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, In fontrast to the large array of instruments available for the measure-
ment of individual differences in children, there are relatively few techni-

ques available which prec1sely measure a ch:ld' developmental env1ronment.

/
Traditionally, social class.or socioeconomic’ status des1gnat1ons have been

employed as indices of enV1ronmental quality. However‘ such an index is gen-

eéally too 1mprec1se a form of measurement to serve as an effective guide for

It is also to improcise a construct to prov1de an

/1ntervent1on strategies.

I

/ adequate explanatlon of the relatlonshlp between environmental qua11ty and human

oehav1or. Increas1ng attention is now being g1ven to the development of sensi-

tive measures of specific environmental processes in an effort to dileneate

critical aspects of the developmental environment Among these processes are

parental’ teach1ng style, response contingencies in the home, provision of play

1

materials, encouragement of ach1evement and parental language usage.
It was perhaps inevitable that educarors and social sc1ent1stsbwould become

d1ssatlsf1ed with status variables like income and educat1on as measure of enviromn-

" mental quality. In the first place, these rather gross measures mask a cons1derable

amount of within class variability. “For example, Littman, Moore, and Pierce-Johes

&

(1957) fow. 1 a very wide range for all types of behavior within both middle and

‘lower-class samples. ‘They concluded that differences in behavior within each social

| class group completely overshﬁdowed any s11ght mean dlfference ex1st1ng between

the two social. class groups Dramatic differences in parental and child behavior

LA

among_representatives of the "lower'' class were likewise reported by Malone (1963)
and by Pavenstedt (1965). | - '
‘ In sum, the literature on social class and-SES differences has traditionally

: _paid 1nsuff1c1ent attention to the extensive intraclass var1at1on found in most

Moreover, the literature often 1gn0res the fact tha+ stat1st1cally s1gn1- :

Benjamin Bloom

f stud1es.
N
' ficant between—class-differences are frequently of small magnitude.

! (1964\ reasoned the use of general indices of social status or social class obscures

many of the 1mportant\d1fferences among enV1ronments in much the same way ‘that the

.\‘l . ‘3‘ . ’




use of I.Q. scores masks matly of the important differences among individuals. -
/ . : :
. B . i

A number of researchers have stressed that SES should not be viewed as a :
unitary variable, but rather as a'conglomeratet(Deutscn,_Katz; G_Jenson,-1968;%
‘and Caldwell, 1968). Thus, the search for.SES—develooment relationships amounzs
to the dissection out of the SES matrix of certain component variables which'c%n
‘be related to certain developmental skills. For‘example, a statement. to tne effect
that low SES is highly correlated with low reading skills tells very little aboiit
the aspects of life in low SEé homes which mediate this relationsnip. Further;‘itj
leaves us bew11dered when we try to explaln the outstanding readlng performance
wh1ch is somet1mes found in children from low SES homes.

A second reason for the dissatisfaction with social status measures is that
they have fa11ed to explaln a sufficient amount of the Varlablllty in academic .

‘ achievement or 1nte111gence'test scores. As Bloom (1564) noted sagcial class rarely
accounts for more than 25% of this variance. khrqorlbanks (1972) reports an investi-
gation of 185 eleven-year old English boys and their parents.. Parents were given
an interview measure of 8 'environmental press variables. The boys were administered
'the'Primary MentallAbilities Test. The environmental press variables accounted for
a significant amoont.of variance in boys abilities beyond that attributable to social
status and family structure variables.

In defense of social status it should be noteo that findings'from Hundreds of
research inveetigations_establish it as an important variable'in_the study of parent
and cnildnbehavior In retrospect these investigations appear to have laid the
gzounduork for more analytlc process-oriented examinations of the developmental
environment and its effects. The remainder of thls paper is devoted to descrlptlons
of several of the major efforts;to develop env1ronmenta1 process measures. An attempt

€

will also be made to summarize and critique the efforts to date.




The Chicago Approach

The past decade has witnessed several major.attempts to develop sensitive
measures of environmental qualit:-. Benjamin Bloom (1964) and his colleagues‘at
the Univers1ty of Chicago were pioneers in this effort.

