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The New Orleans Parent Child Development Center
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K should encourage the development of competence in the child. The two
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the mother-child interaction observations and the measures of child
development. The New Orleans g:rent Chiid Development Center, as a
research -and developsent undertaking, is unique in several ways: Q)]
Basic research is conducted as regards changes in mother's behavior.
(2) Such changes are compared to repeated measurements of infants!
development. (3) Both of the above unique research efforts are used
to evaluate a longitudinal ihtervention program. At the end of two-
years, there was meaningful advance by the center grour infants
relative to the serial control infants on four of five subscales of
the Uzgiris-Hunt and on thé Wotor Scale of the Bayley administered at
19 and 25 months of age. These ,data are contrary to the bulk of

_previous literature. These significant findings. of program effect do
not T&sult from group differen¢es in socioeconomic status, basic
mother's characteristics, or from differential attrition.
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® ‘ ABSTRACT . -

&

The New Orleans Parent Child Development Center Intervention Mcdel hypothe-
sizes a series of effects: the ®hild Development and Family Life Ecucators'impart®
curricula designed to change mother's attitudes and behavior toward her child .
in wdys which should encourage the development of competence in the child.

The two single most importaat types of measures’of progrlam' effectiveness are
the mother-child interaction observations,, and the measures of child develop-

%

~ ment (Uzgiris—Humi:Sgaleg and The Bayley Scales of Infant ]\e/velopme at). -

1

The New OrleansfParent Child Developmen. Center, as a Research and Develop-
ment undertaking, is unique in several ways: )

1. , Basic resedrch is conducted as regards changss in .mothers'
' behavior. N .

2. Such changes are compared to repeated measure of i ts'
development. | '

4 -
. 3. Both of the ebove unihug‘research efforts are used to evaluate
a longitudinal interventior: program. o
- —_ ’

It was predicted that the first evidence of program effectiveness would be
changes in the mother-child interactions such that with increasing age of

the child and time his mother is in the program', the experimental mothers .
would spend, & greater percentage of their time in cognitively "optimal"
behavior with thesr children than control mothers. Most variables now ana-
ly-zed show a very strong and positive program effect on the Center mothers'
behavior toward their children. In the first Wave, experimental mothers
were significantly better than controls by 22 months of age. ~The Wave III ex-
perimental mothers begin to show significant differences from the Controls as
early as 12 months of age. We believe thi4 to be the résult of improved staff
experience and training and Center operation.
The ultimate evidence of the program effectiveness’ would be higher scores on
measures of competence for the experimental children than for the control
children. Conceptually, the New Orleans Parent Child Develdpment Center
Model does not expect differences ir: child outcome measures to be as strong at
the éhd of 2 years as they will be after 3 years of program intervention or sub-
sequ\ent"follow-up. The mdin reason for this is that.the mother is truly the pri-
mary change agent for the child. She must change before the child can change

3 ’
.
2 .
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. s . .
or benefit from the program. Therc is no short-term day care effect in our

model. At the end of twe years; there was meaningful advance by the Center

group infants relative to the Serial Control infants on 4 of & subscales of the
Uzgiris-ﬂu‘n_t_'and on the Motor Scale vf the Bayléy administered at 19 and.25 '\ /
months of age. These data are contrary to the bulk of p);e-vi’ous literature

which 'show a gradual decline jn test behavior designed to measure compe-

tence (for poverty children) after the first year of life.

-~

>

These significant ﬁn&n%s of program effect appear convincing. They do
not result from group differences in socio-ecoiomic status (SES), basié
mothers' characteristics such as verbal €kills or feelings of self-evalugtion,
or from differential attrition. Mothers were administered a battery of tests
measuring verbal IQ, personality ‘attributes, need for acpie\'rement, aﬂd" -
v ] attitudes towaxd education. There were no group differences between the v >
_ Center groups or control groups on IQ, basic demographic characteristics,
. or attitudes toward'education. The Centexr group mothers showed a slight
trend toward b2ing more "depressed" and having lower Achievement needs
than the control mothers. These data suggest that our obtained results are
e ‘ an und‘erestimate,of our program's effectiveness.

\ .

i .
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INTRODUC TIOXI

)

The New Orleans .’arent and Child Developmen: Center (NOPCDT) is an
. f _

N

~

attempt to increase lbw income moth rs' competence in raising their ced.

Eopefully, this program of inter vention will positively affect the cour=u

_From the informition providéd in this Table, we estimate that we will have com-

. ' - - e teme e,
their children's development. T ———

Research Design .

The structure and status of our research design can be seen in Table D-1.

¢ *

“

plgte data for thrire waves of mothers and infants by December, 1975. The first

of these is our p?lot wave, about which this report-is largely concerned. The

o
»

pilot wave consists of four groups of mothers:
- (1) The Center group comes to our cenfer twice a week to participate

in our intervention program. This program includes informatign

»

about child development, as well as other acﬁvitieé desighed to

increase competence in various aspects of family life. These

-

. include health, nutrition, cultural activities, home economics

s "
P

etc.
(2) T_he Homne Visit group do;as not come to the center, except for .
evaluati'or. purposes and health care which is available to all
participants, ihcluding comparison groups. They\receive

information regarding childg-development twice each week

1 ° -

from a home visitor.




. L . o

(3) The Serial Control groups, comparison group of nothers and

.

9 - .
infants, comes to the Center only for health care and periodic

- =

.

testing, but does not participate in our intervention program.

The Center mothers, Home Visit mothers, and Serial Control

4

~comparison group, return to the Center for testing app roximatsly

/

. ( )
every two m(\mths under identical testing schedules.

L]

——__ (4) Besause the testing sessions ace so freéquent and so intars ‘ve,

) ' itiis a possibility that the testing itself might have an effect.
1 . — )

T%: evaluate this, it"was cocsidered desirahle to include a group

1
'

4

——————

of mothers who come but once a year for ‘evaluation purposés .

) . This group is called the Yearly Control group. "I‘he Pilot

' \

wave of infants was approximately 26 months of age as _of the_
time da't‘a were analyzed (Jamiary, 1974). They and their \
: ! >
. ( '
i mothers had been in the program for 24 months.
: : | . .

Perhaps this implies a word cf cautich. The pilot group of mothers and
infants had to suffer through an administrative, educational and research staff v
<

" who were relativelyi‘less prepared tha=n at the current time t{Q manfge a complex

-

psycho-educational research and development effort. .

-

{Table D-1 indicates that a second wave oggfants was admitted ;to,t’:ll'le
, - J

+

- -

Center and Home Visit programs at about one yeat of age. Thess infants

had been seen from age 2'months unti} 12 months for serial testing, i.e.,

every two months before they entered the intervention programs.

’
A




Our thirc wave of mothers and infaats were recrvited when infants werse
two months of aga. This is a réplication of our pilot grodp and was added

becuuse it was felt that our staff, including the adrxiinifstrétive staff, were

better trained and, therefore, considerably more capable 'of, prov{dinég a test

( . of our educhonal intervention. The third wave includes a Center group .

,...L—«—-—-.—..._‘_\

B - ie M S
] SN Homn,SLLstt'gféi , and: & new Serial Control group. ———
L gt ""“—‘M ' . “"‘-..M\
) 3 The design of the New Orleans Parent Child Development Center. (as
' ‘ shown in Table D-1) is'an atterffpt to gain information regarding tyo major )

é ' problems. The first of these is whether parent information and education (as

- an intervention) ought to begin 231;' birth or at a later tjme in o’rder to be optimally

1 - “successful ,"* Perhaps, it is possible and feasible to achieve equivalent

) results with mothers whose infants are older; in our case, one year of age.

The nature of our evaluation design is also crucial in that it is an attempt *o

.

e

‘assess two "delivery systems," in the public health sense of the term: The

&

Center-based program vs. a less expensive, logistically sin-‘pler Home Visit

A . v o .

program.

Analytic Strategy '

\

N \ :
; The current analysis is based ‘upon the comparison of our pilot wave and

, our replication wave (Wave III), for the Center, the Serial Control, and Yearly
[} H ¢

Control groups.

*Successful is a word which is in quotationn marks bacause our definitions for
! - success are admittedly opera‘ional and arbitrary. They refsr to social and
cognitive competence. «




, ‘ oy ,;‘.-
A
'I‘xme consideraﬁons and thee’?enc reascnsdigtated the selection of

/

< l - )

. AW

these groups for analysis. The tgoretic- r.ea}gpp dre\ W
‘ \ -7 {

1. ‘Programmaﬁc effects‘should beif‘g'feater for Center groups than

} C, Horne V1%it groups.* T’ e change literature is consistent
in indicaﬁng that attitude change is fa.c1,11tated by group praostioes,
L3
rather than 1ndividua1 mstrucnonal methods. N

The plloct group should by this time, show changes in mothers'
attltudé’s and possibly developmantal changes in ;nfants

The repetitlon of the pllot grbups’ experiences as in Wave 5
) would serve to part1a11y conﬁrm data regardmg model effectiveness.
Until recently, "quality contpol“ for home visit groups was not
. - [ 3}

available. This is now being acccmplished by requiring routine
"quizzes" of home visit mothers' new knowledge. | )

Table D-2 presents the projected N's for the groups we are analyzing

~

and for a new wave (Wave IV) scheduled for recrmtment in September of 1974

“It should be noted that the group N's presented in the table do not reflect N‘

actually available for analysis, ‘due fo the problem of missing data. "Usablé

. i .

N

' N
“ repeated-measures analyses. : ; /. _

. <

Table D indmates ivlnch tests are given to children in Waves 1 and III

N'" is an esp‘ecially difficult problem with respect to mulﬂvni\ﬁte§nalyses and

~

o T

*We have some very preliminary-data regarding the pilot wave Home Visit
infants and these will be pfesented briefly. .

-~ T

~
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o b

\

at épeci,fic ages. The test numbers used in this ta‘gle are identified

0

lin Tabl&D-4. -

\

A\

Because of the amount of data requiring proc'es}ing, we chose to analyze only

the following measures for this report.

t

1. Measures related to mother's characteristics.
/

(a) ' Socio-economic statys (including measures of/mothers

/

psycho-social status as will be discussed bélow)

4

7 {b) Mother's Self Evaluation scale,

(c) The Ecucational Attitude Survey
! )

N

¥
2
- ! v

47/

(d) Mother's verbal skills, (Taken from the Corﬁprehansion; '

Similarities, and Vocabulary sub-tests of the Wechsler

[y

Adult Intelligence Scales) .
2, Outcome Measures:

(@). Mother-child unstructured intera :tions obtained

-

laboratory. o

(b) Mother—ch‘ild _unstructured interactions obtained

home.

~

{c) Uzgiris-Hunt Scales of Infant Develoﬁment.

(d) Bayley Scales of Infant Development

!
/
!

in the PCDC

Pe

in the -

Copieé of the scales used in collecting data for these tests are included

in Appendix é

Data Proces§ing

A few comments are in order regarding the process by which

data finds

its way from the tester's collection forms to the computer tapes which hold the

1\

14

/
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———

.person. These processed- -data cards contain the or1g1na1 1dent1ﬁcatlon field ', “

- ‘ 6
Master Data File (MDF) and the part which automated data piucassing plays in

tile process. Atthe time the raw data is collected, the tsster completas an

identification field which includes case, group, test used, wave number, sex, - .

age at testing, tester number, observer's number, test month and the tost,

v

~ data. Ifthis testis fora reliability analyses, an additional code is used.

For many of the tests, the initial data-recoding-form serves as the form used
v | : -

by keypunchers to producs verified card records of the data, For a few tasts,

such as the Uzgiris-Hunt, the item data must ba scored by hands and-a key——

punchable data form is produced by the scorer, who adds her scorer numbsr_ et

" -
3 s

Ve
to the identification f1e1d . .

-

At the end of each week ;- the data cards which have been keyp"nched from ‘

—- WA

‘that week's testing are processed \The cards are sorted by test number and

single computer program (SCORE) processes the datéfor each test. Output

hd e \ s

from SCORE; consists of a set of one or more cards for each test given t6, each Y ' |

d M
[SAS T
¥

(as tfansferred from the raw-data cards) and the test scores. (Forc épme— ,;r_f

[
1 A i
tests, relevant item data is also transferred to thefse cards). = . '-:j;; ”fjf;ﬂ{ o

“w? /
~ ;u/ 13

The processed -data cards are then ready for, addltion to the MDF by the

AP
’.'/ Ry ,-;_' -"(‘

program EDITOR. EDITOR isa comprehensxve data manag‘emant{program

rr -.v.

af N

written specxﬁcally for the several NOPCDC data f11es i It car;i'.‘pe ‘used to .

/ ‘ ‘

I 1 -
1) Add a new set of cards to every casé in a f1le, as,when a new test is

'\:'l "

added to the schedules (2) Replace obsolste or erroneous cards ina file

('f.

with current cards, (3) Insert 1nd1v1dua1 cards {nto a file .. (8) Delete carfgs
X ’

’

\ - 15




from gz file. and (5) Print and/oY punch selected cards in, a file.

The NOPCDC Data Files | \

~

(1) The Raw- D'1t1 I‘lleA Aftar raw~-data cards have been processed

/ by SCORE,’ tney are added to the end of the raw- data tape file.

’ b Per1od1cally the data on tht- ..o is sorted, so that the data is

art»ahged casewise, '}Jy test numbar within cases’, Wy tes: month
N e by \ ]
within tests, and by card number within test month.

.
e LI [
A

1 o
(2) "<The Short MDF. Another tap3 file contain's(\the processed—data

°, ‘cards produced hy-SCORE but with incomplete case records.

12

. M1ss1ng from each case record are blank ID-—field-only cards .

for data not yet collected’for that case. Hence, records in the \

‘'short MDF may contain a different num‘oer of cards for each

T
case. ! ‘

The CompIete MDI‘ This file is the core of the data storage

P

system a,t the NOPCDC. It contains, for each case, all the

prccessed-—data cards ever produced for that case and all missing-/ ’
. , |
data cards requlred to complete the case record A missing-data /

card is inoluded for each processed-[iata card which is not /

I

present in the file. Hence each cas}e record conta1ns a complete/ .
N I

‘8et of cards for all tests which are scheduled for admxmstr/ihon

between 2 months and 3 years of 7ge. As data is collected on a'.,
: A ;
/

" e (] 3 ‘ 1 (
child, EDITOR is user! to replace missing-data cards with -

li

processed-data cards.

‘

16
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B N . .
l ’ e A . . ?
‘e ks ~ .

f- e —— . 8
" * i . ’ - ‘ -
t * ) Ll
(4)  Finally, various statistical library files are maintained which
: |
3‘- -permit rap1d analy81s of all or part of the MDF without the

necessity of actually reading the MDF each time an analysis

-

"~ . B
is performed. These files are the core of the data analysis systein

E‘ - \ v . .
v / - N\ - at the NOPCDC ‘ - ot -
5:{; ’ I J ‘; The MDF has only recently been compiled and made operational. It
- . \ o 15/ expected that, with perlOdlC maintenance of the MDF and the stattstlcal
. } . - 7 library. f11es the efﬁmency and speed of future data analysis will be greaily
j . ' mcreased. (Append‘i.x' C contalns a detailed description of all data cards and
2 data files in use.) . - o b -{ . ) C !
— v
' Model Feasibility - - SaF - , ) -
. e - Before begmmng a descr1ptlon of the program, which will inclode a ~
. o

descrlpnon of our. 1nte’rvenhon program and a resume of our evaluation efforts,
S v
it is necessary to report about the practicality of the model as such One manner -

W

! - of measurmg a model's fe a31b111ty is to note the results of our recrultment efforts.
These have been fully “described and documented in premous progress reports.
i “ ' ltpproxlmately one-third of-those approached for inclusion in our Center and
b : Home Visit program accepted our approach and bscame program p,;artmlpants.
We are very much interested in rearons for non-participation. These

*

vary and ‘or the most part consist of 1ntentlon of returning to work or returning

———

i ‘ N to school. There are, fortunately, few instances of refpsal to participate be-

sause of hostility towards /our program and its implications. This last point

» . .

<«

(U is‘al‘nportant'because our participants are inner-city residents who are

°

x : i . {
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below the poverty‘ level. They are, defacto, black.
ft is possible that a model bated upon evening or weekend scheduling
would be attractive for many.* For those who do not participaie because of

a desire 10 further their education, ' one readily thinks of the schgol curricula

- -
‘

1nciudfn{, soms of the gpncepts which ve try to 1ntioduce in our ¥CDC (,enter
At'trition’r_a.es are less than 30% after 16 months of program operation and about

50% for some groups after two years.** _Reasons' for dropping from our program

-«

, primarily involve disirBerest and re/tui'n {o work.

