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FIRST RESUﬂTS OF A LONGITUDINAL PARENT EDUCA@%ON‘MODEL_

Hazel Leler )
e

University of Houston

It has always been difficult to be an effective parent, butn
fulfilling this function competently today is a more demanding job
“than ever. It is even more difficult for the low-income parent, who
has limited access to resources enjoyed by more prlvileqed groups.,
or who is overwhelmed with the elemental struggle for bread. The

Houston Parent-Child Development Center, seeking to develop a parent’

education model, chose to focus upon the Mexican-American population

Perhaps the most compelling reason for this choice lay in the Housto:

school survey which reported that the dropout rate for Mexican-
Americans in Houston schools was higher than 88%. This makes it
“imperative for the Mexlcan-Amerlcan parent to ga1n access to
resources needed to work with his child and the schools. The effort
is not merely to help the child meet the demands of the school (we
call thisA"survival training®), but more importantly that the school
be helped to meet the child's needs. '

Our objectives have been, then, to help the family gain access
to resources the parent can use to develop his abilities and con~- -
fidence to be an effective change agent for his famlly, and to
jncrease his skills and understandings in meeting his child's needs.

Program

What is the Houston model? How has it sought to make these
resources available to families?

puring the first program year when the target child is one year
of age, an In-Home Educator visits the home weekly. A sharing
approach is attempted, with the Educator drawing out the mother's
knowledge and experience, sometimes contributing her own, in dis-
cussions and activities focused upon the mother's skill as the
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teacher of her child. The move has been away from the Educiator as
model (or “expert®) to a situation in which the mother is encouraged
"to interact with her child, the Educator reinforcing and extending.

During this first program year, the entire family is involved
.in socials and.Family tlorkshons. Formerly held at a residential
retreat center, the Workshop has ‘shifted to center-hased one-day
weekend. events. Each family is invited to a series of four. The
focus is upon strengthening the family unit, with disucssions and
activities emphasizing cormunication, decision-making, problem-
solving, and role-relationships W1th1n the fam11y itself and as the
: famlly relates to the community.

During the second program yeaf, when the child is two, mother
and child.éttend an In-Center program four mprnings each week. The
.child;en's classrooms focus upon cognitive development (including
Palmer's Concept Curriculum), language and self~concept development.
The mothers sometimes work in the children's classrooms, sometimes
engage in adult sessions. !Half of these sessions are geared to in-.
-creasiﬂg the mother's corpetence in managing her family's resoutces i
such areas as nutrition, cooking, budgeting, sewing, health, and
driver education. Half are geared to child development and learning.
Use is made of microteaching, a powerful technique by which parents
can improve their teaching skills. Each mother and child dyad is
videotaped interacting with educational materials in which the
mother attempts to promote the qhild's exploration and enjoyment of
‘learning. She views this tape for self-feedback, and then, with her
permission, it is shown to the other mothers. Discussion is limited
to positive feedback. Both fathers and mothers have been excited in
seeing the progress on the videotanes. Evening sessions are held
twice monthly for parents, the fathers then having their turn to
choose the topics which range from consumer buying to public school -
_relationships.

Rilingual language activities are central. In the In~Home Yyear,
language stimulation techniques are stressed, with the mother urged
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to interact with the child in the language in which "she is most
comfortable. The In-Center teachers speak to the two-year-old in
his dominant language, Spanlsh or English, 31nce he is just begin-
uing tuv master it. This provides a natural b111ngua1 environment,
with the child hearing and begxnning to grasp both languages. The
parents conduct most adult activities in Spanish, moving to English
ags they desire. English language classes are offered both program
years to enhance the mothers' contacts with the communxty and
schools. A spacial effort is made to include FEnglish terms in home
management activities. ' » '
i , J

Access to community resources is facilitated. Families are
encouraged to enroll in the local community health clinic where each
target child is given a medical examination with pertinent tests and
followup. In addition, families can consult community workers about
various problems and are referred to appropriate agencies for such
needs as food stamps, legal aid, and counseling. A Parent Adv;sory
Council, elected from among the two program year groups, provides
input regarding community needs and program changes desired.

Design and Measures

How has the Houston PCDC model been tested? What measures are:
used? B :

A brief description will be made of the experimental design and
approach to evaluation. Each year a group of families is recruited
(primarily door-to-door) and enrolled in the project. This annual
group is referred to as a cohort and consists of approximately 100
families. Families in each cohort are randomly assigned monthly to
the Experimental group (recelving educational program and community
services), to the Services Control group (receiving services only),
or to the No-Services Control group. Proportions assigned to groups
have varied each month to achieve desired sample sizes. Data are
collected on mother and child measures at child ages one year (Time
1, enrollment), two years (Time 2, after In-Home program), three
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years (Time 3, after In-Center program), and followup at vearly
intervals (Time 4 at age 4, etc.).

In its pilot phase, Cohorts A, B, and C experienced early pro-
gram components as they developed. The model-testing phase actually
began with Cohorts D and E. In late 1971, Group D Experimenfal was
enrolled in In-Home to progress through the planned two-year program.
Group E Experimental with two-year-olds was enrolled in In-Center or
second~year program so that this part of the model could be devel-

oped. Cohort D families completed the two-year program last year;
. Cohort F has completed the first In-Home year, and Cohort G is mid-

way through the In-Home year.

Those of you who have been involved in devgloping a long-term
program-research model with accompanying curriculum and procedures,
and testing it with existing measures or those developed for the
purpose must know the frustrations of reporting at a point where one
cannot put his best foot forward. The best test of a program is in
followup results from the completely developed curriculum. However,
results reported now pertain to Cohorts D, E, and F, when the cur-
riculum was relatively undeveloped and the staff relatively un-
trained. Mothers did not participate in microteaching more than
twice until this past year. Some of our most appropriate measures,
such as mothers' self-concept, had yet to be developed.

Since the progrém focuses on building upon the mothers'
strengths, our primary measures focus here also.  We rely heavily
upon ‘a videotaped mother-child interaction sequence which gives
measures of both mother and child performance. This gives a general
picture of mother-child behavior, but we view it principally as a
criterion measure because so much of the program is concerned with
style of mother-child interaction. Called the Maternal Interaction
Structured Situation (MISS), at first it focused primarily upon the
mother's control (autonomy granting) and affect dimensions. Last
year rating scales were added which assess such behaviors as the

: o
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mother's affection, use o£ reinforcement, reasdning, etc. The
videotapes were scored by trained observers with .scoring reliable
at or above the 80% level.

