equipment, e.g..
bicycles, skates, skateboard, bells

Fine motor toys and materials, e.g.,
blocks, cut-outs, crayons, manicolatives,

toy cars and trucks
Games, checkers, scabble, monopolydes,

instruments, e.g., xylophone.
---drum

Electronic games, e.g., Atari, small
portable devices
Child size play places for adult role
playing, e.g., play kitchen, appliances.
tool box, doctor/nurse kit, dolls
Outdoor sports equipment for children's
usbi e.g., fishing pole, snowmobile

501

Family ID 4=:"27

Playground equipment, e.g., swing, slide,
sandbox
Children's reading materials, e.g.,
storybooks, children's magazines
Dictionary

---EncycloPedia
baby toys

Radio
Stared or record player

--Toys, not specified
OtWir

No opportunity to observe
Wein:

T. ANYTHING WIINGT41USUASOUTI2VIEWSrfUlI iTAFFECTEDRESPTRAONDENT'SAMSWERS?

Item 43: YES Item 43a: Situation described: YES

NO NO

v. ADDITIONAL. COMMENTS MADE BY INTERVIEWER?

It 44: YES
NO
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. APPENDIX L:

FAMILY INTERVIEW SCHEDULE CUE CARDS

S

A,02.000141



CUSS

LSI INFSCTIVIS

SUMO ACMES, PAINS

OSAMU

slums, unsuiess
UM *HIM Fill MIMS, UCIUNTS

M TIRES

OMIT

2

B
ASTI** Ii ISUCNITIS

IIIREY *ISSUE

maims

LS* MU SINAI

MIT *MASI

CYSTIC FISISSIS

1111111-11.111O S111N

111E10

U111 AllICTINN

CARES

ALCSUILISI

ITISI

4
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APPENDIX M:

PSYCHOMETRIC CHARACTERISTICS OP SELECTED
CHILD ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENTS

a
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Wechsler Preschool Primary Scale of Intelligence (1967)

!mg& 0. Wechsler

MOM' The Psychological Corporation, Mew York, Sea York

biEJAMAI 4944 4 - 6 1l2 years

DOSCP541I0141 The 44ohaler Preechool Primary Scale Of Intelligence (WPM
contains subtestep Information, Vocabulary, Arithmetic, Similarities, Campos-
\bension, Picture Completion, Memos, Kock Design, Sentences, Miami Noose, and
Geometric bulges. Scoring of the 1 9961 yields a Verbal, Performance, and Pull
Scale Intelligence Quotients.

stompopummi The WWII was standardised on 1,200 children, 100 boys and
100 girls in each of six age groups ranging by half-years from 4 to 6 3./2 years.
The sample was selected to be representative of population figures it the
1940 Campus. Whites and nonwhite* were included in the sample to the
ratios found in the Census for four geographic regions in the United 5

aeliabilities for each of the IQ scores (VWQ, PYQ, rszg) range
frak .91 to .96 over the age range cowed by the ecaIs. average rsli abi1#tY
coefficients are .96 for Mg, .94 for VIQ, and .93 for 'La. Satisf
split-half PSIQ re liabilities have been reported for a variety of sit c end
exceptional child populations (Settler, 1941). Tset retest
reiiabilities (1.1 week interval) were reported as .66 for VIQ, 49 for IIQ, epd
91 for rsn.

=ADM Concurrent Validitvo Comparisons of the WPM with,StanfordAlinet
(1950) norms yielded median correlation* of .62 between the two scales. The
SIPPsx VIQ correlates morehighly with the 5-11 (median, .81) than does the etskI.
PIQ (sedian, .67). Ctoralatioat between the 115PS1 and WM for children
. between the,eges of 5 and 61/2 (included in both scales) range from :57 to .91

for.VIQ, Eros *.63 to .63 fat PIZ end fros,.54 to,.90 for PSIQ (tea PSIQ,
.61) . The PPS: has also been =related with other meteor*: of marital abilities.
Correlations range fro* .30 (Progressive Matrices). to (Primary xental

Abilities Test), with a mediek.of .64. Predictive Validityt acoefficienteot
.56 was reported between the MIMI, 11,1Q, and the Gray Oral heading Testi',
administered one to three years after the WPIPSI for a group of 26 White middle-
class children (White A :Arabs, 1979) . Pasework, Metz, and 4101Yet (l974k..
reported 4 significant correlations bableen the WPC and the Metropolitan
acbievemant,Tests total score (r * .54).for a-sample of 30 normal. 6-year-olds.
significant oortslations have also been reported between WPM, rspatand PI()
and Matbusatica (M) far lower SXS children administered the achievement.tsest
three to four years after the MA (Crockett, Stadia, Pasework, )g75).'