.Cassg Selection o S .
A ° ’ 2
We pre selected for inclusion into our study only those infants who Werp

)

notpremature did not have congenital defects, and those mothers who dld not

S - Y
have major complicaﬁons of pregnancy or labar. Further, we excluded mothers
- ~ ] . ‘ - -

swho were less than 17 years of age, and also mothers who had more than five

H \ .
- (5) siblings, To the extent that mothers were black, had infants who were / P

bio‘io\gicaliy healthy (as far as medical records would predict) and who lived
w1th1n the' same area Of New Orleans, we felt that we were dealing/thh a

fairly homogenous group . Thus, our,experimental and comparison group

pilot wave of mothers should be quite equivalent, even though we did not-

randomly assign the pilot Wave. .Nevertheless, the pilot wave groups were not -

»
s

‘B

”

*We have never recruited a wave of mothers for whom stipends were >
available as an alternative to domestic work, for example. ‘The addition
of stipends should enhance recruiting efforts for Wave 1V.
- ’
**Since stipends have been added, there have been few drops.

-

Ly

-~
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speok to this peint. Subssquent waves were randor.ly recruited and assigned.
3y ‘

.~

. "

Pt e e
~

i

Curricula ) \\ L . ) ) .
i
. The following ;'-urric\ lum materials have been prepared (or are in -
various stages of preparatiop) . _ | .
B | 3 .,
1. "In the Beginning" - An'in'fant (bir.tfh to 6 months), deve_lbpm‘ent' e

PR : ] . . .
COPY AVAILABLE , - 10

Q, . » . -
different as regards age, marital status, number of children, nature of /

residence, education, need for welfare assistance, and other such demographic

variables. Previous progress reports and newly ok_)tained data to be presented "/
¢

] S
Ec&ucatj()n of Mothérs . w

] o trat
I

Staff eduqa{ors are nonprofessional workexs wht have been trained by

/
th.e Center!s supervisory staffi. Much of this trainii;g was in conjunction, with-
' ' o N .
. . 3 . 4 .
a¥ - _ulleys and carried college credit. Curricula manuals have been prepared
. ) . o , S p o -
for muc. oiow aining program. These materials are-being made available

s

P

~ §\

as they are developed. The curricula for. the first year of life hav?een pre-~
. * ot ‘f'
pared by the educators and the supervisory eduqéﬁonal staff. Thié*served the

purpose of both training the educators for their task of teaching, as well as
pfoviding a'record of the educational activity of our ce}ltér. ‘We felt that by

,

helping to vs\rg'ite this daily curricula, the educators would not only remember

. o

. . #
fact about child development, and daily activities to be uti'liz“ed_; but would

‘ )
understand and impart the theoretic underpinning of child development.

‘curriculum. This is completed.
v

‘ N . ,
2. (“Teacher's guide for 'In the Beginning." Completed.




~ 3 "Explorer." Educator's and mother curriculum for 6-12 months.,

- . »

\ Completed.

|

. /
4, Tedcher: guide to th» Explorer. Projected completion date March

1874. Draft now availabl‘%. ; , R

4

[ I

Health Curriculum and Training Manual for use by cducators.

Completed and final drafts will be available by February 15, 1474.

-

6. .Social Service Curriculum and Training Manual for this curriculum.
First draft will be available March 18, 1074,

7. F1rst draft o? the 'I‘oddler Carncula for the years 1-3 have beén
&

prepared Scheduled revmlons of these curncula w111 ‘be available

-

June 1, 1974. Imnal drafts are now ava1lable -

"Baby Book" for mothers to chart infants deve“lopment Completed.
8

1 9. Curnculum for Family L1fe Education, 1ncludmg trammg for home—
making skills, egd educatxon aimed to increase competence and |
provide a sense of self worth. The preparation of this’ curnculum‘
has just bsgun and no deadline ~for completion hes been s;e_t. How-
ever, education for Family Life l;'as been an ongoing pr(_)cess .

Descripﬁon of the Model

£

Initially we, conceived the NOPCDC model to be a "competence" mo"del‘

1 . , -

for mothers. ‘Competence mey be described as (and may be synonomous with)
a problem-solving modefl. In general we feeli that mothers who are brought to
feel they can cope with life's many probl,/ems and who have' been given

pride in their capability and hentage will be able to beneﬁt from child Ve

development education. This feeling of corr'petence about oneself should 1mprove N\

o .
»
[y

N
\

~
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<

and perhaps precede a c‘ap’ac_i,ty to lzarn from child development education and

to change attitudes in the direction of our educational efforts . Distinguishing
?eatu es of the NOPC‘DC ed vr"ttmnal proaram are that curricula have been
‘developed completely by th‘c Center's staff.and that the educational work is

largely accomphsheg by non- profess1ona1 educators who have been trained by

o

the Center (us1nc' local junior college facilities for accredi;t:atmn)

-:,I‘he uriderlying theory for our child development ciuriculum is  °
eclet tic. As could be noted from previous prg’oress re;;orts we drew upon
Piage t's theory of cogn1t1ve development social 1earn1ng theory ala Skinner and

Bandura (reinforcement and modeling), the linguistic work of Hess, Shipman,’

~

Basil Bernstein, and Courtney Cazden, -and the psychiatric theories of Froud

and, particularly, Er?:&son’. . . .

”
PR
[2Sns T

The education model consists of fairly formal didactic teaching sessions

focused on learning processes such as the necessity of discrete stimuli for

.

R ' ]
building attention, reinforcement, turiosity, limitation, and attachment and“-

trast. Using thgse concepts as learning emphasés, the educator builds specific

pract1ca1 demonstrations relating to child management such as how the mothers

can use reinforcement to build language and behav1or how the curiesity
Y

drive manifests itself in the form of a young "scientist" using his home as his
laboratory, and how the home env1ronment can facilitate the deve‘opment of
’stages cf attachment and trust. We deal with specific daily management issues
sucl; as leaving t)aby with strangers, and using fear ("I'm gonna get the doctor

3 to give you a shot") as a way for con‘ocoiling behavior.

”
-

b

B 2




. as wel! as language and cognitive developmén’r.. Other modals focus more

~ '

. / A
4 v

13

-

\%aily caretaking such as feeding, diapeiing and bathing are.included

ragularly for you'nger infants under each learning emphasis, as are health

-

ar. 1 safety pracautions. However, t?aching focuses o using these experiences

> 4

to tnhancs curiosity and language development and on 20w the mbther can use

- - . s - - — -

reinforcement and imitation as hei‘"”éTl"if"ih“d“éi{‘éﬁﬁ{hg.thé infant's skills,
~ !

The New Orleans Model for Infant Education i§ pexhaps unique in its

A\
\

_attempt to deal with a broad base of child developrzgent management in:formnation

2 !
.

directly on cognitive and lanéuage—type interventions with the mother. This

‘'difference in educationai"emp_l_l_gsis should be of future interest.

T~ et
.
~

Two of the underlying themes that are taught in maﬂy ways, many times

eacl"h week are: the parent is now and will be the child's most important

-

. teeicher (transmitter of sttitudes ,. ‘values and skills); all the.baby's time is

learning time (everything the parent does with the baby can make the difference,

can aid or hinder his development). _ , T

The method of teaching includes field tfips with ip‘farits and mothers to !

the grocery store, parks, Cd the‘department store to b"py books for baby and

. T @
role playing as well as many demonstrations of'infant's responses to various

¢ .

activities involving cleanliness and safety. .

‘For older infants, age 1-3, instructional matexials are ihcreasingly -

~

concerned with\qf]; mothers' needs for an older child and for un.‘c,ierstanding

and management of toddler behavior. We should repeat that our "qntire

curriculum has been focused on providing mothers with insights i't‘lto child

f t -
R_2 -

-
’
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into child development, rather than concrete rote utilization of "stimulating®

devices or behavior. Increasingly » as the child grows older,.modeling and
. .~ N oL 4

- X *
i it demonstration ara less froquent. Mothers are educated (for the 2-3
. s — s o . ‘
yeur olds).in a room apart from then\rch{lgren; the children receive non-~

educational care while mothers are in an education session. Center group 3
‘ ) >
mothers and infants come to the center twice a week for twc hours in orderto

LY.

“ receive instruction. Homie Visit mothers are seen by an educator two times -

- a week for an hour. ' L.
t
The strength of our intervention is'reflected by attendance records.

Approximately 50 to 60 percent of the scheduled visits in the Center and i.i
our Home Visit program were kept prior to the introduction of stiperilds'. We

-~ ¢ . . ' l l
had hoped that attendance would be of the order of 80% and it is our intention , .

-

to utilize data from this pilot year experience to enhance our parents' attendance.

¥

Sinée we added a stipend system ’(('.‘)ctober 1, 1873), under which mothers

t I ‘
receive $5.00 for each session attended, attenddnce is now 85% for all groups. .

a0t '

.We recognize that sﬁbends, whiie desirable, are r}pnetheless sm/a,ll d, pre-

" sumably, would be ineffective without intrinsic motivation for attentiance based

v

upon the desirability of our educational efforts.
] :

R
Analytic Strategy
For the current analyses, Wave 1 (pilot wave) and Wave 3 experimental
and control éroups were compared as regards the mother-child‘outcome

. measures and final impact measures (Uzgiris~Hunt and Bayley Scales of

Chﬁd Development). (Appendices A +)B contain a complete set of the tests

¥ .
.
' f -

L
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and scales used to evaluate the program). In addition, we demonstrate that
{

our findings are not due w0 SES factors associated 'with initial recruitment or
o . .

ith differential drop-out characteristic of experimenta: and conirol cases. With
S 'C'\'ception &f the differential attritio‘n analysié, non;a of the group maans and
tes » of significance reporteé'l in létezﬁ seétions of this report include data fr;)m
< . ‘ N 4 '
thosce subjects which were dropped at any time prio'r to Nos}embfr of 1973. Data
'On most measures for dropped nothers and children af{a available up to the
time (-J_f‘tl;eir te?minat{tén. \ ‘ .. T

We are ready to undertake imme&é\ély a more sophistipatz;d analysis o

which will in some. ways be a basic psychological experiment. This will

consist of a correlational analysis equating individual mothers' changes in

child practices Qith changes in their infants' development. Such data will

enable us to definitively test the PCDC model, as well as note precisely which
] bt 1 ?

specific child rearing attributes are correlated with specific developmental

chanées (while controlling for mothers' SES and personal attributes) . Such

data are unavailable in the general body of psychological literature. Th

Y

' ¢
results to be .presentef( at this time provide strong evidence that our later

: /
analyses will be fruitful.
/

/

General Statement/of Hypotheses
/ .

-

In general ., we hypothesize that:
(1) Centef mothers in the pilot wave should show changes in c}'lild
/re\aring behavior*by 22 months of infants age (20 months of

\\gnte rvention) . o

-

\\ . ' Cw

v )
\ 24

. . .
. R ! < .-
. N
. . - 10
i
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(2) Whatever changes ave discerned in the pilot wave should be "
\ .

noted at an earlier agu for Wave 3. Data from Wave 3 reflect

1

4 |
a maximum of 10 months of interventicn.

Y

(3) . We did not predict stfong jevelopmental changes in infants
\ :

i -+ 7 = for the first 3 years in our pilot wave due to that fact tii. "o
. . . ’ Co L
- intervention target was exclusively the mother. Accorct.i o °
. 0 -
our moedel, the mother must change before she can bacome an

2

agent of change io,the child. In general, child changes should

begin to emerge after intervention results inn ¢hangss in the” N

mother. The literature, for the Tost part, §11Qicates that children's

»

test scores are not predictioﬁs of future developmént until a child
. .

is about 2% years of age..

In the sections to fpllow specific hypothesis will be listed proximal to the

data being analyzed. . ’ ’ j .

o




. TARLE '-D-1

L

New Orleans PCDC Experimental Desi:gn N

-~

- Pres.'. Iufant Age . Infart Age Mean Age
-~ N* ' of Rocreing  on Entering  ~as 6f Dasl
: Program 1, 1973

Pilot Wave (Wave ) - ‘
- _ .
() Center . 28 Months -
(HV)  Home .Visit** . mos. . 26 Months®
(sC) Serial Control , . : . 26 Months
(YC)  Yearly Control + . . . 26 Months _.>~

(C-I)  Center-I** (Wave 2) . : 22 Months
(HV-I) Home Visit-1 (Wave 2) o . . 22 Months

Experimental Wave-Wave-III

(C+~I1) Center-Il ‘ \ . 12 Months
- (HV-II) Home-~Visit-II** _ . 12 Month.. -
(SC-11) Serial Control-II .- . - ‘ 12 Months

~

*Approximate N; does not reflect size of group at recruitmyff; before

attrition, , /

'

. . ‘ “
**Data from these groups were not-thoronghly analyzed for January 15.

Partly due to time limitations, and partly because of theoretical reasons

i

for presuming an effect at a later date.




. Table D-2

. : _ ~ -
. ‘ . Jan., 174 ) Projected for Sept., !'7d Projected for_ Sept., '75
. . . Present N (Age) N (Age) N (Age)
Pilot Wave (Wave I) . ' ’ A
@ Center . S 18 @2y, 3m)y 16 (3 years) ‘ Graduated
© (8C) Serxrial Control 20 (2 y, 3m) 18 (3 years) Graduated .
(¥YC) Yearly Control .18 2y, 3m) 17 (3 years) : . . Graduated 7
" 5 57 .MH . .
N N
First mu&mdamuwmw Wavsa . .
(Wave-III) , : ‘ .
. - ' \ ~
(C-10) Center-II 32 (1y, 3m) 29 (2 years) - - 26 {3 years)
(SC-II) - Serial Control I 33 1y, 3m) " 30 (2 years) - 27 (3 years)
C : . 85 . 59 53 - )
‘ Second Experimental ‘ave S
(Wave-1V}) VU '
(C-11) Centgr-II , - . 50 (2 mos..) 30 (1 years) -
(SC-UI) Serisl Control-II .- ] .50 (2 mos.} i 30 (1 years)
(YC-OI} Ye2rly Control-II - . 50 (2 mos.) . ; 30 (1 years)

ol , 150 N % .

TOTAL N'S . 122 260 143
s, **N's for this wave;are based on recruitinent . ,‘
Projected for Sept., 1974, and attrition by September, 1875. .
- gdhe above data do not include Home Visit-or Wave II groups.
<, ’ . :

81
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i w Table D-3. : \ .

" The testing ‘schedule for Wave 1 Mothers and Infants T \
(Centax, lome Visit and Serial Corftrol groups). The
Test Numbers can be found in Table D-4

Agé of Child at Testing

2 mo. \4 mo, - 6 mo. 7 rnc;. 8 mo. iO mo. 12 mo. 13 mo.

»

Gi 06 06 .07 06 06 05 07
: . 02 10 127 08 ., 08 08
- TEST . - 03 , 11 1 08 ‘
NUMBERS 04 11 “ 11 .
- 96 .12 ., -
Y : - 14- -
1. ’
14 , ‘ » . \
' 14 no. 15 mo. ~ 18 mo. 19 mo. 20 mo. - 22 mo. 24 mo. 25 mo.
06 06 06 .07 06 06 08 07
. 08 08 08 . 08 + 08 09
TEST 11 11 11 11 . 09 11 .
NUMBERS (13)** 12 11 12 v
(25) (13) (13) » 14
(32) 17 (32) - .16
, (25) ) . ' 22
. : (32) : . r , - 28
) . ' . a0
34
7 ' ) . % 27 B
= , . o \ 38
; .
26 mo. . 28 mo. 30 mo. 36 mo.
08 68 - 08 08
11 08 11 09
TEST (13) 11 12 11
NUMBERS 26 26 ) 2
27 27 (13)-(2) Visits
(32) I ‘ 14 .
. 16
. 26
« 27
! 28 _
32 . e
34
<8 36
. _ 39
* Tests reported in this paper are shown in Appenéix A.

Other test given, but not analyzed here a;é shown in IAppendix 3.
**  “Test numbers in parenthesis are adﬁinistei'ed at home.

w




Table D-3 (Cont.)

The Testing Schedules for Wave I Mothers and Infahts

<

(Center-1I, Serial Control-Ii groups) .

Age of Child at Testing

" 8 mo. T 10 mé. 12 1m0. ' 13'mo.

06 06 06 07

08 08 " 08
11 .11
19
(13)
14
16
22
28

. 30

| (32)
. 34
37
38

24 mo. 25 mo.

08 , b7
09 ‘
11 - . J
12

(13) (2 visits)
14

16

26

27

28

(32)

34

38




!
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Table D-3 (Cont,)

The Testing Schedule for Wave I Mothers and Infzig;gs;

: ¢ NS
¢ N

on e

(Yearly Control Gx:oup). ~

Age of Child at Testing

2 mo. 12 mo. . ' 24 mo. ' 25 mo.
01 05 07 08 e7
, 02 » 08 09 ! .
TEST - 03 . 08 11 K p
NUMBERS 04 - 11 . , 12
, 14 12 o (13) ,
147 w14
¢ 16 .
® 22 ‘ -
26 . o= .
27 ’
28
¢ sy 30 .
A 7 (32) /
2 34
35
37
38
\
36 mo. .
08
09
TEST . 11
NUMBERS 12
© (13)
14
16
26
27 g
28
(32) (2 visits)
34
36
39

13 mo.




