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. B - INTRODUCT ION

The ETS-Head Start Longitudinal Study is addressed to two main

que§tions: 1) What are the components of early education that are asso-

I
&

”ciated with the cognitive, personal, and social~development‘of disadvantaged
children” 2) What are\the environmental A..  background variables that

moderate these assdciaticns; more specifically. wnat are the processes

-
o

underlying these influences?

. . ‘f’
The specific age range chosen for study was the developmental span of
approximately 4 through 8syears of age--or from two years pridr to entrance
o o .
~into- the’ first grade through completion of third grade. This period is

v
- ]

thought to be particularly imbortant because it is a time during which many

abilities cons%lidate and the chiid makes‘the social transition from

familiar -home surroundings to the world of school, peer, and unféﬁfliar .

-

adults. The first data were collected in"the spring and summer of lQQ? on

_ , over»%800.children, the majority félling between fﬁe ages of tﬁree yéars
Q . ~ . . Y .
nine months (3-9) and four years eight months (4-8). All were scheduled
» .
to be enrolled in first ,rade in the fall of 1971. Data collection_on

-

» ‘these children and their families/, communities, and séhoolé continued throhgh

-

‘spring of 1974, -

"“Earlier reports (Emmerich, 1971; '1973; Sh;pman,'l97l§51972b§ﬂWéfd;”“'MM"TT“"”

.8

1973) described dnterrelationships amoné certain cognitive, perceptual, -~

afféctive,énd social behaviors of the .€hildren prior to their entry into

N -

. . s . o ' ‘
grade school. For these analyses, mother's education, occupation of head

.

- : ' ". . * - . R '
of household, and income relative to household size.were used as gross indexes

of socioeconomic status. * Thése indexes, however, inappropriately assume

-
]




- - -2~ ,
s . -

réported in the parent interview and their association with the child'g

. (4 N . .
constancies of m%gning within and across .groups (cf. Light & Smith, 1971),

arnd they tell us little about the type of stimulation the child is being v

exposed to in the home envirofiment. Within a given SES level, the range
. v . .
of home environments :can be so great_as to make any generalization about

SES.level and development extrémely~tenu6us (Pavenstedt, <1965y Tulkin, 196§;

Zigler, 1968). To better understand the influence of sociocultural deter-

minants, efforts -have been directed toward more fine-grained analyses using

indices from the parent interview and mother-child interaction session “data

°

gathered in the first year of the study.

»

An earlier répprt on the Year 1 parent interview (éhipman, 1972a) was

a first step in that direction as it provided 1) a description of inter-
relationships among certain demographic indices, maternal attitudes, and
behaviors reported in the'parent interview, and 2) plans for-obtaining a

K]

reduced set of 'scores suggested by the results of structural'analyses.

- initial sample and delineation of famiiy variables by presenting daép from
C /

. 4 ‘
two structured mother--child teaching situations (E}ght-Block Sorting Task

@ 3

and Etch-A-Sketch Interaction Task) administered.during the firsfitesting

period. This report also p%ovided a description of the interrelationships

a

among these interaction behaviors with maternal attitudes and behaviors

§

cuncurrent performance on a variety of test measures. - Also reported was
' -8

‘o

- the extent to which differential results were obtained by égé, sex, later

-
¢

preschool attendance and social status of the child prior toéany preéchoél
experience. Recent analyses by Emmerich (1977)_1nvestigated4the influence

2

of specific maternal behaviors observed during the EightTBloék Sorting

8

)

- A subsequent report (Shipman, 1973) continued the description of the oot

.,S
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‘found, and why there are so many notable éxceptions to the 'lo etatus--low

° - o “ .

' it
3 \
5 ¢ N - - »
L . v . hd

S ¢

Tasic %hueraction session on tr2 child's subsequent personal-sociai’Behabior

in preschool. )

 The present study continues"tﬁg investigation of the interrelationships . .

.- v

among status, 'situational, and process variables describing. the child"s home

/

N
enviTonment add the relationship of these variables to the ‘child's’ concurrent

Cdgﬁitivg-perceptual performance by examining interview and test data collected

& -
4 -

whef. study children were 8 1/2 to 9 years of age. Given the em?hasis in
i : ‘ :

current research on the role ofvhome,andfschogl_influences on children's
. : r .

.

academic performance, présent analyses focused on performance in basic scAool
. R

skills of geadiﬁg and math.- For those families seen in both Years . and 6,

4

the ensuing longitudinal data enabled assessment of the'sEability of socio-

cultural determinants and the extent of impact-of early home influences on }
. o N , . _ |

later school success, plus developmental trends and those.interrelationships

’
N o ’

that become iﬁcreasinglilapparent with measurement in subsequent years. .

- o

As static group categories are thus replaced by delineation of those
s reglaced b

.

. RS

. K S .-
behavioral and attitudinal variables reflecting processes which link social .
and cultural environments to the emerging capabilities of young chilqrén,

meahingfﬁl SES -relationships méy‘be'detérmined. By iso%eting more exact

~demographic characteristics; we should-be’in a better positioy to explain why,"

within homes of similar socioeconomic status, so much variatior in process is
: . » . . : ' .

o

¢ ’ ’
achievement" maxim. We recognize, however, that socializac’''f is a cumulative

-

proééés (cf. Clausen' 1968) and that the grade-school child is exposed tu a
multiplicity of diverse soéialization agents whose igfluence may or may not -he -

congruent or complementary. The current study, therefore, is but one step in
. A ﬂ . 4 .

a program of research that’ investigates’ the interactive effedts of community,

v
«

home, and school on the child'a'develop?ent.

"

0
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Rgpoft Organizaﬁion
The next chapter, Sample Characteristics, provides tables and éta;iééics.
; : : - . .

which indicate Bofh the compg;indon of: the interview saﬁple iﬂ Year 6 ‘and @ = . -
- ” y, ) s . <3 y

“core 1oﬂgitudinal“sample with scorable interview anaAchild\test data in both .

: Yéafs 1 and . 6. Included aqu is a discussion of the\ﬁxtent to which this.core ‘r

n

"-sample differs both from the initial sample and from the total longitudinal
. . - . . )

S

R . « . . . . - '_o
sample. Chapter 3, Data Collection Procedures, presents a brief «discussion’ :

-

t

‘'of how the interview; interaction, and test ‘data were gathered. In Chapter 4,.‘
. . . . / .‘ .

Descfiption of Selected Variablés,'%.descriptionéof the major Qariables investi- = -

IS

N ) . o
gated is provided. Chapter 5, Data Analysis Procedures, describes the-various

processing operatiohs and&pethods of analysis pertinent to this report,

Chapter. 6, Stﬁdy Families in.Year 6, presents the findings from th® various

-

descriptive and structural analyses of the.Year 6 data for the total samples .-

o

- including comparisons by major tlassifiéations_(i.e..,the child's sex#jrace,

. »
—r—

preschool attendance, and'geogréphical location). Chapter 7, Stability and .
. . ’ . '

. . U . ) N
Change in Fdmily Characteristics, provides a comparison of Year 6 findings, | \\\

with Year 1 findings for the»longitudinal sample. Particular emphasis is

(=4 .

placed on the relationship of the study phild's aftendénce_in Head Start to

"
- .

stability and change in both “mean levels and patterns of correlaﬁiéps of

family indices. Chapter 8, Relationship of FamilyACharécteristics to Children's

Y »,

Cognitive-Perceptual Penformance, presents relationships for both concurr?nt

indices of the family environment and those obtained in Year 1. Chapter 9, °

. ' Summary and Conclusions, summarizes the findings and discusses their impli-

cations for socioedﬁpatidnal intervention and future research strategies.




. " Chapter 2

< . ) !

. SAMPLE CHARACTERISTIGCS

- _ : ‘ i - _ PR
Sample selection procedures and initial sample characteristics for the

. ﬁbngiQudinal Stu&y are presented in Project Report'.71-1i9 (Shipman, 1971). °
o . P ¥ . : .

?r{efly, in the fali‘of‘l968 four regiona11§ distinct commuﬁities were selected) ’
. . re . . N

'yhich (1? had sufficient numbers of children in gradeqschaol'énd in the Head

> .
'“‘St@r; program, (2) appeared.£easible for longitudinal study given expressed com-
« . . s '
- ¥ .

ir

Jmunity.and school cooperation and expected mobility rates, and (3) offered - :

variation in preschool and primary grade experiences. The study sites chosen,
o L . ' - o
.~ were ‘Lee County, Alabama; Portland; Oregon; St. Louis, Missouri; and’ Trenton; ’

" -

LY
.

New Jersey. Within these communities, elementary school districts with a
. ; :

vy

suB%tantia} proportion of the population eligiblF for Head StartbwerepseleCQed.
’ ~ *In each school district an attempt was made to test all noﬂbhysically4
. . \ :

handicéﬁbed, English-speaking children who were expected te enroll in first
. ¢

grade in the fall of 1971 (i.e., children-of. approximately 3 1/2 to 4 1/2
‘'years of age). oo S = — ’ _ s

:

In 2969 mothers were.interviewed and children. tested, prior to. their

° " . ‘
qe

.enfolihept-in Head Start or any other presthool program. For this initial

- \ - -

. : four-site sample at least partial datéhwere obtained - on a total of 1875

Y

K children, with Lée‘County and .Portland constituting 60% of the sample.

~ ‘

Sixty-two percent of .the sample was black, with boys comprising 53% of the
N , i . RS . Y
*overall sample, 54.5% of the black sample, and 50.5% of the white sample.

. 4

. . - ‘ . 7.
* - For the three sites in which children had the opportunity to attend Head

L < -

Start in the second year of the‘study_(1969—i970), 37.2% .of the sample
attended Head Start, llZ‘athnded Cther oreschbol.piogram§, and 51.8% had

"no known attendance in Head Start =+ cther preschool programs. “In Lee County,

SRR S ; o
where Head Start was a kindergarcen prozrcam, 41.7% of the initial sample “e

« . \ ) ¢

w3




N ¢ - A : /‘:

. attended Head Start, 19.1% attended other prescﬁool programs; and 39.9% had

o~ - &

no known attendance in Head Starg'or other preschool programs. While' racial
. . . . \ ’ Y ! R ‘
composition of the Head Start sample varied by site, substantially more blacks

-

thah whites attended Head Start;-only 13.3% of the children enrol}ed'were B
n : M § v . l
- white. For a variety of reasons, the St. Louis site was drﬁpped in the third

N . )' b . .
year of the study and the 353 children there lost -from further longitudinal

., sfgdy. By the end of the fourth year of the'study in June 1972, the longi- @
. tuqhnal sample consisted of 1086 children .in three sites.. In June of 1974,
the éiX7year longitudinal sample contained 1017 children in three sites. Thus,

o éxcept;for the loss of St. Louis, attrition over six years was limited to

\ .
-about, one-third, of the original sample, with'losseg distributed equally across
C oy _
“gexes and sites, but relatively greater for whites in each, site. The six-
. oty . . . . .

'year,iongigudinal sample went from 627 to 72% black ac;bss sites. Table 1

v

» describes this six-year lbngitudinal sample (i.e., thosq,children identifiéd
fed in spring 1974 in Lee Caunty, Portland and
-

N -

in 1969 and individually tes

~

P . "'a . M ’ -f

° . T , Table 1 .
Longitudinal §%mpie Characteristifcs: Year 6

C%Fssified by Site

,/—‘-\ | hd | . :. " N . . -
a . Sex (%) . Race (%) Preschool (%) ~:
n M F Black White Other " HS  : PS  No Known
Lee County 416 - 56.2 -43.8  '59.5 46.3 0.2 54.9  16.7  28.4
Portland . , 347 & 52.7 “47.3 74.3  23.3 2.3 49.0  37.8 “13.3°
Trenton: ' 254°. 50.4  49.6 87.8 . 11.0 1.2 39.4  47.6  13.0
4 - v Y . - 1) ’ ’ * ’
Total % 100 53.6 7 46.4°  71.6 27.2 1.2,  49.0, 31.7  19.3
0 . . - . : ,/ . . - .
; n 1017 545 472 728 277 12 ' 498 323 o 197
. CN\en
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Hentun.  la o sddition, during (hbwftrht five study years all children who
teived tota target schwols and owt the ape requirements Qerz\added to the
sy pangile af! comprised shorter-term longitudinal sampleé:
Vet onteryiew Gample
brteat . andy thoae children Individually tested in a previous study

veat evte 3oodintdually tested and thelr sothers, interviewed; group tests

U st te gemindatered dn classrooms with 50Z or more study chiidren.

ot taeta o af 1LY atudy children were fnterviewed in Year 6., The majority

S ot thibe aample of chfildren (hereatter called the total sample for this
tegott, wete Liack and there were slightly more males (53%) than females.
Pitg teo petoett had sttended Head Start and most of these were black (88%);
s w1 of the chitdren who attended Head Start were boys. Twenty-three
et 60 of them white) went o other preschools with boys st{ll out-

D

S oy girdla a2y The e ning quarter, who had not been enrolled in

s ptes e 1 oproptat, conalated of slightly more white (57%) -and female (53%)
Poits
fat.s ) desctfbes thits sample by wex, race, and preschool attendance
siey tles PUE cach alte, Percontiges are besed on the total number of

i hdren withtn vah adte; other percantoges (e.g., percent of the black sample
teating Head " tate) can be deryved through addition and division of the
apbpiapebate el tregquencleod,  Aa can be ween, the wites were ulm{lar. but the
Pt wing cardations from the averall dencrviption nhuuld bee noted. Lee County,

Vie Gadpest alte with a tatal of 472 children, had a signif{<antly larger

\

illiuwh.uu( the fepogt "Year® rafara Lo year of the Longltudinal Study,
teat | = daiuaty tv Aupust 1969 (ehild ape 3 L/2-4 1/2);
teat ¢ = Seplather 1969 o Augugt 1970 (chilld age 4 1/2-% 3/2);
tear 4 = mepteiher 1910 to Auguat 1971 (child age 5 1/2-6 1/2);

teat b = meptemier 1971 ta Auguat 1972 (child age 6 1/2-7 3/2); '
Tear 4o Septesher 1970 to August 1977 (child age 7 1/2-8 1/2);
beir fo= nepteshier 1914 to August 1974 (child age 8 1/2-9 1/2).

1y - .