031Mrmp The WIWI is a widely accepted end used measured of young children's
intelligence functiceing. It has substantial evidence of reliability and
adequate evidence of validity. The 1iPPS1's similarity in form and content with
the RISC -It and KAU sake it an especially useful mast= for research exemining
measured intellectual functioning across a wide age range.

520
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TITLE; Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-levieed (1974)

AUT60/4 D. Wechsler

mums The Psychological Corporation, New York, New York

8: 690a 6 - 0 to 16 - 11 years

_ce:SSEEMMI The Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Childreo-Amvised (WI3C-1d
contains 12 subteets; Information, Similarities, eiithmetic; vocabulary,

prehension, Digit Spies, Picture Completion, Picture Arrangement, nook
Design, Object assembly, Coding, and lases. Scores from the former six subtests
contribute to a Umbel Intelligence Quotient, and scores from the latter six
subtexts contribute to a Perfoomance Intelligence Quotient. A Tull Scale
Intelligence Quotiemt is also obtained from two of these /2 subtexts. (Digit

Oro Led Nees* are not included in the IQ tables.)

liplIJIZMitg The WISC-R was standardised on 2,200 white and nonwhite
American childree selected to be representative of the population covered by
the seals om the basis of the 1970 Census data. The sample included eleven
different age groups ranging from 6 312 to 16 1/2 years, with 200 children in
each group. This slogs included nonwhites across five major ethnic minority
groups in approximately the same proportions as in the U.S. population as
show by the 1970 Census data.

RELIASILITY; Each of the three IQ =alas of the WISC-11 bee a rell-bility
coefficient .89 or above in the standardisation group over the Si -ALIO range

covered by the scale. Average reliability coefficients, based oo the 11 age
groups are .96 for mg; .94 for AM, and .90 for PIQ. Among. the three IQ

*cores, the TM has Wie lowest standard error of souunirmsent (3.19). One-
month test-retest reliability was computed for a sample of 303 children from
six age groups in the standardisation sample. For the retest sample, the
stability coefficients were .95 for rsm, .93 for ig, and .90 for PIQ.

1/7414Dr1'Y1 Concurrent Validity; Correlatioos between the WPM and WISC-A for
children in the age range of 6-0-0 to 6-7-15 were .80 for VIQ, .80 for PIQ,
and .82.for rs4 Similar results were reported by Rasbury, AcCoy, and Perry
(1977), with a vsn correlation of .94 between the two measures. Correlations
between WISC-e and WAIN for children ages 16-0-0 to 16-11-30 were .96 for WO,
.83 for VIM and .95 for IPSIQ. Other studies have reported lower correlations
between the VISC-It and WAlS,.partiOularly for eduoably mentally retarded chil-
dren (Craft 6 Kroombercier, 19791 Nagle 6 Lazarus, 1979). The ilISC-R has been

compered to other measures of ability, intelligence, achievement, and school
oral's. Nadler correlations swag these studier range from the upper .30' to
the law Alms.

Mot; The WISC -R, revised in 1974 from the WISC (1949) has a substantial
body ; ..search supporting its validity and reliability. It is perhpas the

sing: Aloft widely used measure of children's intellectual functioning used in
the Uftited States. Its wide use and.acceptance support the appropriateness of
its use in studies of school-age children.
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MEI Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scala (1955)

ApTKOls D. Wechsler

agenle The Psychological Corporation, Sew York, New York

AGM Al4QX8 Age 16-0 years and older

DUCITPI048 The Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale MATS) con 11 subtestss
Infonestion, COmprehoosiom, Arithmetic, Similarities, Digit S Vocabulary,
Digit Symbol, Picture Completion, Mock Design, Picture Arr t, and Object
Assembly. Scores on these =bleats yield a verbal, Perforeance,land Pull Scale
InrelligeaCe Quotient.