01
02
03

. 047

05
06-

.. 07
1.~ 08
?’f?09

10
11
12
13
14
15

16 -

17

20
21

22
.22

24
25
26
27
28

29

30

31

32

. 33

34
35
36
37
38
39

/BAYLEY SCALES OF-INFANT DEVELOPMENT I
INFANT, PERSONALITY RATING SCALES (BIRN - GOLDEN)

Table D-4

'CODE_SHEET OF TEST NUMBERS

-
o)

INITIAL, INTERVIEW A\ID EXAMINATION (MEDICAL—-—FAMILY PLANNING)
NEWBORN."AND PREMATURE: R}:,FERRAL FORM

INITIAL DA.S‘A FORM :
SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS~-OFFICE INTERVIEW -
SOCIQ-ECONOMIC STATUS--HOME INTERVIEW : .
UZGIRIS-HUNT SCALES OF INFANT ORDINAL DEVELOPMENT : ’ -

PACIFIC TEST SERIES .
PRIMITIVE INTENTIONALITY - . - . -
UNSTRUCTURED INTERACTION ' o : o
STRUCTURED TEACHING INTERACTION \ NN
HOME OBSERVATION ’ ’ ' \
MOTEER'S SELF-EVALUATION SCALE - ' ‘
MOTHER'S VIEWPOINT SCALE "
PSYCHOLOGICAL MINDEDNESS

PROBLEMS INVENTORY (STRESS SCALE)

¢

PARENT REPORT FORM--PART A
PARENT REPORT FORM--PART B
PARENT BEHAVIOR INVENTORY
MULTIPLE AFFECT ADJECTIVE.GHECK LIST
OBSERVATION OF EDUCATOR ROLE + -
MEYERS VOCABULARY TEST
AMMONS-FULL RANGE PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST. ~ _ .
LANGUAGE ABILITIES GRAMMAR TEST ' .
EDUCATIONAL ATTITUDE SURVEY , X
CENTER ATTENDANGE (9/71 ~10/7%) - . . .
WAIS v L~
ATTENDANCE FORM (10/73 to present) ' ) ’ e
NICHD RATING SCALE - INTERACTION BATLNG SCALES

EST ATTENDANCE
SOCIO-ECONOMIC-STATUS-II
‘INTERNAL-EXTERNAL LOCUS OF CON’lROL - - : ,
STANDORD-BINET ) . ’ :
SOCIAL DESIRABILITY
MOTHER'S ATTITUDE TOWARD CHILD MAoTERY BEKAV‘OR

CON CEPT FAMILIARITY INDEX




‘ ) DEMOGRAPHIC COMPARISON OF GROUPS 3

i

e S}:.b data was obtained by an 1mt1a1 1nterv18w ('l ests 04 and 05). [ setec~

7

teg vanables were analyzed to compare groups 1mt1ally, and after the fwrst und

R

' second year dttrition, to test for the poss1b1l1ty of differentlal dropout.

Tables S 1 and S-2 111ustrate th1s method w1th data from the Center and r'
Senal cont1 ol groups (pilot wa,ve) upon initial contact with the Center, and

1

after.the latest completed year of program participation. A significant attri-

o,

tion effect would be indicated by a difference between the results of the initial

-

e
A g S

analysis and the final analysis .

K -, %
s N

We should note that the purpose of this comparison is not to describe

the characteristics of drop-outs. Previous work did indicate that classical

- ———
4
.

demographic indicators-do not "predict” the mother who drops from our sur-

. _vey. ~ | -

ot

i . - The foi‘m used to collect this@‘demog/raphic data was our initial SES form

-

o

(Tests 04 and 05) -given by the testers early in their training. Later, we will

present data from the SES-II form (Test .34) , whlch was obtained by a trained

\

social worker during a home vikit later in the intervention years. L

1
¢

As illustrated by ‘Tables &1 and S-2, there was no evidence of differen-

tial attrition in the Wave I groups. The comparions between the Center and

1

Serial Control.groups and the Center and Yearly Conttol groups on traditional

demogréphic indicators of SES yieldgéd no significant group differences either

. , ‘
before or.after removing the scores of the subjec\ts who dropped out. Tho
F .

w -
K .
N
.




attrition in Wave I after only one program Siear was too slight to be analyzévd

- 3

5

at“this time.

——— "
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4 o . Table S-1.
[ ~ ’
§ t A Attrit\ion analysis: t-tests of demographic and SES varjables
( from tests 04 and 05. Comparison of Center and Serial Control
f, : + groups “{pilot wave) initially and after removing those who
t dropped out during the first two yea:s.1
T . ' , : © IMITIAL MEANS AFTER -
Eoo- N o MEANS: REMOVING DRCPS
Y K » c . B sCc . .c . §8C
} NO OF SIBLINGS, ' . 1.1 157 - 1,29 1.53
‘ T = -.40 . T = -.48 ’
) , DF = 48 DF = 34
- ’ . [-Y . i
} NO. OF OTHER CHILDREN® - .33 .85 35 .68
: - * : T = ,89 e . T = .80 P
} DF = 33.86 DF = 29.55 )
' NO. OF TOTAL CHILDREN "1.69 2.17 ‘1.53  2.15 i
} ) . T = 1.19 T =. 1.23
“ ¢ DF = 51 DF = 37
| © NO. OF ADULTS A N 1.88 76 7
1 N P - . ‘ T - .53 T = .75
R DF = 40.41 - DF = 21.16 a
| | " mENTY 3.5  3.78 3.47  3.67
: ) T = 457 ., T =-.35
( DF = 39 DF = 28
[ © %P .10 M™P .05 *MP 01 L .
?
'1 - . 1Where DF is not an integer an approximate t based on separate
variances has been calculated, because of heterogeneous
within-group variances. ] 3

2k ycludes the target child, siblings, half-sibs, and foster sibs.

3Divided into 6 i.tervals, with "under $20/mo." = 1 and
over $891 mo." = 2. ' ’




‘ . : Table S-2.

o> ( !
Attrition analysis: Demographic and SES variables from tests’ 04 and 05.
Comparison of Center and Serial Control groups (pilot wave) imtially,and
after removing those whb dropped ont during the first two years..

INITIALLY AFTER 2 YEARS
C SC - Cc SC .
FATHER IS SOLE SUPPORTER? NO 14 o 12 10 ‘\ 10

YES 15 12 "9 10

S : %2 = 2 _ .

, ~ | | x% = .02 x'=.02  :
WELFARE SUPPORY :TCEIVED? © NO . 19 18, 18 12
YES 10 g - B ‘ 8

2 2

X .04 X =.05

ANY OTHER BENEFITS? "~ YES 20 19 12 18

% | | ' CX“ = .28 X% = 2,58%

i
FOOD STAMPS? NOT RECEIVED 17
, , .

10:.'_'_'-’:’

RECEIVED 12 10

I

FOOD SUPPLEMENT? NOT RECEIVED 18 14

RECEIVED o1




A battery of interviews and paper and pencvl test/'a w are ndmv mstereo
to the mothers in Wave I and Wave III and weare de31gned to theasure'various

_personality c,haractenstlcs and attribuies. These measurés ifclude: -

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

ANALYSIS OF MOTHER'S ATTRIBUTES .|

s Y .
, a. A N !

a ~ (

- . ~‘

/ N x -
The Self Evaluation Scale, (Test 14) admm\tégptl \ambthero

’ . (}_‘Q P TP . ')«_:‘

at 2, 12, and 24 months of the child's age such that amount of

‘s 3

program experiexg,ce was cénstant‘ within Waves and betwéen

'

groups. The Self-Evaluation Scale is 16-item paper—and-pencil

scale which asks the mc7ther questions dealing with her feelings

-

of self~worth and power over her environment, . ’ 2

-

Mother's Verbal Skilﬁé, (Test 30) measured by 3 Verbal subtests )

of the Wechsler Adult Intel]igetlce Scale (Comprehension, Simi-
° ! ,
laritieﬁ. Vocabulary) , the second year of program intervention
- c ! ) o
for Wave I and after one year for Wave III.

The Problems Jnventory, (Test 17) a scale administered by the )
Social Worker and her assistant to the Wave I mothers at 18

months of their child's age. This is an inventory of external

stresses such &s housmg nroblems, welfare problems, etc., that

ight mitigate agmnst the mother beneﬁttmg opumally from pro-.

gram participation,. _ 5

SES-1I-Scale, (Test 34) a home interview given after 2 years of

intervention for Wave I and one yeari for Wave III which includes




r

.:;‘:\, , self~re'p6r_ts and ratings doue byvthe Social Worker 'én:
, (a) demographic characteristics | )
| t ' ‘ / (b}  education and ‘work‘ history ’
[ (c) achievement strivings of mother for child
! (d) actjvities in outside organizations
} ‘ ’ “ (e) ratings on an eleven-item scale\purporting to measure °
19 ’-..« . .-
) i : ' _:..mother's withdrawal, apathy, or !'depression."
There are two major reasons for this battery of‘,\"mother measures. " |
} One purpose is to note \\r\lleth;ar there are group differences (C vs SC; C vs

,YC) in those mothers for whom we have consistent lbﬁgitudinal data. If so,
, these group differences would he;ve to be adjusted by .the qpprépriate statis— .
) tical techniques, particularly if the experimental group appears advantaged
(which is not the case wi‘th current waves) .

Obviously, mothers ciiffer in a wide variety of ways which might
affect‘their child's development. Further, itis obvious that some mothers
will benefit from the program to a greater degree than others. The second
and major pur,posrt? of me.asures of mothers' attributes is to dis‘cern the charac- 2
teristivs of rﬂothgrs whg are benefitting from our model as it is now d‘esignéd.
Programatically, it is criticai to know who will not benefit and tl"xe rea{sons
for this. We would like to.offe;' recommendations for replication based upon
this information. ‘lv'e plan to define a multivariata profile of mother attributes

¥

which identifies mothers who change differentially.as a result of program

am

A,
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participationi. For the curreniummary of program effectiveness, this

sccond analysis will not be pre snted: We will present here only group

coriparisons of mothers attrib utes\and program ctfectiveness data. .

[ - ' .,

The Problems (External Stress) Inventory

. . \
Here, stress is defined as a preseﬁc\e of external "real problems" .
relating to health, neighborhood, housing,\\ sufficient food, etc. Table M-1 .
presents the mean stress index for the Center and the Serial Cuntrol cases.

"Apparently on a‘p overall t-(asié, the two groups do not differ as regards
- \ y . .

{
]

external stressful situakions, despite the fact that t?é Qenter group has had
access to social s.éryiceg and should have less extent’problem areas. .Not shov;rn

is the fact that the C’entei-, cgmpared to the Serial Contro‘l group reports signifi-
cantly fewer food, clothing and fgrniture proJlJlems than th'é gontrol group (I'=10.0,
p=.003). This finding w;vhen reviewed with the SES-II sur\lrey to-be reported

later, would indi.cate the following conclusions; the Center mothers do not differ
from Controls on puréx economic-demograph.ic variables (income, housing, q,ué{ity
of furniturd, family size, marital status, et;:.).. Th.e fact th~t they report fewer
problems as regards food, clothing and {urniture in all likelihood reflects the fact
that Center mothers have haa access to a social worker for the past twc; years. In
pa~t, the social worker functi;on is to deal with individuals' food and housing .

problems and make available referral to app'ropriate services where this is indicated.,

Self Evaluation Scale J

This consists 6f 16-item scale which was culled in part from the Rotter
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time.

Scale of Internal-External Locus of Control and augmented with other items

aesigned to load on self—‘concept.

Tables M-2, and M-3 contain the group means a..d F—\;alues fu Wave
I and Wave HI. This measure does not differént_@atg between the groups at ar;y
point in iime. By insi)éc.ti‘on',rthe groups are not changing differ\entially‘fwe‘r,

Verbal Skills Scale ’ a

This scale was composed of the Comprehensioh subtest ("Why should

-

people pay taxes?"), the Similarities subtest (abstract, reasoping-"How are an -

ax and a saw alike?"), and the Vocabulary subtest of the Wechsler Adult

Intelligence Test. These st;ores \\}ere added to provide a summary score. 'I;he.
purpose of admlmstermg thls scale wals that verbal mothers prov1de a verbal
envuonment and any group dlfferences along th1s dimension rather than our
intervention, might produce eﬁperi’mental effects similar to those expected as
a result of intervention. \ . _ o : s
Results can be simply sﬂ%marized (see Table M-4): for none of the
f)ilot‘ wave and W ave 3 groups, and for nonl of the 3 subtests or total score,

were there any differences. Scores were gimost identical.

) .
Sogial-Psychological and Demographic 4nalysis of Mothers (SES-II) .

Wave I (pilot wave) ,

Ana1y91s of the mmal SES scale acmlmstercd at entrance into program,

indicated that Center mothers were not significantly different from other mothers

¥

\ “ By,
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{
. as -egards charscteristic demographic variables (income, housing, marital
‘ ~ status, etc) . Despite tﬁis finding, the paraprofessional testers, the Center
, ( - a purse and social workers 1'ebo:fted control piothers to be “diffefent” 1n ways ’
'} suih as to enhance infant development . Data™ in the tables to follow (M-5 -}
) . 1}11—6)\\c0nfirm’béth of the above impressions. The fin';ﬁngs are:
} ’ ) \(1) Therie are no gross SES or demograg;hic di-ffercr‘:ce;; between
) ' . groups (except that th;Yearliz Contirol grohp hz[i‘s sigifificantly
| -
greater income and tend; not to live in public h%:)using.)
} o - (2) The Center group comparec to the Serial Contrcil group has
') | a. Less education and a lower level of work.
" b Lower achievement strivings for her child. '
2 ' o c. A greater degree of withdrawal and depressed appearanca
i ‘ : (as this was rated by the Center's social worker on an
! 11 ;tem scale) .
: '(3) The Center group; compared to the Yearly control group has:
o /
. . ‘a. Less educati~n and work record.
‘ . , -
b. .Lower achievement strivings for her Chi\IT.
' ( ¢." Less involvement in outside activities. }
d. A grester dugree of withdrawal and dg ressed appearance.

»

! . —_ 1

! *These data were recently collected by a trai ed social worker, and we
feel they are more reliable than initial data.

y
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childran, or if outcoms measures favor the Center children (as is later shown
/ !

‘ /
to be the 75@) , the true inagnitude of the program has been underestimated.

-

Wave 3

Sipuilar data are presented for the Wave "--which was randomly sclected.
We can'note from the data\.in the Table M-6 that the Center group is sigpifi~
cantly less poor than the serial control group. We would not expect this to
be reflected in outcome measures until 24 months of age or later. At that point,
this factor will have to Le considered in understanding future results. It is
difficult to explain why a homogenous sample (poor, black, im T city, ;Il_edi"
cally indigent) which was randomly selected should show such effects - Perhaps
we should add that for g small N study, random selection does not always ensure
equivalent greups. In any event, randomization of initial cases does not ensure
that difterential attrition will not produce group difference at some later point
in time.

It hgs»tb.een the experience of many researchers that poverty per se is

——

not the only constituent of social class. Mothers' valuec, achievement needs, and
personal characteristics (particularly education and verbal skills) are better
< '

pred.ctors of their infants' development, and on these variables the Center and

Serial Conirol Wave J groups are not significantly diffe.ent.
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Table M-1

Y

N

L External Stress (Problem) Scale

) Center “ Serial Control
¢
C

M ( 43.1 " 48,4
| \ *

S.D. 25.0 29.4
2 N 17 T19

.57 (Not significant)

iy
1t
o
o
o
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Table M-2 )%
'

Y

Means and F-Values for Wave I (Center, Serial Control

: and Yearly Control) on the Self-Evaluation Scale. -
‘ 2 Month Administration .
: N
‘i:_: - ' , Center Serial Control Yearly Coxﬁ‘ml\ 2
{ Mean Score 0 a2 42 )
1 N ) ' 13 15 15
" F _ F = 1.40, p = .26 (Not significant)
‘1
T 12 Month Administration
' Mean @ 1 44
| N ‘ 17 19 18
“. F = ..3\3, p = .72 (Not-significant)
{ ¢ )
{ o, ' . Zti Month Administration
. Mean A . 47 46 45
‘ N 14 16 16-
‘ F = .33, p = .80 (Not significant)

Gonclus%: .There are no group differences, at any point in time between
groups. By inspection, for the cases included in this analysis, groups did
) not change (on the average) in a significant fashion.

+ High Score is a "better" feeling about ones self. Scale includes items such
as:  VOthers have a better future than me," or "I am not well liked."
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Table M—S.
/

Means and F-Values forf’Wave 11 (Center-Il and Serial
/ Control~I1) on the Self-Yvaluation Scale.

o \-.. , L . R
& ) 2 Montn Adminisiration " ‘
[’ &
£ I .
'l ' Y ger ;
\ 7 Center ‘ Serial Control
& Mean 44 ‘ 46
o N - 14 ' 26
| F - .30, p = .58 (Not significant)

" & 12- Month Administration
Meah ] ' 47 47
N 19 27

.81  (Not significant)

o]
1
P=)
T
o]

1
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SD
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Mean

SD

NOTE:

Table M-4.
. {
) )
Total Verbal Skills Scores by Wave and CYroup

o

. Pilot Wave

Center Serial Control -~ Yearly Control
) 23 22 21
' 2.5 5.8 L saR
11 13 12
Wave 3 ¢
N .
\ \ Center II Serial Control II
\ \
\ \\\ 22 23 .
- 5.9 8.2 ‘
16 16

]
The above scores are not IQ's but are correlated with IQ.