Wolf (1964), one of Bloom's students, summar17ed what may be called the
”Chicago Approach”-to.the measurement of environment by stating that an environ-
ment should not be conceptualized as a single entlry He postulated that a s1ng1e
phys1cal environment may be made of a number of sub-environments. Each sub-
environment could operate to 1nfluence the Hevelopm -at of a spec1f1c human char-

acteristic. With ‘this rationale, he attempted toldentify and measure the follow1ng

'env1ronmental process variables presumed to be related to the development of

intelligence: stimulation provided for inteliectual growth, opportunities pro-
vided for an emphasis on verbal development, and the provision of opportunities for
general types.of learning in a variety of situations. For each variable, Wolf
developed a list of process charaoteristics_gonsisting.of specific'hehaviors of
parents and others in the home. The “efforts culminated in an interview form of
about sixty items. Wolf interviewed mothers of sixty fifth-grade students. The
mothers were selected by stratitied random sample from each social class. I.Q..
data on the students/mere also obtained WoIf fciad that the correlation between'
his rating of the quality herme of the env1ronment and the child's.measured penéral

b
]

1ntelligence was .69.

Dave' (1963), another of Bloom s students, employed data gathered from inter-
vicwed With the same' group of mothers. In Dave's study, mothers were rated on six
process:dimensionsf achievement press, language models in “the home, academic guid-
ance provided in the ‘home, stimulation provided in the home to explore various
aspects of ‘the larger environment, intelligenoe interests and activities in the home,

and work habits emphasized in the home. Ehildren were given both achievement. and I.Q.

tests. The home environment rating had a'corrélation of+ .80 with the total achieve-
. RN 3 4_.';.:“. . R 1 )

ment battery score administered at the end of fourthiérade and: .60 with I.Q.

-




Results from the Dave' and wolf studies led Bloom (1864) to conclude that

- parents with relatlvely low levels of education or occupatlonal status can,

\\

nonetheless, prov1de very stimulating home enV1ronments The Wolf and Dave' scales®

have been modlfled over the years and have led to the development of a number of -
variations (e.g. the Cognitive Home Environment Scaie (Radin, 1968), and the Home
:>Infbrhetion Scale (Landsberger, 1973).: |
Nhrjo*ibanks (1972) has also reiieé heavily on the leadership of the Chicage'
group in developlng a measure of the home learnlng environment. His 1nstrument 1is
designed to assess elght erivironmental press areas: achievement, actlveness, intel-
t - lectuality, ;ndependente‘ Engl1sh language usage, second language usage, mother
| dominance, and father dominance. This instrument is in the form of a 188 item six-
point rating scale. It is designed to be used as a semi-structural interview to |
eiicit respenses from parehts in their homes . Psythometric data. available on this
instrument (Waiberg and Marjoribanks, 1973) indicate that it has satisfactqry.toncer-
rent validity and a reasonable factorial structure. Marjoribanks used the instru-
ment to exnlore the relationship of different types of home environment to different -
s patterns “cf mental ab111t1es in 185 elevenryear old boys Each boy wes given the
\-—’f;rlmary Mental Abilities subtests. The enV1ronmental measure accounted for a large
percentageiof the vafiance in verbal, number, and total ability scores and a moderate

"amount of the variance in reasonlng ablllty scores.

The Fels Research Institute Anproach

' Among the earllest attempts to assess meaningful aspects of the early learning
environment was- the Parent Behavior Rating scales developed for the Fels Longitudinal
Study (Baldwin, Kalhorn § Breeee 1945). Mothers were observed in the home at re- .

-~ gularly scheduled intervals and. the1r behavior rated on 30 process dimensions. Those

.,dlmens1ons were reduced to 10 through a series of factor analyses: adJustment of
the home, restrictiveness of regulatlons severity of actual pena11t1es clar1ty of
the policy of regulatlons and enforcement _coerciveness of suggestion, acceleratloh

. attempts, general babylng, general protectiveness, direction of criticism, and affec-

Q tionateness.. Several investigations of relations among these maternal variables and

ERIC o 6
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children's csgnitive behayior have been made (Kagan & Moss, 1962; Kagan § Freeman

1963; Crandall § Battle, 1970; and McCall Appelbaum § Hogarty, 1973). In general

the- studies have shown a pos1t1ve relation between child competence and parent

. behavior. Relations differ somewhat depending on the sex of the child, the age at p'”“

which the maternal behavior occurs, and the age at which IQ is measured. ’McCall
Appelbaum & Hogarty (1973) also found that home environment as measured by this -
1nstrument was related to ‘increasing and decreas1ng IQ profiles for chlldren between
2 and 17 years of age.