STAKDAIMIZATIOPs The Weis was standardised on a sample sire of 1700 individuals
age 16 64 years, and drawn from a wide array of urban and rural areas and
representing mcowhites in proportion to their incidence shown in the 1950
Census data. The simple comaisted of seven age group*, with I00-150 men and
100-.150 melee in each group. The sample also proparticsally represented 23
major ocoupaticael grouping, from the 1950 Census data.

RICKTAXILITY: naliabilitios for each of the three scales range from .93 to .97
for the age range covered by the WATS. The standard errors of asesuresent for
the three scales range from 2.60 to 3.97, with rs:p shoeing the mealiest
standard error. Cocos and Peacock (1959) found test-retest correlations for

PIQ, and PSTO to be .94, .96, and .94 respectively. Novell and Sate
(1963)*aleo reported a high level of teat- retest reliability with correlations
of .90 for VW, .84 for PIQ, and .93 for PSIQ. In studies of the mentally
retarded, test-retest reliabilities covering a er,14 of two to four years
ranged from .71 to .92 ()loam, Stallings, floor, A Wowskiweke, 1968a Silverstein.
1968).

VALIDITY, Concurrant Studies of the relationship between the WAIS
and the Stanford-Sinot indicate moderate to high correlations (.40 to .93)
with a median of .77. tor mentally retarded individuals, the correlations
have been higher, ranged from .74 to .90 (median, .75). in general, the S-11
correlates more highly. with NUS VIQ than PIQ. Crary and Plant (1965) reported
that average high school WATS scores are consistently below those of college
students. Kennedy, Willcutt, and Smith (1963) reported that (401sec:eats identi-
fied as gifted in mathematics had WAIS scores higher than average high school
students. Plant and Wad (1959) reported that the WAIS predicted grades as
well as the college - oriented American Council on tducation Psychological
reaminatica (ACM. Construct VaLiditv: Otiser (1969) reported that the SAILS
and sorschach could classify with 92 percent accuracy the degree of pathology
in a psychiatric sample.

COMMENT: The RATS appears to have a high degree of reliability and moderate
degree of validity. Its similarity to the W1SC-R and WPPSZ supports the use-
fulness of the WAIS in developmental research studies.
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was Self Obeervatiom Scales (1979)*

137h001; X. J. Steamer mid V. G. Xataanmeyer

PUILISAS14 NTS amearch Corporation, Durham, California

Act Sport Grades X-3 (rrimary Level) , grades 4-6 (Intermediate Level), grades
7-0 tomaior Sigh Level), and grades 1042 (Senior Sigh Level) .

clammt The Self Observation Scales (SOS) were aeaigoed as direct, self-
report, group-adainistered inatrueente to measure the way children and adoles-

cents perceive Omissive& and their relationships to peers, teeth:ire, and
school. The vivo:Meats answer each item "yes" or 11400" and are instructed to
report as they truly feel, not as immeome might went them to feel. Pour levels

of the SOS are available. with eeepirionlly data mined

pTimary (50 itemal Intermediate (60 items)

Self Acceptance
Self Security
Social Maturity
School Affiliation

Junior High (72 itama)

Self Acceptance
Self Security
Social Onsfidente
SeltAasertion
Peer Affiliation
Teacher Affiliation
School Affiliation

Self Acceptance
Self Security
Social Maturity
Social Confidence
School Affiliation
Teacher Affiliation
Pear Affiliation

San of iii h (73 items)

Self Acceptance
Self Security
Social Confidence
Self Assertico
Peer Affiliation
Teacher Affiliation
School Affiliation

High scares on each of the scales reflect a positive dimension of self concept.

Scoring of the SO. Is conducted by MTS Aesearch Corporation only. The Standard

scoring service provides T scores, percentiles, and -t nines for each scale for

each pupil, based on national norms.