By inspection none of the differences between groups was significant.

Each of the three subtests would have prgduged parallel tables.
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} - Tuable M-5.
{ .Socﬁial-P.sy»ck'xological\Analysis of Mothers Characteris:gcs
! 'for. Wave I and 2 Ygars of Program Intervention. (SES-I)
X | ' Signif:cance
/ - Center Serial Control Yearly C;)ntrol _Cc-8¢ ¢-YC SC-YC
f":;— | I Demoéraphic Analysis of Economic Status: e.g. income, houéing
, ”'Mean 32.0 27.7 30.1 n.s. n.s. A1
| N 15 1 17
b }I ;Mo’thersstducation anq Work History
- LA A
$ Mean 18.5 - 2011 ' 19.8
| N s 19 - s 17 .07 .04, . n.s.
- L A_chievem(;nt Strivings f(;r Child ‘ ‘ AR
! Mean 29.5 '34.7 3.1 .04 .05 n.s.
N 15 19 17 ‘ )
;‘ v Mothers Need for Achievement for Self \
} Mean 11.7 11.8 1.4 )
, N 15 18 ° 17 n.s. n.s. n.s':‘
‘ \Y Mothers Activities in Organizations:  Outside Intérest
Rl rean 10.7 10.8 12.5 n.s. .02 .03
VI Mothers Personality Characteristics Depressed, withc'xrax”vn vs Active going
' Mean 51:3 55.9 54.5 .03! . .03 n.s.
N 15 19 19 .03 .03 n.s.
* Higher scores indicate hetter" characteristics. Within the econo.nic lnldex I, Yearly

control mothers had higher income levels than other groups. The Yearly control
. mothers- also significantly did not live in public housing.
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Table M-6.
T Social-Psychological Analysis of Wave 3 Mothers after
One Year of Program Interventigh (SES—JM_I) .

Center Serial Control

1 Demographic Analysis of Economic Status
Mean 37.0% . 33.1

N 23 . 16

I Mothers Education and Work History

s

Mean 19.3 22.3

I Achievement Strivings for Child

Mean 35..7 37.7

N 23 16

v Mothers Achievement in Outside Activities, Interest

g Mean  11.6 ‘ 11.6
N - 23 16
. 9

v  Mothers Personality Characteristics:

Mean 53.8 ' " 56,5

N 23 16

Depressed, withdrawn vs Outgoing, Active

38
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BEST COPY. AVAILABLE: 3

.QUTCOME MFEASURES: MOTHER~CHILD INTERACTIONS

N “ /

v

Do ~arintion,. of Measures

7’ .
. »; primary purpose of the Parent Child Development Center is to teach

* . wifective methods of interacting with their children, in order, Nately.
. . N

to affoct the child's compstence. Therefore, we féel thai measurements of
\

Jactuali interaction behavior between the mother and .fhe child should be the | \

principal outcome measqure to be presented at this siage of our rese.arch. Program,
. mothers are expected7to demonstrate mcre of thosetintt.araction techniques and

behavior;s with their children which have been demonstrated and discussed in

the curricula than the, control mothers.

Two different measures of mother~child interaction behavior have been
. g‘. »

used for the current analyses: a six minute Center observation (Test 11} and
: . . .
a thirty minute homg observation (Test 13}.

The six minute Center observation is an unstrQ::tured, "waiting room"

a : L. = o
type of observation. FEvery two months, beginning at age 2 months, testing is
- \

interripted and both mother and child are left alone in the testing room. An °

=
. . . . 4 .
observer behind a two-way mirror views and tape records - a running re(iord

of the mother and child behavior which takes place during these 6 minutes. !

The six minute Center observation at ages 4, 12, and 22 months werc selected

.

1. , .

.“The two-way mirror and sound system is demonstrated at an inital
rorientation” session. The mother knows that observers are present for. the
testing sessions, but she is not told that we are specifically inierested in her -

behavior tuward her child.
48 L/ |




{
}

40
for the current analysis from the total set of observations in order to maximize

the available N The analysis includes ?mly those cases for whom datg were
available at each of these three observation occasions.

The 30 minute home observation is recotded by a trained obszcver who

makes a running record into a tape recorde?\()ver a period of one hour, the
Y

observer utitizes alternate 10 minute record/no record periods for a total actual
" \ _ .
observation time of 30 minutes. A hone observ%l/on is made oncé every 4

4
months. They were begun at 12 months of age for Wave I, and «t 4 months of

age for Wave 3. The 24-28 mOntlll Wave I home observations were selected for
the current analysis.

The two types'of observaéon situations each have advantages and dis- :
advantages. The chief advahtage of the Center-observation is that it is a tightly

controlled, identical situation and environment for all children and mothers.

However, it is also an ecologically artifical situation. The home observation

\(
is obviously the more natural ecological setting in which to measure actual

program impact of mother's behavior toward her child. It is also, however, a
setting which is obviously inconsistent from home to home.. By scoring both
situations and from one situation to the next we hope to gain information which
each s\etting has to offer..

Interaction Variables Coded

e

-3

Five dimensions of Mother-Child interaction behavior were coded and

*

analyzed for this report.* The variables include: (1) Global ratings of three
y

*an additional set of variables concerning child experiences and
mother's teghnique which were develnped by Dr. Jean Watts (Harvard
Preschool Project, 1973), were coded. However, the analyses of these /
variables are not complete at tiis time. Also available will be data from
a series of ratings done after each home visit.
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dimensions of "good-moth ring" (Ainswbrth, 1970); (2) The type of

mc:the‘:?participaﬁon with

pro-ldces during the observa

se child: (3) The amount of Janguage the mother

;u . (4) The general style of mother's language,
other's language . A sixth dimension - the

N s

s * is in the process of being scored an

and (5) The functional use of the

mean length of the mnother's utteran

analyzed.

1. G'obal Ratings of "Good Motherin
R ©
Recent developmental research converges on a set.of global™Mgood ™~

motherin 3" variables which seem to be critical for later child competence. We
have utilized for our anal

variables which sh

and competence (Ainsworth, Child Development, 1970) . There are three

dimensions rated on a 5-point scale (1,3,5,7 .9\) on the basis of the general

feeling tone of the entire observation protocol. R

-

(1) Sensitivity-Insensitivity. A sensitive mother is "tuned in" to-her

baby. She can see things from the child's point of view, is ax;rare

of the child's signals, interprets them accurately, and responds

') to thera promptly and appropriately. The insensitive mother, on

| the other hand, is prompted by her own needs, and her actions to

" the child are rarely contingent on the.child's needs.
Hypothesis: Center mothers will become more sensitive

to their children over tims thar Sar.al Control mothers.

Control mothers will become more insensitive as their

S0

yses Mary Ainsworth's formulation of those mother-related

e found to be significantly correlated with later child intelligence

~
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children getofder due to the increasing ability of the child

to express his own-needs and wishes. No differences were

precicted between groups at 4 months of age.

(2, Acceptance-Rejection. An accepting mother feels basically
. . 1 , B
positive about her child, and about her responsibility in caring

L
"

for her child. A rejecting mother may have some positive feelings, '

but freguently 18 overwl}elmed by resentment, énger, and hostility.
. Hzgothgsis: * Genter mothers will become more accepting

.

8

than Serial Control mothers, as their sxperience in the

program increases. No differences betwe;\\groups were

predicted at 4 months. v

(3) . Cooperation-Interference. A\cooperativé mother respects her

child's own desires and needs. She minimizes the need to control

her child: When control is necessary, she tries to make it as
congenial for the child as possible. An interferring mother, on
the other hand, does not consider ‘the validity of 'the baby's own
needs and desires.

o3
Hypothesis: Center mothers will become more
\ cooperative than Serial Control mothers as the program

progresses. Serial Control mothers will evidence

increasing interference with the chiid's goals and

1

tasks as he becomes older. No differences were

- predicted at 4 months of age.

o1 .




II. Type of Paiticipation Betwueen Mother and Child

Our Curriculum Model emphasizes the in\portance of a mother actively

» !

. ‘icipatihg in her child's activity. "Dr. Jean s found in the Harvard Preschool

Praoject that mothers with the r)(lost ~ompefent cluldren spend a larger percentage of

their interactive time working directly with their child in the child's af‘U.VItY,

for exampld7 getting down on the flour and s’tﬁcking blocks with the child,

_teaching_ by demonstration, -and- playing the child's game. The Jevel or type of

.

pai;ticipatim variable which we svolved was based on the mother's increasing
3

&
"disfgance" from this ideal level of participation. (In this usage, "distance" /
does mot necessarily mean physical distance, but more aptly, a psychological |

\

distaxnf;e.) The mother's participation can range from active participation
througri‘i,x general conversation; positive control where the mother initiates

or redirécts the child behavior by commands, suggestions, questions, to passive

i

watchmg,\, and, finally, ignoring the child. The type of participation variables

were developed to serve as a general summary of the more specific mothermg
\

techniques \vpich are coded by Watts' system. Thus, for example, the general

. "ﬂ’

type of participation titled Negative Control includes the more specific techniques
vt .

-

such s physic"?’x"l restriction, punishment, threatening, warning, and refusing
permission. Ob:},i‘ously, a fair amount of information is sacrificed by the more
gene:al category. \"'\Although several of the variable names in the particip‘ation
category correspond \to the variable names in the functional use of language

-

category-) the participdfion types are coded independently of whether language is

present in that unit or ot. Obvicusly, however, some of the participation

\




categories can only be crZed if the mother uses language, (for examplz - general

conversation). .

(1)  Active Participation. A mother thatis actively  acticipating with

her child is physically involved in whatever gam=, activity o~ task
N
. tHe child is involved in. This kind of level of particip\LQon

présupposes active atte npts to teach by demonctrat:on or modeling

AN
AN

and has, the'ore'déally, ¢ very potent effect on cogniiive develc;pment.
Hypothesis: The Center program stresses the importance
of mothers actively participating with their chiidren;
consequ;antly, it was ﬁredicted that Center mothers would
show a higher percentage of this type of behavior in the

observations than Serial Control mothers as time in the

program increases.

(2) CGeneral Conversatién . The mother's behavior was coded as
general conversation when the mother interacted with the ¢hild in
a verbal manner only. However, if the function of \the language
was an attempt at positive or negat‘ive. coﬁtrol of the child's

- .

beh?vior, general conversation was not coded. As a rule, this
code was applied namely to general information, giviny, comments
about on-going e‘vent's, and social conversations.
Hypothesis: No differences between the Conter aud Control
groups was predicted, alihougn i't was considercd pessible’
for the program to effect the amount of general conversation

due to the diress placed on "talking to your child” in the

curriculum, 5 3




; (3) Positive Control. A mother's behavior or type of participation

with their child was coded as Positive Control when the mother
attempted to dirgct the child to perform a particular behavior,
! ' suggestzd alternative wa'ys of hehaving, or attempted to shape
or train a desired behavior by.praise or positive reinforcement.

Y . Hyothesis: A large amount of effort is expanded in

teaching Center mothers more positive means of behavior

control and behavior shaping. Consequently it was praciciac
that Center mothers should show moxe positive control -
attempts than the Control mothers. The difference should

increase witﬁ the combined effort of £me in tha program, and

the increasing, need %o shape and control behavior of toddlers.

' (4) Negative Control. Behaviors coded as negative control include

\ restrictions, prohibition, threats, expressions of hostility, and
physical punishment.
-Hypothesis: Even though one of the curriculum gozals is—.
toj(each mothers to use less punishment and restrictions
with their children, and to allow them more freedom to
explore and learn, no pre(ﬁctions were made regarding
differentes between the gwoups in the percentage of

negative control behaviors. Watts (1973) fourid that "A"

. ! s
‘ . ) mothers of toddlers used as much negative control as "€"

mothers. Toddlers are as a rule extremely active and require

S - .
a considerable amscunt of negative control.

ERIC - o4
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(65) Monitoring or Watching Child. A mother's behavior was coded as
monitorins if she watched the child without interferring physically
or verballr, Depending on the situation contexi, this type i
participaticn can be considered on the positive side of neutral or a
relatively passive approach. When the mother and child are .n % 3
| . ’ ‘ N&
: waiting .room situation setting and watching only, is an indication

. of passive mo.her who doesn't seem inclined to get involved with

actively teachiag her child.
3

. (6) Occasional Monitoring. This variable and the followihg one only
r ——— [}

make sense in the home observatiun where a mother can "keep an eye"

on the Chjﬁf even from another iocation by looking in now and then.

Hypothesis: No differentiai predictions regarding program

effec. were made.

—

(7) Occupied with a Legitimate Household Task. In the home.

, ~
cbservations, a neutral category was nceded for those times

that a mother is d;Jing work in e house such as couking, vleaning,
rewing, etc. In a sense, the effect in terms Jf active interaction
with the child is the same as the last category of ignoring; however,
it should not cotry a 1:1egative connotation. ‘
Hypothesis: o differences between the amount of household
dvies and chores were predicted betwesn Center und Control

.-

groups.

/
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: (8) Ignoring. Mother's behavior was coded as ignoring if she was

i ‘\- N
involved in an activity that satisfied her own needs ox wishes.

Examﬁles of t}his include: watching the "stories" on T.V., gossiping
Lo
with neighbors, reading a book and ignoring the child, etc.
Hypothesis: It was predicted that Center mother's would

igno.re thzir children less than Control mothers.

nI. Amount of Language Mother Produces During the Observation

Although the sheer amcunt of verbahzatl.on is not considered as 1mportant
as the functional meaning of the language, a tally of the number of interaction units

in which the mother used language may well be of interest as a predictor of changes.

.
~,

in chii“dren‘s language behavior.

Hypothesis: No differentigl predictions were made.

v. \General Style of Mother's Lan&u_aé
In keeping with Bernstein's notions of the relationships between elaborated
and 1estricted speech and the child's cognitive competsnce, units in which language
was present were generally classified as either elaborated or restrictad. Elsboratsd
speech is more specific 10 the child's task, includes more description, justification
or rationale, whereas mother's speech was coded‘ as resfricted if no reasons or
specific details were~e'vident'.
\ Hyoothesis: The Csntef Curriculum stresses the use of
explanation ‘and increasing specificity in communicati~ns
between mother and child. It was predicted that Centsx
mothers weuld show more élaborated language than Control

/mothers.

o6




V.  Functional Use of Mother's Lunguage

— Mother's larguage has ong been discussed as a critical variable in the

~—

de selopimeatt of child verbal an 1 conceptual competence. Thz Parsat Child

Do clupmoant Center Model places particular emphasis on tl.e molhers's "iunctional”
use cf language. “ur model is not concerned with sheer amount of gram:aatical

structire of me  :¢'s language, bat with the functional languege serves in the

interacdon between mother and child. Languags sheuld be used by the mother

/

e

as a too! for ordering stimuli in the child's environm ., u. '¢ing cpportunities |
for labelling, identifying objects and concepts, and describing feelings. Mother's

language must also be used as an appropriate part of the larger interaction

sequence between mother and child. Our model pays special attention, as sesn
above, to the mother's active participation and positive control role in her
interaclion with her bhiid. Languz;ge' is an importan. .aediating feedback
variable in these contests.

! (1)  Elaboration or Extension. 'Language used by the mother to call

AY

the \chi]d's attention to the specifics of an object or task, or an
elab\o\ra:ion of the child's verbalization, was coded as Elaboration.
'. Example: Child is playing wirth a stacking ring pyramid. Mother
says, "This one is red, thls one is orange, and this one is blue."
Hypothesis: Lan‘guage lesed in this menner almost aiways '
serves a te\aghing fu~ction. Center mcthers were predicted

' to use mos : elaboradon or extension than Control mothers

N\
as time in the program and child's ige increases.

ERIC
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(2)

. (4)

49

o

Praise o Positive Reinforcement. The program encourages mothers

to use language to praise their child's accomplishments.
Hypoinesis: Center mothers shouid use more lunguage for
"

)
% /
positive reinforcement t)zﬁ; Cowrtrol mothers.

General Conversation . Language which was generally not specific

to any ongoing®or new behavior and could nut be otherwise coded
was lumped into this category. Examples: include baby“talll when
-2 18 very voung, rhetorical comments such as "What the
matier?" to an infant where no response is expected¥ The incidence
of this type of language wads expected to fall as the chilq got older.
'Hzgothesis: With increasing age, this use of language
‘ becomes more negative in the sense that it carries a little
information value., No differential predictions were made
!

for program effects, however.

rositive Control of On-Going Behavior. Mother's language used

'

1 - .
in this manner include comments, commands, demands on the child

to complete a task, and altempts to focus on the task at hand. The

langnage is generally relatively restricted or it would fall into the
claboration category. Example: "Come on, Bill, pick up all your

toys."