The Inst1tute of Developmental Studies Approach

Martin Deutsch and his colleagues working under the auspices of New York
Un1vers1ty s. Institute of Developmental Studies, became interested in the isolation
of environmental variibles related to intelligence. A statement by Deutsch Katz,
and Jensen (1.68) delineated this group's position'

In the past, most of the social-class varrables examined,

such -as income, education, and phys1cal condition of the home,

were essentially nonpsychological in nature and;”thus, did little

to expose the causal factors underlying observed dlfferences in

the measured intelligence of poor and afflLent children

Whiteman, Brown, and Deutsch’(1967) s. out to identify specific home background
variables related to the development of linguistic and cognitive skills in 165 fifth-.
grade and 127 f1rst—grade black and white children. Their sample was drawn from
12 schools in New York City and included children from various social levels. They
delineated 15 factorslsuspected-of being related to school success and SES. Includedb
were,mOtiyational variables such as the amount of schooling the-parent desired for
the child, family variables such as father absence, exposure to experience variables
such as school h1story, and act1v1t1es with adults. After several correlational
analyses, they compressed the 11st into six relat1vely 1ndependent variables which
they put together to form a Deprlvation Index. The mult1ple-correlatlon relating

the six variables of the Deprivation Index to reading was .49 for the fifth grade

level. Whiteman and Deutsch (1967) also found that scores on the Deprlvatlon Index

\\vere related to gains and losses in IQ with age.

N . | 7



The Harvard Pre-School Approach e

In the mid- s1xt1es White, Carew, and tneir colleagues 1nst1tuted a progect E

at Harvard which had as one of its-major purposes the discovery of ways that the

~environments and experiences of highly competent and less competent children differ

.

in early childhood. As part of:this-research Carew attempted to describe‘the role
of the child's human and ‘physical envi ronment gnd to explain how the environment
related to the development of competence. Fourxinstruments were consequently
developed to help in this“endeavor (Watts Barnett and Halfar, 1973) (1) the .
Human Interaction Scale, (2) the ObJect Interaction Scale, (3) a Typical Day .
Questionnaire and (4) an assessment of the mother s personalit) background responw -
'sibilities, and-values.
With these instruments, members of Carew’s research team studied the environ--

ments of two contrasting groups of children. vOne grouoﬁconsisting of ZS one- and

© two- year -o0lds were predicted to. be competent. the.prediction was based on the fact
that they had a competent older sibling. The_second group was composed of 15 one-

and two year- olds who were, on the basis, expected to perform poorly fThe environ-
ments of these two groups of children were subjected to careful study untll the -
children reached three years of age. Several differences in the roles played by
parents and other key people comprising the human environment of well-developing,

as contrasted with poorly developing children were observed: the sheer quantityr’}
interaction was greater; more time was spent with the children in intellectually -
valuable activities;oparticipation in the activity was not'common; and intellectually
valuable activities received more.overt encouragement. In addition, parents of

' competént children encouraged their children more and uere more often successful'in
controlling them. These characteristics were«found to he related to the %ell—dev—f

N ' ‘ ’ )'
_eloping child regardless of the' family's social class standing. Coe

*

The.§yracuse Approach

a

e -~Caldwell and her colleagues working on the Syracuse Early Learning Project *
began early in 1964 to demote considerable effort to the deVelopment of ways of
Q assessing theISUbtle aspects of the young child's home‘environment which might

