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This study was made to identify and measure social-environmental

characteristics of low income chidren and to analyze the relationship of these
variables to cognitive and socioemotional measures taken shortly after entrance into
‘Head Start. It was felt that such information would be useful to teachers and
curriculum planners who wished to devise experiences for Head Start children based
on defined areas of deprivation. Data was obtained from Head Start children and

. their mothers. These low and middle income mothers were administered the
Social-System Interview, based on the open-sysiems ineory. Only tha variable of

hierarchical order was investigated. Recause of the small sample (45 children and 45
mothers) and the large error variances, no definite conclusions were reached about

. the relationship between the mothers' attitudes and the performance of the chidren.

It was found that the low income group was quite heterageneous in attitude. (D)
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Abstract

SOCIAL ANTECEDENTS OF PRESCHOOL CHILDREN'S BEHAVIORS

James Vleber

The theoretical basis of this investigation was open~-systems theory.

A social-system interview was devised to describe the early social environ-
é nent of the disadvantaged child. This interview focused on the child

and defined the environment in relationship to him. The chief
% characteristic investigated was that of the presence or absence of
Yhierarchical-order” or the presence or absence of a central source of
direction and control.

The interview was administered to 30 low-income mothers and 15
3 middle-income mothers. The results of the interview were compared to
\i measures made on children shortly after their entrance intc Head Start
'classes.

The results of the analysis indicate great variations within the
low~income population. The means of the low-income mothers® responses
appear to differ significantly from those of the middle-income mothers
on factors nen-conducive to desirable test scores. The means of the
low-income mothers do not differ significantly from those of the middle-

income mothers on factors whith are favorable to desirable test scores.

Due to the small size of the sample and the large error variances
4 it is difficult to reach definite conclusions. Some indications of
: direction were discussed, and finally some tentative indications for

teachers and curriculum planning were made.
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50CTIAL ANTECEDENTS OF PRESCHCOL CHILDREN'S BEHAVIORS

James Weber
Michigan State University
July 15, 1968

Introduction

On almost all measures of desirable behaviors such as tests of
intelligence, creativity or social adjustment, low-income children
consistently score significantly lower than their middle-class counter-
parts. Within the middle~class group there is tentative evidence as to
what factors in the history of the child are related to these desirable
behaviors. However, it is not possible, since socioeconomic status has been
found to interact with these factors, to state that the variables from which

s

one can predict th
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th? same mannez to the behavioy of low-income children. Low-income children
constitute a special group demanding special investigation to determine
what environmental variables relate to later behaviors.

This study was undertaken to identify and measure social-environmental
characteristics of low-income children and to analyze the relationship of
these variables to measures taken shortly after entrance into Head Start.

The need for such a study was predicated on the assumption that such informa-
tion would be useful to teachers and curriculum planners who wish to devise
experiences for Head Start children based on defined areas of deprivaiicn,

This study was exploratory. It did not proceed with the same well-tried
théory, well-defined area of investigation, or specificity of methods that
could be expected in some more well-traveled route of researﬁP. The
conceptual scheme, while broad and compreliensive with some empirical support,

has not been used in the same form in previous research as it has been used
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here. Investigations of the chilld's history have been limited to what
Clausen (1963) would term the "sociological correlates." However, even
this concept is not quite accurate in that variables such as result from
parent-child interaction (for example, parental expectations) have usually
veer: eliminated frem such studies.

In this study the areas investigated are those ''sociological correlates'
which can be presumed to be antecedents of the child's later behavior. The
variables selected for study were those factors over which it can be presumed
the child would have the least control. The methods of data-gathering were
designed in such a fashion that a teacher without a clinical background or
training in in-depth interviewing might acquire the_same information about a
given child for the purposes of his own research.

The present study was also novel in that it did not investigate only
the child's family but broadened the meaning of the child's social-system
to include all members of the child's social milieu who interacted with the
child and with one another. Broffenbrenner (1967) states that the immediate
family has been the primary focus of studies in Western culture and suggests
that there is a need now for studies that do not limit investigation tc the
immediate or even the extended family. There are indications thai this

need might be especially applicable to stidies of low-income families,

Previous Research

Due to the unique characteristics of the study, there is little previous
research that directly bears on the theory, area of investigation, or methods
used in this study. Although the present study did not make the family or
parental characteristics the focus of investigation, certain aspects of

previous research and especially the dificulties encountered in several

studies do help to clarify the approach of the present study.

B i ottt il
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Clausen (1963, 1965) summarizes the research attempting to relate home
variables to children's behavior. Very little of this reseaxrch refers
directly to children of the age group of Head Start children, and the
variables studied have seldom been related to measures which are applicable
to a Head Start setting. Clausen, in common with the bulk of researchers, is
concerned with family variables, and deplores a lack of a unified theory of
family functioning or a family typology. He cites the difficulty of the
great number of variables and their complicated interactions. It was partly
the lack of a workable theory of family functioning or a family typology which
suggested the focus of "social-system" in the present study.

Payne and Freeberg (1967) in summarizing the research of parental
influence on cognitive development cite the difficulty arising from apparently
contradictory findings. Since personality factors are quite often the focus
of investigation this is not surprising. It has not been established that
personality characteristics can be measured on a continuum; for example, the
nurturant mother might well be the non-nurturant mother as well. Another
difficulty of relating parental characteristics to a given child's behavior
is that each child has his own unique environment. This principle is axiomati
in family treatment. Each child, in a_.given family, can be treated quite
differently by the parents. Difficulties with personality theory were one
reason why this study attempted to remove this aspect from the '"sociological
correlates' investigated.

Chilman (1965) reviews previous research which indicates the patterns
of educationally non-conducive families. She makes scome suggestions about
themes which might be general among these families and refers to a common

element, maturity, which might characterize the educationally conducive

“families.
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With regard to methods of data-gathering, Jersild (1968) cites several

studies which cast doubt on the reliability of mother's recollections of the

behavior of their children.

In summary, despite the great amount of research conducted, such investi-

gators as Clausen (1566) and McNeil (1960) point out that very little is
known about the early social environment of children. This is especially
true of low-income, or lower-class children. The major difficulties in
investigating the early social environment of children are: (2) ilack of
a viable theory of family functioning; (b) large number of identifiable

variables; (c) contradictory findings; and (d} unreliability of mother's

recall.

The present study attempted to meet these difficulties. The theory
underlying this study represents the social-system of the child in a uaitary
fashion. 1In place of molecular or refined variables more molar patterns of
behavior were identified and investigated. Such variables as personality
characteristics, which might be expected to lead to inconsistent findings
and are difficult to investigate, were avoided. Finally, although mother's
recall was the only source of data, the interview used in the study was

devised so as to eliminate as much as possible those factors which could be

presumed to limit the reliability of recall.

Objectives

The first objective of the study was to devise an interview schedule
which would obtain data abcut the child's social-system for each of the four
years nreceding entrance into Head Start. The second objective was to use
this interview with a sample of mothers whose children were enrolled in
Head Start in order to relate this measure to measures obtained from the

children shortly after entrance into Head Start.
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Theoretical Background

Open-systems theory, as developed by Bertalanffy (1960) was used as a
conceptual scheme for the development of the Social-System Interview., The
use of this scheme was suggested by its certain quality of universality;
Bertalanffy suggests that it is applicable to many diverse fields of investi-
gation. The characteristics of educationally non-conducive and conducive
families bear a similarity to the characteristics of open-systems theory.
Bertalanffy's discussion of the unity and maturity of a system is analo-
gous to the terms used by Chilman in her review of research., It appears
possible, although this possibility is not carried through in this study,
that if intercorrelations among the characteristics of a child's social~
system, conceived of as an open-system, were high then such & child would
have a very mature or unified social-system. It might be possible to so
measure these characteristics as to emerge with a single score on maturity
or unity, A child with a high score would, from the indications of past
research as cited by Chilman, adapt well to educational experiences.

Open-systems theory may best be summarized by the following two state-

ments by Bertalanffy:

3 We can therefore summarize the leading principles of an organiz-
' mic conception in the following way: The conception of the system as
a whole as opposed to the analytical and summative points of view;
the dynamic conception as opposed to the static and machine-theoreti-
cal conceptions; the consideration cf the organism as a primary acti-
vity as opposed to the conception oi its primary reactivity, (1960,
18-19).

The principles that hold for systems in general can be defined in
mathematical language. A more elaborate treatment will be given in a
following volume, It will be seen then that notions such as wholeness
and sum, progressive mechanization, centralization, leading parts, be
derived from a general definition of systems; notions that hitherto
have often been conceived in a vague, anthropomorphic, or metaphysical
way, but actually are consequences of formal characteristics of sys~
teme, or of certain systems conditions. (1960, 199).
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The characteristics of open-systems listed in Bertalanffy's book
are;

. Progressive mechanization ;
« GCloseness of interaction

7. Progressive differentiation

8. Individuality

9. Mutual interdependence

10, Assertion

11, Equifinality A
12. Hierarchical order |

1. Interaction with the environment
2. Spentaneous activity
: 3. Purpose
4. Adjustment
5
6

The theory would indicate that a social-system which measures high on

all of these characteristics would be very mature or unified. Past research,

Al STRIS e it

as reviewed by Chilman, would indicate that the child from a highly unified

or mature system would score high on measures of desirable behaviors in

a4
.

the school setting. This was the general hypothesis of this study.