.

Hypothesis: No differential predictions were made.

k!
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(5)

(6)
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Positive Control-Initiation nf New Relavior. This category

includes language with function of initiaution new behevior, or
structuring a situation for the child. Examples: Mother says,
, °
"Why don't you play with your new cGishes?" ox "Go ride the
!

pony." The mother is more actively struct wring experiences in the
category.
<+ Hypothesis: Center mothers were predicted to use’more
language ﬂto structure situations and learning experiences

than Control mothers.

Language Used to Force the Child to Structure a Verbal

Response. As the child's own language system matures, a powerful

tool in helping the child learn to use language to order his environ-

-

ment, and to use language as a communication tool is the question
or a demand for verbal reply. In order to be coded in this category,
some intent on the mother's part or expectancy for a response must

be evident.
Hypotbesis: Center mothers were predicted to use more
language to force the child to respond(v\erbally than control
m(gthsrs. The curricdlum,stresses the mothexr's inéreasing

-~

awaseness of her child as a small person capable of

\yo“umunicating needs and thoughts.

o9

A




(7) Con‘ec_t_i_nrl. When the mother corrected a child!'s verbalization for

LY

form or gsammar or corrected a lzbel or concept inappropriately~
' -, 9

>

:-.p;)?}r;d, tiis categoacy wos coded. Tanguage used for a correcti re

function fvas not expected to be noteworthy for the ages included

in iy siudy. ‘
} I_‘IVQoth 1sis: No differential predictions were made .
y . regardTag program effects for the aigss analyzed.
i (8) d Negative Control . Language which has a function of negaii'v’;a
| control of the child's behavior irfcludes restrictions, such as no,

! ‘ .

don't, stop it, .efc. .

\) .
Hypothesis: It was not predicted that Center mothers would

* ~ - /
use less language for negative control than Control mothers,

—
s

2 - however, it was prediéted that Center mothers would use
more justification or elaborated reasons along with such
: control attempts. The data are presently being analyzed to
. P "
support this prediction.. '
L .
T9) ~ Criticism. One negative function of language is the use of
' ’ . - derogatory comments about the child’s behavior or person.
- 7 Yor exareple, such corments as “You're bad,* or "You're no
] ’ ‘. . .

good," or "You are going to fail* fall in this category.

Hypothesis: The riggatiye effects such language has ca
. N,
- the child was heavily streszed in the curriculum;

e N

consequently , it was predicted that Center mothers

-

0 60 .
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would use less language for criticism than the Control
group.

Coding Technique

Following Jean Watts' technique, eash interaction observation, as itis
taped, is divided into 15 seconds units. (This is done automatically in ths center
observations by means of a mechanical beeper, and by the observer in the homs

observation) . A typist then prepares a protocol of the observation. Each protocol

7one of two developmental psychologists. For the current

analysis, Pach 5 second unit was scored individually for the 6 variables. Each =
variable is then summed over all the 15 second units in the interaction, and per-
cent frequ_ency scores based on the total number of units computed.

In addition to these variab]e-s which are scored unit-by-unit, 3 "summary
scores" are used to globally describe each interaction as a whole. These are the '
3 Ainsworth dimensions, described above: |

(1) 'Sensitiirity/I_nsensititivy

(2) Acceptance/Rejection

(3) Iriterference/Coopei‘ation

The me;cm percentage scores for each variable and some summary ce;tegories
we:é then analyzed in two ways. One-way beh\reén-fgroupsﬁ{alysas of \;ériance

¢

were performed on the mean percentages for each category of each variable at | '<
/
|
each age (4,12,22 months for the unstrnctured interaction, and 24-28 mc:snths for

the home observation irteractions) between Center and Serial Control groups

(pilot wave) and between Center II and Serial Control II groups. Yave 3).
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Secondly, a repeated measures analysis was performed on the same

measures for the unstructured interactions., In the tables to follow, this will be

denoted as CxT (group py time) interaction effect. ®

*In the tables to follow, a high score is "good" (in kegping with
ations) except where otherwise indicated. The
being investigated. Unfortunately,
tocols prevented inclusion of this

programmatic expect
reliability of these data is currently
lack 'of time to scoxrz the necessary pxo0

analycis in this report. ~ .
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Results of Analysis of M@er-Ch.ild Interaction-Observations: An Overview

Predictions were laade fo/i- twemy—foﬁr mother-child interaction variables
(not including the suminary vafiablc categories). Of the 24 hypoth:ses, 12 were
predictions thut the ¢onter group mothers (for both Waves\l and II) would score
significantly higher £han thhe Control g\rou 5 mothers. Almosg\\ all of th :se hypo-
theses. predicted the differences between groups to materialize by 22 monﬂ’ls of age
or after at least 2-years of p-rogram intervention. Any differenégas favo;.'ing the
Center-II group over the Serial Control-II at 12 months might we'll be "lagniappe,"*
except for the fact that we do expect our replication wave to bena§t from a better
p‘rogr;m. 11 hypotheses "predicted" no differences between groups. For each
hypothesis there are three relevant F-tests, the compari’son between the Center
and Serial Control Wave I at 22 months in the Unstructured interaction, the com-
parison between the Center and Serial Control at 24-28 months of age in’the Home
interactions and the ‘c-)jnparison between the Center-1I and Serial Control-11
Wave III groups at 12 months of age. The above data were also subjected to a
repeated measures analysis; however, the group x time interaction was seldom
significant due probably to the fact that the group differenceé were just begin-
ning to emerge at 22 months and the groups were very equivalent at 4 months
and usually still equivalent at 12 mouths of age.

All of the hypothese:s Vslrere at least partially cénfirmed except for one:
The Seriul Control Group did not use more ‘language for criticism than the Center

group. Table I-1 provides a summary of some of the findings. This table includes

#¥A New Orleans French word meaning "a little something extra".
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the three global ratings of "good mothering," four of the language variable
considered to be of major importance, and a summary varia’ble regarding the
mother's meau level of participation with her child. ‘Tables I-2 to\I--25 contain
the statistical and graphic findings for the specific ;rariables. The important
point to keep in mind as one wades through tl'us mass of data is that, for the
vast majority of the iuteraction vaiiables for W ave I and 111, all ﬁndihgs are in
the predicted direction. These findingss range from highly significant differ-
ences, to trends, to very small differences. The results are highly consistent
and strongly indicate that the Ceﬁter progl;am h‘a;q affected the mothers' style
and techniques of interaction with theira::hild;cen in ways which we hope favor

the child's long range development of competence. .

a7ariable 1. Sensitivity-Insensitivity

As predicted in Wz',’f/e , the Center group is signifi‘cantly more sensitive
than the serial control group in both the 2?: month center (0.5)*, and the
24 month home observation. (.09). In Wave 3, the Center group is signifi-
cantly more sensitive than the serial controi group at 12 months (.06) .

" Variable 2. Acceptance-Rejection

As precdicted, for Wave 1, the center group is significantly more accepting

than the serial control group in both the 22 month center (.01) and the 24 month

home (.005) observations. In Wave 3, the Center group is more accepiing than

the serial cont:rol group at 12 months (.C8).

*Numbers in parenthesis are the probabilities t:at the obtaineu results
could hat e occurred by chance.
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Variallza 3. Cooperation -Interference

N\

VWave I does not>show significant differences on this measure, although

¢ or. positive trends in the center observeations. However, Wave JII does
\
show the Conter mothexs to be signiiicantly more cooperative than tho Serial

Contreis at 12 months (.002). In many of the analyses, we note that Wave III

/

shows significant Center vs Serial Conirol effects as carly as 12 months, in

o

{ compariscn to Wave I, where these effects usﬂalljy don't show up until the

infants are 22 months of age. Itis felt that this is, in part, due to the .. - ,

highly experienced educational staff.

i Variable-4. Amount of Mothers' Languace
¥ At

As expected there are no significant differences on this variable. Although
it is part of our model that it is r;ot the sheer amount of mother language, but its
quality and function, whic‘h has an effect po the child, we might expect that
our stress on language would tend to influence the sheer amount of languags
uséd 1.)}' prbgram mothers.

Variable 5. Mother's lL.anguage Style-Restricted vs Elaborated

For Wave I, in the 22 months Center observation, the Center group of

N rmothers u-e significantly more elaborated speech than the Serial Control group

{.06). Tals eppears true for the 24 month nome observations (.08). There are
N !

‘no differences as yet for Wave 3 at 12 months; (If the analysis of mean length




to observe the use of elaborated language at earlier ages.)

Vuﬁa@les 6-14. Functional Use of Mother's Language

Tha catarories of the functional use of language can be dwided into

Nl

"good" uses of language and "pad" uses of language. Theoretically, good '

uses should. encourage Lhe cognitive development of the child. Taese variablas,

1ncluding two summary veriebles, are shown in Tables I-7 to I-15. As with most

-

“ndings previously reported, most of the ratings favored the center group in

direction, whether they were significani or not. The positive or "good" language

uses include: Use of language for elaboxation or extension, language for posi-
tive control of cngoing behavior, language for positive control of new behavior
and use of language to structure a verbal response from the child.

The results from the unstructured interactions are consistent with our
hypeotheses in that the Pilot Center group showed an increase in the use of
language to initiate new behavior (Table I-10) which was significantly differcnt
from the Ser.... Control as age 22 mouths (.05) . g«/

There was an increase in the use of language to structure verbal responses
fror;x the child which while not sigrificant at age 22 months in-center observations
were in the right direction. In support of this trend, the Home Observation data‘
on thi_s variable from 24-28 months was significant (.06j. The Wavs III group

slso deronstrated an increase over the Serial Control-II in the use of language

requir’ng a verbal response fromn the child from 4 to 12 months (.08).

6o




i BEST COPY AVAILABLE - ‘ Y

) A swamary varieble (Table 1-12) combining the three possihle positive
conirol uses of lunsuuge into @ single vartable indicatel a significaat diféerence
between the pilot wave, Center and the Serial Conirol groups at 22 wonths (.01)
! . .ne Center moihers using more langua et all t‘ypes of pos? tive control

- . . control qothers. .

- - ~__ 7here are no significent differcnces beiween Wave I group in the «mount —

* of lomguage used {or negative control (Table 1-13, 14, iS) except at 24-28 months A\
} . in the home ~vhere the-Center mothers use §om3what more language for negaiive ’
control than the Control mothers (.09). These findings “ re not inconsistent
} with those of Jean Watts. Watts found that mothers of comp t chi}"dren did not
/ >
i use less negative coatrol language than other mothers but they did use more
i . .
lanzuage for positive control than C mothers did. 3

—

Variable 15-24. Level or Type of Participation

A mean taken over all units of each interaction of the mother's leval of

participation vicld a measure of the average psychological distance from mother

to child (See Table'I-16). The smaller the scorc tiie greater the degree of active
participation. Although this variable did not yield significant differences batween
the Center aad Control group of Wave I ir the Unstructured observations, Center

’ mothers were significantly cldser or more active than Control mothers in the home
observations (p= .09). Wave III did show a predicted significant iacrease in

K4 (3

c¢leaenasain the wnitingy‘nr)m ohaesryvations from 4 o 12 wmonths, (.005).

O
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’ The e w1 significant differences between the Center and the
Sarial Contcol croips in directions favoring the Center inr several gern3ral

categoriss of participation. Wave III Center mother. showed more active parti-

+ a3
N

K]

cipaticn than {h2 Secial Control mothers (.001).
1 At .*hs Center mothers used more positive contro! technigues

 able T-1%) than Conlrol mothers (.005). . '

i \others in both groups and both waves did not differ in amount of moni- .
toring of ¢hild's activity or in legitimate housework as predicted; however,

/ ¢
Pilot Wave Control, compared tc Center mothers, ignored their children signi-

[y

——

ficantly more when measured at home. (.02). \

s P

e

Summaryv and Discussion of Mother-Child Interaction Variables

There are many findings to the effect that mothers in the pilot wave are

. . ] . . < .
showing a wide variety of behavior promoted by our curricula by 22 months \

Ak
i

(or 21-28 mmonths) . Interestingly, the Wave 3 data show some significant find o

ings by the time the infant is 12 months of age - in a direction to be expeacted™ \

ca might again be made to Table I-1 for some of the Global variavles

znd summary variables. In summary, Center mothers show the following "good"

IS

[ hehaviors in refevence to the Serial Control 1aothers:
\ () Are more sensitive to childrens' needs.
(7)  Uave n groater tendency to acsept their child's on-goinyg bahavior.

.i (3) (May) have a greater tendency to 'cooperate rather than interfere.

TN
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|

Use more elaborated language and larger chunks of language. e
Use more language as a means of positive cor ~ol of children's

behavior and less language for negative contzol.

L
Ly

(6) Participate more actively in their children's activity. ~—.

(7) Ignove their hildren less.

e emphlasize that our theory, and oux intervention is sclectic:

A sensitive, actively participating, verbal mother would seem to be a prime
recuisite for cognitive development, regal‘rdless 6f theoretic rationale.

It is felt that our results are more meaningful than the statistics indicata
for several reasons. The first of these is that several treads (;caken as a wholse)
might well produce a statistically significant resultin a multivariable analysis.
Secoﬁdly. Wave III, scored completely "blind," is beginning to replicate at
12 momihs the findings obiained from the pilot wave at 22 montns. Clearly,
combining groups would produce greater statistical evidence for program effec-
tiveness than has bezn demonstrated.

The fact that the Wave III Center group is evidencing a positive response
at 12 mcnths, rarely demonstrated in the Pilot Wave is, in all likelihood, dus
to the fact that our educators were mors experienced and knowledgeable by the
dme Wave LI was recruited. There ivs also a likelihood that we had learned, im-
plicitly or explicitly, how to ‘Felate to mothers, and how to reach mothers, as a
result of our pilot wave experience.

One serious criticism that might be raised regarding these interaction

measures ic that the scorers were not complately blind. Howaver, two points
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are relevant here. First, the [Center and Sarial Control protocols vf

Wave III were, in fact, scored bliiid and yet the results for Wa]ve I ara
quite paraliel with those of Wave I, wﬁich was not scored blind. Second,

we found on first inspection of the data \’g“hat the Yearly Contirol group started
higher and remained consistently higher\ than the Serial Control group on

|

most of the mother-chiid interaction variables. Although the Yearly Control
l

group did not apReax° in‘itially different f:‘rom the other groups as regards
aditial demograph;c: data, we now find t/ﬂat after two years the Yearly Control
group seems to be of higher SES statu? than thé Serial Control and Center
groups on several critical demograph’ic variables. (These include income
(Yc/cp=.09; YC/SCp = .08), ech#:ation (YC/Cp=.02; YC/SCp=.03).)
These differences probably d-id nof/ er~erge from differential attrition but
rather because of a more skillful, interviewer and more sensitive SES scales
administered rece£1t1y For w /ateverfreason the Yearly Control group can-
not be considered an adequat? comparison group without parualhnﬂ out the
effects of their SES vanables. The point, A however is that the consistently
higher interaction scores of the Yearly Control group do give somrz additional
evidence that sclcn’ing of Wave I was objective, althoug}h not blind. At the
time of scoring, it was not knoiwn that the Yearly Cm}k’rol group was of a )
higher socineconomic status. Had scorer bias been operating, the Yearly

Control groups would have been lower, not aigher than .he Ceniwr and
e}

Serial Control group.
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Table I-1
i Suminary of Selected Important Variables of
Mother Chiid Interactions*®
' Variable Wave 1 {PHlot Wave) wave 3
Center Observation Home Observation Center Obsexrvation
} (p value at 22 mos.) (p value at 24- (p valugé at 12 mos.)
28 mos.)
1. Sensitivity to .05 ' .09 .63
! child.
{ 2. Acceptance of .01 .005 & os
' child (vs ‘
Rejection. Trend + Trend - .002
I
! 3. - Cooperation-
Interference.
" 4. Total Amount
of Language. Trend + Trend + Trend +
‘ 11. Summary: Use of ) s
Language for
Positive Control .01 Trend + Trend + 5
‘ 12. Summary: Use of
) Language for
‘ Negative controi Trend + 09(~) Trend + -
15. Summary:
Closeness of
Pairicipation Trend + .09 .008
#Actual table upon these data arc prepared follow in tables
I-2 to I-24
All but one of the p values is in a predicted direction.
Trend + indicated the direction is as expected, but nct
_ significant. Trend-indicates a non-significant finding
in an oupposite direction to that predicted. .
-




Table I-2,

63
Variable I. Global Rating of Mothest's Sensitivity ‘
Insensitivity to Child r
y !
/// . !
Unstructured Center Observatigiis Home Observations
Wave 1 (Pilot) 4 mo. 12 mo. /22 ma, 20-78 ™o,
C (N=11) [
5.20 4,6y 6.20 6.66 (N=5)
’ SC (N=10) /
5.00 4./42 3.91 4,00
. vi i e o 1 (N=6)
| p - values ;o F(1,19) = 4.4 [U = A9 (di=T]
- N.S. 7 N.S. p= 0.48 =09
= v el
//ﬂ
[ . ./""""/«
Wave III _ T
. C-II(N=8)
( 5.29 _ 6.1
SC-II (n=8) » /
t 5.6 4.6
p - values F(1,15) = 3.95
N.S. p= .06 .
!
> WAVE 1 WAVE 1II
{ /' . c-II
‘ -t
T 1 Xb\/
\ 1sc -
‘ ' T ~
e - N SC-1I
i -+ ~
o . W sC T
‘ o "3
f EZ - ol
el
Q -
oot e
; b
i = L n
o 1 -
<
i
) P2y
t
L ) 4\ » A )
[ )
4 12 2 A 12
TEST MONTH . TEST MONTH
Group, F(1,19) =1, 22, p = .28 C, F=N.S. )
Time, F(2,38) = .31, p= .74 T, ¥ = N.S.
GXT, F(2,38) = 3.05, p = .06 GXT, F(1, 38) = 4,36,
p= .05
s

e




Table 1-3. 64

\

Variable 2. Global Rating of Mother's Acceptance-
Rejection of Child.