: .Table 2

¢

Description of Year 6 Parent Interview Sémple”
by Site, Race, Sex, and Preschool Attendance

Head Start . Other Preschool

. No Known , Total -

Black ‘White : Total Black White Total Black White Total . Black_ White  Total

Male 153(27) 1}(03) 170¢30) 11(02) 75(13) 86(15)_ '4(*) 48(08) 52(09) 168(29) 140(24) 308(54)
y Female 116(20) 12(02) 128(22)  7(03) 67(12) 74(13) 4(%) - 58(10) 62(11) ,127(22) 137(24) 264(%6)
Total 269(47) 29(05) 298(52) -18(03) 142(25) 160(28).  8(01) 106(19) 114(20) 295(52) 277(48) 572
Male 84(23) 19(65) 103(28) 35(09) 11(Q3)‘ 46(12)  25(07) 18(055 43(12) 144(39)  48(13) ‘192(52)
Female 73(20) 21(06) 94(25)° 19(05) 16(04) 35(09)  24(06) 27(07) S1(14) 116(31)  64(17) - 180(48)
Total 157(42) 49(11) 197(53) "S4(15) 27(07) 81(22)  49(13) 45(12) 94(25) 260(70) 112(30) 372 -
: . ) . : @

. ‘ 'y . ’
Male  71(26) 5(02) 76(28) 18(07) 1(* 19(07)  35(13) 9(03) 44(16) 124(46) 15(06) 139(50)
Female 62(23) 2(01) 64(24) 17(06)  3(01) 20(07) 35(i;) 10(04) 45(17) 114(43) - 15(06) 129(48) "
Total 133(50) 7(03) 140(52) 35(13) 4(01) 39(15)  70(26) 19(07) 89(33) 238(89) 30(11) 268
Male 308(25) 41(03) 349(29) 64(05) 87(07)-151(12)  64(05) 75(06) 139(11) 436(36) 203(17) 639(53)
Female 251(21) 35(03) 286(24)  43(04) 86(07) 129(11) " 63(05) 95(08) 158(13) 357(29) 216(18) 573(4T) -
Total 559(46) 76(06) 635(52) 107(09) 173(14) 297(65) 793(65) 419(35) 1212 15

L
{

280(23)  127(10)

V.

170(14)

mbers in parenthesis are percentages based on the

than cne percent. :

total samplé for each site,

§



o

percentage of white children (48% vs. 35% in the total three-site sample), and _

slightly more males (54% %E. 53%). Trenton's sample of 268, which was the

smallest, was the most ra ially unbalanced (89% were'black). It also had»the

. smallest percentage of children who attended other preschools (15%) and con- .

o

sequently the largest percentage with no preschdol experience (33%). Since
Head Start was a predominantly black program for the children in this sample,
variatlon in racial c0mpositi0n across sites is primarily reflected in the
d1fferent distribution by race for those children who did or did not attend
» T . @

other preschool programs.

Longitudinal Interview Sample

.

Two smaller groups were derived from this total interview sample to }
comprise the longitudinal interview sample’described in this report. The
larger of the two groups Yg-={é52) included those childreniwho"were admin-
istered the.Raven Colored.ProgressivefMafrices in Year 6 end whose mothers
were ‘interviewed in Year l and reinterviewed in Year 6. Childred in terget

third-grade classrooms (i.e., with 50% or more children who had been pre-

viously tested) who-were administered the Cooperative Primary Tests and wﬁose'

. . mothers were interviewed in both Years 1 and 6 made -up the 'second, smaller

subsample (n = 523); almost all these children also were given the Raven.
A considerable’ number of longitudinal children, though located for individual

teeting, were excluded from this sample. Some were no longer in target class-

4

rooms and thus were not administered the grdup achievement tests. In addition

to simply moving out of the district, the most frequent reasens_for no longer
being in a target classroom were failing or'skipping a grade, enroliment in
a private/parochial school, and, in Poftland, éxercising the option available

there to Be'hused to a different elementary school. .6thers were excluded

- 16



R .
because a parent interview. was missing in lcar 1 and/or Year 6. ‘lne most
. - ' °

frequent reasons for not obtaining an interview were difficulties in scheduling

because of the mother's prolonged absence from the home, illness, and multiple

jobs; given flexible scheduling and rescheduling, refusals were extremely rare.

The longitudinal sample can be briefly described.as follows. (As can be

‘seen 1in Tables 3 and 4, despite the discrepant total numbers for the Raven and

Cooperative Primary Test groups that’ domprise this sample, percentages across

breakdowns were essentially the same.) The majority were black (71%) boys

.-comprised 53% of the sample. Fifty-seven percent had enrolled in Head Start,

24% had attended other preschool programs, ‘and the remaining 197% had no pre-
school attendance on record. The Head'Start group was essentially black (92%)
and contained more males (564). More white than-black children had been
enrolled in other préschool programs (about 644), with males again present to
a somewhat greater degree. Children not known to have been enrolled in any

preschool program were divided about equally by both sex and ‘race. Thus in

comparison w1th the total Year 6 interview sample, this longitudinal sample

.

<

,comprised more"blacks, more childLen who t.ad attended Head Start, and fewer who

had not enrolled in any preschool program. Except for a few differences in
Portland to be described later, within the individual sites it was again true

that the characteristics for the Raven and Cooperative Primary subgroups were

-

generally so close as to make any further comparison unnecessary. Descriptions
§ . ) .

of the sample in each of the three sites follow.

Lee County% Alabama. Lee County‘contribu%edvthe largest number of l

children to the longitudinal sample (53%). Fifty-eight perceut of the children

‘were black and there were slightly greater numbers of boys than girls (554)

More than half of this group (56%) had been enrolled in Head Start. About

17



"Table 3

Desé%ibtion of Longitudinal Sample for Raven
by Site, Race, ‘Sex, and Preschool Attendance

: Head Start

Other.Preschool o' Known __ Total
—-T-_-‘:.;j—Black; White Total  Black _White Total  Black White Total Blaci( White Total
| Nl L0(3D) 80D 1B 1009 K4 SAD 1) 206 BOS NG 82 1567
Lee County Female 81(2”2).‘ 600 81023 7(00) 4(12) S 1() 20(06) 22(06) 89(24)  TL(L9) 160(43)
Total 201(S54) I4(0K) 215(57)  17(05)2 98(26) 115(31) ~ 2(¥) 3(12) 45(12) 200(59) 155(61) 375
Nale  67(26) 11(04) 78(28) 28(10) 5(02). BE) 1806 16(06) (1) 113(41) _32(‘12) 145(52)
Portland Female 60(22) 11(04) 7L(26) 1606) 13005, 28(10) 16(05) 17(06) 1D 9239 41(15) 133(48)
Total 127(46) 22008) 13(54) A4(16) 18(06) 2020) (D) B(Y) 61026) WSGH) T3(%) 278
ale  52(26) 5(03) 57(29) 10(05) 0() 10(05) 26(13) 5(03) 3(l6)  BB(4) 10(05) 98(49)
Trenton  Female 33(28) 1(¥) 56(28) 1(06)  2(01) 13(07) - 26(13) 6(03)' 32(16) 92(46) ~ 9(05) 101(51)
Toal W1 603) W) N 200 BOY 526 106 6D 180060 1(0) 19
Male 239(28) 25(03) 363(31)  48(06) 59(07) 07013 45(05) 43(05) BB(1L) 332() 126(15) 438(SH)
SSite  Fenale 196(23) 18(02)-214(25)  34(08) 59(07) 93(11)  43(05) WG00S) B1(10) 273(3) 120(18) 94(46)
O Total 4B Q05 66 R2010) 180K 02 88(10)° $1(10) TS, 450D 27(9)

K

852

Note. Numbers in parenthesis are percentages based on' the .t"otal sample for each site,

% = less than one percent.

\
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Table 4 | -

Description of Lohgitudinal_Saﬁple with Cooperative Primary Tests
by Site, Race, Sex, and Preschonl Attendance

7

~ Head Start ' Other Preschool '« NoKnom - ~ Total

Total

_ Black White Total Black White Total . Black White Total Black White

ke BOD 70N 00N 0N 0 B0 1) 105 1505) 92(3) 6122
Lee County Female 62(22) 4(01)° 66(26)  7(03) 3B(12) &)  O() 1706) 17008). 69(25) S4(20)

Total 145(53) 11(04) 156(56) - 15(05) 13(26) 88(32) 1(*)  3L(11) 32(12) 161(58) 115(42)

Male  34(27) '6(05) §0(32) * 13(10) 2002) 15(12) - 7(06) 2(02) 9(07) S54(43) 10(08) -

rortlend Fenale 3306)300) 3%(4)° 1008 W03 WA K(05) 6(05) 120100 W(9)  13(10)
C ol 153) 90D T BUS) 605 B 1O KO8 NI 103(E)  23(18

e 1Y 200 %O W0 0F) . ) TR ) 1) e S0
5(04) 25(20)  53(k)  8(07)

O Trenton  Female 29(26) 1(4 0(5) 403 200 605 20017
o Total  63(52) 3(02) .66(55)  B(07) .(02) 10(08) (N

8(07) . 45(37) 108(89) 13(11)

| Nale  151(28) 15(03) 166(32) ~25(03) _42_(08).67( 13} 25(05) 19(04) - b4(08). 2"0‘1(38)' 16(15)
Site - Feaale 124(24) -8(02) 132025) T 2L(04) (0) 60(11) 26(05) 28(05) S4(10) 171(33) 7(1
20 . Total 275(53) 23(04) .298(57) 46(09) 81(15) 127(24)  SL(10) 47(09) 98(19) 372(71) 151(23)

=~
—

153(55)
05)

216

(1)
62(49)
1%

'jZ:[—

| 6:0(‘50)' :

1(50)
m o

) -
26(27)

w U

R

| Note, Numbers in parentheoio are percentages based on the total sample for each site.

* = Legs than one percent,

FullText rovided by enic JIY
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% one-third (32%) went to other preschool programs, and a fraction (12%) had

o
o

no knownOpresch001.attendance. ~Lee County was unique among the three sites

in that those children attending other.preschool programs and those with no

" known preschool attendance were almost all white. _ o ¢

.r . -

Portland, Oregon. P0rt1and was the second largest site, with 82%2 of

the sample black and an equal proportlon of boys and glrls. Sixty percént2

of the ch11dren had attended Head-Start, about one—fourth_gmostly black

.

children) went to other preschool programs, and the remaining 177%-had not

3
<

+attended preschool.

Trenton, New Jersey. Trenton had the smallest number of children-within
the sample (121); ' 89% of these were black. Slmilar to the other s1tes, more
‘than half (55%) had attended Head Start. ' Only a small, pertentage (8-10%) had“t

been enrolled in other preschools and a third (32737%), most of .whom were

~black, had not -attended preschool. This was the highest percentage with no

_preschool among the three sites. The ratio of 'boys to girls was almost equal.
o~ ~ . -

Thus, for this lnngitudinal sample the individual sites dere again highly
similar, with the few exceptions noted earlier for the total interﬁiew sample.

‘

Although_the total sample was ‘predominantly. black (71%), the racial distribu-
tion in Lee County more closely approached equal propontions. Also,»a slightly
hlgher percentage of boys was present in Lee County. All three Head Start

prpgrams were almost exclasively black. - However, in the overall sample, the
black-white ratio was almost equal for children with no known preschool
attendgnce, but in the individual sites this was not the case. As was men-—

“

tioned above, this group in Lee County was predominantly whiteﬁ in Trenfon,

2Except that for the longitudinal Portland sample defined by child Raven
scores, the percentage of black children was significantly less (74% vs.
82%). Similariy, for this sample a smaller percentage (54% vs. 60%) had

- attended Head Start, and more (24% vs. 17%) had not attended preschool.

-
\

o \ . ' 927 . : '
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almost entirely black, and in Portland was the most nearly racially balanced.
Lee County,also_had'a considerably higﬁer proportion of white children in-

other preschool programs. In Trenton and Po;éﬁand children who had enrolled

in other preschool programs were mostly black. This confoupding of site, race,.

and presciiool attendance *categories must be noted when interpreting any findings

& -

. v

presented.
. Y

The sex and race composition of-this longitudinal interview sample is

.

3

similar to that of the total six-year lonéitudinal”sample. l}ee County accounts
fof a larger pre;.riion of the current sample (53% vs. 40%)- while Portland

accounts f r a lesser proportion (247 vs. 34%). In the current sample the

~ percentage of .nildren who had attended Head Start vwas scmewhai larger ~

°(57Z'vs, 497) and thosa who had attendedisome other preschool program smaller

(24% vs. 32%}. Botu tead Start groups were‘alﬁostiexcluéively'black, with

vy

;‘T: more males. than females. Children #tho had att®nded other pfeschools comprised

.

groups that were two-thirds white, with a few percent more boys. In both

asémples those groups: who had not attended preschool were almost equal by race

4

and had about 10% more females present,
s Attrition : , : ; -
The extent and nature of“aftritionothat occurs in a longitudinal study

must be examined carefully for these can haﬁe substantial implications for the-

¢
findirgs obtained. "As was described in.the preceding paragraphs, in the presént

4 ’

study the longitudinal sample Ehanged not only in size but in reiatiQe propor-

tions among certain major areas of classification (i.e., race, socioeconenic
: . *

status, and preschool attendance categqryi; a higher percentage of the remaining

Ehildren came from black low-SES Eamilies and had ‘attended Head Start. The

« 2

causes of attrition were several. The greatest loss was due to those families

23 =
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(mostly white) who had 'moved out of the_site; other families, often with

nultiple address and/or name chahges, could not be. tracked ﬁsing existing
L] N .
<

el

school, job, or other project information. In some cases it was only the child
who had moved out of the site to live with another guardian; in a few tragic - N

situations the study child had diéd during the inte}vgning‘years. In addition,

3 . e 9
N

parent interviews were not obtained for some families whose child was:- tested
in Year 6 because the mother was unavailable during the date collection period

due to extended tliness or other prolonged family emergency or to a work

e

schedule that made it too difficult (e.g., hoiﬁiag both day and night or regular, .°

~

and weekend jobs). Actual refusals were rare, although many appointments had to’

" . . ¢ - .
i be tescheduled and many were comp;eged following extensive tracking and juggling .
of interviewer schedule§¢ o T ' : - :
¢ The additional attrition indicated fqr~the~3ubsémplés described in this

report arose from pecularities associated with particular measures. Earlier

-
.

3

in the study it°had been agreed that' academic.achievement measures would be
: N o ~o
administered according to local school guidelines. Since this required group

administration byNthe teaéher, it was decided following discussions with

~
)

the iocal school administration that only those classrooms having 50% or more
. . . . ) X S ) 4
study children (i.e., those who had been tested at least oncé prior to Year 6)

- W

. _ . .
would receive these measures. The various reasons whereby a child would not be -

)

o
v

- . in.a taféet classroom, aithough remaining in the study for all non-target class- "

i

room measures such as individual testing, parent interviews, school records,

have been noted already (e.g.} %@Ning out of a target school district, attending
. . LA ‘- f‘f . . N
a private sthool or, although a;%;nding a target school, absent during the -

.

v

>

testing period cr enrolled in a non-target classroom.since s/hé had been retained,

.