Caldwell's structured observation and interview technique,
HOME, is used to determine the kind of learning environment the
mother provides her young child. This offers reliabie scores about
the home enviromment, but its validity as a measure of change is not
known. HOME offers a total score and six sub-scores.

Engel's Psychological Mindedness interview is used to assess
the mother's attitudes toward children and way of conceptualizing
the behavior of young children and mother-child interaction. It has
three subscales: Affective Responsiveness, Developmental Change,
and Behavior Shaping. '

Educator's Report Forms are used by In-Home Educators to assess
mother and child behaviors. Although less objective than the other
measures in that data are collected by program staff, they add more

. specific information. Data on the mothers' language were also col-
lected but have not yet been analyzed.

Child measures, administered in the child's dominant language,
include the Bayley Infant Scales of Development at age one and two
years'(Times 1l and 2); the Stanford-Binet administered at age 3
(Time 3); and Palmer's Concept Familiarity Index (CFI) administered
at age 3 (Time 3). Mazeika's Receptive Lanéuage Index has been
administered but data are not completely analyzed. Child behavicrs
were also assessed on .the MISS and the Educator's Report Forms, but
little of these data are completely analyzed.

- Process measures for quality control and program feedback have
also been developed but are tco extensive for reporting here.

)

Results P

How well has the Houstcn PCDC met its goals to date? How
effective has the program beef i;x meeting needs?

ERIC 50909




Tables 1 and 2 give results on the Maternal Interaction
Structured Situation (MISS) for Cohort E (second-year program group
only) . Experimental mothers showed a significant (p £.01) increase
(pre-post) on the control dimension, that is, in their ability to
grant autonomy or tolerate the independence of their children. Theix
increase (pre-post) in the provision of warmth and security for their
children was not significant, probably because mothers generally
show less warmth as children grow older. Exper1menta1 mothers were
significantly more autonomy granting (p £.01) and warmer (p ( .05)
than Control mothers.

Preliminary analysis (no Tables) of the new scales added to the
MISS for Cohort D (Time 3) indicated positive effects on the
Reinforcement or Praise dimension. Experimental mothers increased
their use of praise while Control mothers decreasged their use.
Experimental mothers also showed significantly more affection than
Control mothers at the end of the prugram (Time 3).

‘ Results on the HOME Inventory (Table 3) for Cohort E (second-
yeaf program only) indicated that Sub-sections 5 and 6 showed signi-
€icant differences between Experimental and Control mothers but the
other four sub-sections and the total score showed no differences.
Experimental mothers provided more appropriate play materials

(p ¢-05) and were more involved with their children (p <.05). On
Cohort D (Table 4) Sub-cection 2, a difference was found favoring
Control mothers with the Controls demonstrating lesg avoidance of
restriction and punishment than Experimental mothers (p (.05). On
Cohort F, preliminary analysis indicated no significant differences
between Experimental and Control mothers from Time 1l to 2.

Tables 5A, 5B, and 5C present results of the Psychological
Mindedness measure for Cohort D. Experimental mothers exceeded
Control mothers (p <.05) on the Developmental Change scale, that is,
in their knowledge of the developmental level of children. The
Behavior Shaping scale showed a positive trend and the Affective
Responsiveness scale showed no differences. No results are avail-
able for Cohorts E and F.
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Results from the Educator's Report Forms (Tables 6 and 7)
indicated positive changes in mother and child for the most part
and served to confirm the more objective results. ‘

Turning now to the child measures, we see more short-term
results. Tables 8-12 present data from the various cognitive
measures. Experimental children were more developmentally advanced
than Contrcl children on the Meital Development Index (MDI) of the
Bayley Scales of Infant Develcpment for Cohort D (p <.05) and
Cohort F (p <.0l) after one year in the program (Time 2), (see

. Pables 8 and 9). The only significant difference on the Stanford-
Binet (Table= 10-12) was for Cohort E (second-year program only) in
which the Experimental children were significantly higher (p <.01)
than the Coatrols at age 3 (Time 3). The difference for Cohort D
was nonsignificant, and Cohort F results are not yet available. On
the Concept Familiarity Index (CFI, Tables 11-12) significant dif~-
ferences (p 05! were found at Time 3 for both Cohorts D and E.
Educator's Report Form ratings of child performance *ndicated signi-
ficant improvement (p <0l) in the child behaviors of indepenaence
and competence for Cohort D (Table 8).

In general, it scems that short-~term results on children's
cognitive measures were the most readily achieved. Mothers appar~
ently made behavior changes in response to specific program curri-
culum and procedures, but more general behaviors and attitudes were
more resistant to change. Sometimes Experimental mothers* scores
increased but this varied with measures and cohorts. There was
‘1ittle consistence, except on the more specific criterion measure
of behavior. We realize that the mother's behavior change in teach-
ing and interacting skill is prcoably the most productive cf lorg~
term child success, so that we view these mother changes as extremely
important in the test of the model. Complete results from Cohort F
and preliminary results from Cohort G will be available before
replications of our PCDC model get underway in late 1975.

1
Q. | 80011 |




v4-1

{28 a,ou 9T = 43 :gezys otdues uOLoz
1°2€ 6°86T| G°SE 9°€TT{ 0°CE T°L6T Te30L
L'z 8°t st S°1 9°¢ 6°C 0°9 6°t °y o0°t 9°G 8°S aarjeboN
L'z €'¢ |0°T O0°C v'e 0°¢€ 6°s L°V 6°€ TV 6°S ¥°'S patdnodoaxgd’
c'v z°88l c°6 coetl t°8 9°tL| T'TE ¥oSLT) T°O0E P °SOTY ~°ST S°eS1 TexaInaN
0°s 9°¢ | 6°8 s°8tl s°8 €°9T] ¥°6 6°¥T }9°T¢ 6°0V 8°0Z ¥°tE DATIFIUDS ‘WICM !
UOTSUOWTd I0IIIV
1°2€ 6°86T |G°SE 9°€TZ! L°TE T L6T 1e304 o
G°0 T°0 |S°0 T°0 8°0 S°0 8°0 Z°0 S0 T°O T ©0°T 1OX3UOD SATOID0D  wei
8°s 2°8 |6°CT L°C L*L T°vT | 6°8 5°ST |8°€E T°S G°ST ¥p°LZ | BUTanlonIls SATSNIJUL Mw
6°8 0°25|coet s°vs | 6°01 6°25 | T°9T 8°TIT |r°oe 8°III pcog €°S01 puranjonxls ==
0T s°ve | 8°vt 2z | L°s8 €°2E | T°8Z L°OL }9°CTT ¥°96 6°8T 9°¢9 purzuexs Lwouony
uofsusawrd TOIIUOD
gs ueay jas ueal | as ueaRy | as ueay 1d4ds uean |ds ueay
€22 €1% a7 1% €aly A £106232D
gsobejuodoaod uUesy Lousnbox3g uean