STANDARDIZATION: The Primary end Intermediate Levels of the SOS were developed

on a supple of over 30,000 children in grades 1-6. These children were drawn

from IS .thool districts selected as representative of the size, $ tS, and

geographical location of the United States. The total sample was overrepre-

sented with minority socially disadvantaged-children and stratified random

probability samples were selected to eppromimate the racial, SES, and geographic

characteristics of the United Stated. The probability simple included 3,700

primary age and 4,600 intermediate age children. Worms were computed using the

probability sample*. Junior and Senior levels of the SOS were nomad on a
stratified sample of 4,600 Inniar and 4,900 senior high school students from a

total sample of 22,000 students. Th stratified random probability sample was

selected to represent the racial, socioeconomic, and geographic characteristics

of the United States.
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at 15
One week teetratest reliabilities were computed for a maple of

rere at each level of the SOS. For Primary Laval children (WSW, the
coefficients for stelae rapge from .79 to .91, for Is Level children

CM*249), .73 to .69, for &Dior Nigh Leval 'child (3110.93), .74 to .91, and

foe sealer migh children (1011463), .76 to .90. 'Apearean-Srown reliability
coefficients were computed for immoral criterion groups (e.g., white males,
black males, black female*, nixed sample, etc.) and yielded clmufficients ranging
from .65 to Ad with a median value of .76.

ValMOTTTI Const14ct Valid%tys lbe authors computed structural Lategrity

matrices for SOS =alas and Ievale. In these analyses, each of the coaf-

ticients im as a correlation, the square of which mimosa* the
--pares* of structural variance on common between the criterion group black

females) and the Animal horn group. Tar tee Primary and Intermediatalievels,
they reported that Self Aocaptance is satisfactorily replitable and invariant
across seprand race. Similar raplicalllity, invariance and constancy teat-
ficients.werw reportad,for Social Maturity, Self Security, and School Affiliatieh.

A structural integrity matrix was also constructed for the UtezillailItAli SCE. The

author*. reported that satisfactory repiicability and invariance acrossises and

race for Self Ate, Self Security, and Social Maturity. Peer Affiliation,

School Affiliation, leacher Affiliation, and Social Confidence were reported to

have ad/quote replicability invariance, and constancy, with sons notable axon,.

tioos for cartaincritazion groups. The authors also reported oaths relation-

ship botulism 604 eta's* and mmasures of intelligence and academic achievement.

SOS scales have evidenced low correlations with mental test assures, and low

to acclimate relationships with reading achievement.

The SOS appears to have high reliability and esivevidance of validity.

Advantages of the SCS include the use of multiple scales of self concept,

equivelant forms across age groups, and a format suitable for group &tante-ra-

tios.
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TITLZA Health Resources Inventory (1976) (Social Competency

lating Scale)

AuTIOR: Z. L. Goat=

pau;ssug American Psychological Association, Arlington, Virginia

AU RAW: Children in the primary grades

OZSCUIPTIOW; The Health Resources Inventory (SRI) . retitled the
Social Competency Rating Scale in the present study, is a teacher

rating scale of children's school-related personal and social cos -

ltencies. The 1121 is made up to 54 items designed to assess
several competence-related dimensions including self-concept,
affective expression, classroom response, motivation, interper-

oonal *kills, achievement. and socialization. Teachers are to
rate all 101 items according to how well they describe children
on a 5point scale'from not at all (1) to very well (5). Factor

analysis of the SRI revealed five-factors: good student, gutsy,
peer sociability, rules, and frustration. A sum factors score,
a composite index of competence, can be computed by summing the
five-Individual factor stores.

ST?NDARDIZATXCI a The SRI wee developed on a sample of 65 teacher

raters sun 12 schools located in or adjacent to Rochester,

sew York. Tea were randomly assigned one of two tasks: (a)

to complete HMIs for randomly selected children from their
class raster or (b) to eta SRls and a symptom scale, the
Classroom Activity Rating SO ) for six children. The

teacher ratings were completed skidy4141.-
had 3-5 months of contact with children. There were 592 subjects

in the no 'tive sample including 311 boys, 281 girls; 300 city

children, 2 2, country children; 237 first graders,. 197 second

graders, 158 third graders. There were significant SES dif-

ferences be city and eountry.samples, favoring country resi-

dents. Chi tests for sex, grade, and residenc were all

nonsignific t.

RELIABILITY: Reliability was tasted in the standardization sample

by laving 11 of the 65 teachers do a second SRI of six randomly
selected students 4-6 weeks after the initial rating. With attri-
tion, a reliability sample of 60 first to third graders was ob-

tained. Test-retest reliabilities were as follows: sum factors 4.

.87, good student la .83. gutsy gir .77, peer satiability e .72,
rules e .91, and frustration tolerance is .87.