,advanced a grgde, or placed in a special class). Thus the majority'of'classroom

1. I3

o ' ’ . ' ) : ‘

ERIC
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measures were collected onlx in the.original'target school attendance districts

1

while individual family and"child"measures were gathered throughout \he'site.
To better assess the extent of changé from the initial sample both for

the longitudfnal sample and those subsamples included in the present repc.”,
t tests were performed comgaring the 94 scores available from the Year 1 inter-
0 n :

a

‘'view for .those families who in Year 6: 1) did or did not have a child who was’

A S @ s

“tested; 2) were and were not reintexyiewed and,3)'were reinterviewed, their

child individuallv tested and for whose'child'achievement test data were and‘

l

.‘were not obtained. To facilitate interpretation, analyses were performed both .

for the total sample and separately by race within site. Since the St. Louis

4 -

site was dropped’from the study in Year 3, analyseS‘were performed on data from
‘the three'sites remaining in the study; The iesults are described belon, with -
differences notdd unless §pecified otherwise,.when_g( .01.

When comparing the Year 1 interview responses of those families whose child
was and was not tested individually with the'Raven ‘in Year 6 (n = 955 vs. 505)

‘those significant differences dbtained reflected the higher percentagc of hlack

and, given :the confounding of SES and race in the present sample, low-income .

families'previously reported for the longitudinal sample. That is, in the

non—longitudinal sample parental education and occupational levels were higher,

re
famlly size smaller although the number of single -parent families was fewer
-~ .

L

number of -household conveniences and the child's personal possessions greater, ’

interviewer ratings of.the physical appearance of'the home were more favorable,
and‘ the ratio of rooms to people in the household greater. For those families
for whom income information was obtained in Year 2, fewer non-longitudinal

families met the OEQ Head Startfeligibility criteria. More community‘facilities

also were reported available. 1In addition, those Xear 1 families who no longer

o
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-~were in ihe study sample had moved more prior: to Year 1l and a greater proportion

"of them had expressed the desire to move again.\ Also, on the average, parents

k'l

were younger, fewer had relat1ves living with them or nearbyi *and the mother o

l
was less “nowledgeable about community resources.‘ Congruent with their higher

socioeconomic,status non—longitudinal familie in géneral reportedly went out

-

more fdr. entertainment, expected their child to ‘be "able to perform various

h b4

skills_and_respon31bilit1es at a younger age, pnedicted s/he would have less -

. e

difficulty adjdsting.to school, read more to'her7him, and expressed hiéher ST I

expedtations for the child's educational achievement. ‘AlthoUgh fewerychildren
. . A N .

of non—longitudinal families were identified as having had some preschool

experience (Head Start or other) ‘this primarily reflects a difference in

availability of follow—up information ratherutuan in preschool preference o

since most of these families were lost to the study=during the period when

[N

o

their child might ‘have attended preschogl.
Results from the separate race‘within site analyses helped glarify the

findings. It first must be noted that' the difference in~attrition for white

and black study families was dramatic. As can bedseen in Table 5, the per-.

centagevof.white familiesuwhodwere interviewed in Year 1 and whose child

was tested in Year 6 in Lee County,‘Portland, and frenton was 52.9, 43,9,

and 30.4, respectively. The comparative percentages for black families were“

85.9, 73.1;_and 74.0. Thus among black'study'families (who comprised'the'

majority of the sample) there was little attrition and essentially "no signif-

icant difference was found between grodps.} Within any site no more than.-

. ’ 4 N

three of thz 94 items showed a difference significant at the .05 probability. :w
level. The most difference was observed in Trenton with non—longitudinal black

families on the average slightly smaller and less positive in their attitudes

206
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Table S

Coep At daon al Luagl:ud!nnl“ and Non—longitudinala Children
by Race and Site )

U o e wacmem

Year 1 Interview dnly Year 1 Interview and Year 6 Raven

. . n . % Longitudinal
Lee County
Has b 1” 231 . 85-9
Eiite 149 163 52%.9
ot al 183 394 68.3
Portland
Yl b Q3 253 73.1 '
Wote 9 ' 76 ! 43.9
L tal 190 329 . 63.4°
Trenton
2lachk 73 208 74.0
wite 55 24 . 30.4 .
»
Tetal 128 232 -64.4

S wereware 1.1

'tnmgstualnml e Year 1 Interview and Year 6 Raven available.
fon-lengitudinal = Year 1 Interview but no Year 6 Raven available.
?

A4

tawatd the local schools. As uoted, égLrition was considerably higher among
wtite study families and a few significant differences were obtained between
tthoae wtite families who did and did not remain in the study. Most differences
wetc found in lee County which comprised the largest dumber of white study
fatd)lles. Response differences appearéd to be-associated with wbether a
patent was a student or junior staff member at Auburn University or ﬁas with'
the armed wervices at one of the nearby Georgia militéry camps; that is, in

ugeveral, In non-longitudinal white families parents were younger, they were




&

1g-

relatively new ‘to the area and fewer had relatives nearby, they had moved more
.in the preceding three years and a h1gher percentage 1ntended to move again
soon, and more fathers were enrolled in further educational/vocational training.
In)Trenton, where during this six-year period the percentage of white families
had decreased and the eeonomie situation had deteriorated.most, those white -
families who moved out of the city on the average 1n1t1ally had expressed
higher educatlonal aspirations for the study child and reported nore personal
possessions for her/him, although they used a narrower range of categories in
describing teachers. With the exception of Portland non—longitudinal white .

¢

mqthers who reportednusing more seyere verbal pun1shment‘when the study child
did spmething that displeased them, there were no other significapt d}féerences
wighin sites in the nature or egtent of the mother's reported interaction
with the study.thild; in her attitudes concerning the child, or inﬂother
maternal attitudes and behaviors assessed.

| As would be expected since 1t included 841 of the 955 families, that
subsample of the longitudinal sample who also nere reinterviewed in Year 6
showed essentially the same differences. The much smaller subsample (n = 5l8)
for whom child achievement test data also were available showed considerably
fener differences from.the non—longitndinal sample,

Comparing families in the longitudlnal sample who were egeluded from

particular analyses, lt was found that those famil}es whese chlld was not an
a target classroom, and consequently was not administered'the achievement
tests, tended in Year'l to have moved more in the preceding three years and
_not to have sent the study child to Head Start or any other preschool program.

The separate site analyses again revealed few differences‘withinnrace sub-

groups. Among white families,.the‘few significant differences obtained

7

28
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suggested that in Portland those families whose child did not attend a
targe%lclass in Year 1 had belonged to fewer groups, were less familiar with

where to vote, and expressed a greater desdire to move. Also, they had not
. [

. enrolled their child in a preschool program and.ﬁipected their child to T

perform various tasks at an older age. Perhaps reflecting the attitudes of

' . . N

those mothers who had not moved out of the target school district but who had

. chosen the option in Portland to hus their child to a school outside the
district,xin Year 1 more.mothers in this‘group said that parental control would
improve the local schools. ‘Among the larger'sample of black longitudinal
families, there also mere few significant differences...ln Trenton, black

mothers whose child no longer was in a target classroom in Year 1 reported
reading more newspapers, and were more familiar with their child's favorité

-

- story; .the fgthers also tended to be younger. In contrast,'in Lee County

’

black families in. this group we;e larger, liVed in more impoverished conditions,
and the qtudy chlld.accompanled the mother less on various excursions. Also,
the mothers' hmean educational level-was lower and their expectatlons for the
child's educational attainment lessf. In Portland where there was a more even
split in number of families (101 vs. 104), the only observed difference was

l ’ . .
in number of grouos the mother belonged to in Year 1, with those whose child

attended non-target classrooms having participated less These findings may

reflect site differences in the reasons for a child not being in a target

classroom (i.e., moving out of a targeﬁbschool district, failing or skipping a v

grade, and enrolling the child in a non-target school). i

: . Among families whose child was tested in Year 6, the only significant
difference in Year 1 interviem responses for families who were not reinteryiewed
in Year 6 (n = 114 vs. 841) was that the mother“had belonged to fewer groups.

To

0
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However, they also tended (p< .02) to have moved more and the father had held

g
£

a lower status job. Given the small number of families who we:e not reinter-

viewed, the number available for s- ate race within site analyses was too
small to able reliable within-e¢* -omparisons. For examble,“the few s
signifi s, differences obtained pertained to 12 white families in Lee County

(vs. 151) sho were not reinperxiewed;‘

v

/ In sumr ry, a detailed examination of attrition experiencedrin the samples
included in the analyses described in the présent studr, revealed a geﬁerally

high percentage of’families who were followgd over the six;year perioé.’ As
waé_evidenced in the separate race within site analyses,; attrition primarily
occurred ror those wbite families‘temporarilylyesiding in Lee County whilé
éonnec;ed with.Auburn Universi;y or one of ghe neérby mi%itary bases. There
were few if anv differences obtaiqed when Year l‘ihtefview'résponses were
compared, for longitudinal families who were not reinterviewed iﬁ Year 6 or
whose child was not administé;ed a reading or math achievéhent test in a
targét'cl%ssroom.='The few differences that did emerge, ho&ever, pointed out
the iﬁportance for adeauépe gnderstanding of'examingng such4attritibn within

its environmental context.

The relatively small attrition in the three remaining study sites is in-
. - ’ i ’ ) _ .
large part due to the extraordinary tracking eﬁforts of project field staff.

-

" The value of committed, knowledgeable local coordinators who have remained
with the étudy and maintained warm trusting relétionships with schoolupéqsonnel
and community resi&ents is inestimable. 'Giﬁen the:frequent_gaps in school

" records and the delays in traﬁsferring records when children move, effecfs

compounded whén the rate of school transfers is Qigh, as it is in many urban

areas, such smooth working relationships become eépeciall&.critical.' One
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of the primary needs for an,effective‘longitudinal study is a core of longi-
-tudinal staff deeply committed to the study for whom each participant becomes

a personal responsibility.

Tmplications

I
. ]
L.

3efore concluding this chapter it is important to remind the reader of )

the disproportionalities in the various classifications of importance. . There -

~

are more blacks than whites, more boys than girls, more children who attended

preschool programs, and various interaCtional differences, such as different

<

proportions,of blacks.and whites who attended Head Start. The various

demographic imbalanceS'and disproportionalities in sample characteristics

are a necessary consequence ¢f the participant selection procedure initially
‘employed in -the study and of onr nonintervention in the preschocl educational

décisions made by the parents of our study children. Moreover, any attempt

to create a more balanced sample would have rendered the sample le epre-

sentative of the preschool attendance'groups“actually egiSting'in i:eﬁst‘dy'

communities. Thése~disproportionalities, however, complicate the interpye-

® s -

tation of general means. Consequently, there is a‘need‘for caution in th |
interpretation of analyses since any factors associated Witn demographic
cbaracteristics are disproporticnately represented. -
Examination of the nature and extent of attrition in the samples 1nc1uded\
. in the present study also suggest certain cautions in interpreting the findings
For example, in assessing stability and change invtamily status, situational
land process variables over the six-year period and the relationship of the
child s early home environment to his/her cognitive performance at age 8 1/2 to 9,
the sample will be predominantly black and_economically disadvantaged. Given,.

however, the observed:general lack of $ignificant difference in the early home

¢

(o
t-“\
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?environment of thoée‘blackxfamilies who no longer were in the study or who had
ﬁissing data whiéﬁ excluded.them f}om certaiA analysés,‘;here are no apparent-
selective biases oper;ting which ;hould make tﬁé_findings ieés generalizable

" to the origi@al populatiop of black families sampled. Also, the few diffe;ences_
thét,didwemerge,-although statisticallf significantiwere of relatively small .
magnitude, and thus unlikely to affectlsigqificantly,any batterﬁs of rélationéhip
found; Thus, contrary t6 the usual expectaﬁqies regarding loﬁgibudinal studies,
the - sample did not.become skewed‘tofthose who live in more advantaged circum-

%tances and/ﬁr are more ﬁéYorable in their att}tudes toward sc .ial instiﬁutiong
or compliant in.their'beﬁavior. 'Througﬁout the discﬁssioh=of results, however,

‘an attempt will be madé.to remind the readerhﬁhengveg attrition peculiar to a

[

site would "appear relevant to interpretation of the findings.

o
P
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DATA COLLECTION PRdCEDURES

2

Year 1 "Procedures

Community support and perticipation were essential if meaningful, useful

° . date were to.beuobtained.. Conmunity leaders and administrators were consulte&;*"

and written 1ntents (not merely consents) to participate in.the study were

sent to ETé,by both community agencies and local sehooi boards." Field oper-—

ations were organized around local staff who served as coordinators, inrer-

viewers, testers, end observers. For the first phase of‘data oollection,v

household canvassing and parent interuiews, ETS subcontracted with the

New York City firm of Audits and Surveys (A&S) to locate eligible children

and then complete a 90-m1nute ETS-prepared interview with EdCh eligible Chlld 's

t

mopher or mother surrogate; ‘The interviewers, all female and matched by race
with respondents, were recruited from rhe local communiries,~uirh A&S sreff
responsible for -both training and supervision. In subsequent‘years of the
study, parent interviews were handled in a“similar manner, except that ETS
bassumed the training and superuision responsibiiitieS»that had been sub-
confracted to A&S. |
During'the;first study year individual child tests and mother-child
. interaction tasks were administered by local women, most of whom were black
nousewives with limited work eiperience. While the usual eoucational
_Eredentials were not required, experience ih working with young children was
considered highly desirable, as was the ability to read well and, speak with
ease. After four‘to five weeks of training, final seleccion of testers was
 made by the project director and a senior member of the research team.

Testing was monitored by the locai coordinator and by ETS regional and

Princeton office staffs,

Qo
Co




Year 6 Procedures

¢

Training procedures were essentially identical in later Years except

‘that with-increased eéxperience the téaining period-could be reduced to

tpree weeks. Differepces bétween fear i and fear 6 data collection pro-
éedures'primaéily‘reflécted the chaqge in status of study childreﬁ'fr;m'

égé 31/2 tb.age 8 1/2. 1In the eaflf years.of the stddy,.test ceﬁters were
located in churches or commﬁnity reqreation_facilities, while in latér years
test£ng was done in rooms availahle in the individuai schoois or in mobile
vans parked outside of the school;‘ The study was very fortunate éo bé éElé to

continue t& Qork with the same local coordinators whosé:commitmenp, loyalty
and skill cannot be overemphasized. 'The.continuity of the warm and smoptﬂ
functioning rglaﬁionships that they-had established with school pérsdnﬁel in
the various siteé‘contributed significantly to the sucéess.of.the study.
Budgetirgduqtions for Year 6 neceésitatgd some cutbacks in data colleqtioni'
”however. Cuts were md#de primarily in one éité rather th;n shéring'tﬁem across

sites. This.was done to maintain the unique aspect of the study, namely the

breadth and depth of measurement obtainedvover.an important developmental

¥

period,.so that the multivariate .questions origiqally'posed cbuld still be $
.addresséd. As’in Yea; 4.when é.similgrly difficult decision had to be made,
the largést data collection effgfts werevfocused on Lee County, Alabama and
Portland, Qfegon. ~Given a smaller longitudinal sample gpd the faét'thaé
budget cqnstrain;s"required a simiiar cutback in Year 4 kfirSt.grade) 1ndiv;d-
ﬁ;l testiqg, Tre;ton‘seemed the most likelylcandidate for reduéed‘data
collecgion. Thus, interviews in Tfénton were'limite& to fgmiliesvé;eviousiy
seeﬁ in Years 1 or 2. \Measures relevant to. the presénﬁtreport are parént

intetviews and individual- and'grohp-administered child tests; a description

of “specific procedures for these tasks follow.