(32 LYOHOD)

SNOISNGWIG NIHLIM SITYODIAIND NI YOIAVRIAE TUNIILVA J0
NOIZNGIYISIA 2 (SSIN) ATIWVS ATINLOAYLS NOILOWEIINI TVNIALVW

T 3189 ‘




TABLE 2
MATERNAL INTERACTION STRUCTURED SAMPLE (MISS):P
WEIGHTED SCORES ON CONTROL AND AFFECT DIMENSIONS

(COHORT E)
A. Group.EE: Pre-Post Comparison
. T2 T3 I3-T;
Dimension
. . Differ-
N Mean SD N Mean SD lence t
Control 16 3.171 .133}16 3.425 .118} .254 - 6.68*%
Affect 16 3.075 .125{16 3.134 .106}] .059 1.88
B. Group Comparison: Post Only
EE EC EE-EC
Dimension - -
i - Differ-
N Mean SD N Mean SD {ence t
Control 16 3.425 .114114 3.251 142 «174  3.39%:
Affect 16 3.134 .106}14 3.026 .102 .108 2.74*
*p <.05 **p <.01
Note: Weighted Scores for each subject were derived by multiplying

the frequency

category, summing the products,

WS

for each category by tic weight assigned to that

= 4-(fAG) + 3 (fs) + 2 (fxs) +1 (fcc)

Cc
WSC = Weighted Score for Control Dimensignr
pr = Frequency of Autonomy Granting
fs = Frequency of Structuring
fIS = Frequency of Intrusive Structuring
fcc = Frequency of Coercive Control
fT = Total Frequency
WS, = 4 (fw) + 3 (fN) + 2 (fp) + 1 (fNEG)
N
WS, = Weighted Score for Affect Dimension
&Q = Frequency of Warm, Sensitive
fN = Frequency of Neutral
£, = Frequsncy of Preoccupied
fNEG--— Frequancy of Negative
4 Total Frequency

and éividing by the total frequenc:



POST-TEST RESULTS OF THE HOME INVENTORY FOR MOTHERS
PARTICIPATING IN THE SECOND YEAR PROGRAM
(COHORT E)

TABLE 3

Heasure E . BET .
N Mean| N Mean [pifference t
HOME, T3
Category 13 '6.85 | 17 6.65 0.20
Category 13 5.69 117 5.71 -0.02
Category 13 4.54 | 17 3.94 0.69
Category 13 4.23 117 2.47 1.76
Category 13 2.92} 17 1.47 1.45
Category 13 3.15| 17 2.24 0.91
‘Total 13 27.38 1 17 22.24 5.14
*p <.05 Categories:

Emotional and Verbal Responsivity of Mother
Avoidance of Restriction and Punishment

n of Environment

f Appropriate Play laterials
Maternal Involvement with the Child
Opportunities for Variety in Daily Routine

Organizatio
Provision o
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TABLE 4
HOME INVENTORY RESULTS FOR MOTHERS
AT TWO DATA POINTS FOR TIME 3 SUBJECTS ONLY
(COHORT D) ’
,======)$——-—_—_—-_T=—ﬁ e —————— ———— !
Yeasure Dg : % Differ- t
N Mean SD | N Mean  SD| cence |
Home, T2
Category
1 20 8.0 2.7 23 7.7 - 2.1 3 0.48
2 20 5.5 1.1 23 5.4 1.2 .1 ]0.30
3 20 4.8 0.9 23. 4.3 1.3 .5 | 1.42
4 20 5.0 1.6 23 5.0 2.0 0.0 | 0.00
5 20 2.4 1.4 23 3.2- 1.5 < .8 [-1.79
5 29 g 1.3 | 23 3.8 1.6] + .1 |o0:32
Total 20 29.0 4.5 23 28.6 5.0 + .4 | 0.22
Home, T3 ' .
!
Category )
1 18 9.9 1.2 24 9.3 1.3 + .6 | 1.51
2 18 5.6 1.7 | 24 65 11| - .9 |-2.07
3 18 5.4 0.8 24 5.4 0.8 0.0 0.0C
4 18 6.2 1.9 24 6.1 2.4 + .1 0.2¢C
5 18 3.7 1.2 24 3.9 1.6 - .2 }-0.32
6 18 3.2 1.0 24 2.8 1.2 + .4 1.0¢
Total 18  33.9 4.6 24 33.9 5.2 0.0 | 0.0C
- e
Categories:
1. Emotional and Verbal Responsivity of Mother
2. Avoidance of Restriction and Punishment
3. Organization of Environment
4. Provision of Appropriate Play Materials
5. Maternal Involvement with the Child
6. Opportunities for Variety in Daitly Routine
8-7




TABLE 5A
PSYCHOLOGICAL MINDEDNESS RESULTS AT TIME 2 AND TIME 3 )
| FOR TIME 3 SUBJECTS ONLY
AFFECTIVE RESPONSIVENESS
(COHORT D)

Cell lMeans

Tz Tz X SD N
D .
Group E l 3.64 ! 3.34 3.49 (.62) 17
- Dot 367 3.31 3.49  ‘(.32) 18
3.66 3.32
Analysis of Variance Summary Table
Source DF SS MS E
Between
Group 1 .000 .000 .000
Error (B) 33 17.065 .517
Within
Time 1 1.932 1.932 £.640%
Group X Time 1 .014 .014 .049
Errer (W) 33 9.603 .291
Total 69 28.614 .415
*p - .05
8-74
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TABLE 5B »
PSYCHOLOGICAL MINDEDNESS RESULTS AT TIME 2 AND TIME 3
FOR TIME 3 SUBJECTS ONLY
DEVELOPMENTAL CHANGE
(COHORT D)