Hierarchical Order

Only one characteristic of open-systems theory was chosen for investi-

gation in this study, the variable of hierarchical order. The characteris- ‘;;
tic of hierarchical control was chosen for investigation for four reasons.

; It is a characteristic of open-systems often mentioned by Bertalanffy as ;.
being logically necessary as a prerequisite for other characteristics such :
as 1interdependency of parts, progressive differentiation, and mutual
interdependence. Thus it appears as a key concept in the conceptual model,

Secondly, in organisms, from the study of which organismic theories derive

AR L 0 RALSLE ST e ]

their basic concepts, the higher the living type the more central the

LA

source of direction and control. As applied to social-systems this would

have a more central source of control and direction. Thirdly, Chilman's

RN S

study indicates that family patterns conducive to educational achievement
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are characterized by centrality of direction and control. Finally, this
variable appears to offer the possibility of being operationalized on the
"behavioral® level in which this study was conducted. As anplied to the
social-system of the child this would mean that among a given child’s
caretakers there is only one central source cf control and direction.

In operationalizing the characteristic of hierarchical order it was
assumed that any individual in the child's social~system who is older than
the child would be capable of control and direction. This refers not to
the quality of control and direction but only to the physical possibility
of exercising power over the child. The limitations discussed in the
introduction and review of research above were taken into account in
translating tte concept of hierarchical order into behavioral terms. The
following items of hierarchical order were incorporated into the interview:
(a) Size of the child's social system, (b) number of caretakers, (c) sources
of direction, (d) disagreement among caretakers, and (e) the numbers of

persons entering and leaving the child's social system.

Predictions

It was reasoned that large numbers of older persons in the child's
social system would mean many sources of control and direction for the
child. Sources of control and direction would vary with caretakers, numbers
of persons entering and leaving the child's social-system, and the number
of persons in disagreement about the activities of the child. The variable
of assertion, referring unlike the other variables to the child's activity
directly, was introduced to determine whether the child himself attempted
to order his own environment.

It was hypothesized that desirable behaviors such as scores on

intelligence tests, measures of creativity, and measures of social
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adjustment would correlate negatively with high scores on the variables
which resulted from the operationalization of the above concepts. (This
does not refer to assertion.)

The logic by which predictions were made can be stated on different
levels. Chilman’s review suggests that socially immature systems produce
non-achieving children. The absence of hierarchical-order indicates an
immature or dis-unified system. Sociologically this ratiomale suffices as
a basis for prediction. However, one might refer further to a theory
which states that emotional and cognitive factors are indistinguishable at
their source. A large number of persons directing and controlling a
child and in disagreement about his activities from infancy might hinder
the formation of patterns or sets which are necessary for later cognitive
abilities. Ome might predict that a child's ability to objectify both
his own behavior and external objects might suffer from intellectual and
emotional disorganization as internalized from a chaotic situation. One
might also infer that a child who was in continual interaction as the
result of having many caretakers would not have the freedom to develop
behaviors or sensorimotor patterns which should form the schemata for
later concepts. It was assumed in this study, and for the accomplishing
of the practical purposes of the study, that the explanations could await
the establishing of the relationships if they were present. It was felt
that the empirieal evidence summarized by Chilman would serve as sufficient

basis of the predictions.
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Procedures

The Social-System Interview (SSI) is reproduced in Appendix A, For a
better understanding of this interview, certain features should be noted.
The interview contains no introduction. It was felt that flexibility could
be used in introductions. In each case the interviewer introduced himself
as a member of a Head Start Research Team, assured the mother that there
were no right or wrong answers, and informed the mothers that this interview
was given to all the mothers of the children in the Project. It is
interesting that several of the lcis-income mothers adverted to this fact
during the interview.

The interviewer using the questions from Form A-I and writing down
the answers on Form A-II identified all the members of the child's social-
system for each of the years preceding entrance into Head Start. Although
younger siblings were identified they are not inciuded in the subsequent
analysis. It will be noted from the answer sheet, form A-II that in order
for an individual to be enumerated in the social system he had to be
specified by name, age, and relationship to the child. With form A-II
completed the interviewer proceeded to complete Form B. Identical questi ons
for each of the nine areas of the child's activity were asked for each area
and for each of the four years preceding entrance into Head Start. Although
the questions in the SSI are standardized, this did not preclude some
further clarification if the mother did not seem to grasp the mezning of
a question. For example, if the mother did not seem to comprehend the
meaning of the question on assertion the interviewer could proceed to give
exemples: "Did the child, (in the area of eating) like or dislike certain
foods?" “Did the child refuse to let certain people feed him?'" These

persons had to be enumerated by name,
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The average length of the interview was an hour and fifteen minutes.

As

was anticipated, the length of the interview plus the repctition of the

same cuestions made the experience somewhz2t tedious for the mothers.

It was'

not possible to engage in much additional conversation if the interview was

to be completed in a reasonably short time,
The variables resulting from the interview and the scoring are as
follows:

Sex

Father Absence, scored 0 to 4, the number of years the father was
absent from the home.

Older Siblings, scored 0 to 9. Only older siblings are counted i
analysis; 9 was the largest number of older siblings encountered

the sample.

n the
in

System-Size, the number of all those older than the child who were in
a position to interact with the child and did. 1t does not include

younger siblings or infrequent visitors.

Instability, the numper of individuals who interacted with the child

and who entered or left the child's social-system during a given

year.

Caretakers enumerates caretakers and rates the extent of caretaking

assumed by others than the mother. The scores are deviations fro

m 0,

which indicates that the mother was the sole caretaker in every area

of the child's activity, The rating for this variable, and the s

uc-~

ceeding variables listed below, was computed in this fashion: the

caretaker was identified and the extent of interaction with the c
was rated. If the caretaker interacted only half as much as the
mother in a given area a score of 2 was given. If the caretaker

hild

inter-

acted only occasionally then a score of 1 was given. Thus if three

persons acted as ''second mothers" a score of 9 was given in this
of the child's activity,

Disagreement enumerates and rates in the same manner the extent t
which persons were in disagreement about the care of the child.
mother is included in this sccre,

Direction enumerates and rates the extent to which persons, other
the mother, gave orders to the child or about the child in the ch
presence. Such persons might or might not physically care for th
child.

area

0
The

than
iid's
e
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Assertion enumerates and rates the extent to which the child asserted
himself to obtain goals. This score included the mother,

Playmates enumerates those who played with or watched the child during
play. A rating is made of the extent to which others than the mother

interacted at play with the child,

Outside Visits enumerates and rates thie extent to which others than the

mother took the child from the home for any purpose. The mother®s
trips from the nome with the chiid are not counted unless she is accom~

panied by another person older than the child.

It will be remembered that four ratings for each variable are made, one fox

each year preceding Head Start.

The score for a variable in a given year was achieved by sumning
across the 9 areas about which a particular question was asked. This was
true of all variables -xcept those of playmates and cutside-visits (the

scores from question {a] in the areas of play and outside activities

respectively).

No rationale could be defermined by which weights could be assigned to

the various areas of the child's activity. Thus scores were sunmed across
k the various areas. The scores on a given variable in a given area of the

child's activity are a rating of the extent (according to time) to which a

given person interacts with the child.

Dependent Variables and Measures

This study was conducted in conjunction with another study of Head
Start children which investigated the effects of exposing disadvantaged
children to interaction in the Head Start classroom with advantaged child-

ren.l In that study, a number of variables were measured in the fall of

1The variables and measurements in this study are explained further in a
paper describing the Lansing, Michigan experimental Head Start program.
The paper is available from the Michigan State University Head Start
Evaluztion and Research Center.
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the S-month school year. The dependent variables in the present study are

these measures.

Cognitive variables -~ Two measures of cognitive processes were included

in the present study. The Weschler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelli-
gence (WPPSI), which is composed of thirteen subtests, was used tc measure
the various components of general intelligence. In addition, the WPPSI
examiner's ratings of Factors Affecting Test Performance were used to
supplement the WPPSI data., The Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery (CATB),
composed of fifteen subtests, measures variables independent of intelligence
but related to effective problem solving and school performance. The data

available from these two instruments are:

WPPST CATB
1. Full Scale 1. Task Initiation
2., Verbal 2. Curiosity Box
3. Performance 3. Dog and Bone
4, Information 4, Reflectively
5., Vocabulary 5. Field Independence
6. Arithmetic 6. Motor Impulse Control
7. Similarities 7. Incidental Learning
8. Comprehension 5. Intentional Learning
%. Animal Heuse 9. Persistence
10. Picture Completion 10, Resistence to Distraction
11, Mazes 11, Task Competence Rating
12. Block Pesign 12, Social Competence Rating

13, Kindergarten Prognosis Rating
14, Verbal Curiosity
15, Fantasy-related Behavior

Socioemctional variables -- The children's interaction patterns were

measured using the Play-Situation Picture-Board Sociometric; the Sociometric
score used for this study was the child's popularity (i.e. frequency of
being chosen) with the other children. The Parten-Newell rating scale of
social behavior development yields six scores, the extent to which the child

engages in each of the six levels of play behavior. The Brown Self-Concept

T
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Referents Test yields a score which reflects the strength of a child's self-

concept,

Sample

The group of children participating in the study referred to above
provided the sample for the present study. Of the total 45 children, thirty
were from low~income families and represented the population of children
enrolled in Head Start in Lansing, Michigan. The remaining fifteen children
were from middle-income homes. The sex, ethnic and socioeconomic character-
istics of the sample are outlined in Table 1. Ages of the children ranged
from 45 to 57 months (median 52 months). The low~income and middle~income

children were matched for age as well as sex and ethnic group.