, 31 - o
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Trainiégﬁof Interviewers and Testers. As’ in Year 1, all training sessions

in Year 6 were conducted by Princeton staff and comprised the following

sequence: .instruction on general testing procedures, specific task demon-
strations; practice with trainers and other trainees,. practice with children

ang'adults of their acquaintanqe; and practice with unfamiliar children and

- v

adults similar to those in the study. All final evaluations were made during

“the last week by the principal investigator,'followiﬂg'which additional

practice and instruction on general management prbcedures was provided. .For
-Trenton, training sessions took place at the ETS Princeton offices; for ‘.ce
County and Portland, in rented vacant classroom space and at the local coordin-

ator's office. As in Years 2 through'Q, the training period for testers was

s

réducei’to three weeks; training of interviewers usually comprised eight days.

“© “ C -~ ) . . . .‘

Training of parent interviewers and of child testers proceeded simultaneously
' s t :

at each site on a staggered start date.

"Parent ngérview; The &ear 6 Parent Interview Qas abproximately 1 1/2 hours
:ip'lehgth énd took place with the mother or maternal surrogate; .a small honorar-
iuﬁ was prdvidea. A coéy of the in&eryiew and general interview instructions
ma; pe found in Apﬁendix A. As will be seen,_itemslwere orgéniiéd in five
parts—-those r;fer:iﬁg speﬁificglly to the cﬁilé, to his/ber'school experiences, .
to neighborhood schools aﬂd education in é%neral, to the community, and to
personal and family information. The order of items is deliberate since it
has beén found, that most mothers are willing to talk about theircchiidren;
an&; as rapporg is esgablishéd during the process of the interview, become
less unwilling to-discuss more personal information, such as»age, employﬁent,
etc. 'Ninetyfthree percent -to 95% og the respondents were rated as cboperativg

or very cooperative on the five parts of thHe interview. At least three
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appointments were made (on different days and at différent times) befcore con-

sidering the respondent a refusal. As in Year 1, all Year 6 interviews were

~

conducted in the child's Home; it was felt that a description ‘of the child's

-

physical surroundings at this time would provide valuable-suppiemental infor-
mation.. '‘Also, as in Year 1, interviews were administered by,loéal women and‘
monitored by the site coordinators. Princeton staff checked all -interviews

received for missing or ambiguous information requiring followup and provided

v

.

feedback to the local®coordinators. -

Data collection, however, is rarely the smooth operation cutlined in a

joﬁrnalvarticle; As'anyoné familiar yith home interviewing will undersfand,

conditions ‘varied from a .relaxed two-person chat on the living room‘sofa, to
sitting at the kitchen tablevéipériéncidg several interruptions from neighbors

~and children, to standing in a crowded one-room apartmenﬁ. Thﬁs, though the

2 .
oy

interview was administered on the average in. 80 minutes, inferview time ranged
from 35 minutes to two”houré. For 8% of the interviews, the noise level was

high~enougﬁ to be rated distracting. Also, recruiting interviewers proved to

be difficult.: Due to the critical gas shortagé that developed that winter it

‘many were reluctant to-éssume.a-job which could involve considerable traveling.

Once trained, several interviewers had unexpected serious illnesses requiring

hospitalization and extended éoqvalescence, and new staff had.to be trained.
Diffiéultieq were epcountéred in scheduling interviews, too. Locating and

dontadting motherslfor interviews often was a éomplicated matter involving
tracking several changes of address. Given also the increased number of
working mothers in the study, limiting their availability for interviews to ,

eveninés and weekends, interviewing proqeeded very slowly and had to be

extended past the school year. Consequently, some interviewers had to reduce
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their time working away from home, thereby further prolonging completion of’
-this phase qf‘datd_écllection. The data thus reflect to an unknown extent any
variation in response due to the time of year ebtained and the intérval’between

v

_'home anc child assessment.

Individual test%ﬁg. ‘An attempt was made .to lo;ate and ;eét-él} study )

childr?: who had been individually tested iﬁ at least one_previous year; .Thg
”coﬁperat{on of local publicyand.parochial sghool administrative and'teaching
staffs in.assisting in the tracking of study chi}dren and . facilitating data-
‘gathering aétivftiés was a primafy factor in ghe relatively low 5tt?ition in
the stgdy sample. Individual fests were grouped'ints two 1 3/4~hour ﬁattefies,
with each 5attery psuaily édmin;é;ered in a single "session with a child.. Each
battery included measures representing the rangé of areas being assessed; the
order of tesgs’within batteries refleéted éonsidera;ion fof the need.to Bélance
t&pes ofrrespoﬁses (active vé; passive, verbal vs._nonverbéls,‘apd to stimulafe
and sustain the child's interest. In Lee County and Portlénd tésferé were
.trained to administer one 6f'the two batterieé; given the changes in measurement

strategies in Trenton, several testers were trained on both batteries' to

allow for greater flexibility in‘SCheduiing. Testing, which proceeded from

.. February through May, was monitored by the local coordinator. As noted

earlier, all testing was done in the child's school or in a van parked in .

Y

the school yard. Data were shipped weekly to the Princeton office yhere they

were checked by tester trainers who provided feedback and monitoring of -

’

testing procedures.

Group testing. Group achievement tests were administered in the spring
C_\. ‘ \ ) . - .
by the classroom teacher in target classrooms (those with 507 or more children

wﬁo had ben previously tested). The local coordinator explained. the pro-

/
-~

cedures for group testing and was available to assist the teacher as necessary.
. > A N .

: A ¥ 4

<
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. Data Processing . . -
B a4 ) . - ;.\\/ ‘
. The data from all the above measures were coded at the item level by

.ETS Princeton'officegtaff and all coding was double-checked When necessary,

~

data were\first scored, interscorer reliabillties obtained and all scoring

:double-checked and discrepancies resolved by senior staff. The coded data

were  keypunched and independently verified, after which ghé regﬂltant
individual data tapes were edited fof appropriate ID listing and fo; out-of-

range values and scores logically inéonsistent with other respénses, To

°

facilitate analysis, merge tapes for each study year were prepaﬁed which

comprised all deriyved fahily and child scorés from the separate task tapes.

For more detailed descfiption of data collection and processing pro- '

cedufes see Project Report 72-18 (Shipman, 1972b).

a
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Chapter 4
.- ’ " - DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED:VARIABLES

>) S | | | n | j | .: l_-

- Family Variableg

[
. .

Previous research (Caldwell, .1970; Héss; Shipman, Brophy & Beaf, 1968,

1969; Pavenstadt, l§65;'Tulkin,'l968;TWright & Wright, 1976; Zigler, 1968)
. < - )
and initial Longitudinal Study findings (Shipman, 1972a, 1973) suggest 'that
R = N .
ckildren's home environments differ in measurable ways across and within SES.-

(Y

including patterns of rearing

-~

In order to examine different family "styles,"

" children, pértinent characteristics of families have been classified into

- process and status variables. Such a distinction has been shqwh (e.g., Dave,

-

1963; Hess et al., 1968, 1969; Schaefer, 1972; Wolf, 1964) to b. ’mbortant iﬁ;

the study of the influence of the family environment on the child's development.
: ] . : - : o0
. ! [} . o K ~ . . -
Process variables-conc€rn various attitudes and dispositions of .the family such
_as members' feelings of control over their lives and environment as wéll as

b

various patterns of interaétion§ between family membefs”~-Status variables
reflept standard demographic descriptioﬁs of families éhcﬁ as paréntal occu-
pational and educétionglklev§l4énd offer little information about the natﬁre\
of the family's attitudes and Sehéviors or théir influence on the child!s
development. Situational variab%es may be viewed as simiiar to status vari-
ables 1in ;hat they expgng the a¢3cr%ptiqn of .the enviropment in which family
behaviors are embedded; tﬁey tell us iittle, however, about participantsﬂ
reactions to ;ucﬁ sitﬁations;

Initial Lohgitudinal Study findings indicate that common socioeconomic

N .

indices are gross proxies for assessing the childfs environment. Their use

inappropriately assumes constancies of meaning within and across groups o

(cf. Light & Smith, -1971), and they tell us little about the.nature and amount

of stimulation the child receives in the home environment. As static group

P - . . e . ,
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.categories are replaced by those behavioral and.attitudinal variables that

reflect processes which link social and cultural environments to the devel—

¢ J

opment of young children,,meaningful SES relationships may ‘be determined

,Prev1ous findings also indicate that it is’ what the family does (process)

M 5

rather than what it is (status) that has\the g1eater impact on.a child's
development. Process variables certa1nly have greater theoretical utility
Tor explaining how the environment mediates experience in critical waysl
. It 1s:assumed that the mother i; particularly'influential in transmitting

"to the young chifd'behaviors and adaptations shaped by the environment.3
For these reasons, then, greater priority has been given in the study to’

process variables, particularly those Lelated to the mother's perceptions

and styles of interaction. Informatlon about status and 51tuational charac—

‘teristics has been obtained only insofar as these either (a) define important - '

aspects of the child's psychological as well as phus1cal environment, or (b)

. -

1dent1fy subpopulations.which should be analyzed separately. e

To study these various family 1nfluences, during the first study year

.we administered boph a home interview (approx1mately 90 minutes} and three'

N e !
A .

structured mether—child situations (Hess and Shipman Toy Sorting, Eight—'

Block Sorting, and‘Etch—A—Sketch,Interaction Tasks) in which the mother is.

We recognize, however, the dearth of research concerning the father s influ-
ence on the dévelopment of the child in the early years—-—~a paugity” result]ng

. primarily from practical problems of doing such researbh\ﬁéiiyfl in" the
majority of families,. the mother or mother surrogate is t one most avail-
able to the child, and research has indicated the relatively less frequent and
dminvolved interaction of the father with the young child (Freeberg & Payne,
1967). This is particulariy true of the black low-income family, in which

" there is a relatively .much higher incidence of father absence reported
(Census, 1974). We also recognize that in intact homes the mother's behavior
in relation to her child is likely to reflect, in varying degrees, .procedures
worked ‘out jointly by the parents as well as being in part a product of her
own adaptatien to her husband’s needs and her relationship with him. . Similarly,

" interactions among. other family members influence the mother's attitudes;
beliefs, and actions -

, PR 4
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taught & relatively sir-~1¢ task and she, in turn, teaches it to her child.

(the teader is referred to Project Report 73-35 (Shipman, 1973) for detailed

N

deacriptione of these tasks,)
Ime variabies selected tolexamine maternal_cd&municatibn in the struc-

tuted ather-child sessfons reflected both information-processing and affec-

tyww sapects of the {nteractlon. Attention was focused on those varizbles

lovaiaing tranemissfon of task-sﬁecific information, use of feedbaék, affec-

tive respounes, and techniques used to control the ghild”or elicit his

cevpeeatton,  The Etch-A-Sketch Int . ‘t{on Task in which the mother and

cnile tagethmr copted three geometoa. :slgns was designed to emphasize the

affcctlve and control aspects of mother;child interaction, thus complement-

T the aiher vt {ng tasks which placed a preﬁiﬂm on information Erﬁnsmission.

'
&

Pt gty el attempt, nunber of attempts made, mother's predicted
!

cre Coateporized accarding to percent ofscore possible), and her showing.

~

vl teafe ot be ropled to the child were tubulatéd on each OL‘thé‘Qesigns;
Fater ta the futeraction tanks, the mother was askec to'imaginc that
bet ohild was about 1o enter grade school and to relate whét she would éell
Wiw /et and tiow she would povpare him/iver tor this nnwtuxperienée. This
Fitamt bayﬂwf qehaol Ouent jon was included In the study a8 a projectlve-type
(e Liodyae Lo goadens the mother's ent {matlon orlthu relevant areas of school-”

aituerinin, rhus providing an helex ol her nocialization of the child into

. {
ihe pupid 1oje. In additton, the o0 Hifered a ﬁagglo of the mother's
Jatguage atyle and of the appaal ~m unid to segulate her child's behavior.

Nl e mothets aloo may antielpate thet mont children percetve entc;ing grade
b dbisni ) as o DY New erperlence, TEBPONLEE Wert gonlied also for affect Lve

cledsnte, fof the extent to which they showed apparent awareness of positive

41
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and negative aspects of school and Qere explicit concerning provision of
. [t
. Support to the child in introducing him/her to this new situatiofi. The

extent to which the mother provided present instances of preparatory activ-

] . ’ 1
ities for school was also coded. Thus, the taped responses were scored for

content, mode of communicétion, and strategies:oi «aternal control.
‘Thése tasks wer: Tepeated in the chiid's Head Start year. Home inter-
views were again obtaihed when the chil§reﬁ were nine years old. The
3
process,‘status, and situational variables assessed by these instruments
are presented below. |

Process Variables ' B ) :

The following variables were selected on the basis of previous research
suggesting,their relevance for the young child's cognitive development. The
interaction measures described were only obtained in Ye&ar 1, but the inter-

view measures were obtained in both Year 1 and Year 6.

Feelings of control over environment. Broadly speaking, this variable

concerns the degree to“which a person feels he/she can shape and direct his/
her own future and the events which affect him/her. At one extreme is a
conviction that one's actions make a decisive difference in life; -at the
opposi;e extreme is a belief that the consequences of life are not under
one's control but rather are detarmined by external cand;tions. Rotter (1966)
has referred fo this dimension ¢f feelings as internal-external locuslof
control, or as a sénse of powerfulness-powerlessness. The difference between
a mother's desired level of educational attainmenﬁ for her child and the
actual level she expects is an example of a measure of her feelings of

control. 1If this difference is large and aspirations exceed expectarions,

the mother's statements might be interpreted to imply an external locus of °

ERIC 42
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control. In turn, an-external locus of control or feeling of powerlessness

may mediate the development ‘of similar beliefs in the child. Examples of

other ;elevant interview items concern the mother s feelings of efficacy in
discussiﬂg séhdol problems with the principal and 41n effecting desired
changes in the neighborhood. Also; a score was derived from ‘the Etch-A-

™ Sketchalnteraction Task describing the discrepancy on each design between

o -

" the mother’ s»predicted-score‘and the criterion.