Cell Means

T2 Ts X SD N
D )
GROUP E 2.54 g 2.61 2.58 ( .48) 17
De 2.72 | 2.29 2.51 ( .30) 18
2.63 2.45
ANalysis of Variance Summary Table
Source DF SS MS F
Between
Group 1 .084 .084 .249
Error (B) 33 11.168 .338
Within
Time 1 .583 .583 2.686
Group X Time 1 1.094 1.094 5.038%
Error (W) 33 7.167 .217
Total 69 20.096 .291
*p .05
8-74
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TABLE 5C
PSYCHOLOGICAL MINDEDNESS RESULTS AT TIME 2 AND TIME 3
" FOR TIME 3 SUBJECTS ONLY
BEHAVIOR SHAPING
(COHORT D)

Cell Means
T2 T3 X SD

3.58 3.87 3.72 ( .59)
3.69 3.68 3.68 ( .50)
3.64 3.77

Analysis of Variance Summary Table

Source DF SS MS

Between

Group

" Error (B)

Within -
Time
Group X Time
Error (W)
Total




TABLE 6
EDUCATOR'S REPORT FORM: IN-HOME PROGRAM
(COHORT D: N=35)

- vn Pre, T, : Post, T, | Difference
Item -
Mean SD | Mean SD {Mean t
. Gain GPI  Sp
iother's Behavior
Involvement in
Lesson 15.19 3.03 17.79 3.08 |2.60(.52) .66 |3.94%*
Sefisitivity to
Child 17.50 3.56 |19.39 3.19 |1.89(.38) .68 [2.75%*
Responsibility
for teaching

child 13.63 2.62 |16.37 2.38 |2.74(.55) .45 |6.05**

Verbal skills
with child ~ }14.80 3.62 18.26 4.16 |3.46(.69) .79 4, 38%%

Non-verbal & -+
( . interaction
2 with child 18.67 3.60 19.40 3.17 .73(.15) .70 1.04

Child's Perfor-
mance 34.79 5.08 39.64 4.47 }4.85(.49)1.02 4.75%%

*%p ¢.01, di=34
GPI: Gain per item

Note: 5 items per scale for “Mother data
10 items per scale for Child data

8-74
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- TABLE7

(COHORT F: N=27)

EDUCATOR'S REPORT FORM: IN-HOME PROGRAM

Scale Pre, T1 Post, T2 Difference t
Mean SD |[Mean SD | Mean S -
Gain -
Mother Behaviors
Emotional Re-
lationship
with child 0.26 5.40 {22.52 3.02 |2.z6 .84 2.69%*
Teaching
attitude 9.74 4.08 [21.63 3.38 |1.89 77 2.47%
Teaching skill P6.78 6.64 |33.74 4.87 6.96 1.31 5.31%%
Knowledge 3.85 4.48 {20.15 3.12 |6.30 1.02 6.20%%
*p &..05, df=26
AR -
p ¢.01, df=26 Gain
Note: _per item
7 items per Emotional Relationship Scale D=2.2637=.32
7 items per Teaching Attitude -Scale 1.8927=.27
11 items per Teaching Skill Scale 6.96%11=,63
6 items per Knowledge Scale 6.3036=1.05
8-74
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TABLE 8°
COGNITIVE MEASURES ON CHILD
AT TIME 1 AND TiME 2

(COHORT D)
Cell Means
MDI,T,  MDI,T, X SD N
D ;
Group E ‘ 87.4 96.9 | 92.1 (12.7) 31
Do | 8.3 | ss.s | 889 (14.8) 28
"~ 88.3 92.9
Analysis of .Variance Summary Table
Source DF SS MS F
Between
. Group 1 304.8 304.8 .78
Error (B) 57 22226.0 386.9 .05
Within
Time 1 631.6 631.6 3.19
Group X Time 1 791.0 791.0 3.99%
Error (W) 57 11282.9 197.9 .00
Total 117 35236.3 301.1 .00
*P L 05
. 8-74
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TABLE 9
COGNITIVE MEASI:RES ON CHILD
AT TIME 1 AND TIME 2
(COHORT F)

Cell Means

MDI, Ty MDL,T, X $p N
rowp  FE| 982 97.9]  97.6 5.3 32
Fc 1 100.6 8.9 94.8 7.3 30

99.3 93.1

Analysis of Variance Summary Table

3022

t Source DF se MS F

Between )
Group 1 250,453 250.453 2.996
Error (B) 60 5016.188 83.603

Within
Time 1 1207.812 1207.812 18.018%*%
Group X Time 1 844.766 844.766 12.602%*
Error (W) 60 4021.922 67.032

Total 123 11341.141 92.204

** p <.01
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TABLE 10
STANFORD-BINET IQ RESULTS
FOR CHILDREN AT END OF SECOND YEAR OF PROGRAM (T3)
(COHORTS D and E)
Cohort N Mean SD

Dg. and Eg 36 98.6 11.2
D, and E¢ 40 93.3 13.2
diff. + 5.3

t 1.86 '
2(010

Ep 16 9/.9 6.38
Ec 16 88.2 8.2
diff. + 9.2

t 3.55
p <.01

Dg 20 ‘ 99,2 14.4
D¢ - 24 96.3 15.3
diff. + 2.9
t 0.62

p NS

P - -

8-74
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TABLE 11

TEST RESULTS FOR CHILDREN AT SUCCESSIVE DATA POINTS

FOR TIME 3 SUBJECTS ONLY

(COHORT D)
tleasure DE Dc (oo ;
- — Differ- t
N Mean SD N Mean SD ance -
Bayley, Ty -
Age 20 12.6 2.3 {24 15.0 2.2} - 2.4 »
PDI 20 95.2 18.3 24 98.5 17.8] - 3.3 (+0.62
MDI 20 84.9 24.4 |24 87.4 22.7}] - 2.5 |-0.35
Baylez, Tz
Age 19 22.4 1.7 (24 25.4 2.1f - 3.0
PDI 19 99.5 8.4 |24 99.7 12.7 - .2 [|-0.07
MDI 19 100.4 6.7 |24 88.4 13.5] +12.0 3.55%¢%
S"B‘ T3
Age 20 32.0 2.2 |24 34.4 1.1 - 2.4
1Q 20 99.2 14.4 |24 96.3 15.3} + 2.9 0.62
CEL, T3
Age 16 37.2 1.8 |15 38.2 1.8| - 1.0
Form 16 3.2 1.1 15 2.5 1.0} + .7 ‘2.05%
Non-Form 16 28,9 7.7 {15 28.1 7.6| + .8 0.39
Total 16 32.1 8.4 |15 30.5 7.7f + 1.6 0.55
;7 (oos ) B
ke %.:.01
Bayley: Bayley Scales of Infant Development
PDI : Psycholmotor Development Index
MDI : Mental Developmental Index
S-B : Standford-Binet
CFI : Concept Familiarity Index
8-74
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TABLE 12
TEST RESULTS FOR CHILDREN PARTICIPATING
IN SECOND YEAR PROGRAM