TABLE 1

Distribution of Sample by Ethnic Group,
Sex, and Socioeconomic Class

Ethnic Group Socioeconomic Class
Low=Income Middle~Income
Negro
Girls 7 4
Boys 9 4
White
Girls 5 2
Boys 5 A
Spanish-American
Girls 1 0
Bovs 3 1

' responses and all

Although comparisons were made between the mothers
the test scores enumerated above, hypotheses were made only in reference to

the means of the low- and middle-income groups' responses on the SSI, the

k5 N by iy b 3 g
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correlations between the SSI an¢ the CATB, and the Sociometric., The follow-
ing are the Hypotheses:

Hypothesis I: The means of the low-income and midc le-income mothers'
responses on the variables of system~size, instability, caretakers,
¢disagreement, direction, playmates. outside-visits and assertiom will
differ. The means of the low-income mothers' responses on system-size,
instability, caretakers, disagreement, and direction will be higher
than those of the micdle-income mothers. The means of the low-income
mothers' responses on playmates, outsidé-visits, and assertion will be
lower than the means of the middle-income mothers' responses.

Hypothesis I1: The responses of the low-income mothers' responses on
system~size, instability, caretakers, direction, and disagreement will
correlate negatively with the scores of the “WPPSI, the scores of the
CATB, anc the category Most-Liked on the Sociometric.

Hypothesis II1: The low-income mothers' responses on assertion,

outside-visits, and playmates will correlate positively with the

scores of the WPPSI, the CATB, and the category Most-Liked on the
Boger Soziometric.

The F Statistic was used to test Hypothegds I and the Pearson-Product-

Moment Correlation Coefficient was used to test Hypotheses II and III.

Results: The Social-System Intecview

The basic data obtained from the various subscales of the SSI are
presented in Table 2 for the low-income motherxs (the N for middle-income
mothers was too low to permit extensive interpretation). Table Z is a

correlation matrix for the forty-two variables comprising the SSI.

Results: H/pothesis Testing

H/pothesis 1

The first hypothesis was tested using the F test of differences between
means. The means, F value, and probabilities are presented in Table 4. As
can be seen, Hypothesis I is only partially sustained. The scores of the
low-income mothers are generally higher on the variables about which it was

1. ¢

predicted they would be higher. However, after the first year they did not
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gscore higher than the middle~income mothzrs on the variable of instability.
On the variable of assertion the hypothesis was not sustained. Although
the differences are not significant, except for the total score, the differ-
ences are clearly in a direction contrary to the hypothesis, On outside-
vizits the middle~income mothers' scores are somewhat higher during the
last two years but not during the first two years, On playmates the results
of the tests were in the direction coatrary to the hypothesis for all four
years and the totzl score,

Hypothesis IX

The results of correlations between the SSI and the WPPSI and CAIB
scores are presented in Table 5 and 6, It appears from Table 5 that Hypothe-

sis II was not sustained and that the variable of instability is in a direc-

=}
tion contrary to the hypothesis, @specially for the child's first year of

1life,

“A

Hypothesis III

The correlations between SSI and the WPPSI and CATB scores relevant to
Hypothesis III are presented in Tables 7 and §., The hypothesis is not sus-
tained, From Table 8 it can be seen that these correlations which are
significantly different from zero are generally in a direction contrary to

the hypethesis,

Additional Results

Self-Concept

One SSI variable was related to the total Self~Concept score for the
low~-income group, Total disagreement correlated -.38 (p€.05) with self-
concept. For the total group (N=45), there were no significant correla-
tions.,

Development of Social Behavier

The interrelationships between social interaction patterns and the SSI
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are presented in Table 9.

Testing Behaviors

No significant relationships were found between WPPSI testing behavior
and the SSI. Correlations between the CATB testing behavior and the SSI

are presented in Table 10,

Discussion: The Social System Interview

The Instrument

No difficulty was experienced in obtaining the cooperation of the
mothers, It was explained in the initial contact, by phone or by personal
visit, that the interview would take place at the convenience of the mother,
It was pointed out that privacy for interviewing was not necessary and other
members of the family could be present. In many cases this happened. It is
not felt that the presence of fathers or other members of the family con-
tributed substantially to the mother's recall., In most cases it was she
who remembered specific information concerning the child. The interviewer
did not feel that the factor of social desirability played a significant
role in the answers. No mother attempted to evade a question and all
questions were answered, This would be anticipated from the nature of the
questions. In fact, in most cases the interviewer had to limit the recol-
lections of the mother in order that the time required to complete the ques-
tions would not be too long, In the judgement of the interviewer only two
mothers answered in a manner less than satisfactory. One mother was con-
cerned that the interview was specifically in reference to the difficulties
her son was having in Head Start classes; she was reassured that all mothers
were being given the same interview. The other mother was obviously answer-

ing in a hurried and haphazard fashion; the interviewer felt that she was
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not listing all caretakers.

With regard to the ability of mothers to recall the information desired
it is felt that this was quite adequats, It has been cbserved that all mem-
bers of the child's social-system had to be described by name, sex, age and
relationship to the child, It is felt that the information obtained is
correct, There is no guarantee that the enumerations included all care-
takers,

It was not feasible in this study to return for a check on reliability
of recall, It is felt that if the interview was used in the future the
interview sessions should bz shortened and two or more sessions should be
scheduled. This would afford an opportunity for a check on reliability of
recall and afford time for a more detailed listing of time spent by various
caretakers with the child, It is felt that with a larger sample a simple
coding method could be used to indicate just what caretakers aided the child
in various activities. 1In the interview as conducted this information was
lost.

The distributions of SSI scores were negatively skewed "and somewhat
bimodal as well. Most of the scores were at the high end of the distribu-
tion with a small cluster of extreme scores at the lower end of the dis-
tribution. In general these latter responses were by mothers without
husbands living in the home and whose relatives were some distance irom
Lansing. The mothers did not work and their contacts with neighbors were
infrequent, In some cases when other Head Start mothers were interviewed
in the same neighborhood they volunteered the information that such and
such a person was very "unfriendly." Thus, there seems no reason to presume
they were merely uncommunicative with the interviewer and should be dropped

from the analysis.

3 1m0 oD BT AL g g 10t g A R




)
[Lutn
[ s
[T

- 18 -
1t would appear that the low-income social-systems tend to fall into

certain types. With a larger group it might be possible to make compariscns
between types if the tendencies observed in this sample prevailed. When the
responses from the middle-income mothers' interviews were added to those of
the low-income mothers, the distributions tended to normaiize. There is
less variation within the middle-income group and fewer extreme scores.
The higher percentage of significant correlations in Table 8 are partly a
result of this mixture of low- and middle-income children, which tended to
normalize the distributions. Generally these results seem to indicate that
in referring to the disadvantaged we are not referring to a homogeneous
group with respect to social-environment.

From the results presented in Tables 2 and 3 it appears that it is

worthwhile to inquire about the social-system rather than only members of

the immediate family, especially during the first two years, and to ask
questions about each of the four years rather than regarding the four years
together. Older siblings, which is an indication of family size, correlates

only .33 with system-size during the first year while it correlates .70

PO AT AR TR AT U o S50 M TN TR O e VR g A T

with system-size during the fourth year. Consistently the correlations of

other variables with older-siblings is lowest during the first year.

MR B e iR R

It seems to bé worthwhile also to inquire about the presence or absence
of the father. From tﬁe correlations of Father Absence with the first year
variables it appears that the presence or absence of the father at the pre-
sent time has little relationship to the first year of life -~ at least on
the variables studied in this interview. The correlations between the
fourth year variables indicate that father absence has a positive relation-
ship only to those variables which throughout the tests are correlated ne-

gatively with more desirable scores. 1In very few cases did the absence of




the father mean the absence of a male-figure in the child's life.

The use of parametric statistics was not wholly satisfactory in the
analysis of these data, largely due to the distributions of the variables.
However, the use of rank correlations gometimes tends to obscure the fact of
large differences between scores. As a check on the correspondence between
Pearson and Spearman rank correlations for these data, several of the sets
of data were transformed to ranks and analyzed using rank correlationms. The
resulting coefficients were very close to the Pearson coefficients original-
ly obtained.

The Theory

1t was supposed that system-size, instability, caretakers, disagreement.
and direction would reflect an absence of hierarchial order -- the child
would not have a stable and orderly enviorment. Assertion, playmates, and
outside-visits were presumed to be beneficial influences in the child’s
social system.