VALIDITY: Concurrent Validity The authors reported correlations
between latI and CAU-fictor scores for 183 children who were rated

on both measures. Twenty-nine of the 30 correlations computed
were significant (correlations ranging from -.22 to -.81). The

negative correlations indicated the inverse relationship between
competence and pathology. The highest correlation was between the

summary scores of the two measures (-.81). The throe most highly
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related variable pairs were (a) XXI rules and CARS acting out
(-40). (b) SRI good student and CARS learning (-.79), and (c)
112,1 frustration tolerance and CAMS shy anxious (-.70). Construe
Validi $ The authors compared BSI scores of a clinical y a-
tur bed group of children to those of the normal sample. On all
six scorestof th5.1t, the normative sample had significantly
higher Ut scores. Turther analysis of Sal scores within the
normative sample indicated its ability to discriminate between
Levels of competence within this group. The HU discrlminated
between most and least competent teacher-identified ,children and
also betweeM,both extreme groups and midoompetext Children.

COMMXT: The SMI appears to be a carefully developed teacher
rating instrument with adequate reliability and validity. Little
teacher time would be needed to complete the Ut, yet the instru-,
mant_appeare to offer a great deal of information about children's
schoolgitelevant personal and social skills. The usefulness of
the with older school children has not been explored, but
item content suggests its opprempriatemese with a wider age range.
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TrTLB: Woodcock-Johnson Feychooducational Battery, Part 2: Tests
ar-Iabievement (1977)

AUTMOBS: R. W. Woodcock and N. B. Johnson

PUIR,MIR: Teaching Resources, Bingham, Massachusetts

RAID: Age 3 years through adult

DESCRIPTION: The Woodcock-Johnson Fsychoeducational Battery is
set of Individually administered, standardised tests that were
designed to measure cognitive development, scholastic aptitudes,
achievement, and interests. Part 2 of the battery oontains 10
subtests for measuring achievement in reading, mathematics, written
language, and knowledge. Single subtests or clusters of subtesta
nay be administered to meet specific assesseent'needs. For ex-
ample. the. reading clusth.- of subtests includes letter-word iden-
tification, word attack, 6.4d passage comprehension. The mathema-
tics cluster of subtests includes calculation and applied problems.
The same set of subtexts in the battery are administered to all
school-ego and older subjects. A full range of scores may be de-
rived from the raw scores, including grads scores, age scores,
percentile ranks, standard scores, relative performance index (RPI),
normal curve equivalents, suggested instructional ranges, and the
'RA ranges of expected achievement. A cluster difference score
may also be obtained by comparing the subject's obtained subtest
cluster score to his expected cluster score for age or grade
(average cluster scores for age and grade are provided in the
manual).

STANDARDIZATION: Normative data for the Woodcock-Johnson was
gathered from 4,732 subjects in 49 communities widely distributed
throughout the United States. The naming sample extended from
age 3 to adults 10 years and older. About 3,900 subjects consti-
tuted the school sample (X-12). The norming sample was stratified
for sex, race, occupational status, geographic region, and type of
community, based on 1970 Census data. To further achieve accurate
norms for the U.S. population; an individual subject weighting was
executed during analysis. Norm tables for grade equivalent scores,
age equivalent scores, percentile rank, and expected grade score
and range are provided in the manual.

RELIABILITY: Woodcock (1978) reports reliabilitiss from the sten -
darcIasation sampli for subtests and clutter scores. Mediar'split -
half reliabilities (Spearman -Brown correction) across age grow*
for selected subtests were: letter-word identification (.95),
word attack (.92), passage comprehension (.86), calculation (.89),
and applied problems (.85). The reliability of the cluster scores
was reported as the average subtest reliability for each cluster.
The median cluster reliability coefficient* across age groups for
the reading subtest cluster was .96 and for the mathematics subtest
cluster, .92. The reading and mathematics cluster score intercor -
relations for the standardization sample ranged from .44 (kinder-
garten) to .65 (grade 12) for school-age children.
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VALIDITY: Concyrrent validity: Woodcock (1978) SURMA:JOSS the
easy studies that have compered the battery with other measures.
Concurrent validity coefficients for the 116.7 reading tests and