(COHORT E)
—
lieasure Eg BQ Differi{ t
L N Mean SD |N lean SD | °"¢€
Bayley, T3
Age (Mos.) | 16 24.3 2.0 16 25.3 2.3
MDI 16 78.6 10.5 {16 82.6 15.5] - 4.0 |0.84
PDI 16 97.6 24.0 {16 97.6 26.91 - 0.5 |0.0S
S-B, T3
Age (tlos.) | 16 30.5 1.63 6 31.0 1.51
L33
. IQ 16 97.9 6.38 {16 88.2 8.2+ 9.2 |3.55
CFI, T3 ‘ ,
$ Correct 15 64.1 9.8 {3 52.0 15.4 | +12.1 |2.41

* n¢.05 *  Bayley: Bayley Scales of Infant

* p .01 Development

Note: Cohoit E parti- ‘DI : Mental Developmental Index

cipated in the second PDI : gsgchomotor Developmental
ndex

year or In-Center pro-
gram only, therefore
there is no Time 1 data.

Stanford-Binet
Concept Familiarity Index

S-B
CFI
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PREDICTION OF SUCCESS IN A PARENT EDUCATION PROGRAM
Larry J. Brandt

University of Houston

Dr. Leler has just presented data supporting the effectiveness
of the Houston Parent-Child Development Center's parent education
program. For an ongoing intervention program such as the one des-
cribed by Dr. Leler, it is necessary but insufficient to demonstrate
the superiority of the experimental group over the control group.
For the.purpocses of scientific analysis as well as program excellence
it is revealing to examine the program effects on the individual '
participants. The question takes the form: Who benefited? In what
manner are beneficial program effects distributed across individual
program families?

One method of conducting such an investigation is to examine the
relationship between a set of baseline or demographic variables, '
hereafter referred to as predictor variables, and a set of evaluative
measures, hereafter referred to as outcome variables.

The correlation coefficients presented in Table 1 indicate the
deqree of association between six predictor variables at child age
cne (T1) and two outcome variables at Time Two (T2) (after one pro-
gram year when the child is two years old) and between the same pre-
dictor variables and three outcome variatles at T3 (after two program
years at child age three) for two successive cohorts, D and F.

Notice that for the control groups the correlation matrix reveals a
clear pattern of expected results. More specifically, the Bayley
Mental Development Index (MDI) T1 correlates moderately with MDI, T2
(.45, .27) HOME T2 (.33, .47) Stanford-Binet (S-B), T3 (.41) and cor-
relates strongly with HOME, T3 (.72) and Concept Familiarity Index
(CFI), T3 (.77). Likewise, the Bayley Psychomotor Developmental
Index (PDI), Tl shows a similar trend with MDI, T2 (.64, .24) HOME,
72 (.45, .23), S-B T3 (.73), HOME T3 (.31), and CFI, T3 (.28). The
demographic variables, income, mother's education and number of chil-
dren, correlate moderately with the outcome variables in the expacted
direction as does the home environment variable, HOME, Tl.
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However, for the experimental group the pattern of results is
markedly dissimilar. The MDI and PDI predictors crossed with the 14
outcome measures show 5 negative correlations, and 9 moderate-low
correlations, none of which are significantly different from zero.
Similar results occur with the demographic predictors in which 9 of
the 16 correlations show a'relationship opposite to that expected--
keeping in mind that one would expect number of children to correlat:
negatively with the outcome variables.

This 1ack of pattern“for the experimental groups vis-a-vis the
control groups can be interpreted as a differential treatment effect
on the experimental group wherein those families who scored at the
low end on the predictor variables scored relatively higher on the
outcome variables. .

Table 2 presents a more detailed look at this phenomenon. Con-~
trol Ss again are presented alongside experimental Ss in order to
show the differential effects of the intervention program. The basic
theme of Table 2 is as follows: Given that subject A's predictor
score fell in the upper or lower half of the predictor distribution,
what is the probability that his outcome score will be in the upper
or lower half of the outcome distribution?

Of course it would be helpful if there were some absolute cri-
terion of success, such as there is in passing a driver's examination
Thus, one could talk about predicting success or failure rather than
merely predicting higher or lower scoreg without knowing the relation
ship between those scores and meaningful real life events. That con-
cern notwithstanding, a more immediate issue presents itself. There
are two MDI, T2 distributions, one for the experimental groups com-
bined and one for the control groups combined. The control group
distribution was selected as the best estimate of MDI, T2 success or
failure. )

-0

Inspecting the first row of Table 2, it can be seen that for ihe
control group, 61% of the Ss whose scores fell in the lower half of
the MDI, Tl distribution also had scores in the lower half of the MDI
T2 distribution. For the experimgntal group, however, only 19% of
the Ss whose scores fell in the lower half of MDI, T1l, also fell in
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the lower half of MDI, T2. Line 2 shows that 43% of the control Ss
who scored high at T1 scored low at T2.

These data suggest that the contrcl gioup Ss who score low on
MDI, Tl are more likely than not to score low on MDI, T2 and simi-
larly Ss who score high on MDI. 71 are more likely to score high on
MDI, T2. Such predictions do not hold up for the experimental group-
In fact, just the opposite is true--low performers on MDI, Tl can
expect ‘to do better on MDI, T2 than high perfomers on MDI, T1,
although both groups can be expected to do quite well at T2.

The PDI, T1 measure has no predictive value for the control
group, but it does not replicate the MDI predictor data for the
experimental group. .

Income appears to be a premier predictor for both experimental
and control Ss. Families with high incomes, relatively speaking, have
children who do well on MDI, T2 whether they have been in the progran
or not. ’

Control children whose mothers have low education do just as
well on MDI, T2 as children of more educated mothers. Experimental
children appear to be slightly better off with better educated
mothers.