The results of the interview call for some reassessment of the manner
in which "hierarchical order" was operationalized., While system-size,
caretakers, disagreement, and direction appear to have negative relation-
ships to more desirable behaviors, the variable of instability appears to
have positive relationships with desirable behaviors, This variable enumer-
ates for each year the numbers of persons entering and leaving the child's
social system, It is possible that the mothers of children from "unstable
social-systems" form an identifiable sub-group. In general the mothers
were decision makers with regard to the child's social-system. They are in
control and paradoxically they do constitute a central source of order and

direction for the child while many persons come and go in his system,
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"Playmates" was presumed to be a favorable factor in a child's social-
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system, The resuits of the interview, tentative though they are, indicate
just the opposite. It should be remembered in interpreting these correla-
tions that playmates during the first two years are not older siblings. :
' What might be indicated here is that the child is subjected to a great deal
of quite arbitrary interference with his ongecing activities. During the
first two yegrs there are significant differences between the lo#~ and
middle-income mothers! responses on playmates. During the first two years
the middle~income mothers appear to limit the numbers of persons who inter- ]
act with the child, The same might be said of outside-visits. During the ?
first two years it seems evident that the low-income mothers allow substan- i
tially more individuals to take the child from the home for one reason or g
another. This does not appear to be a benificial experience. |
It is not surprising that the variable of assertion fails to indicate ;
very much, Both low~ and middle-income mothers did not speak favorably of |

this tendency on the part of the child to form his own preferences, They

invariably referred to the non-assertive child as the "good' baby.

FRV. S0 7 PRCIR Y

It might also e noted that all mothers, with only one exception, used
some form of physical discipline, While it appears from the raw data that
fewer persons diciplined the ¢hild in the middle-incowe families it

could not be determined that the low~income mothers were any more 3 ?

harsh in their discipline. The difference in this case appears to be in
the numbers of persons permitted by the mother to chastise the child,
1t has already been suggested that a longer interview time would allow

for more discriminations to be made. This in connection with a larger

A M

sample would allow for more definitive conclusions that could be reached

from the results of this study.
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Implications

If it were necessary to draw some practical conclusions from the
findings, and were it presumed that the purpose of Head Start is to supply
experiences lacking in the history of children and to avoid the repetition
of seemingly harmful experiences, the following recommendations might be
made,

The teacher should be aware of the possibility of great variation
in the backgrounds of the children, Although the means of the low-income
group were in most cases significantly higher than those of the middle-
income groups on variables which appear to be non~conducive of desirable
behaviors, there were low-income social-systems which appeared to have
extremely low scores on some variables, scores much lower than the scores
of the middle-income social-systems. On instability there were many low-
income children who scored higher than the middle-income children. This
variable appears to be positively related to cognitive ability as measured
by the WPPSI, A curriculum plamner or teacher would be well advised to
be aware of these variations in the history of Head Start Children.

From this study it can be tentatively stated that the early social
enviorment in which children devalop the most desirable behaviors is that
in which there is a central source of decisions. In our sample, this
source was the mother. While it seems beneficial for the child to have a
large number of caretakers, these cavetakers are in interrelationship with
the child successively, not directing at the same time. Also, it appears
+hat the child should be allowed to play unmolested by adult interference
during the first two years of life and free from the overdirecting by sib-

ling and other directors of his play during the second two years of life,
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The teacher should be the central figure and always in control even
though other subsidiary persons might interact with the child.

The variable of disagreement appears to suggest that some attention
should be given to the manner in which teachers, aides and volunteers agree
about the care of children., The variable of disagreement as measured by
mothers® responses does not xefer to overt conflict. All that was asked
in the SSI was whether identified caretakers agreed about ways of raising
children. It can be asked whether teachers, aides and mothers could be
expected to agree about the manner of handling children, especially problem
children. It might be that a given child's actions not only produce but
intend to produce in the Head Start setting the enviorment of disagreement

prevalent in the enviorment from which he came.
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TABLE 2

. Range, Means and Standard Deviations of
& Thirty Low-inccme Mothers'
3 Responses on Social-System Interview.

3 Mothers' Responses Range Mean Standard Dev.

: Father Absence 0- & i.30 1.26

Older Siblings 0- 8 2.15 2.56

System Size I 2 - 28 . 7.86 4.29

System Size II 2 - 25 7.40 4,62

System Size III 2 - 21 6.70 4,13

2 System Size IV 1 -14 5.80 3.50

é Instability I 0 - 13 .96 2.74

Instability II 0 - 19 2.00 3.45

Instability ITI 0 - 20 1.73 2.88

Instability IV 0 - 13 2.20 3.17

‘% Instability T 0 - 46 7.03 0.68

3 Caretakers I 1-115 2.05 26.67

f Caretakers II 7 =125 33.53 28.10

Caretakers III 5« 9 30.63 25.65

Caretakers IV 0 -72 24,70 19.93

Caretakers T 8 -354 118.06 89,10

Disagreement T g - 81 17.46 17.52

Disagreement II 0 - 97 19,56 20.16

Disagreement III 0 - 31 17.50 18.67

: Disagreement IV 0 -78 17.86 017.31

Disagreemeht T 7 -304 89.06 160. 32
|




TABLE 2:

(cont.)

Mothers'Responses

Direction
Direction
Direction
Direction
Direction
Assertion
Assertion
Assertion
Assertion
Assertion
Playmates
Playmates
Playmates
Playmates

Playmates

I

IY

IT1

v

T

I

IT

IT1

v

T

I

IT

111

v

T

Qutside Visits I

Outsidé Visits II

Qutside Visits III

Outside Visits IV

OQutside Visits T

Range

¢ - 132

0 - 114

co
t
U
()
o

& =~
'
&L
S\

5~ 120

IMean

35.30
40.03
40.35
30.30
149.33
21.16
31.66

36.3

(0

35.10
133.76
12.43
14.06
11.26
10.33
45.36
5.60
5.70
5.06
4.90

20.96

Standard Dev.

32.46
29.78
30.13
25.50
103.69

19.38




TABLE 3

Intercorrelations Between Mothers' Responses on the
Sociral-System Lnterview. N = 30, Statistic: Pearson r.

.- -

F.A. 01lde Syst Syst Syst Syst Inst Inst

I II IIT IV 1 II
Father Absence
Older Siblings ~.45
System Size I -.04 .33
System Size II -.13 .41 .75
System Size IIIL -.0¢ .51 .79 .&S
System Size IV -.45 .70 .53 .53 .67 C ]
Instability I .22 -.27 .26 .00 .00 .19 ’
Instability II A5 -.46 .18 -.20 -.26 ~-.09 .54
Instability III 34 -2 .09 -.07 -.08 -.05 .34 .62
Instability IV .22 -.21 49 .28 .40 .23 .62 .41
Instability T .31 -.3% .33 .00 .01 .08 .78 .82
Caretakers I 00 .13 .40 .29 .25 .24 .30 .05
Caretakers II -.138 15 .23 .37 .18 06 .02 .06
Caretakers III -.12 .30 .58 .46 .51 L& 22 .04
Caretakers IV ~44 L6 27 .3¢ .38 .55 .11 -.04
Caretakers T -.19 .27 42 42 .36 .34 .1° .04
Disagreement I -.01 -.03 .38 .05 .06 .,3% .69 .54
Disagreement II -.20 .1¢ .26 .31 .21 37 .13 .15
Disagreement III -.42 .56 .32 .37 .40 .56 -.01 ~-.1l1
Disagreement IV -.08 .42 .60 .68 .38 .58 .10 -.14
Disagreement T -.25 .,5¢ .35 .33 .37 .52 .04 -.04
Direction I .09 .08 .58 .56 .51 .25 .17 -.03
Direction II -.19 .24 .3¢ .56 .38 .27 .05 -.01
Direction III -.13 .30 .77 o4 .68 .57 .26 .13
Direction IV ~-.30 .51 .48 .60 .61 .62 .09 -.0°
Direction T -.16 .33 .63 .67 .62 .43 .16 -.02
Assertion I ~-.05 .10 .51 .35 .28 .37 .26 .13
Assertion II -.14 .18 .46 .51 43 0 .33 -.03 .00
Assertion III - 14,27 40 .38 .47 43 -.04 .07
Assertion IV -.15 .39 .52 .65 .67 .62 .14 -.12
Assertion T -.21 .30 .39 .41 .43 .41 .02 -.07
Playmates I .01 24 .75 .71 .69 .35 .10 -.07
Playmates II -.15 40 .74 .87 .83 .48 -.12 -.22
Playmates III -.31 .72 .68 .60 .70 .77 .00 -.17
Playmates IV -.41 .76 .43 .47 .55 .81 .07 -.19 ©
Playmates T -.15 .38 .72 .73 .74 .58 .04 -.14
Outside Visits I .00 .17 .30 .32 .25 .14 .09 -.13
Outside Visits II -.1i .20 .32 .47 .31 .15 .00 -.04
Outside Visits III .03 .16 .40 .33 .22 14 .26 .25
Outside Visits IV -.,18 .96 .13 .17 .10 .20 .1& .09
Outside Visits T -.06 .03 .31 .35 .23 .15 .15 .06




TABLE 3 (cont.)