'Feelings of'alienation: Closely related tofeelings of efficacy is a

sociological notlon represented by a dimension of participation-alienation,
« 1. e., the degree to which a family participates in activities related. to the’
child, his/her school, their neighborhood or community, etc. An example of
a measure of participation—alienation is the number and nature of organiza-
tions the mother attends. . The more frequenc such attendance, the more the

mother might be expected to transmit to her young child an’ orientation that

reflects such participation. Additional indices of this dimension are the
mother's knowledge and utilization of community resources, voting behavior,

frequency of visiting relations and neighbors, and extent of going outside

°

the home for entertainment. - - ‘

Positive control systems/influence techniques. Included in this“vari-

~able are measures of attempts to engage the child's interest and cooperation
through expressed or implied rewards (achievewent satisfaction, mother's
high positive regard, plead ng, eicouragement, reasoning, treats, or pleasure
derived from the task itself), as well as the mother’ s actual use of reward
in the form of praise. In contrast to the positive control techniques

- enumerated above which were scored only for whether or not they occurred,

for the interaction sessions praise also was rated on a four—point scale in

43
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addition to recording taliies for frequency of use. These tallies were

further differentiated to reflect whethef~the praise was elicited for’éffort,

»

obedience, or competency.

Coercive contrel. This variable subsumes measures of the mother's ten-

dency to éttempt to regulate the child's behavior through personal criticism

or through commands and directives which imply punishments for noncompliance

(threats, scolding) or explicitly involve use of physical restraint or

<

punishment. As in the rcase of praise, during the interaction sessions

B

criticism also was rated for degree of use and tallied under the effort,

obedience, and competency categories.

\ .
Scores also were derived for the measures subsumed by the positive or

coercive control techniques.to reflect the mother's tendency or preference

[}

in using either positive or coercive control techniques.

Appeal systems. The preceding control techriiques are subsumed ﬁo some

degree by three general types o% control which bonstitute the appeal system
variable. Briefly, the measures used here are defined as'statusjnorﬁative;
personal-subjective, and éogniﬁive—rational appeals. "Essential to these
[the s;atus—normativé]‘strategies 1s the . acceptance of ;ﬁles and regulationé
as appropriate and unquestioﬁable. Although sometimes useful and necessary
to inform the child about authority structures and rules and to procure
unquestioning obedieace when necessary, these strategies require no.tﬁought
or reflection by the child and may lead to a passive learning style if used
exclusively. The personal-subjective strategies are appeals to subjective,
internal’ states of!the cﬁild; the mbther, or other bérsoﬁ-with whom the

child interacts. This strategy demands of the child a more complex cognitive

‘process and role-playing and induces a less passive learning style requiring

. —
at .

41 :
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i attention to peers and authority figures'and abiliEy.fo see a situation from

severél Eér§pectives. The cognitiﬁe—rétidnal appeals are based on arguments

- -relating to:the task and to future éonsequénces of behaViér. -This strategy,
ﬂ‘based on a rationale of cause and effect, is coﬁsiderably more - complex than
the previous two s;ncé it asks the cﬁild to reflect on 16ng4range effects of

his behavior. The cﬁild is asked to internalize cognitive control, providing
himself witﬁ the genegal guidelineg to-apply to new.situétions;(ﬁgss1et al.,

1969, p. 42)." These variables were assessed from responses. to the First

: 7
Day of School Question and during the interaction sessions.

Affectionateness. This variable attempts to characterize the mother's
underlying attitude toward the child (inferred from overt behavior) on a

scale'ranginé from high positiye regard (Qafm and loving) through neutral

and unresponsiVe’to host ‘and rejecting. The three measures used were the

mother's high point, low point, and most typical level on the Affectionate-
»  ness Scale of the Fels Parent Behavibr Rating Scales (Baldwin, Kalhorn, &

. .Breese, 1949). This rating is a general assessment of the mother's affective

interaction with her—child and is heavily weighted with"both gestural and

- expressive components. Given potential differences due to task (and the,‘

child's task-specific behavior) these .ratings were made separately for each

interaction session.

Quality of attention demanded. For each interaction task, each mother

was rated on a four-point scale representing increased degrees of demand

for attention. Mothers rated as high on this variable were prompt to react

to evidence of inattention ih their child, while mothers-rated low in

attention-demand either made no attempt to intervene when the child's atten-

I

tion strayed or were unable to establish sufficient control over the child

?

to prevent occurrence of this behavior.
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Teaching specificity. Variables used to measure maternal teaching

M

specificity during the interaction tagks included orientation of the child

to the relevant'taék components, frequency and specificity of requests for

v

L ) . . . .
~block placement and verbal labeling, ratings. on specificity of "instructions

to the cﬁ;ld\prior toirequestihg a réébonse, ané specificity of feedback.
. . e N . B

\

. ;o _ . ,
In the Lnteradtion situation specificity 1s construed as a continuous vari-
- / ) . .

- = *

able having both verbal and nonverbal aspects. 7It reflects the mother's
clarity and precision in specifying her intended meaning and the likelihood
that the child will perceive this meaning in a given communicatioﬁ; The

verbal aspect of‘specificity may be described as "labeling," which refers

\ - N

to the mother's supplying a verbal referent for the relevant attributes of
the biopks, while the nonverbal aspect or "'focusing" behaviof féfers to
supplgmental nonverbal actioné which éffempt to focus ﬁhe ghild's‘gttengion
on the relevant attributes by making them moré salient in his/her perceptual

field.

Mother's verbal encouragement to reflect.. This measure was added in
the present study in view of the ;hild test data available on the dimension
of impulsivity-reflectivity. The mother was ruted,‘using a fbur-point scale,
on the degfee to which.she tended to make statements during the interaction
sessions eﬁcouraging;the child.to‘reflect.upon or consider what was rgquired
béfore making a given response, and a tally was méde of.the actual‘f;equenqy

a

of such statcments.

Differentiation of the environment--knowledge, attitudes, and beliefs.
The child's objectiﬁe“and subjeétive differentiation of his/her world may

be infldenced éignificantly by his/her mother's degree of objective and sub-

jective differentiation 6f the envifonment. For example,athe more knowledge

: , , \ 46 -,
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and un@g:standing a mother has about school progfams; the better she can pre- .

-

pare hér,child for the intellectual, social, and éffective demands of school.
Other interview items were included to assess the mother's differentiation/
individuétion of the study child (e.g., qqestions concerning knowledge of

the child's specific strengths and weaknesses, special interests, and.favorite
books, and evaluations of varicus indices of thé child's affective, Social,

and cognitive functioning in comparison to other children his/her age).

Encourqgement of school-related achievement and general cognitive

development. -This variable is tappeq by A number of interview items, including
the mother's éducational aspirations for;&he child, - frequency ofrfamily
‘members' reading to the child,.helping with homework 1; grade SChooi, and
visiting the child's~pfeschpol and grade school, the manner of responding to
the'child's questions, the éxtent to which the cﬁild is involQed in decision
making, and whether learning/studying is included in»des;ribing'a go;d student.
‘AAditional indices we;e derived from responses to the First Day of School
Question which described school-related familybpreparatory activities with the
child at age four, expressed valve iﬁ pfeschoql atten;ance; and included
academic learning as'an important defining characteristic of grade school.
Also, parental reading of newspapers and magazines aqd egrolling for addi-
tional -school courses may be viewed as modéiing of cognitive behaviors and

thereby indirect stimuli’ for such achievement in the child, as is the avail-

abilfty of children's books, records, dictionaries, and encyclopedias in the home.

Status and Situational Variables

Information for identifying subpopulations. Such information consists of
age,séx, and race of child; age, race, and eccupation of paren. -; language
spoken ‘in the home; locale (urban-rural); and type of dwelling (e.g., public

vs. private housing). _— 4}7 S
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Educational level of parents. Number of years of schooling.

Occupatipnal level._ Duncan code for status level.

Family stfucture. Presence or abspnce of a-father—figure in the home,
whether oxr not. this adult male is the biological father.

Adult availability. -Defined by adult-to-child ratio.

Number of other children in the household.

. Home resources. Included here are variables that have traditionally

»jbeen assoclated with social status, e.g., availability of books, toys, radilo,

v t

TV,vrecords.Aetc. The logical relevance of these variables for the study 1s
seen in the indicaticn they may give:of the'amount of cognitive stimulation
and/or emotional support which is available for the child.

It should be noted that ehanges in the-above status variables may con-
stitute a rough iudex for assessing the upﬁard or dbwnvard mobility of the

family during the oeriod of the -study.

Faﬁily residential mobility. Number of times family moved during the
1

three years prior to study Year 1 and study Year 6.

Ordinal poeition-of target child. Fanilly size has been found tu corre-
late with several dimensions of childrearing practice (Freeberg & Payne,
1967; Hess et al., 1968} White, Day,- Freeman, Hantman; & Messenger, 1973);
ﬁindihgs on siblihg rank, however. are inconsistent (Schooler, 1972).
Logically, it might be concluded that both these factors influence the.extent
to which a parent can engage 1in a varilety of activities which inherently re-
quire sustained participation.

Potential "stress" conditions. It is hypothesized that a number of

family conditions may serve to constrict the child's psychological environ-

ment and create a stresgful living situation. _Among such conditions are

., .~ 48
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,instability or frequent mobility of the family; severe or recurrent illness

in the family; erratic vs. relatively steady employment history; physical

3

and psychological “depfession" of the home and surrdundings;—e.g., majntenance

" of the dwelling inside and out; lighting conditions inside ‘the home; pdtea—

tial Eazards in the neighborhood -(broken glass, location near a'bar);

crowding in the home, etc.

"Child'§¥possessiods-1material:objects add living space. Insofar as
possible, infdrmation was obtained on thé number of things (bopks, toys,’
etc.) the child possessed, whéther-he/she had a.designated Spase in tde
house for personal things (a closet or drawer space), and.whether places

-

(a room, a bed) were available for the child s private use. This varidble

_seems particularly important for the‘ecouomically disadvantaged child, who

often has nothing to call his/her own.nor ady_place in which he/she may

escape for peace and solitude.

Child's range of mobility. Relevant to the amount of environmental

stimulation is diversity in the environment. Where is the child ailowed to

play? ‘wdege isLhe/she allowed to go in the neighborhood? _On what- excursions

outside the home’ds he/she taken (supermarket, visiting reiatives, etc.)?
Beyond providing a detailed pictute\of the study families over the six-

year\span of the study, the above-listed variables should enable us to deter—

mine how the environmsnt created in the family affects the child!s experience

with what specific consequences for the child. By defining those factors of

poverty which ma&lbe regarded as truly impoverishing, we would hope to pro-

vide evidence for appropriate alternatives to or counter attacks on those

patterns of impoverishment.

g

More concretely, the 1nstability of frequent residential moves, severe

‘. “ ., R ot v
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3

or recurrent illness, erratic vs. a relatively steady employment history.
. ¢ = . s
and physical or psychological depression of home residences, may cause seveée\,

. ‘ . N

stress on the child. The ways in which the child reacts or copes with these \
- . _ ,;,,// . . ) ) \\ .
home stress situations may interrelate directly with his/her ability to per- ‘\\\
form in school or in other cognitive-demanding situations. 1In addiEion, the
transmission of attitudes is considered to be of major significance in the | ¥
child's development; how the child sees and defines-his/her world will
determinexhow he/sHe chooses to behave. Changes, therefore, in-parentel
attitudes .toward school or knowledge and usé of community resources, for

example, may have profound effects on the child's-desire or ability te

accomplish or succeed. &

- -

Children's Cognitive Functioning :
. . -~ B B L/
. For this report, attention was limited to @hose measures assessing the

child's acquisition of the basic skills of reading and matH in third grade.

To aid interpretation a less directly school-related measure of reasoning and
hi " : . . .

. problemsolving abilities also was included. In addition, for those anaffées

assessing the influence of early family variables on the-childfs 1e;er tognitive:

oerceptual functioning,’the,chiid's performance at age four on the Preschool

! Inventory. (PSI) was used as a covariate so that the unique contribution of
family variables to such oredictions could be deterﬁinedn These measures are
described in the following section.

H

Measures of Academic Achievement

Cooperative Primary Tests—-—-Reading. The Cooperative Primary Tests are
_ . ' %
a national standardized achievement test battery developed by ETS and de-

‘signed for use ip.grades one throogh three. The tests are group edministered;

3

with the child responding by making an "X" on the one'of the three:response

50
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alternatives that he/she believes is correct. "There is mo specilal instructiom

<

td the student about guessing, and there is no correction for guessing in the

scoring. The teacher is instructed” to allow a reasonable amount of time for

.

all students to finish. 1In order to provide practice.with this typeiof item,

o

the pilot test included in the test package was administered first. The

Reading vest consists of 50 items, some of which assess the comprehenstoil of -

individual words, while others require the student to extract a key element

*

from a’ sentence or paragraph, or provide some interpretation, evaluation, or

¢

" inference based on the sentence. or paragraph (Cooperatlve Primary Tests, ETS,

a

'le967). Form‘23B was administered in thi?d grade_(Year.6)- o :

COGperative Primary Tests--Math. In this 60-{tem test the following ' e

topics are covered: number symbolism, operation, function and relation,

s

approximation, proof, measurement, estimation, and geometry. Straight ~
!

TS )

\computation 1s nct emphasized, but rather ‘an attempt is made " . . . to

test major concepts of mathematics in their emergent state" (Cooperatlve

7

Primaxy Tests, ETS, 1967). Form 23B was administered in third grade (Year 6) .