The number of children in the family does not affect control Ss
scores on MDI, T2 but it does predict high scores for those experi-
mental subjects who have more siblings.

HOME is similar for both the experimental and control groups in
that it predicts that Ss who score low on HOME, Tl will more likely
score high on MDI, T2 than S's who score high on HOME, Tl. This
finding is in agreement with the MDI, T1, PDI, T1, and number of
children for the experimental group, but it is in disagreement with
the findings for the control group. Since the HOME subject pool is
relatively small this result might well be spurious. '

One noteworthy disadvantage of the Table 2 data presentation is




that only 20%-25% of the experimental Ss scored in the lower half of
the MDI, T2 distribution, since thet distribution was based on
control group scores.

Table 3 presents a more detailed examination of predictor vari-
ables for the experimental Ss. High and low MDI, T2 outcome scores
were redefined by basing them on the distribution of scores from
experimental Ss only. The picture that emerges frcm the data in
Table 3 is rather different from the one just discussed in Table 2.

Looking first at the four variables which on Table 2 yielded a
prediction in the opposite direction to what one would expect (namel:
MDI, PDI, number of children, HOME), it can be seen here that the
MDI, Tl and PDI, Tl predict a greater likelihoood of success on MDI,
T2 for initially high scores, rather than initially low ones.
Number of children and HOME show a weak trend in the same direction.
Inspection of the remaining three predictor variables also reveal
that Ss who score low or medium low on the predictor have a greater
probability of scoring low on MDI, T2 than those Ss who sbored high
or medium high on the predictor. It is noteworthy that income has
maintained its status as premier predictor.

The Educator's Report Form (ERF) is a behavior cbservation
rating scale filled out by the In-Home Educator at the conclusion of
every fourth lesson. It is comprised of 32 items which assess
several aspects of the mother's child rearing knowledge and inter-
action style. ERF, Tl and ERF, T2 refer to the first and last
assessments during the first program year.

Which predictor variables tell us something about mothers' chilc
rearing styles after they have been in the program for one year?
They all do, although PDI, Tl and ERF, Tl appear to be the strongest
predictors. .

The consistency of the predictor variables in relation to two
completely different outcome variables, namely child mental develop-
ment and mother child rearing style, is rather impressive. One could
speculate on whether these variables have wide generality in predict-

ing a variety of outcome measures. I believe they do. However, what
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is clear is that they provide us with some information about who can
be expected to do well in our praogram. The two outcome variable
scores, Child MDI, T2 and Mother ERF, T2, will be highést when the
child's MDI, Tl and PDI, Tl scores are high, when the family income
is high, when the mother's education is high, when the number of
children is small, and whén the mother scores are high on ERF, Tl
and HOME, T1l.

These findings, in showing that Ss scoring high on predictor
variables also score high o» outcome measures, appear to be in con-
flict with the correlational results which showed that Ss who scored
at the low end of the predictor variables scored relatively higher on
the outcome variables. The answer to this pseudo-dilemma centers on
the amount of change between Tl and T2 versus outcome status at T2.
The results presented in Tables 1 and 2 reveal that the intervention
treatment not only creates a marked dissimilarity between the experi-
mental and control groups, but that those experimental families who
have the lowest scores and therefore the most to gain from this pro-
gram are indeed the ones gaining the most. That fact notwithstanding
the expcrimental Ss who start higher and gain less, are still more
likely to score higher on the outcome measures than the low starters.
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TABLE 1

PREDICTOR-OUTCOME CORRELATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS
FOR COHORTS D AND F AT THE END OF THE FIRST (Tz)
AND SECOND (T3) PROGRAM YEAR

Outcome: '1'2 Outcome: T3
MDI HOME S-B HOME CFl
Predictor |Cohort _f;‘;fﬁl E:g:ﬁ- c Ele Elc ElCc E
MDI, T, D 45% 37 33 29} 41* 40] 72* 36| 77* ~05
F | 27 -07 47* 06
PDI, T, D 64* 30 45* 18] 73* 36} 31 29} 28 -24
F 24 -19 23 =17
Income D
F 56* 16 40* 10
Mother
Education D 31 42 .32 =02 54* =-09] 45* 16} 26 =32
F 09 =21 -09 23
Number of
Children D |-26 34 -34 46J—39 13|-37 25|-43* 14




TABLE 2

PERCENTAGE OF LOW AND HIGH OUTCOME SCORES

CALCULATED FOR EACH LEVEL OF THE PREDICTOR VARIABLES

FOR EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL SUBJECTS

MDI, T2
Predictor Control Experimental
Low High N Low High N
MDI, Ty Low 61% 39% (33) 19% 81% (36)
¢ High } 43 57 (37) 26 -74 (31)
PDI, Ty Low 54 46 (26) 21 79 -(34)
High | 53 47 (33) 27 73 (30)
Income Low 70 30 (30) 37 63 - (27)
High | 29 71 (24) 9 91 (32)
Mother Low 52 48 (25) 25 75 (32)
Ed.
High] 52 48 (29) 20 80 (30)
Children More| 52 48 (23) 14 86 (28)
Feweq 52 48 (31) 32 68 (34)
HOME, Ty Low 47 53 (15) 18 82 (17)
High| 60 40 (15) 27 73 (15)
) Notéé— The MDI, T2 distribution is based on control group scores
only.

8-74
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TABLE 3
PERCENTAGE OF LOW AND HIGH OUTCOME SCORES
CALCULATED FOR EACH LEVEL OF THE PREDICTOR VARIABLES
FOR EXPERIMENTAL SUBJECTS

MDI, T2

Predictor Low High

Mother Ed.

More

1. More
M. Fewer
Fewer

Children

L
ML
MH
H

L

ML
HOME, T, MH

H

- e e — e ——— —— & st

Note: L = low, H = high, M = medium.
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CORCURRENT AND LONGITUDINAL RELATICNSHIPS
BETWEEN MOTHER AND CHILD VARIABLES

Alfred J. Kahn

University of Housten

The basic purposes of the Parent-Child Develcpment Center are
to develop and test the educational model. It is also helpful to
see which pzarticipants benefit from the parent education program.