X




"carry" the class influence (Caldwell, Heider, and Kaplan, 1966). That is, an
attempt was made to probe beneath the surface of the soc1al class concept and

try to determine which spec1f1c features of it were most llkely ¢0 influence

cogn1t1ve development Caldwell felt it was Imperatlve to develop a sensitive

measure of the home environment wiiich could warn of developmental risk during
's_.the preschool;years; Indeed, Bloom' s~conclu51on, ""that var1at1ons 1n_the en-
vironment have'greatest quantitative effect on a characteristic at its most
rapid period.of,chanée,” provided an excellent rationale for thls,endeavor,
since these early years are typically such a period of rapid cognitive growth. "f;;~
The instrument developed is called Home Observation for Measurement of o

the EnV1ronment (HOME). It is adm1n1ste red by haV1ng a person go to the home

-

at a time when the Chlld is awake and can be observed in 1nteract10n w1th mother
§

or a pr1mary careg1ver Most of the items include materJal based totally on
'observatlon However, in order to cover certain 1mportant transactlons not 11kely L

to occur dur1ng the v1s1t about .one- th1rd of the 1tems are based upon pa;ental

. [

report.

The HOME lnventory has been through 2 major revisions. The present instrument

- . - 3

is composed of § subscales 1) emotional and verbal responSivity of mother, ¥
(2) avoidance of restriction and punlshment (3) organization of phys1cal and

“temporal env1ronment (4) prOV1510n of appr0pr1ate play materlals, (5) maternal

"1nvolvement w1th ch1ld (6) opportunities for variety in dally St1mulat10n. Al-
though the 6 subscales of HOME are not ﬁotally 1ndependent factor analyt1c pro-

cedures were employed as a means of cluster1ng the 45-items. Item analyses. indicate

that the Inventory is re11able. Subscales of HOME show low to moderate correlations

 with SES indices.

Numerous studies~with“the HOME have been conducted at the. Center for Early

° .

Development and Education in Little Rock Arkansas _Results of these investigations «

may be summar1zed as follows SlX month.PKmE scares showed low but s1gn1f1cant

tos

relationships to bothhsix*month and twelVevmonth Bayley MDI scores. Slxﬁmonth HOME

¢
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scores showed moderate to strong'correlations with 54-month Binet performance.
Twelve: month HOME scores showed low to moderate relatlonshlps w1th 12-month Bayley

MDI performance and moderate to strong relationships with 36- month B1net scores.
LF1nally, moderate to rather high correlat1ons were obtarned between 24-month HOME
scores and both 36—month and Sﬁ-month Binet scores;--The total'HOMEtscore at 24-months
: lshared about 50 percent common variance with 36-month Binet scores and about 40
/perCentNWith.54-month Binet scores (Elardo, Bradley § Caldwell; 1975;'Bradley g -
!eldwell‘ l976; in press)- Discriminant functions composed of HOME'sub—scale scores
" recorded when the child was 6 months of age appeared to be fa;rly sensitive in pre-
dicting retardat1on (less than 70 1. Q.) at\ 5 years and in specifying average to
superlor performance (greater than 90 I. Q.) at 3 years (Bradley & Caldwell 1977, fin
press) 1n’spec1fy1ng. Discriminant functions composed of HOME sub-scale scores recorded
when the'chlld was 6-months old were aLso'successfully used to deslgnate those infants
who incréased in mental test performance between 6-months and:3 years,:those.who ref
mained stable and those wha decreased (Bradley & Caldwell 1976) In'alsimilar study;
f~Elardo, Bradley & Caldwell (1977, in press) observ=d that lZ—month and 24- month HOME |
scores showed moderate tc strong correlations with 37-month'scores on the lll1nols
Test ,of Psycholonguistic Abilities. | |

Several types of evidence pertaining to the‘construcx validity of the HdME

Inventorynhave been developed by researchers not connected with the Little Rock project.

Ramey, Mills, Campbell and O'Brien (1975) reported that the HOME Inventory soccessfully

discriminated between "normal" homes and homes "at risk'' for developmental retarda-

tion. The Creaviot: and x:Licardie (1972) stody indicatédlthat'clinical_malnutritioﬁ"“
at 4'years of age vz asswciated with low HOME scores at 6-months of age. That ls,
‘icentified as malnurished tended to live in homes with little support.for‘cognitivef ,
and social d=velopment bothi-prior to the time that the children were identified as
‘malnurished and also during the child's recovery‘from malnurlshment Wulbert, ‘Inglis,y
Kriegsmann and Mllls (1974) found that children who were language delayed but of .

f

d]
normal 1ntell1gence came from homes hav1ng a poorer quallty of st1mulat1on (as re- |
|

flected by HOME scores)  than did normal chnldren or Down's Syndrome childxen. An ,l()
| T



1967), for the National Instltute of Ch11d Health Fnd Human Development (Yarrow,

' investigation by Wachs, UZgiris, and Hunt (1971) showed that early enmironmental

stimulation (as measured by a slight modification of the HOME) was rélated to

cognitive development as measored“by the Infant Psychological Deveiopment Scale.