¥ "
Measure of Problem-Solving Ability

Raven Colored Progressive Matrices (Booklet Versiom). ' Developed for use

with young children and retarded or impaired adults for whom the standard
series of Progressive Matrices 1s inappropriate, the Colored Progressive

Matrices covtains 36 items divided into three sets of increasing difficulty

h s

(A, Ab, and B). Each item represents a pattern with a piece missing. the

child is asked to select. (from a set of six alternative pilctures) the plece

that correctly completes the pattern. Compared to the measures listed above,
thistask is more a measure of problem—solving ability and less a measure of
specific school learning. It assesses the individual's ability to make per- .

ceptual discriminations, to compare, and to reason by analogy. It 1s also
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a kind'Bf?learning:tdllearn task in that the child who learns efficient
strategieg on the beginning relatively easy items will have greater sucress

"asg the items bécome”increasingly difficult, Thié test was individually

administered. : B

N

Measure of Preacadémic Skills -

Preschool Iﬁventory (PSI). The PSI, /developed by Caldwell for use in

Project Head Start as a general adhiéVeménp tést for preschool children,

3

taps a range of verbal, quantitativé, arid pefceptual—moﬁér skills defined

by teachers‘aé expected of children in.kindérgarten. Thé items for the .
N - 3

: present 64-item revision are classifiéd in the Inventory manual (ETS, 1970)

<

into four major categories: Pérson&l—Socihltresponses (18 items, e.g.,

* o

"How old are you?", "Raise your hand."); Association-Votabulary (12.itéms,
oy : o,

2.g., 'What does a dentist do?"); Concept Activation--Numerical (19 items,

e.g., "Howlmany\wheels does a car have?"); Concept Activation——Sensbrf 19

o .

items, é.g., "Which is heavier, a brick or a shoe?"). However, the Inventory
Handbook'(ETS! 1970) advises against the determination of subset scores, and
factor analyses of L&ngitudinal Study data and Head Start Planned Variation

Study data (Walker, Bane, & Bryk, 1973) have not-supported their use. About

N 1
W

60% of the items require an oral response. The PSI has been widely adminis-
tered to Head Stirt children (e.g., Research Triangle Institute, 1972;

Walker et al., 1973). Statistical information on the'standardiéation sample

1
-

for the 1970 Revised Edition (64-items) is contained in the Handbook. Since

39
child teéting-in Year 1 occurred throughout the spring and summer of 1969,
and since at this age performancé level on the PSI was known to improve
noticeably even over a period of a few months (Shipman, 1972b), age at time

of testing was partialled out of the scores to yield an age-corrected PSI”®

score.
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In the factor analysis of the Year 1 individual child test data,

e -~

performance on .the PSI had the highest loading‘on the first factor, which
appeared to represent general cognitive ab11ity, and it is the single task

in the Longitudinal Study battery most clearly associated with general -

A

cognitive development. Thus, the PSI was selected for the current report

N

to function as ‘a covariate®so that the unique contribution of family vari-
ables to predictions of 1ater cognitive—perceptual functioning could be deter—

mined. From both a theoretical and practical standpoint it was desired to
4 ' —

[
——————determine—whether~the family measures shared : any variance with later cognitive-

perceptual measures that was independent‘of the variance that they initially
shired with the PSI, i.e., that any influence cbserved on 1ater«performance

was more than an indirect influence via effects arising- from early childhood

behayiors. '




Chapter 5° O ' o

DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURES e

b
b -

Year -6 Descfiptive Statistics _ . . -

Since descriptive ian}mation and results of internal correlational
0 . = . .
analysis for the Year ! Parent Interview were already available {iTs, 1970;
. : . . ) s
Shipman, 1972a), the first step in the current analysis*was to obtain similar

5N
: o

information for the Year 6 Parent Interview. Questionnaire distributions’
were run, consisting of frequencies and percent responding for each response

category on every-item. This information was delineated according to site,

race; preschool “experience (Head Start, other preschool, or no known attend-

%ncef; and. sex of child, as well as for the total sample. ‘Prior to correlé;

. tional enalysis, all interview items wére réviewed for a priori scaling and

7
possible score reduction. Results of the Year 1 interview analysis thus not

only . 1nfluenced the constructlon of the Year 6 interview but also were helpful

.

in indicating potentially meaningful item clusters. For those items that

Ay

seemed highly homogeneous in content and format, subscores were derived and

) -
point biserial correlations and -alpha coefficients obtained.

¢ ‘ v

‘Year 6 Correlation Matrix o

3

' A missing-data Pearson product-moment correlation matrix was then ob- (

' 9

.tairied containing all of the scorable items and derived.item.cluster scores

with satisfactorily high alphg\foefficients. In addition, the-matrix also

contained Year 6 scores on ,Raven Celoured Progtessive Mattices, Cooperative’
Primary Reading and Math Tests; plus durimy variables for sex, race, prescheol'
attendance, Follow Through enrollment, and site. Thus, information was
availeble_on the interrelationships among family status,_situatiohal, and
process‘variaﬁles and on the reletionship of these variaBles to the child's
cognitive;perceptual performance. Since previous research suggested differences-

! ) <

in mean level and patterns of correlations according to r:ce and sex of child,

-
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aeparate mat 1! .5 were provided by race and by sex within race st' ~roups. . To
asacas the teiztionablp f Head Start attendance to interview scores and rela-
ticrahips in Year 6, xeparcts matrices were obtained for families who cnronlled
the atudy hild In Head Stare and taose whose child attended no preschool
prograz. fven the small number of white children who attcended Head Stavt theswe
atalvien were obtained tor black families only.
Poagl! Wlinal Comparisons

After the telattonships among the Year 6 variables were determined, Fhe
wires ‘tom the Year 1 interview were correlated with the Year 6 interview
atd Lic selected cognitive~perceptual scores. These data for the longitudinal

sam. - 2rovided cumparison of mean levels and variability on similar items

A ‘ats, statility of patterns among family variables, and the extent
¢t viT.y tarily influence on the child's cognitive~perceptual nerformance
2t age =ine, The nature and extent of significant difference: responses

¢, fdentical ftems across years were assessed according to site and within

mite “v race, preschool attendance, and sex of child. -Where items or item
clusters were sssessing similar constructs in both years, part correlations
alno wrte used to remove statistically effects of Year 1 status or tiiatl con-
sttwct from she Year & correlations between the interview variable and cognitive;
pot eiteal sootes. Thus, 1f no change occurred or if changes that occurred
wets wntelated to cognitive-perceptual performarce, the part correlation

weuld Be 2e¢to, vhile a stgniticant non-zero part correlation would indicate
that buinledge ot status on that variable in Year 6 added significantly to
predicitons Bared on Year 1 status on that variable (i.e., change on that vari-
atle was telated to the child's cognitive-perceptual performance). Note that

thin patt cotrelation 1s exactly the same as the part correlation of the gain

o) ')
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score (from Year 1 to Year 6) w+ the criterion when controlling for Year 1

interview scores, but the curren: ~proach does not demand the compufation of

. ! _ of .
a gain score for each individ 1 that the scale of the variables in the

two years be directly comp. t-.-ugh, of course, the analysis is only

sensible if scores in both yeus i are assessing the same construct). This
approach? while slighﬁly 1eés direct, gliminates a ﬁumbef of the se%igus : '
measurement problems inherent in raw change score analyéisz

In order to ide:r!'ify tnoqe early st=tus, situétional, and process vari-

ables thgt kad a measurable‘continuingyinfluence on the child's cognitive devel-
opment a; epposed to those wﬁbsg predictive ability‘was already reflected in
‘his/her cognitive level at age four, ésréelations were computea between Year 1 ‘
-ingerview variables anﬂ the Year 6 cognitiVe-perceptual scores after statis-
tically cnntroliing the relatioaship of the intefﬁiew variables to ﬁhe child;s T
initial cognitive level. iSpecifica11y~ part (or semi—parﬁial) correlations

were used to indi&ate the varigbles that qqntributed to predictions of Year 6
Reading, Math, and Raven scores over an& above Qhar gould'héve'been predict?d
solely from children's Year 1 Breschool Iﬁventory (PSI) scores. In additiog

to the "continuing influence" hypothesis mentioped abéve, significant part
correlations also would bexexpectgd for family va;iables that were related to
coﬁponents'bf the Year’6 cognitive-perceptual measures that were. no't measured ]

or were inadequately assessed in the Year 1 Preschool Inveatory. ' ;

Regression Analyses , v . /

With a set of interrelated statué, situational, and process variables, /
the 4. -tion can be asked to what extent early indicators of family process /

predict third-grade cognitive—perceptual performance over and above what /

could have been preoicted solely from status and situatlonal measures. and//

E;BJ!;‘ ' ’ ' =l ' ' /
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vice-versa. To answerithese questions, a hierarchical multiple regression:
tethnique was used in which the independent variables were grouped into sets.
The 1ncrement in the proportion of variance accounted for by each new set,
oner_and above the variance accounted tor}by the preceding sets, was note:l.
‘Theoretically important Year 1 interviesw variables were screened for
minimally'acceptable psychometric properties (e.g., reasonable Variancez,
and some other variables were eliminated because of near-zero correiations
with the third-grade criterion scores. Thus, some variables which a priori
seemed of theoretical‘interest were eliminated, but no variable was included
just -because it correlated significantly ‘with the critérion measures. Process
measures were arranged into three sets that went from relativelj'direct to
-more indirect influences on“the child's behavior. Set 1 included four items
which assessed direct mother—child interactions (amount of maternal reading
. to child; the mother's use of rationales in reshonsé‘to her child's misbéhéviorz
her response to‘a'question from the“child that she couldn't answer, and the use
of physical vs. verbal punishment for minor misbehavior), Set 2 consisted of
stt one item that assessed the mother s educational expectations for her child;
Set 3‘bontained three scores that assessed the mother's personal activities
(amount of magazine reading,'extent ofvparticipation in voting, andhnomber'of
~groups of which mother is a member). The status and situational variables were
arranged.in two sets. The;first set was a measure of the child's ph&sical
en&ironment and consisted cf number of selected.home’possessions and theJ
crowding index (npmber of rooms/persons), the second set consisted of the more
3 .

-« traditional SES indicators, head-of-household occupation and mother's education,

- plus race of the child.

E
.

A multiple regression analysis was run first entering the three process

Sets (in order) followed by the two status/situational sets, then a second

~ -

‘ . 57




—49-

¥

regression was run entering.first‘the two status/situational sets followed

oy the three process.sets. ~The additional predictive power of the child's
performaﬁce aﬁlage four on the Preschool Inventory after controlling for
farily backg§ound-was asseSséd’by entoring the age—adjusted.PSIlscore after
lallbthe process, situational, and status variaﬁles. The effect of‘prescho;l
attendan~ (g third-grade Edgnitive—perceptual performance, controlliné for
initial level and family.background, y;s assessed iy .adding this 0-1 score
last in the regression equagions. A supplementary'analysissinveséigated fhe
addi&ional predictivempower_of selected scores froﬁ t?e mothe;—chfld int;f-
action fasks and the First Day of School Quéstioﬁ by adding them after thel
~ﬁp“ocesé measures from the interview. Each régreséisn was run separately for
the samplé of_béys and-girlsi as well as for the total-séﬁple. A sepa:aten
regfession equation was run for each of.thenthree'dependént variables (Year 6
Reading,‘Math, and gaven scores). Thus;'eacﬁ of the three questions (process
" followed by éFatus, status followed by process, and éfocess plus 1nﬁeféc§ion

scores followed by ‘status) required nine regression equations (3 dependent

. variables x 3-samplg$).



Chapter o,
STUDY FAMILIES IN YEAR 6
In this chapqer a detailed descriprion is provided of the findings from
analysis of the responses of the 1212 respondents in the three study sites who‘
uwere administered the Year 6 Parent Interview. “In the first SeCtlon, percent-

_ ages are provided for responses to«specific interview.items within status/
situational and process. areas. This is followed by a description'of the rela-
tionshigzs cbtained within and among status, situational, and process yariables:
Results for the process variables-are further delineated with patterns of corre-
lations described within and_between a_priori item cluster3.7'Salient differ- |
ences in response frequencies and patterns aécording to the three study sites,
race, study children's sex, and the three categories of their preschool

attendance also are described. As noted earlier in the sample description-in

Chapter 2, these differences must be 1nterpreted cautiously becauselof the .

canfounded relationships among maJor classifications of families such as site,

race, socioceceonomic status, and category of study child s preschool experience.

Several status/situational charucteristics of ‘families in Year 6 arefnontrasted////

- . -

1

- also with¢national census data. .

Status and Situational Characteristics

/

Ninety-three percent of respondents were the mothers of study children,

another 6% were foster mothers, step-mothers, or adu1t female relatives.; i
' Seven respondents were male caretakers in households where no mother or
female mother—surrogate‘lived.- Median ages of mothers and fathers were 35,
and 37, respectively. As contrasted’with 15% for the general population,
36% of study children lived in single-parent families{ According to data
from the 1974 Census, mothers of oyer half the nation's school-age children

were working. Similarly,‘ABZ of study mothers were employed full-time, and

. an additional 12% were employed part—-time. Of those employed, most had jobs

' as service workers (41%), clerical workers (19%), or operatives (17%). Half
o . L :

= - 5g
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of-them had worked 1n their present jobs for at least two yearsd Of the

mothers not working, 40% had worked within the twe preceding years but 79%

reported they were not now !roking for work. ' ‘ : . '

Seventy—nine percent o! motihers reported that fathers (presently living

in the home or not) were employed 10% reported them as unemployed, and 117

o

,safd they did not know. 0f thqu emploved most (89%) worked f*l] tlme Most

fathers (§77) were employed in biue-zollar jobs, the majority as operatives

(25%), and craftsmen (21%);322% had unskiiled jobs ‘and 16%Z were classified
3 4 N : ) . B .

as professionals. Fifty-eight pereent of employed fathers were reported to

have worked at- the same job for at least the five preceding years Eighteen
percent of mothers, however, said thty re;ied primarily on public assistance

for income to suppont,their families.

e . ¥ ’ N

Mother's formal education rangeu from 'l to 20 years with a mean of 10.9

R

_Years. Sixteen percent had completed grade school only; 13% had»completed
two or more years of college. Father's (present or not) education ranged from
1 to 20 years; the mean level was 11.1 years. Twenty-three percent of fathers

had eompleted grade schoocl only; 207 had completed two or more years of college.
).y’ EY ) .
Two-thirds of study families lived in single-unit housing with nearly as

.many mothers (61%) reporting that they ownied their homes. .,Sixteen percent lived

“u

in duDlexes or row houses while 6% 11ved 11 garden apactments and 2% lived in

- high-rise apartments; 117 ided in public housing projects. Interviewers

s

ratings: of families' residences indicated that most families (71%) lived in .
0ld houses and most homes (62%) had well-maintained exteriors; 70% were in
low or moderate noise environments, and 82% had adequate outside Space where

-

children could play. Thirty percen: ol house exteriors were judged to be in

poor repair; nois levels were rated as high and "distracting" for 8% of

study families.