& ,
- Unstructured Center Observations Home Observations
Yave 1 (Pilot) 4 mo. 12 mo. 22 mo. 24-28 mo,,
G(N=11) T
7.60 - \ 6.60 6.60 8.00 (N=8)
7
SC (9N-10 ..
o ) 6.45 5.54 4.27 4.69 (N=6)
, S E N E) R I VA G W £ A T R 10 o B 13 R e T ITRS T
- values : ..
g - p= .09 n = .29 p = .013 _p = .005
§ Wave III
C-II(N=6 R
( ) 8.4 8.7
i SC-II (N=8) ~
1
7.8 7.0
f p - values' F(1,15) = 3.53
, N.S. p = .08
WAVE 1 WAVE III ‘
' c-1
. 8 - 9 "“L' e,”__/'/o
) 7 1 \ . Y.T‘c-..__ __.;{ SC—II.
: ;- X S——= C
.o » PR Y \\ \)“{’\
i 5 .1 ~ U
. 5 ~ 4 scC
:E 4 L £
3 1 1
5 2 L L
e
< 1 - -
o ,
i : b s . ;
4 12 22 3 12 ’
_ 'FEST MONTH TEST MONTH
Creup, F(1,19) = 7.56, p = .012 G, F(1,15) = 2.35, p = .14
Tie, F(2,38) = 4.20, p = .02 . T, F(1,15) = .44, p = .5
GXT, F{2,38, = .84, p = .56 GXT, F(1,15) = 1.97, p = .18
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ﬂ‘,.\*.-““ TABLE 1-4

K .

" Variable 3.  Global Rating of Mother's Cooper
with Child.

Unstructured - Center - Observations

ation-Interference

Home Observations

ave I (Pilet) 4 180, -2 mao.,” 22 mo. 24~28 1mn
C(N = 11) *
‘ SC (N=10) 5,40 5.00 5.20 4.70
| //5.36 3.73 3.73 "5.80
: p - values F(1,19)=1.79, F{TIT7Z
* N.S - - -
S p= .197 p= .21 N.S.:
i TAVE II
C-11 (N=8)
/ SC-I1 (N=8)
‘ 5.57 6.43
N 6.00 4.20 "
l __b- values F(1,15)=13.1'f37' (
[ N.S. p= .002 -
. 6 WAVE I WAVE III
| T 7 -k
8
7 -11
5 - }\\/9 C 6 VDC
| \\ -
i 4 L LN N
{ 5 .L N
2 Sof—— 3t SC N
z e 3 | 4 L e sC-II
2 4 .
0 e
. [~_] f
N 1“_ |
o 2 oL
</E ,
& 1 .k /
! 2 f/ /
~ i \ 1
{ ﬁ } 0 ', -+ ,__l! T
] 4 12 22 4 12
: TEST MONTIH! TEST MONTH
Grcup, ¥{1,19) = 2.57, p = 12 G, F(1,15) = 4.59, p = .046
’ Time, F(2,38) = 1.48, p = .24 T, F(1,15) = 1,59, p = .22
) G>T, F(2,38) = .71, p = .50 GX71, F(1,15) = 172,66, p = .003
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TABLE 1-5-

Variable 4.
during Observation.

*

Unstructured Center Observ ations

Total Amount (%) of lLanguage Mather Produces

Home Observations

4o 12 mo. 22 mo. 24-28 mo.
!I'a.‘di L ;
SRR Y
I VIO L) .09 .55 .60 .413
.61 .53 .49 .252
p - VALl . =
N.S. N.S F(1.19)=1.31,
— ¢ p= .27 N.S. |/
, /‘,'r
" wWave NI o
L eI (N=6) T ,
, SC-11{N=8) 97 "
3 .31 .44 //-\
! p/- values <
/ N.S. N.S. f
(' d
60 ':’\\\\\/c
.50”’ \\:,5:\ ‘ ) .
5 —~=K SC 5 - "ZSC-H
121 ! * 4 L - C"II
O p .
< N s
o . 30. 3 1 -7(
4
: 3 .'/.0”_ 1. 4
{V_: -
BUoek
- 0 4
< 00 - -
, i T .. L
P
: :' : ‘1- ‘_ S
N 4 12 22 4 12
TEST MONTIH TosT MONTIH
Group, F(1,19) = .37, p = .58 /‘r, F(1,15) = .06, p= .82
Time, F(2,38) = .42, p = .66 T, F(1,15) = 5.87, p= .03
GXT, F(2,38) = .43, p = .66 GXT, F(1,15) = .08, p= .78
7S [
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Variable

TABLE I-6

Mother's Language Style

) ' .
Unstructured Center Observations

67

.

Home Obhservations

(1% of Elabo: atea Spéech).. ™

LAVT 1 (Pl 4 mo. 12 mo. 22 mo. 24-23 mo.
C (N=11) ‘ .
B 3¢ (a=101 .32 .23 .29 .210 (N=6)
.07 .19 .18 .0720 (N=6)
v - values F(1,19)=17.33 (1, T97=3. U8 O SNy (E2T)
- p= .001 N.S. p=.06 p=.03
WAVE 1
C-I1(N=6)
SG-1I (N=8) .19 .20
.08 .15
p- values -
N.S. N.S.
—’
N
WAVE I WAVE HI
$ R
ST \ °
. o 3
:_f' e /_.%—- —— _._.'.;\ SC . Z -y M""“'”c)
P 1L -7 4
{:_; :( -~ ] . l - - -y
& ; Y
£ L
<9 oL
~
7~
2
=)
s
e .
. ¢ % t ——b 3o A
e k IP
, 4 12 22 4 2
TEsT MONTH TEST MONTH
Group, F(1.19) = 13.11, p = .002 G, TF = N.S.
Time, F = N.S. “, F=DN.S.
GXT, F(2,36) = 3.30, p= .05 G‘X\,’_I‘\,r«‘ = N.S.
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TABLE 1-7
Voriable 6. Percentage Mother's Use of Language for
I'laboration and Extension.

i

Unstructured Center Observations Home Obhservaticns

wavel (0.0) 4 mo. 12 mo. 27 mo, 24-28 mo.
Ci{N=11)
: SCn=10) .18 .14 .13 .110
S .04 11 .08 040
E 2 - values F‘l'lﬁ)'"*’;“ = 1,02 (Gi=0)
| p = .034 N.S, i N.S D = .05
-l ‘ T
| Wave Il
C-11(N=6) ) - s e =
\ SC-11 (N=8) 13 15
{ .05 . .09
! p - values ~ -
N.S N.S
; ~ :
> _ WAVE I WAVE 1II
20 C-11
(D3} R
3 .10 — "
P ot » ScC-II
‘I"‘ .20"" - /l
:é . O\\\@ .00 )‘,\" -
b !;\ Y ad
2 M -T2 C
3 . X sC -+
A .00 {, .
< e
4]
=
i ¥ v s A L
4 12 22 4 12
TEST MONTH TEST MONTH
Group, ,F' (1,199 = 3.40 G, ¥(1,15) = 4.57%, p=.05
Tine, F,(2,38) = .27,p=.786 T, F(1,15) = .63, p=.55
/ GXT,  F,(2,38): 1.66,p=.21 GXT.F(1,15) = .24.p= .64

s




TADBLE I-8

e e A . St e o o g e = - memee e wms = . mmen

Variable 7. Percentage of Mother's Use of Language for
General Conversation. (SFD 3, 3+10).

Unstructured Center Observations Home Observations
wave 1 (Pilot) 4 mo, J.Z mo. 22 mo. .\ 24-28 mo.
C{N=11)
S n=10) 97 14 .05 \ 085
. .46 A1 A1 .072
! F(1,19)=2.24
p - values p = .15 N.S. N.S. N.S.
i
Wave I ,
{ . ]
C- I (N--8) - ~
’ SC-1 (N=8) © .08 .097
| o - L Y -0
} 17 .120
| " p - values i
! ) N.S. , N:S.
i A WAVE I WAVE III
A0 N
j \ ‘
. .30~ \
& -
.20.L \
&3‘ 20 \\ .20-—»«
B
= 104 \;L 3 SC )
) ‘ ~ .47 SC-1I
& .00 5 C L1040 o1
& ] " o7
o .00
<: g
L]
o
\\
}-‘ : ? » [ [\
) K
4 i2 22 4 12
TEST MONTH TEST MONTI
Group, F(2,38) = 2.53, p = .13 G, F(1,15) = 1,04, p = .24
Time, F (2,38 =11.46, p = .000 T, F(1,15) - .1’5. p = .69
GXT, F(2,38) = 1.83, p = 23 GXT, F(1,158) = .73, p = .59
NOTE: A lower percentage of this VerJlS is not necussarily a bac thing.
1 Swnce in our closed coding system it indicates a higher incidence
v . of more positive languags uses .
E lC dngudgs es.
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‘fable I-9,

Variable 8. Percentage of Mother's Use of Language for
Positive Control of On-Going Child Behavior.

Unstructured Center Observation

(FD4)

Home Observatiors

|
3
5}) Wave 1 (Pilet) 4 mo. 12 mo. 22 mo. 24-28 moO.
I ‘ C (N=11)
, 063 .040 .023 157 _
SC (N=10) ; (1=6)
018 .047 .004 050
, ‘ N (N=6)
| p - values -
. - N.S N.S N.S. N.S.
' : ~
a .
' Wave 1l
C-11 (N=6) ]
2 .000 .013
‘ SC-11 (N=8)
i .018 .008 .
' p - values
N.S. N.S.

MEAN PERCENTAGE

Group,
Time,
GXT,

.10
—- D

.00} )(// \ac
¢ SC

] } ;

4 12 22

+ TEST MONTIH

F(1, 19) = .78, p = .61

TF(2, 38) = .83, p = .56

T(2, 38) = .5i, p =,.6%

204 ‘
010 Ll ond
. C-II
L
00§, %;,,::—ﬂffﬁz SC-II ‘:>
3 .
RV’
TEST MONTH
G, F(,15) = .22, p = .68
T, F(.15) = 04, p = .83
GXT, F(1.16) =2.90, p = .11
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Variable 9. Percéntage of Mother's Use of Language‘ for
Positive Control of New Behavior.

. ‘M._f’.x..__». e -

TABLE I-10

Unstructured Center Observations

71

(FD5) .
Home Qbservations

i ) e e T s o A mta LS

| 4 1mo. 12 mo. 22 1ho. 24-28 mo.
| ‘ave I (Pilot)
' C(N=11)
SC (N=10) .075 .079 .143 .053
(N=6)
.037 .11 .068 .042
p - valués F(1,19)=4.43, (N=C3
N.S N.S. p= .054 N.S
| Wewedll e T T T T I
C-II(N=6) ' ' i . ‘
SC-II (N=8) . .01 .11 - e o
.04 11
p - values -
N.S N.S
WAVE 1 WAVE 1l
20 K
C
.10
e ) /ji\/
s8] r—— \\ .10&-.
9 o S¢S
o .00_L
“
84|
O
o
&) -
s}
- .00l
<
i
P
; } : » 3 2 °
4 12 22 X P
- TEST MONTH TEST MONTH -
Group, F(1,19) =1.30, p= .27 G, F(1,15) = .54, p= .52 |
Time, F(2,38) =1.72, p = .19 - T, F(1,15) =4.86, p = .04 |
CXT, F(2,38) = 1.82, p= .17 GXT,F(1,15) = .08, p=.77 * |
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L , 3 TASLE I-11
! 72

Vaiviable 10, Perentage of Mother's Use ¢f Language
to Structurc a Verbal Response fro

.

. ) Child. (rP.11). .
| B ¥
Unstructured Centor Observa ions Home Gpser\fatic\ns
4 mo. 12 mo. 72 mo. ) ’:—'\).8 mo.
Wl Loiloly e e eyl Sniehp e B
T T { .
a 5 e (N=6)
CIN 1) L_“,,__‘.O_.OO-_..__. ___.003 , 051 ! .023 ]
) « b (N=6)
SC (N=10; L___-000 _.000 .020 .002
! | F(1,19)=1.48 it = 1.89(¢f = 8)
p - values | .5, | N.S. p= .25 p = .(6 |
/
. / ~
Wave 11 . //
C-11(N=8) .000 - .00
SC-1L{N=8) .009 .000
/
p - values C
N.S. Possiblet
WAVE 1 \ WAVE I
Y
é £
(W]
< . .20
! - | / \
N 0l
£ !
- ‘
- | C-II
- , _ -
: 2204 00 =TT - X SC-II ‘
| | C - |
QT {f‘%x’//x S¢ ~
: , - j = i t ¥ ’
‘- — 4 12 22 3 4 12
o TEST MONTH TLEST MONTH
Group, F(1,19) = 1,73, p = .20 G, F(1,15) = 3.53, p = .08
i Time, F(2,38) = 7.12, p = .003 . T, F(1,15) = 3.53, p = .08
§ | GXT, F(2,38) =1.29, p = .29 GTX, F(1,15) = 3.53, p = .08
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TABLF 1-12

73
i\ Variable 11, Summavy of t  Positive Control Uses of Language
(S¥FD. 4, 4+5¢11).

Unstructured Center Observations Home Obscervatinns
- - d o, 2 10. 20 a0, 2108 gac.
wave 1 (Pilot) S i Sl el ey S

|
14 12 .22 157 t (N=6)

B e ——— -t - —_-—

CIN=11) Lt

SC (1710 .06 .8 .09 094 | =s)
T (1,19)=F .47 i
D values N.S. ! N.S. p = .013 N S/. : ‘

Wave U — -

C-1I (N :6) .01 13

SC-11 (N=8) .06 2 ‘ ' 3

D - values

(‘?

WAVE 1 WAVE 1
i

|

I

! <

20t .20,

C-ir
/X SC-It

MEAN PERCENTAGE

»\

|
% ) 00,

v

}

L

[
+

1

1

1
i :
4 12 22 4 1.

TEST MONTIH TEST LMONTIH

Groun, F{1,19)
Time, (2,38
GXT, ¥ (2,38)

3.40, p = .08 G. FI(1,15) = .54, p = .52
1.26, p = .28 T, F(,15) = §.18, p = .03
2.33, p = .11 GXT, F({1,15) = .50, p = .80
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TABLE 1-13
74
Variable 2. Pereenlage, of Mothew's Use of Language for Megative,
Con'rol (Negative Reinforcement, Punishment, ete.)
(FD.7).

Unstrustured Ceontar Obsarvations Home Ohservations
(ot GO VAR AT 22 100, D IR

[ LY 2SN MUE & -SRI ) S——
SC.(N=10) !

027 l S NN A L1 N B I
s ! | ‘
!L_...._ _.'X_i_ q.._ ——— ll-_.._.I_\Y..E h.__._A.;-d‘\ R N...SM..'.. PR R -.\“-‘.S‘ e e e o

o

< AN-0) Eﬂ_w T *""
T
|

S,(\‘.—H {N=b)

} .02
- velues , 1

WAVE [ WAVE I

SC -20%

t

,.
i
(o)

-~

"NTAGE

10

Y e o ot e e e e
i .

.—
e

-

-~

)

% % SC-T1
n. ! s

:/’ ; // o II
% ‘ LT

S ; e

.00 00, X

R S T S .
n 12 22 . 4 12

TEST MONTH TES ¢ MONH
Group, 1 (1,19) = .60, p = .54 G, TF1,15 = .31, p = .59
Trme, F(2 28 + 15.49. p - .0001 T, Fi,15 = 3.61, p = .07
GXL, F(2,26) - .18, p = .84 T, F(1,15) = 1.80, p o= .20

NOTE: A groater parcentage of laagaage for ne ative conicel is not desirable.
83
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1ABLE I-14 75

Variable 13. Percentage of Mother's Use of Lenguage for
Criticism of Child's Behavior or Personality .
! . (FNH. 8).