other Illeeeeree vexes grads 3 mamPlyi W-.7 correlated .81 with Iowa
Total Reading, .91 with PIAT Reading, .19 with Wide Mange Achieve-
sent Teat 'leading, and .92-with Woodcock ]leading Mastery Test;
grade 5 sample, W-J correlated .76 with Iowa, .75 with PIAT, .84
with WMAZ and;.87 with WANT; for grade 12 sample, W-J correlated
.86 with FIAT, .90 with ICRAT, and .90 withilMMT. Correlations
between W.,7 mathematice.tasts and other measures were also re-
ported; for grade 3 sample, 1164 correlated .62 with Iowa Math,
.12 with Rey Math, .70 with PINT Math, and .46 with WT: for
grads 5 sample, *4 correlated .77 with Iowa, .80 with say Math.
.69 with. PIA', and .78 with MAT; for grad* 12 sample, $-J corre-
lated .71 with Iowa, .74 with PIAT, and .81 with WMAT. The 11-7
achievement cluster scores were compared to scores on other sea-
oures administered to a sample of children with severe learning;
disabilities. 11.-.7 reading cluster scores correlated .55 to .84
with PLAT and WRAT reading subtests; for W-J math, correlations
ranged from .36 to .77 for PINT and WILAT nath subtests. Construct
Vali it s Woodcock (1978) conducted cluster analysis studits
time orming each of the subtests and mabtests forming each of
the W-J clusters. Reaults of these 'analyses indicated more simi-
larity within subtexts and clusters than between thee, although
there was some similarity across certain tests for particular age
groups. Predictive Validity WoOdcock (1978) also reports evi-
dence.for the validlty of tFie battery in predicting end-of-first
grads achievement. W-0' cognitive ability scores were Obtained at
the end of kindergarten for 42 subjects and at the beginning of
grade one for 73 subjects. The correlations between the 1164 cog-
nitive ability scores and their subsequent W-.7 achievement scores
at the end of first grade ranged from .52 to .67 for reading and
.44 to .60 for mathematics.

COMM The reading and mathematics subtests and subtest clue--
EU-WWI the W-J battery appear to have a moderate to high degree
of reliability and concurrent validity. The advantages of the W-J
reading and achievement cluster scores lie in the multiple aspects
of achievement esteemed and included in determining the scores.
The subtests are also short and easy to administer. The table
for determining "cluster difference" score* also is a useful as-
pect of the instrument.
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mu: Preschool Inventory (1970)

AMINO*: S. M. Caldwell

POnlianfRs Addison-lemIey, Menlo Park, California

AQB RANgs 3-6 yeare,of age

DXSCUPTIOnt The Preschool Inventory (Pill)' was designed to be a
brfiat assessment of young children'. achievement in areas, regarded
as necessary for school success. The following performance areas
were considered in PSI item selections basic information and
vocebulary; cumber concepts and ordination; concepts of size,
shape, motion, and color; concepts of time, object class, and
social functions; visual -motor performance; following instructions;
and independence and self help. The current revision of the PSI
(1970) COetaine 64 items to be individually administered to the
child. All items are scored as either correct (1 point) or incor-
rect (0 points). No distinction is made between a wrong answer
and no answer. The child's score on the PSI 4,s than total number
of correct responses he makes. Pour imbecile scores can also be
obtained; personal- social responsiveness, associative vocabularY:
concept activation-namerical, and concept activation-sensory.

STANDMIZATION: Two standardization samples have been used in
developing the PSI, referred to as the original and the revised
standardization samples. The original standardization sample was
composed of 389 children ages 4-6 to 6-5, involved in Head Start
(1965) programs in New York City, Baltimore, Chicago, Los Angeles,
an Indian reservation in North Dakota, rural children in Millais-
siPPi, and children in Syracuse. The revised standardization
sample was composed of 1531 children ages 3-0 to 6-5, in over 150
Bead Start classes thrqughout the United States. This sample had
an equal mix of boys and ,girls who represented at least five ;major

ethnic groups. nagional and notional norms for the PSI were gen-
erated from this, sample and ate reported in the manual.