: : 60 -



The average aéudy housel
rooms. The mean index of cr
Adult a&gilabil;ty, measured
0.52 repre§enting means'of 2
gousehpldé.. There was consi
Families interviewed in Year
consequent wide ranges in cr
of hﬁgméﬁol@é comprised at 1

Sixty-seven percent -of
his/her bedrqom with others
of the same sex (81%). Howe
children in lb% of'such{c;se
,52;"T§enty—twp perc?nt of 8
their own, 24X had neitﬁgr a
use, and ;5% had no égparate

. fﬁe;e was at'Ieast,éne
every housghold, but 10X had
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 their o&n‘toia; gpproximaiel
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residences within the three
families who had moved, 30%

six percent of thsse who had
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:ompgised 5.8 residents in a unitnoflé.l

;, a ratiofof roomg-to-people, waa‘1.18;

1e ratio .of adults-to-children, avegaged
1Lts and 3.8 childrgn in study famiiy

le range in household size, however.

nprigsed one to thirteen children, with

4 and adult availability. Twelve percent
1ine members, N

s reported that the study child sharad -

2 household, usQally with other children
aleepinglrooms wéte ghared with opposfte-sex
with pa;énts or other adult caretakers iﬁ,'
:hildren reportedly di& not have a.bed of
at'nbrréeétion of a closet for‘tﬁeir own
ser drawer oflcl;theé‘chest facilities,
Lsion, radio, aﬁd phonograph in virtually
Légiénary; 17%\n6 yachum cleaner, 18%. no
encyclopedia. ﬁearlyrall children had °
se-fifths: had phonograph records, boé;d
one~half had ;onstruction toys, musical

ed a scienc;,ki£; of coufsé, many of
1 with other family mepbers;

families intgrviewed_had changed
preceding the interview. 0f those ‘
ranged residences more than once. .Sixtyl/

i recently indicated the new residence
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was better than the previous one (13% sald worse). Mothers reported on the
average that they had lived in the same houSe or apartment‘for 6.0 years
(study children's mean age was 8.6 years at the time of the parent inter=-
view), in the game neighborhood for 9.8 years, and in the same town for
20.0 years; 31% of‘the_mothers had been born in the same town, 56% in the

same geographic region. These figures obviously reflect the fact that families

. were not interviewed who- 1) moved out of the site or-2) moved so frequently

we were.unable to track them.

In the spring of 1974, according«to the respondents, 90% of study
children were in third grade, 84 had been retained in second grade*PZZ had
advanced to fourth grade, and apnroximately one percent were enrolled in
special,ungraded classesﬂ,.Eleven percent of children were;reported to_be'in
.Follow Through classes; 10% were destribed to be_in remedial'programs. |

Thirteen percent of mothe said that the study child had been seric. yL
111 or injured within thc three years prior to the interview.‘ Although most
:study children (RSZ) reportedly visited ; phjsician-at least once in that
same period, with 57% having gone three or more times§ 15% had not been
'enamined by a doctor since they\entered grade school. Twenty-one pércent of
mothers indicated‘that the study child had present dental problems.’ Onlf .t
51% of mothers reported that the study child had visited a:dentist‘in1the'

year of the interviea, although 69% had done so in the‘preceding year., In
. ) . . . . . ’ ) e
16% of study families there was one member with a serious chronic illness.

- )

Process Variables

As mentioned in the introduction to this report, the main interest in
the interview findings lies not in the status of study children and their
families, but rather in the developmental dynamics of the interactions

between children and family members. Those process variables assessed in

—
(@
-
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the present study'were described dn Chapter 4. Thus, whilelstatus and situ-
. ational characteristics of families indicate various‘opportunities or poten-
tials available to children es a part of their psychological and physical
‘environments, it is the process variables that suggest. the runctions and

interactions within families that influence children'S»development. "Such

"

processes, of course, may have complex interdependencies with rhese status

)

- and dituational factors, as is suggested by the findings reported later in

L T -

- this chapter.

<

Household Interactions Between Mothers and Children

3

"One category of process variables concerns .the nature and frequency !

E}

of mother—child interactions. Half the mothers indicated that ~study:children

E e Y

/
were with them at least..4.2 hours on th@ average during weekdeys; 10% said

they spend eight hours or more and approximatEly the same number reported

[
“

spending two hours ct less. .On weekend days with no school or job to attend,

'mothers spent .morxe time with study children. *half the»mothers reported T
spending at least lQ.O hours per day with.study children; 94%‘reported spending
at least four hours'per day. During th@se times on weekdays{ mothers reported
they were usually‘doing'housework. 0n:weekends, activities outside‘the home
,(e;g.; visiting relatives, shopping,_attending church) were reported most

frequently. Although the high values reported suggest somé ambiguity in thea )

item, the natu-e of activities described indicates a much smaller amount of

.direct parent-child interaction. . °
Some of the interview items focused on the nature of several specific /
interaction situations. For example, mothers were asked to recall what’ _ ii%w

they had-done the last time the study child's behavior had angered or

annoyed them: 61% of the mothers mentioned some form of'physical

-
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punishment, 547% mentioned verbal reprimands, and 11% reportedly gave the

‘child a.verbal explanation for their anger (categories of responses are

not mutually exclusive). The most common physical punishments were.

spanking (40%) :nd confinement (20%); verbal reprimands included demands
fof”children tg stop m{sbeha;ing (45%), scbl&ing (28%) ,~ and th;éats of

physical punishment (11%). When study children had done éqmething thét
.pleaséd their mothers, they feportediy respended most often witﬁ,verbal

encouragement (51%), but some’ (13%) reported monetary rewards: and some (87%)

\

described affectionate bHahaviors such as hugs and kisses (categories are not
S } Lonate _ !

independent). ' -

~

Additional responses concerning the:nature‘ahd frequency of family inter-
© actions wérevéuggested by mothers' reports of study children's particiﬁatiopg

in certain household discussions and decisions. Thirty-seven percent of study
‘children reportedly pafticipated frequentlyfin discussions concerniag the

'
.

. ) / . -
selection of clothes to wear to schoel and how thcy would spead money given

to them; a smaller proportion. participated frequently in deciding what gime

they should go.t6 bed (33%), discussing their playmates (29Z)J'and in deter-

mining how often they>could watch television (27%)._»Many mothers repcrted no "

s

////f participation by the study child in- decisions about bedtime (33%), clothes to

wear to.ééhgol (25%), television-viéaing (24%), playmates {24%), or’spending
money (217%).
Several other interview items probed household-interactions which con-
_cerned mothers' preparing or assisting study children with school-related
X activities. Fo; example, mothers lndicated what they would do if the
cﬁila-asked_a difficult question that they éould not answer. Mothers

responded (categor'es are mutually excluéive) they would: 1look up the

2 . - A L 2
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answer and explain (34%); séhd children to a source of information (17%) ,.

accompény children to a sog&ce (10%), sa&,they did not know the answer (14%),

: , . . = g , - , "
or respond the best they could (10%). Nine percent indicated they would ~

change the subject; 1% reﬁoftédly ignored such questions.

Although most mothécgyéaid they helped theire°child at least once a wegk

with his/her homework, 352 of-mothers ‘reported they did not usually help the

_study child with homework assignments. Of course, giving such help is depen-

_dent in part upon the child's willingness and need for it and the frequency

of home,aésignments. Of those who did report gi%iﬂg help, 23% helpec once a

week, 13% three times a week, and 267 daily. Seventy-five percent of mothers
Y

who reported helping with homework indicated that on the déy preceding the

v.

interview they had worked for at least 15 minutes; 37% reported spending at

least one hour. In 60% of the families, the mother sdid other members helped.

sometimes with ;hé child's homework. Siblings and fathers accounted for 60%

4

e

" and 22% of such adsistance, rifpectiveby.'
. . .

Two-thirds of the motheigﬁsaid they read stories.t» the study ﬁhil&.
several tiﬁes_; week in 23% of the cases, once .in a while in 487%. vIn 607 of
the households, other family members also read to the child, usually older
sibLings (61%) or fathers (22%). In addition, in 657 of the families -study

Y

children reportedly read to other children.

' Mothers' General Interests and Activities Outside the Home

A secohd:group of‘family process variables represents experiences
mothers héve régularly which are likely to influence difgctly ar i;d?recply
aspéc;s of~€heir interactions Jigh theif)chi;ﬁégnband act as a-iqdifect
stimulus toﬂtheir-children's cégnitivé devélopment. For éxample, most
motheré_(S?%) reportediy read newspapers; 37% said they "usually read at

‘.
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More than a quarter of

zines. The kind of publication and frequency of reading were coded for each

\. . "_5 7_
' - Y

least two newspapefs; 13% said they read none. Mothers who read one newspaper

typically read a local daily’(in 94% of the cases) every dai (72%) or sever;l

- days a week {18%). .Local weekly papers.were the most frequentl& read second

paper. Mothers were dsked also waether they read any magazines. Those
mothefs that .did were encouraged to deséribe as“many as three publications.

Kthe sample (27%) reported reading three or more maga-

of th. three“magaziﬁes. lome-and-family publications and news magazines
were acationed most frequently (approximagely 40% and 15%, respectively).

Frequency of reading was at least once-a-month in 70% of the responses.
. ; RNt

N
3

Another group of interview items relating to mothers' activities out-

-side the houséhold involvéd reported. visits to homes of nearby relatives

and frilends, excursions for shopping and for entertainment, and attendance

at religious serviées. =Se_vénty~four percent of the mothers reportedly
visited at least one relative and at least one friend; 42% and 44% reported
visitiﬁg three relatives or friends, respecﬁively. Frequenpies-of such

: . - .
visits ranged from once-a-week’ or more to less than onmce-a-month. Mothers
. 3 ’ . N ,

. s

t

~ took study children along in at least 90% of reported visits to relatives; '

for visits to friends, children reportedly accompanied mothers on at least'
75% bf° such visits. Mothers reported that they visited- at least one place of

éhtertainment in 62% of study familieé, three or' more places in 267%. Frequen-

cies of such trips ranged from once-a-week to less than once-a-month; ‘'study

a

children went éloﬁg on at least 647 of such ekcupgions. Similarly, study .

children went with mothers on sboppihgfexcursions downtown or into the -

city in about;53Z of such trips. Eighty-four percent‘of mothers reported

[ 3

that they attended church, 44% once-a-week or more often, 19% less than———

oy
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once-a-month., Study children who accompanied mothers to church (94%) went '

at least once-a-week in 52% of the-cases. . For the above findings it should
a . A »” .
be noted that the 264 of mothers who. reportedly never visited a relatlve or
friend and thé 38% who never went outside'the home for entertainment repre-

" » sent .a sizeable minority of families.

/. . -

v &

.~

. The interview alsc :ssed mothers' participation in other activities

outside the. home including voting in the national elect:ons and membership
. &

in various organizations.' Sixty—three percent of mothers said they had
: _ . . \ . .
voted in the national election of 1972; another lOi‘reportedly had voted
N Lo 0% K -
in earlier national elections but not in. 1972; 26X said they- had never

a

voted. Most frequently mentioned explanations for not voting were: ''mo
 reason" (45%) . not registered (29%?, disinterest'(GZ),Jand feéling§3of,:

futility_(6%i{ Group memberships were few in the present sanple.‘f&hifgfé

.five percent of mothers belonged to eduqationrrelated groups, —25% helonged

to groups connected with .religious organizations, 16% to social groups, 7%

"

to ne1ghborhood action groups, and 11% to othéer gromps such as }’b—affiliated

“‘organizations. For the same groups, mothers held offices ln 154, 37%, - 34%, .
28%, andQZO” of the cases, respectively. As would be expecrted, frequencies-

-of attéendance were greater for religious and social groups (once or twice
a week) than for community action or education—related groups (once a month).

For mothers who attended more than ome group, religicu:s organizations were

.
°

ranked most important,Aeducation—related groups second. C :

°

- o Jg
Mothers' Participation in School-Relatec  civities

- Severa& interview items probed the nature and degree of the mother's

particlpation in activities related directly to the study child s schooling

)

- S

Most mothers did not participate in matters related directly to their child' s

R ‘ : o N i
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classroom program. 0nly 9% of mothers, reported that they had attended :

meetings of parent-advisory groups or class meetings about study children's "

~

programs. ‘Seven percent sald they had helped tc decide about class pro-

grams, but only 307 6f such decisions reportedly concerred curriculum. 0f. »
Ve > - . ‘

those mothers who had not made such input, nearly half (49%) said there was
: . G ! '
no opportunity to do so, another 18% reportedly were unablé to attend meet-

N

\ \ ¢ -
ings, 8% said they were not interested, and 2% said that,it was the respon-

sibility of other people or that they felt personally;inadequate to contribute

to decisions about class programs. Seventy-eight percent of mothers _-Tresponded,"
however, that they had had sufficient opporLunities to learn about study
children's school experiences. Among mothers of study children who nad

‘attended preschool, 307% indicated an increase in opportunities for involve-

‘ment in school activities compared to when their children were 7. preschool,

30/ indicated less opportunity, and 407 indicated opportunities remained
about the same. More mothers were involved in more general school-related
f'activities.' Forty-six percent reported having attended at least onz PTA
. Pt o o - »
meeting in the preceding year; 227 reported attending three or more times.

Also, 437 sa1d they had attended at least one special program ‘and LZA and 23/
_respectively, reported nelping at least once in the study chlld's claSSronm

and with at least one party or field trip. N

- Eighty percent of interview respondents provided specific names. whee

asked to ‘identify study children's classroom teachers; 19%, however, did
. . . 1 )
- not know the name of their child's teacher. More than two-thirds oi the

-

mothers "(68%) had attended at least one school conference v‘*hvstudy

-

o

childrén's teachers; 19% had met with the teacher more than twice during'

the school year. Thirty-two percent of these conferences reportedly

€8
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neighborhoodsAor local schools, 60% of the respondents Feplied negatively
or said tﬁey didn't know (52% felt no changes were nec’ssary). Seventy-
seven percent of the remaining mothers believed that %uch cooperative
efforts cduld succeed and méntioned targets such as /unicipal utilities

/

and streets (22%), general neighborhood maintenance/ (19%), schools (19%),

community facilities (17%), and housing (5%).. /
Mothers also were asked if they felt that t@ey themselves could
improve local schools. Only 52% of mothers resﬁLnded positivéiy,-mention-
ing contributions such as attending meetingé o?'joining PTA groups (24%), -
. ¢
working for specific improvements such as betﬁbr equipment or programs
(20%), and unspecified involvement (32%) . Mothers who *said they could .
not effect guch impfoVementsv(E7Z of the totJl samplé'with an a%ditional
1172 who responded '"don't know'') cited other demands on their time (23%),
i
ﬁo need for such involvement (22%), pérsonéi feelings of inability or
inadequacy (15%), inability to do things aione (14%), and a general sense
of powerlessness (i.e., "no one would lisgen to me" [11%]). 1In a related
query, mothers were asked if they felt ﬁLeykcould do somethiﬂg about dis-
agreements with their child's school priﬁcipal. To'this more speciric
quest fon, elghty-six percent responded‘dffirmatively (with ?5% feeling

{

they could do something about it sometimes and 31%, most times), 5% said

/

they Jidn't knoWw, and 9% sald '"no." ;

Mothern' General Knpwledge and Use of Community Resources

f
Mothers' responsces reflected dif?erontial awarenc ‘s and availability of
varlous community resources including: nursery school or day~care center

j
(R0Z), eltnle (R47Y, hogpital (967), dummer day camp (397), after-class

| .
nehool=led programs (377), teen center (43%), public library (83%7), vublic

|
1
i

1 79)
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playgrounds (762), public pa?k (76”), art gallery (32%); musedﬁ‘£42%), live
theater (45%), auditorium (5°7%), and zoo (34%). Mothers' uncertaintykébout
available resources reflected by percentages of."don'; know" responses,
concerned summer.day’camp (22%), after-cla . schooi-led progr;hs (17%), teen
center (19%), art gallery (17%),; museum (10%), and live theater (13%).

o

Most mothers (82%) knew whether adult educational programs were Or were’

' G .
not available~in study children's schools, but only 27% of the 217% who said

they were available reported participating in such programs. When asked where

«

they would‘taki/étudy children if they‘became 111, 447 mentioned a specific
physician,‘40% specified - héspital or clinic, and 147 described some comgiha—
tion of specific doctor at specific clinic, hospital, or medical ce;ter; only
©  three respondeqts'said they wouldn't»kn6§ what to do in,such‘circumstaﬁces.