VanDoorninck, Caldwell, Wright, and Frankenburg (1975) found that 12-month

HOME scores were/more efficient predictors of school status than were SES indices.

Onevflnal inddcatlon of the construct valldrtyof the Home InVentory comes from-.a

study on the effects of an early 1ntervent10n program (Hamllton, 1972) The progranig

included full day care for infants and education in child development,"family man-

agement, employment difficultiss and self confidencs for parents. Manv mothers also

t ' 7 .
: e s iaa ' . L F _
received direct training in child care. The HOME scores' of participants showed a.

dramatic 15 point incre?se after six months involvement.

Other Approaches L%n h . - - ' ' : , o
jor efforts to develop measures of the early enV1ronment

In addition to the'!
Just described, there-have been several other 1ttempts Among them are 1nstruments

developed for the Berkele% Growth Studles (Schaefer, Bell G Bayley, 1959 and Bayley

" § Schaefer, 1964), for the\Berkele) Gu1dance Studles GWacFarlane 1938; and Hon21k

\

-

Rubenstein, Pederson § Janowskl, 1973) and for the Center for the Study of Human

Deve10pment 1n London (Moore 1968). Performance on these 1nstrumento has also shown

'substantial relations to measures of cogn*tlve development

\ " Content of Env1ronmental Nhasures

Because of the grow1ng llst of environmental. process measures it 1s difficult

to make generallzatlons about the content of the va110us 1nstruments In general,

the instruments rev1ewed differ con51derab1y both in terms of the "intensity' with
\

which specific process varlables are examlned and the "exten51ty" of the variables

1ncluded For example the Human Interactlon Scale developed byJﬂute and Carew of

_Harvard involved a very deta11ed analysis of the. interactions between mother and

ch11d.M;By contrast;.the Deprlvatlon Index designed by Deutsch pa1d scant attention

1
11
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to these variables. Similarly, scales such as the cne developed‘by Marjoribanks
contained many items and .covered a large array of environmental processes. The’

one prepared by Moorec for the London study was conposed'of relatively few items.

- and assessed only for>process characteristics. - ’ ';_
Most env1ronmenta1 process measures’ g1ve at least some attent1on to child- o,
. rearing‘and social 1nteract10ns such‘as*use of language and apparent efforts as

i accelerat1ng achievement. Up to now the prlmary emphas1s has beﬂn devoted to.

asse551ng those direct 1nputs provided to- the chlld by caregivers. That-ls, the

i

instruments have measured relatively specific parentaI behaviors. However,~some

scaﬂes have -relied on an assessment of 1nd1*ect inputs to the child such as parent

Attltudes and expectatlons "-_ | i .
~ . Many enV1ronmental—neasures contain items assess1n the inanimate/or physical B
\ N R
_edv1ronment Nbst of these focus on books toys and other materials directly -

. , . .
connected w1th ach1evement The Object }nteract1on Scale designed binatts et al.

(1973) is one of the'few 1nstruments whlch catalogues objects not d1rect1y connected

L
2

with achievement. It is a1so one of the few instruments wh1ch attempts to assess :
how objects’might 1mpede as well as fac111tate“development of the scales,rev1ewed

none appeared to assess spatialiand color configurations even though there.is.euidence_
that these conf1gurat10ns are related to. learnlng ' : | : ,

Some of the scales exam1ned 1nc1uded references to activities as well as more |

spec1f1c 1nteract1ons Nbst of the act1V1t1es centered in the home; relatively few
S ' /

were conducted in other soc1al contexts N
N,

Ex1st1ng env1ronmental measures are ‘perhaps as\hotable for what they do not
contain as for whaf they do conta1n. For example, few process instruments hnve in-
cluded deta11ed assessments[of parental re1nforcement style or, of- parental teach1ng