Unstructured Center Obuervations tfome Observations
TS 4 ™A 12 r.o. 22 mo. 2828 mo,
5\ ~. i " :I": | - Tea A - - - A - - ‘,. - "

Gue11) L 000 0%z 028 048

- AR Sy SRR SRR S e sttt ot

|
| |
{
i ! l
. ! N=D
SC(N-10) ‘, .028 ‘ 079 .030 030 ] (5=6)

~

i |

§
N n Lalues l
i

NS. [ | NS, | s,

| Tave UL

C-T1{N=6) ‘
(N 009

|
|
|
J.

SC-11 (N=8) ,
Y

¥ (1,15)=1.77
5. p = .203

1
!
i
l
1
|

d p - values

gy T
oo
—

i
-

v

WAVE 1 WAVE 11

1 .20+

-10. 107K

.00 T 00 e

L e e s rmmme f e msaen amn ——— —— e ! - I DY

| -
4 12 22

T TN T OTONGTS
AT Croup, 1,19 - .63, » = .56 G, F(1,15) = 2.70, p .12
. Time, F(2,38) - .72, p - .00 T, F(o,1h) — 1.85%, p= .10
) GxXT, J(2,38) = .07, p = .07 GXT, F(U,1% = 486, p = .52

NOTE: A greater peecentpge ni languass for criticiem is not considered
decivable,

ERIC -~ . i




(e N | vy wy
v N . Y

C(N=11)
Sl -30)

po-ovaluos

Coaidn 6)

s U IH(N=B)

1o~ values

I A e
A r.‘\(t;.‘,

YT
A s A aNsao

.
Group,

o
s,

G,

N

.20

A

A0 -
[

Varioble 14,

Unstructured

4 mo.

006

;Y - [RCRE
e ] N N A“)‘ D)
> g ——— ~

v A}

AR ——
P
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Table 115,
Summa-y of Negative Control Uses of Mother's
Languzae.  (S¥D 6, 7+8). )

Home Observations
24-28 mo.

AR amAm by e e comAma e ot aman !
- " o e

Center Observations
12 mo, \ .)22 100,

~ T Y T YA

128 .142 .060

P pe—

(S

—

= N=b)

142 .034

(N=6)
t = 1.46

N.S:
= .09

e B mr s WA e W v

F(L15)=2.0"
1 p=.177
WAVE 1 WAVE UI
10 | X SG- )i
~ .
c N
Py
7
\‘/‘///,')
/\/
001
: P J " .
12 22 ' 12
TEST Loy L CRST LGN
1.07, p - .31 G, F (1,15) - 1.04, p = .33

(1, 16) -
F(2,58
¥ (2,58
A i

.82, p =
18,

percentage 5t

L0054
p .65

04
17

T, Fo(1,15)
GXT, ¥ (1,10)

4.89, p -
2.0, p =

undosiv o bile,
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Table 1- 16,

Vars ble 16, Mean Tavel of Participation,

-

Ulloe: vt vod Center Obhooovation. Hoame Obser rations

4 12 120. - 272 mo. 24-28 mo.

GATT(N 936 2.03 ‘

P

1.986 3.03

y e values F(1,15)=9.99
‘ N.S. p = .006 .

' WAVE 1 WAVE 1l

(S5

L K C '
-0 . // /f) ' 3.0 -~ //'

’ 1.0

LCEFNTAG:
P
=

1

i

1

1
.

0 - e
e /
yd
: R [ ; ’ st ors s ) — ————t
¥ i
4 12 22 {, o2
TEST MONTH TEST MONTU
(ARSI o~ NG G, | N

T, ¥o(2,28) - 4.16, p o= .02 T, F: N.S.
Gyt ¥ N.S. Gy, F (1,15) - 367, p o= 07

O A ower mean coore is conceptutlly better Jdearn 2 ligh score.
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Table 1 17,

Vi bie 1b. ‘The Amount (%) of the Mother's Active
participation with the Child.  (PART 1.)

Unstructired Center Observations Hom= Observat:ons
4 o, 12 mo. 22 mo. 24-28 o,

. - . - = e mai m . amsacsay  bmae A ow -~ .~ e v -
S s e e amrm v etaeae e

.535 L3095 . 093 178

— L var e e vt e

mo e vy e b

N * 891 L LA N T T (N=6)

i

. {, A RO ‘ H . N ¢ IY g A ’ SV | (N:S) .
. - ‘ :\' . s . . ) « N O KON .
‘ e : N S B
B s e e e MR
poWave L -
SRS : . IR '
( . .610 , /
{&c-r o T i
' / l Lad .
L L 708 .338 .
“ \\ -
) P Veluns T e e . S . ‘
S NS . ¥(1,15)=16.01| |
- — p = .001 4 '
r.d

. Vo

WAVE 1 WAVE 111

[

L 5 e N e
o PN 6 -+ N ~—oc-n
< e TS !
[ 4 - N = XSO \
A \ L0 5 1 \
3 3 A ,/ \
= . - N P \
: 3 L
1 \
o 2L . Q-
. 5l % sc-11
ool
s 2 L

[ ].l..

Do

J——— s
Yo ettt e

et

TUST PONT TRHET HONTI

Gio p, F N.S. G, ¥(1,15) = 1.96, p = .18
Tin e oo N.S. ', F(1,15) = §.82, » - .02
Gat, I' - N.S, CXT,E(1,15) = 4,27, » = .05

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC | ]




!
79
[ Table I-18.
] . ‘ )
Variable 17. The Amount (%) of General Conversation
Direct to the Child. (PART. 2.)
Unstructurad Ceater Observations Home Observations
‘ Wave I (pilot) 4 mo. 12 mo. 22 mo. 24-28 mo,
‘ C(N=11)
.154 .058 .016 .186
\ SC(N=10) ) -
‘ .193 .014 .056 .088 (=6
p - values _ (N=
) N.S. F@l,ES) =4.28 N.S. t =2.94
p = .95 p = .005
Wave III ‘
C-1I (N=6) |
s .007 .029
: SC-II(N=8)
) .058 .038 ( d
) p - values
N.S. N.S
} ,
/I
\ K
{ =3
' (&}
< -1
=
H 2z ,
i q |
\ Q |
. T |
&
W
‘ Z
! il
=
i
TEST MONTH TEST MONTH
P Group, F = N.S. G, F=N.s.
! Tine, F(2,38) = 5.64, p = .007 T, - F=N.S.
GXT, F = N.S. GXT, F = N.S.
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Table 1-19.

The Amount (%) of the Mother's Use of

Variable 18.
‘ Positive Control " echnigues. (PART.3.)

-~
———

Unstructured Center Observations

~ Home Observations

‘ Wave I (Pilot) 4 mo. 2 mo. 22 mo. 24-28 mo.
C (N=11) > - :
.220 .275 .206 .124 _
‘ SC(N =10) , P
! .133 .184 .058 .10 (N=6
(N=
p — values - _
} N.5. N.G. F(1,19)=9. 85
p = .005 N.S.
} Wave II
C-1I (N=6) .014 .130
| SC-I(N=8) 062 .223
’ p - values
N.S N.S$
’ WAVE I WAVE 1
:. "3 3 oty
- . .25 L
1 2
‘ 4 o
{ j43]
4 o . 4 .S
< W19 /"y\
'. g i rd \\ 3 4
i 8 1 € ¥ \ X Sc-1
o A z T ., C-1
;, B .05 X 8¢ ) /;;/
4 é 04 .o ’:/
15 2 L] -]- N
i g ¢ . : . —
{ ” ” $
; 1 1% 21 4 iz
TZST MONTH TEST MONTH
: Group, F(1,19) = 4.68, p = .04 G, F(,15) = 4,727, p = .04
! Time," F = N.S. T, F(1,15) = 8.88, p = .02
) CXT, F = N.S. @X7T, F = N.3.




Variable 19.

Table I-20

The Amount
Negative Control Techniques.

‘Unstructured Center Observations

81

(;},) of the Mother's Use of

(PART. 4.)

Home Observations

Wave I (Pilot) 4 mo. 12 mo. 22 mo, 24-28 mo,.
kS 4
C(N=11)- .000 157 . .183 .052
SC(N =10)
¢ .041 .16¢ .254 .058 (N=6)
p - values N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. \ (N=6)
)
Wave II
7
$ , C-1I (N=6) 049 / .087 P
SC-I (N=8) - .052 .151
i . pi - values s ", S
N.S. ’ N.S. ,
/ \\
WAVE I WAVE III N
- .30 - \
.25 4 A SC
3 c
/ < 20
/ ;
; 8 .15 4
A | psC-It
m .
[a W)
=z W05 4 X
< 1 0/ c-II
5 S ool V’
| “ %2 LS 3 !
i 4 1 2 ) 12
) TLST MONTI:I ‘ TEST MONTH
) Group, # = N.S. G, F=N.S. |
. Tims, Fr.,38) = 15,87, p = .0001 T, F(1,15) = 5.38, p =
| GXT, .. ¥ = N.S. GXT, F = N.S. _
( NOTE: A higher percentage of this type of interactive technique is not desirable.
Q ‘ "
ERIC R 30
et ~Ph Vel o




s Wave I (Pilot)

C{N=11)
SC(N =10)
§ + p - values
¥ - =
’ "Wave 0OI
SC-II(N=8)
p - values

.20
.15

.10

e

.05

MEAN r2RCENTAGE

Variable 20.

Table 1-21

Amount of Time (%) Mother Spent Watching

Child Only. (PART. 5.)
Unstructured Center Observations Home Observations
4 mo. 12 mo. 22 mo. 24-28 mo.
.054 .117 .117 .148
(N=6)
.097 .124 .127 .168
(N=6)
N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
.287 .113
.063 . 224
F(1,15)=3.94
‘ p = .07 N.S.
WAVE 1 WAVE I
5 o
/*-—' — ‘_* SC 4 anlpn
4 P C
¥ 3 +
o 2 - N SC"’H
3 1 / C-H
-~ s
X
$- } } N L .
4 2 22 YR
TEST MONTH ‘TPST MONTH
F = N.S G, F = N.S.
F = N.S T, F =N.S.
F = N.S GXT, F9115) = 7.62, p = .01
f 91 3
N o
. h ’ ‘ 9 ’
) < I —
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' TABLE I-22
{ - Variable 21. Amount of Time (%) Mother Spent Monitoring
, / Child from Another Location. (PART. 6)
’ .
Unstructured Center Observations Home QOuservations
! - 4 mo. 12 mo. 22 mo. 24-28 mo.
} Wave I (Pilot)
< (N=6)
.036 .010 .056 .062 .
} C(N=11) :
‘ (N=6)

SC (N=10) .008 .000 .0oo .056 )

s p - values N.S. N § Possible N.S.
N, \
! i . \
Wave _III

i’ " C-1II (N=6) .000 .000

SC-1I (N=8) .004 .000
’ ( p - values

N.S. N.S.
} : WAVE I . WAVE Il
96-&»

] .05 C

MEAN PERCENTAGE
(=]
(28]
t

{ .02

) L ad e

! .01 . »SC-1I

—— ) L o) \\\ C—II
| 00 RS
i i \x___._-* SC
. 5 2 - ’ } 4
; 4 12 72 . 12
TEST MONTE TEST MONTH

l G, F =N.s. G, F =N.S.

: T, F =N.3. T, F =N.S. ‘
y GXT, F = N.S. Gx;r,»pz\N.s. b




) TABLE I-23 84

Variable 22, Amount of Time (%) Mother Spent in
Legitimate Household Duties. (PART. 7)

Unstructured Center Observations )Home Observations
wave I (Pilot) 4 mo. 12 mo. 22 mo.. - - 24-28 mo.
e ‘ b
C (w=11) .00 .005 .000 222 7 (N=6)
SC(N=10) .000 .000\\ .000 .216 (N=6)
p - values )
N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
]
Wave III J
C-I1N=6)
D .00 .00
SC-=11 (N=8)
.00 .00
p - values ' —
N.S. N.S.
WAVE 1 . WAVE LI
m .
<
& .
& \ g
& )
O - [l
e
£33
P Ui
Z
< L0054
=
sC-II
.00
T -00 - oo —oXcn
t } } ’ b ] o
4 12 22 4 12
TEST MONTH TEST MONTH
Group. F = N.S. G, F = N.S
Time, F = N.S. T, F=N.S
GXT, F=N.S. GXT, F = N.S

&
(
\__
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TABLE I-24

i Variable 23. Amount of Time (%) Mother Spent Ignoring
Child. (PART. 8)

2

Unstructured Center Observations Home Observations

Wave I (Pilot) 4 mo. 12 mo. 22 mo, 24-28mo. .
|
C (N=11) .000 .009 .028 .030 (N=6)
SC (N=10) (N=6)
.037 .090 .087 204
{ p - values ' t = 2.36
! N.S. N.S. N.S. p = .023
g ) Wave I ’, <
& ‘ C-1I (N=6) .007 .00
SC-II({N=8) .047 021
I p - values o
N.S N.S.
WAVE 1 WAVE 111
- Yoo
S n 183 . / - .* SC ’
. o .07. o/
} g .06 L /
i
: é .05 } /
o .04, /
; 5 14
? 03
z . -
ﬁ C
‘ = 024 104
.01 }
.00 4 X 2 ~x 8C-1I
©-1I
ES p } %_ _t > N 3 I
. 4 12 22 P§ 12
TEST MONTH TEST MONTH

G, F = N.S. G, F =N.S
¢ T, F.= N.S. T, £ =N.5
GXT, F = N.S. GXT, F =N.S
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OUTCOME MEASURES: MOTHERS ATTITUDES AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT

In this section, we will consider one measure of mothers' attitudinal

\ change, and final outcome measures as regards child development.

Educetional Attitude Survey

[

S , Table 0-1 reportsd\.\ata on one factor (including 5 items) taken from fess

and Shipman's "Education;ﬂ Attitude Survey" (Test 28). In the third year of

1
\

| |
our intervention, curriculum materials deal with *your child in school" and

|
! [

. C Nt : . .
discussions center around problems that mothers might encounter with her

child's school experiences. : As a result of our direct and indirect instruction,

v

we would predict that mothers in our program would develop a greater sense

\

of pov;rar as regards their child's.scholastic problems. The data reported in
\ .

o |

i i
Table 0-1 are actually a pre-test measure of attitudes tfweﬁ school and

education. The sliglit trend fc‘)\r +he Center groups (both Waves) to exhibit

, more desirable attitudes toward education and their role in it are no doubt due

Ito a general program effect on ﬁeeﬁﬁgs toward education and powerlessness

during the first two years. At ihe,end of tha third year of intervention larger

differences between Centsxr ah:l\\Control groups are expected.
#

i . i

Child Development Measures: Uzgiris-Hunt

'
|
t

j The Uzg: -is-Hunt Scales (Test.06) were administa;ed every two months

] to all infant.s from 2 to 22 monthe of age. SI‘hey were given to the Yearly Con-

trols only at 12 fn_onths of age) . The Uzgiris-Hunt Scales are hased on Piaget's

~ >

\‘"»
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Sensorixﬁotor theory, and are designed to measure saeveral of the important
trends during the sensorimotor period. The scales were chosen because much
of our child development curriculum embodies Piagetian theory. In addiiicn,

we would hope that such theoretically based scales might prove more sensitive

~

to changes in infant development than do such traditional scales as the Bayley

\ “(which we also used). The Uzgiris-Hunt Scales we used are:

1. Permanence of Objects - Example: an‘ding hidden objscts

re

behind one of two screens; searching

‘ \ systematically through a series of
hidden displacements,
( 2. Means-Ends Relationship - Example: Child demonstrates the use
Mo . Lo . 0
‘ | . (\_/ of tools, such as using & stick to get
N (\~
a doll. -\
! 3. Schemas in Rglation to - Example: As aprimitive level,

; ‘ Objects. infants mouth all objects. Later
‘they roll cars and make "nica" to

‘ ) olls. As a more advanced levsl

thb%y know anc label objects.