RELIABILITY: The original lm4tory was made up of 161 items and
yielded a split-half reliability coefficient (Spearman-Brown cor-
rection) of .97. A shortened version, made up of 85 items, re-
vealed a correlation of .98 with the original version. Split-half
reliability for the shortened version was .95. The Inventory was
further shortened to 64 items without lowering its reliability.
The standard error of measurement for the currant PSI (1970)

ranged from 3.1 (ages 5-6 to 6-5) to 3.9 (ages 4-6 to 4-11).
Regional studies of the PSI with children from Arizona and North
caroling supporteJ the reliability of the PST. Coefficients
ranged from .60 to .95 across US and age groups.

VALI.Dillft Construct Validity: The author reported on the rel.-
tionihip-between PA and Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale score.
for 1476 children in the revised standardisation sample. Corre-
lations ranged from .39 for 3-year-olds to .65 for 5-year-olde:
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with a correlation of .44 for entire sample. .Caldwell noted
that with only 42% of the vari e in Stanford-Sinet scores ac-
counted for by the PSI, the PSI }speared -to be measuring sasething
in addition to general intellig e. The author also.reported on
the extent to which the PSI Jiff tiated children of high and
low achievement in the revised a sation sample. Point
bimodal correlation* of each item th the total PSI score for'',
each of five age groups indicated t the PSI bad adequate dis-
criminatory power (.45 to .50.

COMMENT: The PSI appears to have to reliability for young
MEM of different ages, sex, region, and ethnic group. Re-
ported validity studies are limited. Tile PSI appears to be at
least as adequate as other available mess es and is easier and
quicker to administer.
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TITLE; California PreechoOl Social competency Scale (1969)

=TROIS; S. Levine, P. P. Rimy, and m. Lewis

Pulveglits COnsulting Psychologists Press, Palo Alto, Cal!fornia

AGt UZs Ages 2 years. 6 months to .S years, i months

OSSCRIMONs The California Preschool Social Competency Scale
OMPICin-wes developed to evaluate the social functioning of pre-
school children. The scale consists of 30 items representing a
wide range of critical social, skills, such as response to routine,
reaponse to the unfamiliar, following directions, making explana-
toas *haring, helping others, reaction to frustration, and ac-
cepting limits. Sash item contains four descriptive statements
that represent varying degrees of competence relative to the be-
havior measured b7 the item (inmost competenti leileast competent) .
The total number of points is the child's social competency score.
Ratings are to be based on cumulative observations of the child in
his preschool or nursery school eAvironmant.

STAXOUDISA /ON; The CPS= was standardized on a sample of 800
approximately representing the proportion of preschool

children in the malor urban canters for each geographic region of
the United States. In each of four age groups (2-6 to 5-6). there
were SO Amiss and 50 females from families of low occupational
level, and 50 males and 50 females of high occupational level.
Separate norms (percentiles) were established for each of the four
age groups by sex ''d occupational level and are reported in the
manual.

RZLIABZLITY3 The authors reported the results of three reliability
raariiErliaucted in Texas, Minnesota, and California. The reli-
ability coefficients of independent rats:, in each of the studies
ranged from .75 to .16. Odd-even reliability coefficients were
also computed by age, sex, and occupational level and ranged from
.90 to .95 (Spearman-Brown correction). Reliability estimates of
internal consistency were comparable across the four age groups.
Over SOS of the items showed correlations of .50 or above with
the total score.

VALSOITY: Wo validity information was provided by the authors.

CONSENT; Although lacking information on its validity, the CPSCS
ir-Eirof the few preschool measures available for assessing the
social competence of young children. The CPSCS stands in contrast
to most other behavior rating scales by focusing on children's
competencies rather than their behavior deficits or probleas. The
established reliability and face validity of the scale suggests
its usefulness r assessing' young children's' social skills. It
is noteworthy t the CPSCS was developed from the Cain-Levine
Social Compet Scale, a frequently used teasure of an indivi-
dual's social tency.
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TTTLts UAW reflectice-Imgeslaivity Scale for Preechoolers (1971)

tinmsgo J. C. Wirght

/21166Sis Central Mideastern regional rdocational Laboratory, St. Ann, Missouri

40 yams' Ages 2-6 years

01001VTX0111 The Meese Seflectice4mpuleivity Scale for Preschoolers WISP)
wee developed as an easier teak modeled on the Matching familiar figures Test
(4991), am* designed for youager children. it consists of five practice and
tan test itams on each of Imo forme Mend 1). Leah it prevents a standard
Line drawing of a comma oble.lt, together with four to six similar alternatives,
only one of which is the matt duplicate of the standard figure. The child is
dished to find and point to the one enact cagy in the army, and latency to first
response and Number of errors are recorded. Directions for administering the
=SP leclude etamdard prompts to be used whom younger children forget or fail
to follow the instructioaa. Children are allowed three errors on any item
before advancing to the meet item.