- style such as were used 1n the Hess and Sh1pman (1965) studies. - Also, relat1ve1y
/‘ little attention has been g1ven to parental modeling behaviors (i.e., energy level
i
initiative, learnlng style, task or1entatlon, social adaptat1on 1nterpersona1 sk111s

.

etc.). In add1t10n, 11tt1e stress has been placed- ‘on the behavior-of household mem-

Q bers other than parents or primary careglvers. .
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' 1t 15 wortn noting that Dartxcular enV1nonmental stimuli may not be equally potent "
‘1nfluences on ch1ld growth at each stage of cogn1t1ve development In des;gnlng -

future envx*onmental 1nstruments it nught be . frultful to use IQ tests. as a model a;f:;

for scale construct;on. That is, at each developmental level some«hat dlfferent

environmental events should be 1nc1uded Selectlon of events for each level should‘

.
-
-

be based on- th611 1mportance for development at that level. _ - ;;

’ ! L . .

To a great extent process measures of enV1ronmenta1 qual1ty have included

: ltems basec on emplri:al_studles‘of the relatlonshlp between env1ronmental stimu- .
lation and childrenlS‘aevelopment. To a lesser extent developmental and learnlng
'theorlcs have prov:ded a oEttlal basis for 1tem constructlon. In only a few in- _=ﬁ
stances have scales bcen previously’ derxved from a theoretxcal base (eg Mar;or1banks
1972). Among ex1st1ng developmen:al theorles bbrray s (1938) need press theory

has been most frequentlyﬁused as a source for items. The theorles of Barker, hrlght
‘and their colleagues (c1te) have also prov1ded a model for some ‘scale constructlun.
At present no theory seems adequate as a sole bas1c for de51gn1ng enV1ronmental proccss
mcasures. Nor is there a taxonomy of'envxronmental events’nhncﬁ can serve as a model

»

for scale constructxon. Thus for the 1mmed1ate future 1t seems lzkely that scales

-

uzll remaxn largelv empxrucally based. .

Format of EnV1ronmental \basure

The env1ronmenta1 scales examined dlffered sonehhat in test fbrmat. Thefe are:
four major types of 1nstruments vhick ha @ ‘been used to assess enV1ronmental qual1ty
(1) observatioral procedures, (2) 1nterV1eh procedures, (3) children's: reports of paren
'behaV1or, and (4) performance tests. The present report, however, focuses on unly the-
lf:rst two. prortant data hts been ‘obtained u51ng both children's reports (Schaefer, ;
'1931) and performance tests:(Hess Sh1pman Brophy 6 Baer, 1969; and Solomon~.Hbu11han,
'.Busse & Parel1us 1971) Nonetheless, chltd reports were excluded because they are
‘ retrospect1ve in nature andcoften show only. a nlnlmal correlatzon with actual parent
.beh@VIOT.‘ Performance ‘tests were. excluded because they prOV1de only\a\narrou v1ew of

\ -
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a research and diagnostic purpdses*' In fact, more attention should probably be

12, , .‘ L

the total stimulation available to children in the home. In defense of'these ,i'!

instruments, it should be mentioned that they can-be very useful for certain

glven to the de»elopment of new: performance measures for both purposes. s }ﬁ

Among the observation 1nstruments used some involved interaction analys1s

S S

type coding (White et al 1972), some involved checkl1sts about the presence of .Lz“iﬁ

part1cular behavunrs or condltions {Caldwell et al., 1966) " and some involved o

K
)

behavior. ratings based on observations (Baldwin et al., 1964). For certain research

and diagnostic purposes, detailed coding of certain interactions would seem pavti-

'cularly beneficial. For research where environment:l quality is mot the major vari-

'able?of interest’ and for most applied purposes, interview techniques-and brief ob-

~servational procedu*es may be‘most=feasib1e What seems especially needed now are -.
1nstruments which requlre relatively little tlme to give and relatlvely 11ttle
tra1n1ng to admlnlster and interpret. Such 1nstruments could be userlly employed
by a variety of pract1C1ng profes»1onal< (eg. teachers nurses, social workers

counselors, etc. ) to gather background data on ch1ldren. The environmental data ob—

e

tained may prOVIde a uscful complenent to educatlonal and health data.