Inst Inst Inst Caro fore (are Core Care Disa Disa
II1 1v T I I I1II 1IV T I 11

Instability ITTY

Instability IV b

Instability T .75 .78

Caretakers 1 .29 .45 .33

Caretakers I1 .32 .19 .18 .78

Caretakers Iil .16 .60 .31 .83 .67

Caretakers IV .03 .28 .12 .59 .65 .69

Caretakers T 24 .43 .27 .92 .89 .90 .80

Disagreement I 410,27 .62 .31 .11 .19 .23 .24
Disagreement II .16 .01 .13 .20 .30 .13 .48 .30 .61
Disagreement III -.06 .00 -.07 .30 .33 .37 .64 .44 .33 .67
Disagreement IV -.01 .24 .03 .26 .23 .3% .51 .38 .42 .72
Disagreement T -.06 .05 .00 .33 .28 .48 .59 .46 .09 .18
Direction 1 .27 .58 .31 .83 .67 .77 .47 .79 .21 .23
Direction II .26 .24 .16 .58 .84 .57 .67 .78 .26 .62
Direction III .17 .65 .39 .68 .54 .88 .66 .77 .28 .29
Direction IV .04 .36 .13 .50 .55 .66 .84 .70 .06 .31
Direction T .20 .52 .27 .79 .75 .83 .75 .88 .26 .42
Assertion I .32 .30 .33 .67 .44 .51 .34 .57 .53 .47
Assertion I1 .15 .28 .18 .43 .37 .49 .50 .53 .32 .73
Assertion IIIX .06 .45 .12 .44 .38 .64 .65 .58 .18 .53
Assertion IV 09 .40 .16 .45 .42 .60 .74 .60 .33 .65
Assertion T .06 .27 .08 .48 .40 .55 .56 .55 .39 .62
Playmates 1 -.06 .42 .13 .54 .48 .63 .27 .52 .02 -.05
Playmates 1L -.18 .32 -.05 .39 .45 .62 .48 .54 -.02 .23
Playmates III -.05 ,19 .00 .40 .28 .68 .51 .50 -.10 .15
Playmates IV -.07 .18 .00 .35 .29 .56 .73 .52 .11 .26
Playmates T -.05 .40 .08 .51 .41 .73 .56 .62 .06 .21

Outside Visits I .21 .30 .15 .79 .35 .68 .43 .73 .00 .00
Outside Visits II .26 .30 .17 .73 .8 .71 .58 .82 .00 .16
Outside Visits IIT .52 .50 .51 .65 .82 .54 .28 .61 .28 .19
Outside Visits IV .35 .35 .34 .74 .75 .64 .70 .80 .13 .21
Outside Visits T A4 .40 .35 .81 .80 .70 .53 .81 .13 .00
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TABLE 3 (cont.)

Disagreement I1L
Disagreement IV
Disagreement T

Direction
Direction
Direction
Direction

I
IT
ITI
v

Ditrection T

Assertion
Assertion
Assertion
Assertion
Assertion
Playmates
Playmates
Playmates
Playmates
Playmates

I
I1
IiI
IV
T

1
I1
ITI
IV

T

Outside Visits 1
Outside Visits IL
Outside Visits III
Outside Visits IV
Outside Visits T

IIX

.68
.69
.23
.53
.46
.53
.51
.30
.52
.51
.66
.57
.14
.40
.56
.63
.54
.27
.34
.00
.30
.22

IV

.32
a4
.54
.55
49
s}
46
.70
.61
.34
.68
.39
.56
.52
.51
.67
.18
.26
.15
.12
.20

T

.13
.22
bk
.54
.37
.0S
.07
.23
45
.23
.27
.32
.66
.70
.60
.3¢

.41

-.1C

.25
.18

I

.75
.78
.54
.88
.73
.64
.57
.54
.52
.67
.64
.39
24
.61
.68
. 6%
.76
.64
.79

I1

.65
.05
.87
.04
.77
.5¢
.66
.61
.40
.58
.34
.38
.48
.55
.75
.65
.71
.77

IITI IV

.76

21 .31
.63 .30
L b4
.69 .56
.62 .71
.61 .34
Tl 44
.76 .66
A1 .67
.60 .77
.80 .64
.57 .37
64 51
.60 .32
.39 .59
.66 .66

T

.69
.73
.70
.75
.65
.65
.76
.60
.56
.73
.65
.76
.67
712

.79

I

.71
46
.45
.65
.43
.35
.40
24
43
.52
46
.09
b
.61

Disa Disa Disa Dir Dir Dir Dir Dir Asrt Asrt

II

.83
.72
.81
.28
.56
.33
.31
.49
.31
.45
.51
43
.51
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TABLE. 3 {contd)

Asrt Asrt Asrt Play Play Play Play Play ButV OutV OutV OutV
IIT 1Iv T I II III Iv T I IT III 1V

Assertion III

Assertion IV 77

Assertion T .78 .70

Playmates I .28 .36 .36

Playmates II .54 .64 .50 .81

Playmates III .37 .53 .41 .56 .64
Playmates IV 4o .64 W44 .33 .50 .84
Playmates T .55 .70 .52 .73 .83 .79 .67

Outside Visits I .32 .35 .44 .59 .41 .44 .35 .60

Outside Visits II .42 .43 .50 .57 .55 .42 .40 .61 .85

Outside Visits ITI.36 .27 .38 .47 .37 .23 .09 .38 .59 .70

Outside Visits IV .53 .43 .42 .59 .31 .24 .42 Lo .66 .73 .69
Outside Visits T .47 .41 .50 .52 .45 .32 .31 .52 .8 .92 .87 .88
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TABLE 4

F Test of Differences Between Means of Low-income (N=30)
and Middle-income (N=15) Groups. Scores are from
Responses of Mothers on Social-System Interview.

Means of Low- Means of Mid- F P
Variable Income Group Income Group _ f(one-tail)
Older Siblings 2.16 .66
System Size I* 7.86 5.06 5.69 .01
Instability I 4,83 2,00
Caretakers 1 30.90 2.73
Disagreement 1 19.12 3.92 10.87 .01
Direction I 35,30 21,33 2,48 .06
Assertion I 22,22 14,50 1,74 .10
Playmates 1 12.43 7.00 4,95 01
Outside Visits 1 6.22 4.61
System Size IIX 7.40 6.06
Instability II 4.28 5.20
Caretakers II 34,68 24,20 1.85 .09
Disagreement II 21.74 7.91 5.45 .01
Direction II1 40,03 26,53 2,63 .056
Assertion IX 32.75 20.8 2.42 .07
Playmates II 14,06 8.00 5.63 01
Outside Visits 11 6.33 3.85 2,90 .05

*Roman numerals refer to year to which responses referred,




TABLE 4: Cont,

Means of Low- Means of Mid- F P

Variable Income Group Income Group _ f{one-tail)
Svstem Size III 6.7C 4,86 2,57 .05
Instability III 4,72 5,50
Caretakers III 32.82 23,00 1.88 .09
Disagreement IIL 19.44 9.58 3.15 .04
Direction III 43,28 27.13 3.85 .03
Assertion III 36.33 27.15
Playmates IIL 12.5 7.20 6.18 .008
Outsida Visits 6.33 6,37
System Size IV 5.80 4,73
Instability IV 3.14 1.66
Caretakers IV 27.44 23,66
Disagreement IV 19.85 ' 8.14 5.85 .01
Direction IV 34,60 29.36
Assertion IV 35.10 25,06
Playmates LV 11.07 6.93 3.54 .067
OQutside Visits 6.12 6.38 |
Instability T* 8.79 9.12
Caretakers T 118.06 %4.60

. Disagreement T 99.00 6860
Direction T 149,33 : 128,00
Assertion T _ 133.76 él.OO | 2,38 .065
Playmates T 45,36 29.80 3.71 .03
Outside Visits 22.27 19.06
*T = Total regponses over four years.




TABLE 5

Correlations Between WPPSI Scores and Responses on Social-System Interview., N = 27,

'prsx Scores System Size Instability Caretakers
I II III 1Iv I II IIT IV T I iI IIT v

Full Scale -.13 -.05 -.13 -.07 .38 .16 ,26 .18 .29 -.05 .00 -.07 -.09
Verbal -.12 .03 -.09 -,13 .32 .11 .31 .15 .25 .07 .15 -.02 .02
Performance -.12 -,13 -.15 .00 .40 .18 .18 .17 .28 -.16 -.13 -.i1 .i8
Information ~.14 -.06 -.23 .11 .32 ,12 .23 ..02 .19 .03 .11 -.07 .15
Vocabulary -.26 -.14 -.27 -.07 .42 .19 .34 .22 .34 .19 .23 .04 .19
Arithmetic -.09 .00 ~-.02 -.,07 .26 -,10 .07 .11 .67 .01 .00 -.05 .08
Similarities -.01 .18 .07 -.11 .15 .22 .37 .18 .26 .00 .17 .04 .10
Comprehension -.08 .09 -.05 -.19 .21 .08 .31 .13 .21 .10 .18 -.02 -.05
Animal House -.01 .06 .00 -.07 .19 .16 .07 .17 .18 -.36 -.17 -.22 -,27

Picture Completion .08 -.12 -,15 -.22 .38 .06 -.12 .02 09 .21 .00 .12 -,21
Mazes -.31 -.39 -.36 -.05 .42 .17 .07 .04 .22 -.13 -.25 .15 -.20

Geometric Design .02 -,05 -,02 .06 .37 .02 .11 .27 .24 .14 .07 10 -.04

BlOCk DESign -006 -.23 "014 013 036 .25 .36 .22 036 -001 "004 005 -003
df = 26 r = ,317 r = .374 r = 437
one-tailed test p = .050 p = .025 p = .010