Dr. Leler's and Dr. Brandt's presentations have presented that sort
of data. At the same time though, correlatioral analysis of the
longitudinal data for the mothers and children yields very interest-
ing information. It's interesting for two reasons. First, it clari-
fies the results of the comparison of groups across time by examining
the relationships between variables at various points. This enables
us to see if mother behaviors that affect children's development are
in fact being changed by the program. Second, we are also using a
number of new, not yet widely used measures, notably Betty Caldwell's
Home Inventory and Frank Palmer's Concept Familiarity Index. I
think that it's worthwhile to see what realtionship these measures
have to the more traditional measures which we're using with the
children in the sample.

Four sets of dataare presented: first, the stability of mother
and child measures over one-year periods; second, the concurrent and
longitudinal relationships within the set of child variables over
one or two years; third, concurrent and longitudinal relationships
within the set of mother variables over one or two years; and finally
the concurrent and longitudinal relationships between child and
mother variables. The data are in the form of correlation coeffi-
cients, in Tables 1 through 6.

Measures
Mother Measures:
1. HOME INVENTORY, a 45-item checklist of characteristics of
the home environment, based primarily on observation of the
mother and child in the home.
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2. Psychological Mindedness, a structured, open-ended inter-
view with the mother about child rearing issues., Mother
responses are rated on three dimensions: Affective
Responsiveness (AR), Developmeatal Change (DC), and Behavior
Shaping (BS).

3. fTwo attitude scales, the Traditional Family Ideology (TFI),
and the Index of Achievement Values (IAV).

Child lieasures:
1. Bayley Scales of Infant Development, Mental (MDI) and
Motor (PDI) Scales ' '
2. Stanford-Binet (S-B)
3. Concept Familiarity Index (CFI)
4. Receptive Language Inventory (RLI)

Presented in each table are data for all groups and for groups
combined within cohorts. In many cases there are contradictions
between results for the experimental and control groups. In some
cases it may be that program effects for the experimental group have
changed the normal relationship whick one might expect, and which are
found in the control group. In other instances, there is no readily
available explanation.

Results

In Table 1, stability of maternal variables, the most notable
result is the stability of the HOME Inventory over a one-year period.
Over the age range from 2-3 and the age range from 1-2 the correla-
tions in all groups are positive and most of them are fairly highly
positive. The HOME seems to be a stable measure at least for one-
year periods. On the verbal measures, the two attitude scales (TFI
and IAV), show stability over one :ear. On the Psychological Minded-
ness, however, only one of the dimensions, Behavior Shaping, seems to
be stable for experimental group participants. Correlations indi-
cating stability of child variables are presented in Table 2. We
obtained mixed results on the Bayley scales. In some cases there
seem to be moderatley high significant correlation coefficients
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between age 12 months and age 24 months Bayley scores. However, this
is not a consistent finding. The Receptive Language Inventory seems
to be stable over the period of 1 year.

Concurrent and longitudinal relationships among child measures
are presented in Tables 3 and 4. Again; expsrimental and control
groups are presented both separately and combined. At ages one and
two., concurrent Bayley scores (MDI and PDI) are usually related to
each other. At age 3, all 3 cognitive measures, the Stanford-Einet,

. the Concept Familiarity Index, and the Receptive Language Inventory,

are related to each other. For groups combined, the felationships<
among those three measures are all significant. Among the longitu-
dinal relationships, the Stanford-Binet is predicted by the PDI at
age 1 and by the MDI at ages 1 and 2. The Concept Familiarity Index
is predicted by the Receptive Language Inventory at age 2.

Relationships among maternal variables are presented in Table 5.
Of the concurrent correlations all three Psycholocgical Mindedness
dimensions are related to each other but not to much else. The
Traditional Family Ideology and the Index of Achievement Values, both
attitude measures, are related to each other. Longitudinally, the
Traditional Family Ideology at age 2 predicts verbal measures TFI,
IAV, and Psychological Mindedness at age 3. Interestingly enough,
the HOME Inventory is not related to the verbal measures, either con-
currently or longitudinally.

The interrelationships of mother and child measures are pre-
sented in Table 6. Concurrently, the HOME Inventory is related to
the Mental Developmental Index at age 2 and to the Concept Familiar-
ity Index and the Stanford-Binet at age 3. The Affective Responsive-
ness dimension of Psychological Mindedness is concurrently related to
the MDI at age 2 and to the Stanford-Binet at age 3. Longitudinally,
the HOME Inventory at age 2 predicts the Stanford-Binet at age 3, and
interestingly enough, the MDI at age 1 predicts the HOME Inventory
at ages 2 and 3. '
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Discussion

Replicated in this sample of low-income Mexican-American fami-
lies are some relationships which are found in other disadvantaged
groups. The child cognitive variables in the age range from 1-3 were
related to each other and to measures of the hLome environment. This
is consistent with the literature on child development in disadvan=-
taged families. .

The HOME Inventory, a behavioral measure, is more stable aad
more consistently related to child performance variables than the
maternal verbal measures.

Research in this area should continue to focus on the observed
behavior of mothers with their children and maternal reports of con-
crete zvents rather than on measures of maternal attitudes.
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TABLE 1
STABILITY OF MATERNAL VARIABLES

[leasure Group- N g;;i r 2]
HOME Inventory D 18 2-3 .90 ok
- . *
. Do . 22 2-3 .50
- 1 2 2 ]
Dp & Dc 40 2-3 «54
- ¥
FE 32 1-2 .35
- | wnx
FC & FN 40 1-2 .56
- L 2 3]
Fo & Fc & Fy 72 1-2 .50
Traditional Family
Ideology DE 20 2-3 .50 L
- &
Do 19 2-3 .61
- T2
D, & nc 39 2-3 «57
Index of Achievement )
Values D, 20 2-3 .20
. - *
Do 19 2=3 .49
- t 2 ]
Dp & Dc 39 2-3 .47
Psychological
Mindedness
Affe:tive .
Responsiveness D, 17 2-3 .42 '
Do 18 2-3 |=.05
Developmental
Change Dg 17 2-3 «57 *
Do 18 2-3 |-.15
. D, & Dc 35 2-3 .16
Behavior Shaping D, 17 2-3 .61 *
- *
D & Dc 35 2-3 .43
Note: ', p <.10; *, p <.05; **, p <.01; ***, pc ,00l.