!

Popu’atlons Studles .

Some of the 1n¢truments reviewed were de51gned for use with a: rather restrltfed
age range (Whlte et al., 1972; and Caldwell et al. 1966) while others have been vsed

to assess. the env1ronment of children ths oughout the1r chlldhood years (Baldwin- et al.,

'1945' Crandzll & Battle, 1970; and McCall et al. 1973) As ment1oned earlier, most -

‘types of environmental stimulation are not likely to be strongly assoc1atcd with

-

'development throughout ch11dhood Attention needs to be given to establ1sh1ng which

. /
types of stimulucion are salient at each age level. - _ : .

Most of the environmental process instruments have been used with only a limited

number of fam111es Their: usefulness with other rac1al SOCldl class, or ethnic groups

1s.uncerta1n . A major exception to this general rule is the Caldwell scale. It has

been used in several foreign natrons and bilingual commmities as well as with a

“ . .



variety of American groups. It would appear 1mportant to 1nvest1gate the va11d1ty 'f

.of environmental instruments for use with varlous groups since the aim of these

measures is to be an accurate index of environemental quality. The extent to which

1

various environmental processes facilitate development in all contexts and cultures

has not yet been established.

Psychometric Properties

‘'The psychometric properties of many of the instrument. examined are not well
established. Inter-rated reliabilities have been reported for several instruments
and internal consistency estimates have been calculated for some; but test-retest
reliabilities are reported for almost none. The factor structure of most instruments
is also uncertain. In a few cases, factor analytic procedures have been used as part
of the scale development process; and for some instruments there is evadence of at
‘ - least a reasonable factorial struEtu;efgicCall et al., 1973; Caldwell et al., 1966;
and Marjoribanks, 1972). The need to investigate the factor structure uf environ-.
mental process measures exists since the subscales of some instruments show high inter-
correlations.  Interpretation with such instruments can be very difficult.

It is probaoly fair to say thet the validity of many en?ironmental process in-
struments is open to question. Indeed, the validity of most of the instruments re-
viewed for certain particular purposes (eg. screening, diagnosis, summative and form-
ative evaluation) has not been adequately demonstrated. Some scales report corrgla-
tions with SES measures and all report correlaticns with measures of child competency.
Houever almost no additional criterion or construct validity data are reported.
Again, a maJor exception is the Caldwell scale. In defense of most tests, they have

Fd

been used pr1mar11y for research purposes The test developers have made no claims

&

S ~thdt the tests can be used for other diagnostic, prescr1pt1ve or evaluation purposes.

. Purposes and Uses of Environmental Instruments
-~ Related to%the issue of validity is the purpose and use of envifonmental process

measures. As stgted above, most have been used exclusively for research purposcs. - -

The Home 6bservetion of Measurement of the Environment (Caldwellfet al., 1966) has- also

LRIC - 13
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been used for screening and evaluation purposes. More attention to applied uses.' :

14.

of\environmental process instruments needs to be given. They are potent1a11y

USBfUL in screenlng homes ''at Tisk" for developmental problems. They might .also o

be useful‘dlagnostlc tcols as a prelude to placing chlldren or families in certain

educational or therapeutic programs. .Finally, environmental process measures ndght-
be useful as a basis for prescriptions in-family training programs and as a means

of evaluating effectiveness of such programs (Hamilton, 1972).

Relation of Environmental Processes to Other Variables-

Several ¢ nclusions can be drawn about relations between scores on environ-

.mental process measures and measures of other variables. First, environmental

process measures'generally show moderate correlations with SES measures. There are,
however, some exceptions (Deutsch-et al., 1967). Second, it appears that homes
from each SES level vary in terms of the quality of stimulation they provide‘ Third,
environmental process measures -show a con51stent and substantial relatlonshlp to
measures of ch11d competency Indeed, a 51gn1f1cant relationship between the.two'
varlables has bcen observed UsJ*Q a variety of process measures,, a varlety of Chlld
compotency weasures, and a var1ety of subJect populatlons Moreover, it appears that
a.substant1a1 residual relatlonshlp remains between the quality. of stimuiat%on in
the home and measures of child competency when SES is controlled. -
Env1ronmental process measures may also be more consistent predictors of com-
petence across etnnic_groups than status measures. -~ That is, certain parenting skills,
etc.‘ma;“be*strbngl;wrelated to child competence regardless of ethnicity. By-contrast;
SES is more likely to be confounded with ethnicity (Havinghurst 1976%& Thus SES

\
may show a re1at1vely low correlatlon\w1th competency in some ethnic groups and an.