114714Z s The ISIAP was developed on children from 14 samples, studied by
inesetinetcre in the 0.8., *wised, and Australia (Wright, 1978). A total of
1,404 children were drawn from widely varying geographical, ethnic, residential.,
and liSS groups. The standardisation sample included 722 fesaleemmod 686 males,
ranging is age from 2 years, 5 months, to 6 year4, 0 soothe. for purposes of
normative analysis children were grouped into four isitarvals by agent 2 -S to 3-41

3-.7 to 'Awl; 4-7 to 5i4 and 5-7 to 4-4. New and standard deviations for KrISP
guars and Latency by age, sex, type of community, type of setting, and estimated
income group are given in Wright (1975).

efLINIZZATY: Prom the standardization sample a total of 493 children were tasted
twice an the 1(41$10, at intervals ranging truelove to eight weehs. Overall from
the first to to the seoond.there WS a significant increase in latency and a
significant decrease in errors. 'fast - retort reliability was .541 for latencies

and .746 for armee. The anther noted that these were tor the salacity alternate
form reliability estimators. Approziestali half (10461) of the children were given
fox A thee 10 and the remaining half (Ww23S) were tested with forma. than A.
There were no Significant main effects of fors or interactions involving fore on
Latency or errors. Agreement between the two forms was good for errors (.72) and
fair for Iateacies (.59).

VA=Orrlt Cwt vaiiditvs Schlott= and Salkind (1977) examined 5- to 7-
year -olds performance of the pow and the XSISP and found significant inter-test
correlations for errors and latency between tba measures. Conatzct Validity*
The author reported evidence of MIXSY validity as the degree to which children
working on it display a tendenc to choose between speed and accuracy as a matter
of strategic choice. The degree to which children show a trade -off between
speed and accuracy has bean used as an indicator of the degree to which a set to
choose them has been established in the testing session. The numerical indicator
of this strategic trade-off is the magnitude of the negative correlation between
speed and accuracy. Latency-hrerrare correlations for preachoolarc in the
istandardisatica sample ware highly significknt. Further support of the construct
validity of the CUSP is shot- ;ei- is relationship to other relevant variables
such as attention span in free play, distractibility in the preschool setting,

440
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notce iMpoaft control, mad towhee behavior rating, (Idmilimmihma, 1975).
MoClushey IDA Wight (1115) examined visual row bahavior and ZZ1P roam
and fond refieative Okildrem were more itreteMitie OZair O otsa visually fined
mor. information portions et stimuli than did impulsive children. *riot (1974)
found raflertives ahsed of impulasivee is the damelopawat at visual strategies,

Zixasici andiZi/barg (1973) fog Giiiieremoss in memory for visual
details hareem $31119-4osipmated matlectivas amd 4mpalsives. Susamaar NWIA4M1
Stein. amd friedriahmCofer (1977) food, KRUP-designatedrefloctives higher than
impulaives de both aggrelaive asd prommial kabala:ice.

MEW lb* 1019, appears to have adegnate reliability and validity for use
as a research tool in assessing reflsotion-iffroleivity in vowel's children.
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APPENDIX 0:

PARENTAL RIGHTS RELATED TO
CHILD PARTICIPATION
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PARWTAL RIGHTS

IT IS VERY IMPORTAHT THAT YOU ARE AWE OF Apo UNDERSTAND THAT YOU HAVE THE

FOU.O!,116 RIGHTS:

1. To rsview tho procedures and instruments to be used in interviewing and

testinn sach child.

2. To be fully informed of the results of the interviewing and testing.

3. To witldraw your child from project participation mt any time.

COMFIOEHTIAITY OF SMOOT REC1RDS

Oily qual ifir.1 school nersennel who have a lenitimate educational interest ar-..

elinitle to revi.ne a student's records.

445 school mortis will releaso.! to nonschool personnll without written parent

nsrnission.

A r^cord of inspection sNlet is in latch child's file And must he sinned prior to

revizwipe the rlcnri.