TABLE 5: Continued

WPPSY. Scores Disagreement Direction
1 II III IV T I II ITI IV T

Full Scale 33 .26 -.26 .05 -.,37 .00 ,00 -.12 -,25 -.09
‘ Verbal .31 -,06 -.09 .20 -.27 .12 .18 -.06 -.1& .04
Performance 29 .24 -,38 -,11 -.40 -.14 -,1& -.16 -.31 -.21
Enformation 3t .29 -,13 .05 -.32 .02 13 -.14 -,23 -,04
Vocabulary .38 .13 -,08 .09 -.26 .12 .24 -,95 -.,04 .08
Arithmetic .22 ,29 -,05 .17 -,21 .07 .03 -,13 -.25 -,05
Similarities .20 ,10 -.05 .31 -,16 .10 .20 .06 .08 .13
Comprehension 23 -.15 -,10 .14 -,22 ,21 .19 -.01 -.16 .09
Animal House 04 01 -.40 -,10 -.39 -~,17 -,18 -.14 -,23 -,21

Picture Completi{)n 018 "021 -004 -010 -009 006 -.03 - 007 -024 -006
Mazes .21 .OO -043 -033 -024 -031 -041 ".32 ".39 -040
Geometric Design ° 30 ° 02 bl 18 ° 00 - e 35 ° 16 008 005 ~ o 18 Py 07

BlOCk DeSign 039 019 -020 -004 "025 "010 "010 "'002 "'012 -009

Rt st bl L

.317 r = .,374 r = 437
.050 p = .025 p = .010

df = 26 r
one~tailed test P

no
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TABLE 6

Correlations between CATB Scores and Respcases on Social-System Interview. N = 26,

CATB Scores System Size . Instability Caretakers

I I1 IITI 1V I IT ITIT 1V T I II III IV
Task Initiacion .06 .14 .06 -.01 -.,14 ,i2 -.1¢ .08 .01 .00 .13 .13 .23
CuriOSity BOX "004 015 .00 .04 004 005 -008 010 006 -006 -007 -.OZ} 009
Dog and Bone ~.06 10 .02 -.10 05 -,.14 -,2i 02 -.06 .05 .08 -.02 .14
ReflectiVity "019 "016 "013 -011 006 001 .06 ‘.04 .02 -020 -006 "013 004
BEC~-MFF
Field Independ“ -021 -010 -008 001 023 ".20 -.29 ".08 -cll -017 -¢33 -029 -009
ence EC-FFT
MOt'D]‘.' IHJPUISQ -01? “..09 -026 "016 008 -015 ".10 ".21 -.13 010 011 -003 011
Control
Incidental -.05 -.15 -,04 .11 .16 .12 26 .32 25 .25 .05 .19 <18
Learning
Intentional -.15 .02 00 01 09 -.06 .17 .19 .G86 .12 .13 .06 .13
Learning
Persistence -029 -042 "038 -024 016 013 ,25 "011 013 000 005 -.06 -009
RESi-stence CO ".09 "019 "005 009 007 .04 034 023 020 016 .GO 008 000
Distraction

TaSk COlnpetence -035 -.57 - .46 ".37 . 19 312 ° 19 002 015 - 107 - 017 - 015 - 032

Social Compe-~ -.16 -.09 ~-.08 -,21 -,05 .05 .16 .13 .12 .09 -.05 -.01 =-.21
tence

Xindergarten -.27 -.41 -,35 -.,34 ,00 .11 .15 -.,02 .08 -.08 -.16 -,11 -,35
Prognosis

verbal Curiosity e 24 ° 12 ~ e 12 - 0‘35 003 Py 13 004 - 609 007 ~ e 06 * 16 e 20 009

,,Fanmsy Related -013 -005 -023 -008 015 .35 044 005 032 016 .16 --04 -001

Behavior df = 25 r = ,323 r r =
one-tailed test p = ,050 p = .025 p = .010




TABIE 6 : Continued

CATB Scores Disagreement Direction
I Iz I v T I IX 11X v T

Task Initiation -.06 .26 .10 .04 .10 .08 .15 .20 .14 .15

Curiosity Box .02 .i5 -.02 . G5 .06 .06 .05 .10 .04 .07
3 Dog and Bomne -.17 .00 .04 -,08 -.,05 .05 .,09 .,00 ..02 .05
Reflectivity .07 ~,08 .06 -.16 -,03 -,24 -,i0 =~-.16 -.,09 -.17
EC- Mff
Field Independ- .00 -,18 -,18 -.10 -.14 -.,28 ~-.33 -,33 -.18 -.31
3 ence EC- FFT
5 Incidental .13 -.04 -.04 .01 ,01 .19 .04 .12 .07 .12
3 Learning
g Intentional .03 -.08 ~,05 .02 -,02 .13 .06 -.,08 -.,06 .02
3 Learning
3 Persistence .13 -.,05 .03 ~-.24 -,03 -,18 -,11 -,18 -,22 -.19
3 Resistence to 16 -,14 .02 ~-,03 .00 .14 -,61 .02 -.06 .03
3 pistraction
: Task Competence 07 -.25 -.08 -.31 -,17 -,21 -.3% -,35 -.,54 -.38

SOCiaI Competence -016 - 031 - 030 -328 "’.30 014 - .12 -QOZ "025 -005

: ﬂndergartER -006 "036 "025 "’039 "’¢31 "’013 ".35 "027 “’052 "034
H Prognosis .

£ Verbal CutiOSity ~e 15 . 01 e 20 e 12 e 12 i 008 . 12 - 008 . 10 001
4 Fantasy Related .18 .02 -,19 -,36 ~.03 .08 .11 ~.0Z -.G3 .04
4 Behavicrx

2 MOtOZ‘ Impulse 018 038 034 ﬁ27 734 008 019 hnd 006 -101 006
A Control

: df = 25 o r = .323 r = ,381 r = 445

= ,025 .010

[ ]
S
wy
(W)
o
i
o
|

one~tailed test P =
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TABLE 7

Correlations betwsen WPPSI Scores and Responses on Social-System Interview,

3 :T' WPPST SCORES Assertion Playmates Outside Visits
¥ I 1 1 W T I I 111w T T I Il 1V
; ?}Full Scale .07 .08 .00 .06 .19 -,16 -.18 -.33 -.23 -.21 -.03 -.01 .18 -.02
% i;Verbal .18 .23 .06 .22 .19 -.16 -.11 -.29 -.21 -.11 .09 .08 .18 .03
& rerfornance -,03 ~-.08 -.08 -.1i -.01 -,14 -.24 -,31 -.20 -,28 -.15 -,10 .14 -.08
f }élnformation .20 .19 .00 .16 .1 -.20 -,20 -.31 -.20 -.18 .06 .02 .16 .01
’ %Vbcabulary 18 .21 .13 .20 .17 -.31 -.23 -.33 -.08 -.19 .07 .11 .27 .32
M rithnetic .04 .10 .06 .11 .12 -.10 -.13 -,29 -.23 -.,12 .08 .02 .06 -.07
;5’§Simi1arit1es 11 .30 .15 .37 .20 -,11 .05 -.12 -.10 .06 -.06 .00 .05 ~-.04
;{EEComprehension .25 .13 -.08 .99 .16 .03 .00 -,18 -.27 .00 .26 .22 .32 .03
B inimal House  -.23 -.15 .18 -.19 =19 .01 .00 -.27 -.24 -.19 -.32 -.09 .11 -.15
ﬁ’Picture Comp .08 -.03 -.10 -.17 -.06 .04 -.206 -.i8 -.28 -.14 11 -.09 -.03 -.19
?’5fuazes -.14 +.33 -.23 -.25 =19 -,26 -,48 -.33 ~.22 -.34 ~.i2 =.23 ~,04 ~.19
B coonetcic Des .17 .13 .13 -.02 .26 .08 -.08 -.22 -.13 -.14 .15 .14 .31 .18
df = 26 r = ,317 r = .374 r = 437
g ore tailed test p = .050 P = .025 p = .010

. X
A
ob

23




3 TABLE 8
Correlations Between CATB Scores and Responses on Social-System Interview.

B Assertion Playmates Outside Visits
- CATB Scores I II IIT 1V I IT IITI 1V T I II IITI 1iv T

Ly |

Task Initiation .02 .28 .25 .15 .22 .00 .16 -.03 -.04 .15 -.06 .21 .23 .23 .17 |
Curiosity Box 12 .19 .13 .21 18 .02 .08 -.14 -.06 .12 .05 .10 .15 .14 .12 B
8 Dog and Bone -.10 .06 .08 .04 .05 .06 .02 -.29 -.11 .04 .22 .20 .07 .24 .20

Reflectivity -.18 .11 =~,06 -.01 -.10 -.36 -,23 =-,18 ,08 -.21 ~,15 -,02 ~.12 .09 .07

EC-Mf¥ :

. Field Indepen~ =~.23 -.34 -,29 -,13 =~,29 -,2Z =,25 =,25 ,03 =-,25 =~.32 -.46 -.46 -.21 -.39 A

B dence -
- Motor Impulse 21 .22 -.00 .13 .15 -.19 -.08 -.09 -.11 .02 .15 .06 -.05 -.03 .03 &

: Control b -
MR Incidental .16 .00 .18 .14 .13 .02 -,11 .00 .12 .68 .16 08 .20 .32 .22 °
i Learning : -

© Intentional -0 -,13 -.06 .10 ~-.05 ~-.03 ~,03 ~,18 =-,06 .07 .18 .20 .14 .24 .21 =
g Learning !
> Persistence ~e06 =17 =,17 =11 =17 =32 =.,42 =-,27 =-,30 =-,22 ,10 -,00 .03 .00 .03 3

Resistence to .15 .00 .11 .07 .09 -.16 =-,14 ,05 .,i0 .02 ,12 ,00 .12 .19 .12 4

¢ Distraction ]
Task Competence =,19 =,27 =,21 =,32 =~,28 « 45 =,56 =44 =44 =.33 =,04 =,20 =,16 .12 =.15 3

Social Cogpa= .11 =.05 =.04 -.11 =-.04 .02 =-.12 ~15 =33 .04 .26 .1l .25 .09 .i9 48
tence x
Kindergarten =07 =21 =,2] «,34 =25 ~.35 «.43 =34 -,50 -,23 ,00 ~-,16 ~.05% -,14 ~,10 E .