Time span expressed in terms of child's age in years.
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TABLE 2
STABILITY OF CHILD VARIABLES

Measure Group N _§§2§ r P
Bayley MDI DE 32 1-2 .38 *
Do 28 1-2 .43 *
DE & Dc 60 1-2 .36 bdd
Fo 32 1-2 -.07
’ Fo & Fy -~ 46 1-2 .31 L
Fp & Fo & Fylgz {12 | .11
Bayley PDI DE 32 1-2 .48 bl
Dc 28 1-2 -.02
DE & Dc 60 1-2 .27 *
Fp 32 1-2 -.13
Fo & Fyy 40 1-2 .31 '
Fp & F, & Fy 72 1-2 .14
Receptive Language Index DE 11 2-3 .50
Dc 15 2-3 .83 bkl
Dp & Do 26 2-3 cT2 | RAH

Note: ', p ¢.10; *, p €.05; **, pc.01; ***, p ¢.001.
Time span expressed in terms of child's age in years.
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TABLE 3

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN BAYLEY SCORES AT 12 AND 24 MONTHS

Group FE
N = 32
Ty T2
PDI MDI PDI MDI
41*
-13° T =24 T
-19 -07 24
Group Fc
N = 40
Tl T2
PDI MDI PDI MDI
R 22
31 27
24 31’ Blhx*
Groups Fg. FC & FN
N =72 -
T T2
PDI MDI PDI MDI
3822
14 07
06 11 64%***

Group DE
N = 34
T Ty
PDI MDI PDI MDI
PDI
Ty
MDI| 6O%** :
4
-T- PDI} 48%% 34
2
MDI] 45* 38* F4%x%*
Group Dc
N = 30
T Ty
PDI MDI  PDI MDI
PDI]
Ty
MDI| 52%* :
TZ PDY} ~02 ~04
MpI] 6o** 43* | 02
Groups D, & D,
N = 64
Ty Ty
PDX MDI  PDT MDI _
PDI ;
Ty z
MDI] 61%**
T PDIl 27* 16
2
MDI} 40%** 36%* § 27* :
09049




TABLE 4
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN CHILD MEASURES AT 12, 24, AND 36 MONTHS

Group DE
N = 16-20
T, T2 Ty
PDI MDI PDI MDI RLI CFI S-B RLI
PDI ~
Ty
MDI 69**
PDI | 28 19
T, MDI | 30 37 76kk*
RLI | 10 26- -49 . =24 . . ]
CFI | -24 ~-05 -09 ~-14 25
Ty s-B| 36 40° 41! 47*  -02 63%%
RLI | -04 -11 42 -05 50 26 - 16
Group Dc
N = 15-24
T, T, Ty
PDI MDI PDI MDI RLI CFI S-B - RLI
PDI '
Ty
MDI | 47*
PDI | -04 00
T, MDI 64*%  45% 08
RLI{ 28 64** | 26 17
CFI | 28 76** | 08 49" 68%
T3 S-B | 72*** 40' -02 52% 55% 64*
RLI | 68%%  72%%%| 22 44* g3kkk | g3xkk JERR*
Groups DE & Dc
N = 31-44
Ty T, T3
PDI MDI PDI MDI RLI CFI S-B RLI
o, PDI
1
MDI 58k %%
ppI | 07 06
T2 MDI 42%%  34* 20
RLI| 23 50%* | 13 00
CcFI | ~-01 347 02 25 T 53Rk%
T3 S-B 55%%% 3Q%k% 11 50%* 42* 63 n*
RLI 39= 37* 09 31 Tokkk | 53 %% 54 k%%
8-74
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. * TABLE 6
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MOTHER MEASURES AND CHILD MEASURES
AT CHILD AGE 12, 24, AND 36 MONTHS

Group DE 1
. N = 14-20 |
Ty Ty L
. _PDI__MpI__ PDI __MDI _RLI CFI  S-B  RLI
HOME[ 17 28 22 25 =33 02 26 =32
AR | 06 06 35 42' -38 -29 -08 -21
T, DC 08  -04 26 19 -31 | -04 32 16
BS |-18 ~19 36 27 13 35 31 10
_ TFI|-32 -10 | 55* 40'  -62* 06 30 -11
Iav | -16  -10 11 -0a -08 |-03 05 w210 !
HOME[ 29 36 | -06 28 -08 25 52% 13
AR | 01 24 36 23 =22 19 30 11
T, oc | -02 26 44" 40  -44 36 55% 08
Bs | -10 13 33 32 =20 15 29 -03
TFI | -22 05 14 o1  -52' 17 01 04
) 1av | 32 52+ 31 37 -26 -03 23 -26
. Group Dc
N = 15-23
Ty T, Ty
ppr  MpI __PDI _ _MDI _ RLI _ CFI  S-B ___ RLI
noMe| “50%  43% 12 a1’ 54% 50" 53%% 4%
AR | 45* 24 12 66%* 26 49 47+* 45%
T, pc | 39 32 -16 30 -06 | -07 17 14
BS 56%* 51 -03 33 21 28 40° 59%*
TFI | 50* ~15 07 25 =27 «22 42° 24
Iav | 58%** 14 -22 26 =07 00 44* 39
HOME 27  71***[ 05 26 67** | 45°' 29 63%*
AR | 33  -23 02 02  -03 12 46’ 20
T, pc | 22 18 10 08 24 01 15 34
- Bs | a4 00 |-01 10 19 34 68** 40
] TFI | 36 07 -07 10 =30 |-15 25 26
Iav | 26 02 |-26 08  -15 26 46* 30
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TABLE 6 (continuzd)

Groups D, & D

g & Dc
‘ N = 29-43
‘ ™ T, T,
PDI__ MDI__ PDI  MDI _ RLI _CFI_ S-B  RII
HOME 36* 36+ 15  33* 26 26  42%+ 28'
AR 22 14 21 43 02 06 14 10
pc 27* 18 =06 15 -07 =08 17 11
T, Bs 20 18 10 17 20 30  31* 35
TFI 15 -0 23 13 -28 =07 34% " 10
1av 33* 08 -13 -02 03 ~-0¢ 25 20
HOME 27'  56%%* 02 25  49%  38%  38%  48%*
AR 13 05 17 10 -05 16 3¢+ 14
?, pc o1 19 23  29' -08 30  do* 16
: BS 14 06 12 20 08 23 49%* 20
- I 10 -0 00 =02 =31 01 13 20
o 1av  30° 24 =09 02 -15 09  33* 17

Note: ' ’ B /\.10

s %

pHO48

r P <-05; **, p £.01; ***, p Z.001.