~artificially high correlation in mlxed groups In the latter case\it may prov1de

misleading information as to the need for certa1n types of 1nterventaon
With regard to relatlons between env1ronmenta1 process measures and other var1-'

ables several questions remain unanswered. Among the most critical is the relation.

“ between environmental processes and parental IQ. Clearly there is a relationship

W
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f . between parent IQ and the quallty of stimulation found in the home. As a rule, ah

brlgnter parents are almost certa1n1y going to be more competent in their Chlld

" P rear1ng pract1ces The guestion unanswered is whether certain env1ronmental measures

are’ bas1ca11y estimates of parent IQ and what is any residual relat10nsh1p would

-, &

remain if parent IG were controlled when examining the relation between environnental'f
processes and child growth. A related question worthy of additicnal investigation» _iﬁ
is whether environmental process measures afford better prediction of child com;'“
petency than a combination of parent IQ and SES.

Even if child’competency can be predicted as well by parent-IQ, however, it
would not obviate-the need for environmental process measures either in terms of
their conceptual advantages or in terms of their practical adventages. MFirst, while
environmental measures may function aslestimates of pérent IQ,_they are not equi-

8 | valent to“neasures of IQ. Clearly environmental process'measures'per:se are not ade-
quate as measures of parentél-intelligence. They.deal with a very iimited_renge of.

~ human capabilities. 'However envirOnmental process measures are»probably'more"ade-‘
quate 1nd1ces of ch11d rearlng competency than are measured of general 1nt°111gence.
Specifically env1rnmental measures are probably better 1nd1cators of how mothers -
manlfest ‘their child rear1ng compeiency. In practical terms, even when maternal IQ
is known, env1ronmental Drocess measures orobablv orovide an imoortant k1nd of infor-
mation regardlno whether a ch11d.m19ht need svecial assistance. . Some mothers with

_.high IQ's are probably not competent child rearers while some mothers with relatively
low IQ's may be exceilent Further, environmental process measures probably'provide
more useful 1nformat10n for dec1d1ng whether parents need training and what spec1f1c .
_type of parent tra1n1ng they need. Relatedly, while it would be dlfflCult to sub- ”
stant1a11y improve the IQ of most adults, many specific child rearing could_be
_learned without great difficulty. -

- | ; ~ Summary L

The deyelopment of environmental process measures marks a significant step,

forward in the assessment of envi roriment quality. As Bloom (1964).predicted, these

| S - |
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measures have made it possible to more clearly delineate the relat1onsh1p between =
_environment and developnent e
Although the factorial structure of many process instruments is open to . |
. question, there is evidence of substantial empirical validity for most. 'Greaterev \E
attention now needs to be paid to establishing the val1d1ty of process 1nstruments |
for spec1f1c purposes such as screening, diagnosis, and program evaluetlon. Env1r0n- |
nental process measures have been used with a -variety of age and cultural groups.
Indeed, most of the studies done outside the United States were not reported in th1s
paper. AdaptatiOns of instruments for use with other groups should be made w1th |

caution with emphasis given to establishing the appropriéteness of each item for use

\
N\,

with a particular age group in a particular social context.
In general, while much additional work .needs to be done in'deyeloping good

environmental process measures, it seems fair to conclude that these measureé,can

be useful 7 employed for a variety:ofbreseérch and applied purposes. Particular

attentlon should be given to de51gn1ng short easy to adm1n1ster 1nstruments for use

in educatlonal .and clinical sett1ngs. Slgn1f1cant 1mprovements in research 1nstrumerfs

may be more dependent on the development ‘of more adequate theories about the rela-_

-.t1onsh1p between environment and, development. In both cases, the use of environmental

measures is l1kely to make a substant1a1 contr1but10n to the adequacy of the infor-

mation obtained.

¥