Prognosis - e .
Verbal Curiosity -.07 -.,05 -~,18 ,0i ~,10 -,01 .00 ~,22 -,09 -,01 ,01 ,17 .12 .,i5 .13 E

el

St

A Fantagy Related .23 .01 ~-,i3 .00 -,01 =-.09 ~.,18 =~,12 =~,09 =09 .13 .13 .26 ,21 .20 ;

Behavi.or g4f = 25 r = ,323 r = r=.
one-tailed test p = .C50 p = 050 p = ,010

b

%
%
b
24
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g st

Economic Status¥*

Sex
Father Absence

Older Siblings

System Size
Instability
Caretakers
Disagreement
Direction
Assertion
Playmates

Qutsgide Visgits

System Size
Instability
Caretakers
Disagreement
Direction
Assertion
Playmates

Outside Visits

Correlations Between SSI Variables

TABLE 9

and Scores from Development of

Uncecupied Sclitary Onicoker Paraliel Gooparative Associative

*Social Behavior.

N

= 31,

.21

.09

.12

.37

“029
14
.28

.10

.09
.20

-.29

-024

Second-Year Responses

"022

Sig. Level for Two~-Tailed Test:

%Low-Income = 1, Middle~Income = 2

-.19

-.06

r .349
409
448

.17
42

P

.05
.02
.01

.00
.28

-039

-.10

"’007

.30
.30
24

.03

-.01

.27
.36

.16

.00
«25
.12

.21




|

TABLE 9: Continued

Uncccupied Solitary Onlooker Parallel Cooperative Associative

j Third-Year Responses
$ System Size .23 ~.10 -.16 -.22 .25 .00
A Instability ~.07 -.25 -.02 -.14 -.25 - .04
Caretakers -.34 ~-.38 27 ~-.01 .09 .23
] Disagreement .39 -.20 .10 .00 -.06 .31 i
| Direction .38 -.37 06 .28 .26 .23 3
Assertion .10 -.29 .06 -.02 -,08 .35
3 Playmates .60 -.29 .07 -.11 -.00 .26
Outside Visits -.17 -.43 27 14 .01 .37

A
Teandl

& Fourth-Year Responses

o

”: System Size .37 -.04 -.02 .03 -.07 .20
3 Instability .00 -.24 -.12 -.16 .30 .00
. Caretakers .28 -.45 4l .15 ~.06 .53
§ é Disagreement .10 -.21 02 -.06 14 22
j‘ : Direction .33 -.32 =04 -.14 .19 .25
g Assertion .12 ~.37 .00 -.11 .10 <28
3 Playmates .61 -.23 .11 -.14 -.03 .21
: % Cutside Visits .15 - 45 .37 - .04 .03 .38

Instability -.14 ~.29 -.06 -.23 -.07 -.07 .
Caretakers .25 -47 .38 .02 .05 .36
% Disagreement .56 -.18 .02 -.04 .04 .06
i Direction .12 - .41 .09  -.08 .12 .37
é Assertion .06 -.31 .34 -.09 -.01 .32
;_ Playmates 45 ~ .40 .05 -.17 .18 .18
Outside Visits .12 -.46 .36 ~.06 .13 .34

[OSENCICNINIVESY DT VL I Uy S e vragra g epan

S
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3 TABLE 10

Correlations between Scores of Inventory of Test Behavior,
3 Referring %o Behavior while taking CATB,
| and SSI Variables., N = 26,

V Year to which Responses Refer

Fr‘,

3 I II 111 v T
] System Size Jb¥k o 62%%% « IBF*% <26

i

@ Instability -.06 ~c12 -.19 .15 -.06
Caretakers .11 .08 .18 .10 .13
%

! Disagreement -.15 -.05 -.14 21 -.03
E

Direction .32 .22 «38% 2% .37
Assertion .18 .12 .08 15 .15
Playmates JTLkkk 6lkkx 37 .22 .29
»

Outside Visits .11 .18 .16 - .02 .11

* P % ,05

i % P < ,02

3 k%% p 4 01

1
E,
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CHILD SOCIAL-SYSTEM INVENTORY
Form A-~I

First Year

s ﬁ’f"%*w*ﬁ%‘-‘%‘ﬁ

1. We would like to know who was in .ee..eeeeee....family when he/she was
born., Can you name those who made up the family at his/her birth?
(10 Ae Of FOI.‘m A"IIv)

S TS =T TRy T T ASY

I & 2. Did any of these persons leave the home before ..........was a year
' 0ld? Can you name them? (1.b. of Form A-II)

3. Did others come to live in the home before ..........was a year old?
Can you name them? (1.b. of Form A-II)

(oA

4. Did ..........have a regular baby-sitter who came to the home during
his/her first year? Can you name this person? (2.a. of Form A-II)

s

5. Did relatives or firends visit the home regularly? Bid they visit at
least once a week? Can you name them? (2.a. of Form A-II) j

g 6. Dideseses....live with another group of people before he/she was a
¥ year old? (with or without mother) Yes? No?

: If answer is 'yes' use a new Form A-II. Ask questions 1 through 5.
: Rephrase 1: We would like to know who was in the other group of peoplé |
¥ with whom..........1lived? This will require an additional set of
‘ 'activities' questions; this is Form B.

Ef Second Year
"

. 3 1. We would like to know who was in ............family between his/her

| first and second birthday. Can you name those who lived with him/her
during this time? (If persons are the same as for first year circle
} '2' of completed Form A-II. If persons are not the same use an

? additional Form A-II)

2. Did any of these persons leave the home between his/her first and
second birthday? Can you name them? (l.b. of Form A-II)

é £ 3. Did others come to live in the home between his/her first and second
£ birthday? (1.b. of Form A-II)
é 4. Did «e.evevve... have a baby-sitter during his second year? Can you
: name his/her baby-sitter? (2.a. of Form A-II) f
1 5. Did relatives 6r friends visit the home regularly? Did they visit at
2 least once a week? (2.b. of Form A-II)
; 6. Did.secseee.e..live with more than one group of persons during the yea§%§
5 between his/her first and second birthddy? (with or without mother) gk

Yes? No? If answer is 'yes' use a new Form A-II. Ask questions 1

= through 5. Rephrase question 1: We would like to know who was in the
- other group of pesple with vhom ..........lived. This will require an :
additional set of 'activities' questions.
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1.

6.

Form A-I
Third Year

We would like to know who was in ...eceee....family between his/her
second and third bitthday. Can you name those who lived with him/her
during this time? (If persons are the same as for First Year or
Second Year circle '3’ of completed Form A-II. If persons are not the
same use an additional Form A-TI)

Did any of these persons leave the home between his/her second and
thizd birthdays? Can you name them? (l.b. of Form A-II)

Did others come to live in the home between his/her second and third
birthdays? Car you name them? (2.a. of Form A-II)

Did......e.....have a baby-sitter during hié/her third year? Can you
name his/her baby-sitter? (2.a. of Form A-II)

Did relatives or friends visit the home regularly? Did they visit at
least once a week? Can you name them? (2.b. of Form A-II)

Dideveeseeee.n.live with more than one group of persons during the
year between his/her second and third birthdays? (with or without
mother) Yes? No? If 'yes' use a new Form A-II, Ask questions 1
through 5. Rephrase question 1: We would like the names of those who
made up this group. Can you name them?

Fourth Year

VaSeseeeeessss.four years old when he first went to Head Start? If
answer is 'mes' ask: We would like to know who Was in .eeeeecessss
family between his/her third and fourth birthday? If'no' ask: We
would like to know who was in ...ecevee...family between his/her third
biffhday and when he/she started Head Start? (If persons are the same
as for previous year or years circle'4' of completed Form A-II. If
persons are not the same use additional Form A-II)

Did any of these persons leave the home during this year? Can you
name them? (Use l.b. of Form A-II)

Did others come to live in the home during his/her fourth kear?
(lobo of Form A"'II)

Did .eseev.e..-.have a baby-sitter during his/her fourth year? Can
you name this baby-sitter? (2.a. of Form A-II)

Did relatives or friends visit the home regudarly? D:id they visit at
least once a week? Can you name them? (2.b. of Form A:II)

Did .evevveeeseolive with more than one group of persons durigg this
year? (with or without motker) Yes? No? If answer is 'yes' use a
ney Form A-IL. Use a new set of activities questions. Repeat questions
1 through 5. Rephrase question 1: Can you tell us the names of those
who 1ived in this family?




v

' Child..iiieierierensnaeceeseN0uuueeeecClassS,.eeeeCONEC s cuneunennnnnnnn.

Form A-IX

Year: 1,2,3,4 Social-System: 1,2,3,4

Person Age Sex Relationship to Child

AT N

#oo0000d00000co000000 LI o0 ® 0000000800000 000000000000
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CHILD SOCIAI-SYSTEX INVENTORY
Form B-I -

1. Eating:

a. Did...(enumerate members of the social-system)...help feed
S
How many helped to feed him/her?