5. Construction of Objects Example:, Child ur.derstands gravity
o J in Space. as demonstrated Ly dropping objects

and watchiag: can use an inclined

plane to make ubjacts roll, comprehends

& ' ' equilibrium as demonstrated by building
l

£ . ) a tower.
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6.  Development of Verbal

:,} ‘ Imitation.
S - e by i . . .
N We predicted that'the biggest program impact would begin to be seen

A}

after®age 2 years. We expected this because most of the psychological literature
. ) } 2

‘has not found a great deal of environmeptal impact on competence of very young

- infants. 6n tl}e other hand, we hoped that by using~ a more se;'siﬁve assessment
of competence such as the Uzgir?s-Hunt'ScaIWt we might find 4n earlier,
;;rogram impact, in favor of the Center group. We had no\ specific pr‘edictiq;xs
regarding which of the Uzgiris-Hu(xJit Scales might be most seneiﬁ;e to progrém .
ieffect. Each séalé measured a different aspect of sensorimotor con;pﬁatenca. but

. there had not been very much previouslrasearc'h on the s;:aias taken i‘m‘ividually.“

. . T o%e
For the sake of brevity, we have presented data only for ages 4 months,

12 months and 20-22 rqbpths. - I
S | ) Results, and .bri'ef summary. statements for the pilot wave c;f infants are
shown in Tables 0-2, _0-3: 0-4, and Figures 1-4, These d-ata imply that there
‘was a meaningful adgar;ce by the Cex;ter infants, relative to the Serial Conti'ol\

i .- group, on 4 of .tha'ls Uzgiris-Hunt Scales. Thase can be seen graphically on
-, " Pigures 1-4. Part of the advance implies diffexcntial caich-up: the Center
group 1;vas signiﬁca;i;ly lower than both control groups at 12 z\nonths. of age on
L 2 of the subtests: _Scﬁe 1 (p= .06) and Scale 2 (1; = .05). At22months,
the Cehter 'grou;‘) had caught up on Scale 1, and was significantly ahead on
Scale 2 (p = .05). In addition, the Center group was significantly ahead on-

‘ Scale 3 at 22 months (.05), and ahead, although not significantly, on Scale 5

.(.10). ° “~

;
:
i
!
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There is no way of knowing the reason for the partial 12 monta inferiority

of Center infants. Some developmental studies relate similar phenomenon to
on anxieties in infants who show greater attachment to significant others.

separati

‘More than likely, ‘the twelve month deficit, as well as the 20-22 month advantage .
of the Center'group,should.be viewed with respect to the battery of demographic
and social-psy,chological measures shown in Tables SES-3 and SES-‘i. To .
review these tables indicate that the mothets in the groups were not different . °

as regards "IQ" typee of verbal slcllls nor were they different on standard

demographic data. However Center mothers appear to ha've a less education

and a poorer work record, and, as rated by soctal workers, have less achieve~-
ment needs and appear more mthdrawn or unemotional, Possibly the 12 month»
Center group 1nferior1ty reflects these mothers' characteristics Thus the
20-22 month' Center infants' advance may be highly meaningful mothei;s. .

despite personahtx trends or educational history, can be taught to interact

, meamngfully Because, the dice were inadvertantly loaded against the Center

group, the positive results on 4 of the 5 Jzgiris-Hunt Scales are particularly

noteworthy

'We conclude: that the 20 22 month Uzgiris-Hunt data imply that the Center
| /

group is developing at an apparently accelerated pace despite (a) mother 8

/ A /

inferiority on selectad social—psychologic_,;aeaiures, (b) demographic equ,n/lity,
and (c) equality on tests of verbal intelligence. -Data presented in previ?.m

reports st ow that these mothers also changed with respect‘to highly reiévant

’

child-rearing characteristics .

=
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Uzgiris-Hunt: _Wave 3. .
o 7.

Infants were tested evary 2 months between 2 and 12 months We pre—

L)

pared tables at 2, 6 and 12 months but are not including these for the sake

3 A

of brevity V,e predicted that there would beno group differences between

v

Center az'.d Serial Controls at these ages, partially because of our previous :
experience but moestly because of the hterature which shows little environ-
mental ilpact on infant test soores ‘below age 2. k ' | . |
The re?tﬁ}s may be summarized N
1. . At 2 months, the Center group was supei'ior on 4 of 5 subtests. |
This is not interpretable.' Ita is not a program effect, @s the
mothers have just- entered thp pfo_gr%n; . It slioulybe noted
that at this testing occasion, testers were "blind". '
-2. . At 6 nigntlxs thie Center group is supe;ior J.05) to the -Control

grotp on 1 of 5 tests. This is not remarkable and not much

" can be made of this. ‘ v

.
o , R,
3. At 12 months, there are no significant differences. This is.

npredictable" and expected. ©On 4 of 5 subtesis, the Center
group is non-significantly advanced.- On the 5th subtest,
the serial contral tended to be advanced (.12).

. ¢
Bayldéy Developmental Scales

%

N 1. Pilot Wave

Data as concerns the Bayl(ey Mental Test Scales are shown in

Figures 6 and 7. They were administered to the pilot wave at. . .
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—

7,13, 19, and 25 months of age. Once again, we cannot make

/ _ specific predictions:* infant testing trgditionally becomes meaning-

- —

ful/at about 28 moriths of age., We had no sgeciﬁc predictions for.

/ <

_ the Bayley scores, as previous literature has shown €arly Bayleys e

- .

. tc be quite unresponsive to en&{rronmentaﬁl differences as well as
rélatively nonpre‘dictiire of later’ihtemgence test scores.

On the mexital scale, all groups showed a characteristic

P .
general decline, with no significant differences between groups.

o *
(Compare with Birmingham's data!) We here hypothesize that
At .

the 25 -1ﬁonth mental scores repi'esent a true baseline for intelli-
- . éence test ty}:.e scores, and that future changes especially on

the Stanford Binet, will be more meaningful. On the psychon;otor

’ . . . scale, the Center group shows an increase in scores‘between. 13

E

and 25 months, whereas both Control grouf:s decline. These

‘changes are surprisingly significant, at 25 months, but the’

N :
interpretation is difficult. .
“ . Perhaps the advanced motor scale for the Center group Tt
‘ . ] -
) reflects this group's experienp? with the many and varied large

- 1!
muscle toys available to them ih the"Center.* The possibility

/

*It has been su'ggested by a paraprofessionai worker that poor motor
behaviogr reﬂer/a prohibitive, restrictive mother - possibly the.case in our

Contrgl groups.” Previous data indicate this is not the case in our Center -

group - in that they significantly interact in a more positive fashion with
their children.

160
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that sex was a confounding variable was investigated. Chi-
square-and Fisher's exact probability tests ci the groupe-'-by-
, sex distribution of the total sample were not significant for

those samples actually used in the 13-, 19-, and 25-month

' Bayley analysis. Hence, smce the sexes were distnbuted in
the same propo_rﬁox"x in both 1_he Center and Serial Contrdl
.gi'oups, the group differenees repgrted above could n‘.ot
actually ".ave been sex differences. Furthermore, since all
children receive hea}t}h .c_;u:e, the ﬁﬁdix;ge do nat ,reflec/t
infants' health. SN '

. | Wave 3 xﬁfa/ ts were seen at 7 and 13 months (total N

_at? months is 50, at 13 months 28). The results look almost
exactly like those pictured m the left half of Figures 1and 2: .
There is a gradual de‘cline for both Mentaliand Motor Scales '
and there are no group dlfferences . Data are shown in Table

- ; & ,,‘ >»l...
0-5.

Home Vigit Group Uzgiris—Hunt Data

L

We did not plan to: analyze the Home Visit Group, for reqsons pre~

viously listed. Primarily\ we did not have time to score mother-child inter-
actions for this group, and the interactions ar2the major data which'should

] N -
7 - "

4 B .
be presented for the Home Visit program at this stage of our study. Howev;}\, .

other preliminary data are available and the N for,,}he Home Visit group at

-

12 ard 18 months was sufficiently large as to provide a glimpse about this

L 1061 ‘

-
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- ’ A . -
group's cognitive competence. The data show. tendencies for the Home Visit
. 7/

group to advance more rapidly than the Sérial Control infants, see Table 6-6.

-~

~and Figures 8 to 11, Inall probab1lity, a multivaridt te measure would mdlcate

~t

_-that the Home szxt group has sxgmﬁca.ntly advanced relative to the Control

group (tests of 31gmﬁcance of 1nd1v1dual scores changes are not now avaﬁaﬁle)

.w »

But yg emphasize that these data are a preliminary, albeit encouraging » glimpse: .
For concluSions to be dram(rn. we would want to demonstrate correspémding .

changes in mogher-child'interactio;ﬁ, and also to conttol for whatever SES and

’ . L4 o

. 2
psychosocial differences in xnothersattributes ‘that may-exist.




TABLE 0-1 t R ' J

Ie
Q »Power to.Control Chiids' Education
i ; -
Wave '1-’61’110; Wave) ’ - - (Tested at 24 Months)
Center L Serial: Control Yearly Control *
Mean 16.7 " ) ’ " 15.4 L 14.8
S.D. . 328 7 _ 3.18 . - 3.49 °7
N 15 : - .17 ‘16 :
) / i - T e ~ o~
e &t }Center'vs Yearly.Control) = 1.56, 'p = .10 (Approximataly; 1 tailed
JERE . . .o ‘ . test) ‘
. N ‘ . @
" Wave ¥3‘ {Tested at .12 Moq’ths)
Center’ " " Serial Control
Mgan 6.0 o 14.4 . '
S.D. 4.34 R 2.98 _
g s \
- N 23 o 29 . ’
t = 1.50, p .= .10, (Approximately, 1 tailed test.) . ' e
/ '. - —
- -, > ’ ’
. ‘ | ' . .
- Sample item; " can improve the schools." High scores indicate a feeling
. ) L of coping competence )
4103
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‘TABLE 0-2 - .

Uzgiris-Hunt:  Pilot Wave Means - Age 4 Months -*

\

-

) Center s Serial Control F P Comment ‘
Stale 1 Mean 6.9 5.8 |1.78 | 19 | Trend: Center group .
- ! . ot - | favored. [

N | 186 N 20 |, »
Scale 2 Mean 5.3 4.9, .10 .75 | No differ‘ence
\,—/N ‘ K 10 18 . % -
Scale 3 Mean 1.1 1.7-. |-3.62 | .07 | Tfend: Serial control
. - favored o
N 17 20 %
Scale 5 Mean 8.2 9.1 .00 .92 | No difference
4 < . ¥ .
. N 16 20 " / '
(/"\ -
Scale 6 M’ |\ 6.2 6.9 .62 -| .43 | No difference
N 15 * 20
1
/ Y »
L )
. .~ 4 s - *
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, r ,
, ~ B TABLE 0-3 . ’
Uzgjris-Hunt: ~ Pilot Wave ‘Means - Age 12 Months
: " v
- ‘ .
. - Center Serial Control Yearly Control - F . I_i Comment
Scalé 1 Mean | 35.6 45.0 23.5 3.06 | .06" | Centerilower
) L4 . .- ) )
N. 16 -19°: ’ 19
— > :
Scgle 2 Mean "| 25.7 30.3 . 32.4 3.17 | .05 | Center.lower
N Y16 19 . ﬁﬁ) .
( 3 LY
Scale 3 Mean. 3,4 3.5 < 3.5 .03 | 97 | No Differsnce
- N’ 16 o 19 19 :
Scale 5°Mean 25.3 ' 25.1 24.6 .05 | .94 | No Difference
; - ‘
‘15 .19 " 19
Scale 6 Mean 10.9 11.0° 10.6 ".05 94 | No Difference -
5 19 8
V|2 18
/
{ . [ g
I L
.. v
" o
] t ¢
oS5 .
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TABLE 0-4 v
- ABL \ BEST COPY AVAILABLE
- - <& ’U'zgiris—Hunt: Pilot Wave Means - Age 20-22 ~IVIc\mi:hsa;" )
" > . ) L ' \\\\
. ‘ . Center Serial Control B P \‘\.\ Comment
‘; / Py * . ‘\\
Scale 1 : ' ) AN
. . _ \
20 Mos. Mean | 3.7 63.1 . .58 .45 No éﬁfexence !
h ' ‘ now. nter
N- ] 13 / 18 . group was, lowe
: ‘ previously \ ‘|
-§. . - . ‘ — \
Scale 2 Mean 48.0 ‘ ' 46.4 5.52 .05 Center advancec
) ’ was lower
20 Mos. N’ 13 18 previously
- l -
. 2 .
Scale 3B Mean 5.9 } " 4.7 4.21 .05 . Genter group
- d 3 advanced, no
R differernce
22 Mos. N 14 18 previously
i ) v - ;.
Scale 5 Mean 46.0 42.7 ¢ 3,57 | .10 | _ Center advanced
] . . no difference
20 Mos. N 13 18 AN previously
Scale 6v Mean | 22.1 ! 21.7 / .07\ .94 'No differénce
22 Mos. N | 14 18. b
i i i
) A j b
*These test ages were combined because groups begin to hit ti.e ésyn‘xptota for
scales between 22-27 months.. The test age chosen for =ach scale is that just
prior to the'asymptote. -7 \‘

A
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. TABLE 0-5 Lo

. Bayley Mental and Motor ‘Scales Scores for Wave 3 at 7 and 13 Months

)

~ . S g e
7 Months .
Cernter , Serial Control
i - . ~ . 7
Mean Mental PQ 122 ) : . 125
. o ] ; —_— '
Mean Motor DQ | 16 ) 115
\ ’ ' o -
N. \ 20 ' ) 30
Group differences are not significant
. . 1 ' . . '
_ _ 13 Months ’ g
Mean Mental DQ J112 . o 111
Mean Motor DQ \ 111 , 114
. ’ / ' ,
N - ' ) 13 . 15
’ A ‘

-

:: Group differerQes are not significant

. . "
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TABL§ 0'?6 [l

-

UZGIRIS-HUNT SCALE SCORES FOR THE PILOT WAVE, CENTER, HOME
VISIT, AND SERIAL CONTHOL GROUPS AT 12 AND 18 MONTHS. -

/ 12 MONTHS
HOME VISIT . SERIAL CONTROL
0.4 4 - \ S
29.3 30.3 ¢
v 3:3 ) ?.5 .
6.9 " 25.1
26°9 , . oo
9.0 , ;18
- 14
18 MONTHS ‘ ’
59.4 . 62.7
44.7 34.1
5.5 4.8
38.8 ~ 41.5 -
20.6 ( 18.0
13 20

NET CHANGE - . \-\ '
N - \\\4 ‘ . L
. , . \ . -~ l; .

19.9

15.4 13.8
2.2 1.1
11.8 ‘ 16.4
11.6 8.0
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N Legend '
. i &

i .4 = Yearly Control
- 6 + (16}
- (20) X = Centerx
) p=.19 .. O = Serial Control
N = Number in parenthesis
\ X are Numbez of Case

| ' 4 Months \ 12 Months 20-22 Months

S Figure 1. Uzginsiﬂun't Scale 1: Development of Concept of Object '
\ @ Perman%n%e at Ages 4, 12, 2z for Pilot Wave. .
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50 - (13)
: 0 (18)
D :
C p= .05
L
40 -
30
1 \
20 “ L
Legend
Yearly -
g Control
10 | X( ' X Center -
6 O Serial
Control * L
p=.19 ‘ . N=Number in parenthesis
- . R ) numpber of cases
¥ ¥ . 1] .
' 4 12 20-20 °
! Moriths / Months _Months
. , e
Fi g. 2. Uzgiris Hunt Scale 2: Development of Meahs for Achieving End
+ atAges 4, 12, 22 months for Pilot Wave. .
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" . . . X (14) \
! .
)
. L h
} . 5
i ’:“o'
) 0_(18)
- ’ p=.05
j . .‘ 41 - I
: 2 <
} 3
| )
\
] 2]
“~ -
pars N
. o x=Center
‘ O=Serial Control
; g Yearly Control
. N=Number in parenthesis
= 14 _are number of cases
p= .07
1
v ¢ . -
3 12 20 - 20
}’ Months Months | Months

" Fig. 3. Uzgiris Hunt Scale 3: Development of Concepts Regarding
Objects Use at Ages 4, 12, 22 Months for Pilot Wave.
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Legend

£

& * O = Serial Control
L ., N'= Number in parent
! / are number of cas

4 Months A 12 Months / - 2012 Monthvs

Fig. 4 Uzgiris Hunt Scale 5: Construq/tion of Object in Space at
Ages 4,-12, 22 months' for Pilot Group.
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181 Legend . o
= Yearly Center I -
10} . X=Centér
O= Serial Control g’
> N= Number in parenthet
51 are numyor of cases
™ % } - ‘3 N ,
4 12 . 12-22 . '
Months ' Months " Months

N

Figure 5. Uzgiris - Hunt Scale 6: Dvelopment of verbal Imitation at
Ages 4, 12, 22 Months for Pilot Group.
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ulayley
Mental

-

X - Center .

O - Serial Control

* - Yearly Control
Numbers in parenthesis

~ are cases available.

1
]

7
Age (monihs)

-~

Fig. 6. Béyley Mental Test Scales by group and age - Pilot Wave
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Fig. 7. - Bayley Motor Scale by Group and. Age -
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Legend VN
Home Visit

g Y -
. 48 )
f . ; (o} Seria} Control |
l , 48] : E S . Nos fﬁtenthesis
S . (19 are cases available
i u“y -
1
T, 421
5 . 0l (14 '
\" ' r N
| o 12 18
- Mos, . Mos

A

\-

\‘ .
' '\\; . Fig. 8.
)
[
{ ‘

{
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!
L

Age

> 1 \

Mean performance for the'Home Visit and Serial
Control groups at 12 and 18 months of age. on
the Visual Pursuit and Permanence of -Objects .
Scale of the Uzgiris - Hunt Scales of Sensori F

Motor Development.' ®
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Fig. 9& Development of Means for Achieving Desired
“Environmental Events Scale of the Uzgiris -~
Hunt Scales of Sensori - Motor. Development.
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v Fig. 10 Development of Schemas in Relaticm to Objact Scale of
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the Uzgiris - Hunt Sclaes of Sensori-Motor Development.
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Fig. 11. ° The Development of Imitatior Scale of the Uzgiria - .
Hunt Scales of Sensori-Motor Development. .
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