Did they help feed him/her....sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?

b. Dﬂd ... (enumerate members of the social-system)... disagree about
his/her eating; what he/she was to eat, how or when?

How many disagreed?
Did they disagree...sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?

c. Did ...(members of the social-system)...try to get him/her to eat
the way he/she should?

How many tried?
Did they try...sometimes? Quite oftem? Regularly?

d. Did ..........try to get...(members of system)...t> feed him/her
when he/she wanted; or what he/she wanted; or when he/she wanted?
How many did he/she try this with?

D1d ‘he/she try this...sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?

2. Play:

a. Did ...(members of social-system) play with .........., or watch
him/her while he/she played?
Hov many took care of him/her when he/she played?
Dld they watch h#m/her ...sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?

b. Dld ««.{members of social system)... disagree about his playing?
With whom he/she played? When he/she played? How?
How many disagreed?
D1d they disagree...sometimes? Quite oftem? Regularly?

C. 2&2 .o+ (members of social system)... try ro get him/her to play the
way he/she should?
How many used to try to do this?
Did they try to get..........him/her to play the way he/she should
... sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?

de Did ............try to get...(members of social system)...to play
with hime when he/she wanted?
How many did he/she try to get to play with hém/her?
Did he try to get them to play with him/her ...sometimes? Quite
often? Regularly?

3. Clothing:

a. Did ...(members of social system)... help dress....ceeeecss?
How many would help?
Did they nelp...sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?

b. Did ...(members of social system)...disagree about dieesing ..c.....?
How many disagreed?
Did they disagree...sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?

c. D1d ...(members of social system)...try to get him to dress the way
they wanted?
Did they do this...sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?

d. D1d csvsessesstry to get...(members of social system)...to let him/
her dress the way he/she wanted?
How many did he/she try this with?
Did ............do this...sometimes? Quite ofter? Regularly?

g 5 e e A e e
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Form B-I (cont.)

4‘

Sleep and naptime:
a. Did ...(members of social system)..,belp get......,...ready for
bed or get him/her te sleep for naps?
How many used to help?
D1d they help get him/her tc sdeep...sometimes?
Regular,y7
b. Did they disagrees shout when..........was to go to bed ur take
hisfher naps?
How many disagreed abcut this?
Did they disagree...sometimes? Quite often? Regulaxly?
c. ch ... (members of sacial system)...try £o get him/her to gc to
sleep at night or take a nap?
iloy many tried to get hlm/her to sleep?
Dld they trxy td do this...sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?
d. D1d ceceesses.try to get his/har way abour rot siepping with,..
7members of social system)...-
How many did he/che try this with?
D1d nefshe try this...sometimes?

Quite Ofteu?

Quite often? Regnlarly?
Discipline:
a. Did...(uwembers of sccial system}.,.have to punish.....c....?
How many helped to discipline him/her?
D1d they do this...sometimes? OGuite often? Regularly?
b. Did ... {members of social system)...disagree about punishment for
him/her?
How many disagreed?
Did they disagree...sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?
c. Did ...(members of social system) ... have to threaten him/her to
get him/her to obey?
How many had to do this?
Did they have to do this...sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?
d. Was cececssessssd ~ to get out of being punished by ...(members
of social system)? Did he/she try?
How many did he/she try this with?

Did he/she try this with them...sometimes? Regularly?

Quite often?

Diapers (potty-training):

a. Did ...(members of social system)...help change............
when he/she was dirty; or help potty-train him/her?

How many helped with him/her?
Did they help...sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?

b. Did ...(members of social system)... disagree about changing
cesesesesss.Or about toilet-training him/her or about helping
him/her to go to the bathroom?

How many would disagree about this?
D1d they disagree...sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?

c. Did ... (members of social system)...tiy to get him/her to stay
clean?.....learn to go to the bathroom?

How many tried to do this?
Did they try to do this...sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?

d, Did............try to get his/her way about being changed or potty
trained or going to the bathroom with...(members of social system)?

How many did he/she try this with?
D1d he/she try...sometimes? Quite often? Rdgularly?
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Form B-I {cont.)

7. Crying:

a.

C.

Did ...(members of social-system)... help..........uhen he/she

vag srying or wanted something?

How many paid attention to his crying?

Did they do scmething about it...sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?
Did ...(members of socigl system)...feel differently about his/her
crying?

Bov many disagreed?

Did they disagree about him/her and his/her crying...sometimes?
Quite often? Regularly?

Did ...(members of social system) try to stop his/her crying?

How many would try this?

Did they try...sometimes? Quite ocften? Regularly?

Bid evveveree..otry to get his/her way with...{members of social
system)...by crying or begging?

How many did he tyy this with?

Did he/she try this...sometimes? GCuite often? Regularly?

8. Activity outside house:

Qo

C.

Did...{members of social system)...take him/her for walks or to
the store or on visits to other homes?

How many did this?

Did they do this...sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?

Did ... (members of social system)...disagree about his/her going
outside or on trips or to the store?

How many disagreed about this?

Did they disagree...sometimes? Quite often? Regulariy?

Did ...(members of social system)...try tO Zet..eeecsee..to stay
in or go out?

How many tried to get their way abéut this withi....e.ee...?
Did they do this sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?

Did ............try to get his/her way abuut going with ...
(menbers of social system)...?

How wany did he/she try this with?

Did he/she try this...sometimes? Guite often? Regularly?

9. 1Illness:

a.

C,

Did...(members of social system)...help take care OFf.....ceee..s
whenr he/she was sick?

How many helped out with him/her?

Did they help out...sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?

Did ...(members of social system) ...disagree about whether........
was sick or not or what to do when he/she was sick?

How many disagreed?

Did they feel differently about this...sometimes? Quite often?
Regularly?

Yhen ............was sick did ...(members of social system)...

try to get him/her to do what they thought was good for him/her?
How many tried to do this?

Did they try...sometimes? Quite often? Regularly?

When ..........was sick did he/she try to get...(members of social
system)...to do what he/she wanted?

How many did he/she try this with?

Dikd he/she try this.,.sBmetimes? Quite often? Regularly?




Child..'...oe..............-..No....Classn...Centeroioooon.........-.....

Year:
1. a.
b. Yes...Nc...
c. Yes...No...
d. Yes...No...
2. a. Yes...No...
b. Yes,,.Ne...
c. Yes...No...
d. Yes...No...
3. a. Yes...No...
b. Yes...No...
c. Yes...No...
d. Yes...No...
4. a. Yes...No...
b. Yes...No...
c. Yes...No...
d. Yes...No...
5. a. Yes...No...
b. Yes...No...
c. Yes...No...
d. Yes...No...
6. a. Yes...No...

Yes...No...
Yes...No...

Yes...No...

1,2,3,4

Number...
Number...

Number...

Number...
Number...
Number...

Number...

Number...
Number...
Number...

Number...

Number...
Number...
Number...

Number...

Number...
Number...
Numb.r...

Numbezr...

Number...
Number...
Numbex...

Number...

Form B-II
Social-system:

Sometimes... Quite
Sometimes... Quite

Sometimes... Quite

Sometimes... Qutte
Sometimes... Quite
Sometimes... Quite

Sometimes... Quite

Sometimes... Quite
Sometimes.. Quite
Sometimes... Quite

Sometimes... Quite

Sometimes... Quite
Sometimes... Quite
Sometimes... Quite

Sometimes... Quite

Sometimes,.. Quite
Sometimes... Quite
Sometimes... Quite

Sometimes... Quite

Sometimes... Qufte
Sometimes.,. Quite
Sometimes... Quite

Sometimes... Quite

often. - o
often...

often...

often L Y )
often...
often...

often...

often...
often...
often...

often...

often...
often...
often...

often...

often...
Often. L )
often,..

often...

often...
often...
often...

often...

1,2,3,4

Yes...No... Number... Sometimes... Quite often... Regularly...

Regularly...
Regularly...

Regularly...

Regularly...
Regularly...
Regularly...

Regularly...

Regularly...
Regularly...
Regularly...

Regularly...

Regularly...
Regularly...
Regularly...

Regularly...

Regularly...
Regularly...
Regularly...

Regularly...

Regularly...
Regularly...
Regularly...

Regularly...




Childooo.oooooooooooooooooQQQQIJOQ0000188800.ocent6r0000000000000000000000

Form B-IX (cont.)
Year: 1,2,3,4 Social-system: 1,2,3,4

7. a. Yes...No... Number... Sometimes... Quite often... Regularly...
b. Yes...No... Number... Sometimes... Quite often... Regularly...
¢. Yes...No... Number... Sometimes... Qufte often... Regularly...

d. Yes...No.., Number... Sometimes... Quite often... Regularly...

8. a. Yes...No... Number... Sometimes... Quite often... Regularly...
b. Yes...No... Number... Sometimes... Quite often... Regularly...
c. Yes...No... Number... Sometimes... GQuite often... Ragularly...

d. Yes...No... Number... Sometimes... Quite often... Regularly...

9. a. Yes...No... Number... Sometimes... Quite often... Regularly...
b. Yes...No... Number... Sometimes... Quite often... Regularly...
c. Yes...No... Number... Sometimes... Quite often... Regularly...

d. Yes...f§o... Number... Sonetimcs... Quite often... Reoularlv...
X 1<} 7