-Respondents also were asked if they-ha& contacteJ organizations or“inhividdals
1n‘the{r communities for help with educational, legal, or emplbyment problems.
Twenty-four percent reported such contacts for educational problems, mostly .
with school personnel; 15% reported .assistance in legal matters, mostly

from private attorneys; énd 11% reportéd help from state agencies or local
employers with employment problems.

Mothers' Attitudes Aboqt Education agd‘Local Schools and Teachers

& .
Several interview questions probed the mother's attitudes about edu-

o

cation in general and about the study child's school in particular. It is
assumed ghat mothers' positive or optimistic attitudes about their'community
and schools are likelv to be transmitted to their children and that theSe
attitudeé are reinforéed by mothers' participation in related activities.

Also, mothers' responses to these items mav indicate conditions to which

study children are exposed. For example, most mothers (78%) theught that

71
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T
teachers do as much as they can to teach all‘children; only 15% thought

teachers were doing less than they could 2/ felt teachers did very much

+less than they could. Likewise, most mothers (63%) indicated that their

N . -

child's present teacher had done a very good" Job of teaching, 304, however,

rated teachers as only pretty good"; and.SA gave "poor" ratings. Study

»

children's teachers were evaluated as equal to other local teachers by 76%

‘of mothers; only 3% thdught their child's teachers were inferior to~0th3§s :

:

in the same cdmmunity.
Most nothers (80%) said they believed teachers want to have discus—

sions with parents about school-reldted matters; 16% thought teachers

: were not so disposed. However, only forty$three percent of mothers

thought that most teachers understand problems faced by local residents,

46/ indicated only some teachers understand, and 67 believed hardly any
teachers understand local concerns. ‘Most mothers (86%) thought their
children's schools had buildings and equipment as good as or better than other
schools in the cémmunity; 10% indicated worse facilities. Sixty percent

of mothers said that at least some local!classrooms were overcrowded; 13%

thought there were too many children in al¥ classroom:; only 14% said no

\ .
classes were overcrowded. . '

\
From a more general perspective on edutation, mothers described‘hypo—

N

thetical "good students" and "good teachers"——oﬁen—ended items in which
i

responses could refer to more than one category.\\According to these
: \

descriptions, good students: are obedient and cooperative (54%), study

\

or try their best in school work (437%), earn good grades (24%), are
interested and self-motira ed in school (22%), interact well with classmates

and participate in school activities (147%), and are. trustworthy and

i
\

{2 o
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dependable (6%). Thus, the dominant pupil role for which the child is appar-

ently being socialized.is one of obedience. Good teachers were described as:
patient and understanding (QGZ), enforce rules-and regulate students' conduct
(17%) ; modify iﬁstruction to accommodate individual capabilities and interests
(16%), are trained profes§ionally-in.principles of the education and develop-
ment of young ch%ldren (14%3, étimulate infere;t, cnrioéity, and creqtivity
among students 9%, and'communiéate with parents about school matters (4%).

In accord yith récent Gallup Poll findings (Gallup, 1976), mothers in this
samﬁle cﬁOught those primarily to be blameu if children do not achieve well in
school work are parents (34%) and the children themselves (20%). The two next
most cited reasons were other children who prbvide a bad influence and teachers
(16% each). Approximately.half of the mothers (49%) th0ught th;t schoois would
not benefit from increased parental control; 16% thOﬁght‘SuCh involvement
would make no diﬁfereﬁce, but 227% épproved more parentallcopgrolt »More
tlian one-fourth of the respondents (29%) felt children m;st be coerced %o
learn at leaéé éoméfihings; 237% thought it was_appropriate foripérents to.
keep chil;ren out of sghool once in ; while to help’at home.

Mothers' evaluations of future educational and vocational opportuni-
ties Qere generally favorable and optimistic:- 822 thought that.any capa-
ble applicant to college could be admitted, with financial inadequacy the
most frequently cited limigation (12%). Nea;ly‘as many mothers (81%)
reportedly felt that upon graduation from éollege their éhildr.n could
find equall§ desirable and well-paying jobs as other graduates.

Information was obtained also about mothers' satisfaction regarding
their own schooling. Sixty-one percent expressed saﬁis}action with tﬁéir

educations, of these 38% were ''very satisfied;" 37% were not satisfiod,

2
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of these 39% were 'very dissatisfied.'" Forty percent of mothers reportedly

-

had supplemehted their educational backgrounds by attending programs including;

vqéational education (30%), basic adult education (17%), university courses
e

(16%), specialized degrees (15%), junior college (122), and high school

equivalency (7%).

Mothers' Expectations for Study Children’ ' ' ’

-

As noted in Chantetr 4, mothers' feelings of an external locus of control
or personal powerlessness over environmental events may be inferred from expres—

sions of relati&ely high aspirations but lower expectations.: The amount of

discrepancy also may be.viéwed as an index of optimism—bessimism. With respect

" to future'educatioﬁal attainments by stddy children, 57% of mothers wanted.

] .
a

the child at least to graduate from®college, whéreas only 24% expected such

oo - . . _
achievements: Similarly, although 64% said they wanted the study child to

complete at least two years of college, only 32% expeéted’him or her to do so.
Of those motgers citing reasons for study children dbt:atfaining aspired levels,
36Z mentioned insufficient motivation, 28% financiul problems, 17% marriage,

and 15% Jther irterference such as military service or illness. " A similar
difference between desired and éxpected attainmeﬁt occurred in mothers' pro-
jections' of the qhild's adult occupation; 597 of ﬁoﬁherg said they would like
their child to have a professional or managerial job whéreas only 372 actually
expected this to occur.

Other indices of mothers' expectations of study children's achievements
were mean ages at which mothers expected the study child should perform-certain
activities and responsibilities and perform them well. These responses also
reflect the mothers' press for independence in their children. On most of

these items ‘there was a considerable range of responses. For example, 30% of

the mothers indicated that at age eight the study child could alreadv attend

(!
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public events alone, while‘242 indicated s/he should be expected to do this
at 11 or 12,Iand over 162 iedicated that the”child should_ee ege 13 or older.
The item on the age‘at which the child should be able eo participete in adult
conversations showed a partfcularly large renge, with 57% of the motﬁers
~in&icating that the child could and did already do it at age eight but{with

another 30% indicating an expected age of 13 or older.

Mothers" Perceptions of Study Children

Studyrchildren were geheral%y Qiewed_by.their mothers as similar to
their age peers. Judged by their mothers and compared to their‘age peers,-
study cﬁildren cried less (53%), acted older (51%), were lesé afraid (54%),

and were easier to get along with (50%); a smaller percentage had fewer temper -
tantrums‘(48%); asked more questions (47%), spoke better (34%), and were
happier (42%Z). For each of these items, about 10% of the respondenes indi-
cated "poorer-than-average' ratings. Similarly, slightly less than half the
mothers indicated the study child wa; "veryf independent (46%), popular (48%
and had encountered few problems learning to read (46%). A mﬁjority of moth rs
rated the, child as ambieious 1h both sports and games, and school wak (617%)
and as havihg‘adjusted relatively easily to first grade (57%). Again, only
ebout 10% of respondents reported significantly below—average eQaluctions.

As noted above, however, mothers'.evaluations wrre not eniformly favorable.

. Also, many mothers differentiated between intent and consequences. While many
(61%) theught their chil. tried very hard to do well in sﬁorts and_games, fe&er
(36%) felt he/she actually pegformed very well., Similarly, more than half said
their child tried very hard in his/her schicol wOT but onl& 28% considered

him/her to be doing '"bett r than overage'" .ork. Mothe 's were concerned also

about their child's.ability to stay with a ta.k until it was completed (only 25%

75
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were reported to be "very good" at it'coméared to 38% "pretty good" and
33% "not so good"). | | |

Mothers were asked to describe what they thought the study child 1liked
to do most. Frequently mentioned responses referred to athletic act1v1tief
such as piaying ball or skating (28%), school-related activities (247%),

expressive or artistic interests (124), watching TV or role—playlng activi=

ties (5% each), and unspecified play (23%). Hobbies and special intertsts

of study children were reported‘by 63% of mothers. These could be cate (rized

as follows: athletics (34%), arts and crafts. (24%), school tasks (14/)

music and. drama (lOA), model construction, and animal or plant car2 (7% eath).
In‘addition, mothers reported study childron's likes. and dislikes about
school: a.ideniL. subjects were mentioned as a positive aspect by:34% of
mothers and as aeneéative aspect by 30%; gymvor recess by 20%Z and 37
respectively, and other thildren by-l3% and 5%, respeCtivelé; 167 .f .~ chers
did not know what, if anytHing, their child disliked about school. e
‘Mothers alsc described what they terceived as their child's strong
and weak points. These descri;tiozs were later class.fied according to
the‘foilowing categories: ¢ operativeness and obedience (40% . - 26%, res-—
ac et vuiy), self-help and resourcefulness)(ZOZ“and 147, respectively),
‘gross and‘fine motor skills, including : thletic behavior (18% and 1iv'4),
expressiveness or artistic talent (15% ind 2%), and personal"&galities
(e.g., persistence, patienee, incep~ndence; 127% each). At least one strong

or weak point was mentior:d by 94% and 80% of mothers, respectively. Also,

according to their mothers most childrzn could, at age 8, behave well in

.company (8i%), do household choves (77%). stand up for their rights with

older children ’n%), read books unassisted (75%), and stay home alone for

';’ ‘)'
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several hours -(63%). As w0u;d be expected,~fewef children were reportedly
able to make dinner (38%), or go to public entertainmeu uLgfes by them-
selves (30%). |
Eighty—five_percent of.ﬁothers repofted that the study chila had aﬁ least
one special friend; 13% .reported the éhild had no special friends; éng 2%
%of respondents said Fhey didn't know. Sixty-two percent of ﬁbfﬂegs rep;rted'
that the study'child had no worrisome éroblems;~howeyer, lO%-ofumothers,
expre ‘sed concern about phyeical pr;blems, 8% about emotional problems, 6%
~about schoql—rélated problems, and 3% referred to social problems.
Mothers iqdisated thaf 56% of study children had at least ten books of
their own to .re.d an& 447 hadulibrary‘cards;-67% br0ught,hame'library books
R .hto read at least once a week. When asked to_name‘their child's favorite
books or storiés, 50% of mothers gave specific titles 15% genres, 8% vague
types; 22% dié not know their child's favorite books. ‘ . '
bMoth_ers also were ésked about stu&y children;s televigion viewing. The
reported median coily viewihg time for stud; children on Qgekdays was 2.5 hqur§'
with 247 watching for 4 hours or longer; l.5%lwaFched no TV on weekdays. On
weekend days, median daily viewing tifme was 4.4 hourslwitﬁ 13% who watched
b hours a day or more; 2.8% reportedly watched ﬁo,TV on wegkends. Sixty-one
percent“of study children répor&edly watched programs on publi¢,broadcastigg
channels, every day in 33% of such cases: When asked what programs fheir.child
watched »n these channelstbll%'of the mothers mentioned Sesaﬁé Street or Electric
Company; 10% said they dié no knowﬁﬁhat programs the child watched.
As t ¢ above responses indicate, iﬁ providing descriptiOQS'of their

children, respondente also demonstrated the level of individuation in their

perceptions, and expressed their personal attitudes, values, and expectations.

| : | 77
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Greup Différencgg

The pc;ceding description of the distribution of interwiew responses

/ for the total sample is modified in some respects when familles wlthin the
major classificatiops of site, race, sex of study child, dnd study child"s
preschool experienge are contrasted. To avoid cﬁmbersome.details, salignt

group differences are described in general terms; comparétive descriptions
Y ’ ) . i
refer to.the precedifig summary for the total sample.

Differences among sifes. The greatest contrast among families in the

N . «
¢ .

three sites was between 'the rural, southern sité in Lee County, on the one s
' ! ' B 4
hand, and‘;he two urban sites in Trenton and Portland, on the other. Study

3

h

families in Lee a%unty on the average appeared toxbe'least iﬁpqwerished.

This must not be interpreted‘as indicating’ that poverty is less severe in
. ’ * R 8 . ’ ¢ .n )

rural areas, but only as a reflection of the relatively higher proportion °

.-

of middle-SES families in this particular sample. In general, the7range of
Status “characteristics was greatest amohg study familie;,in»Lee Codhty,

followed by Portland, with Trenton providing the most, homogeneous sample.

k]

_Larger proportions of parents and heads-of-houreholds in Lee Ceunty
° reportedly were working (88% vs. 73% in Portland and 68% in Trenton).
‘Although the ogcupationi}/fgcéls of employed mothers and fathers did not

differ significantly for families in Lee County and Portland (Ms = 5.1.
and 4.7 for mothers,.4.3 and 4.7 fér fathers, Census claésifications for

”

parents' OCCUpationb in Trenton (Mu = 5.8 for mothers and fathers) were signif—
. icantly lower in prestlge value “than those for families in either-of the two Lc

other sites. Father absence was substantia}ly higher in the drbgkxsites

13

(49% in Trenton and 43% in Portland vs. 22% in Lee Couﬂty) and urban families

apparently relied more on public-assistance income (36% and 23% vs. 7%).

“
.
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- | Families in Lee Co&nty'reportedly had lived in the same neighbbrhoods
significéntly longer than urban families (Ms = 12.2 years vs,;8.6 years in
Trenton and 7.1 years in Prrtland); larger proportiors of Lee County . families
owned their homes (77% vs. 63% and 43% in Portland and Trenton) and they were
-maintained in better Eepair. The highesthpercentage of.homes thag were old,
.in poor repair, and in noisy environments were in Trenton. Families in Trenton
haé moved significantly less often within the three preceding yeald_(g = 0,3
times) than families in Lee County (M = 0.5 times) who, in turn, moved sigﬁifi-
cantly fewer times than families in Portland (M = 0.7 times). Hohseholds in

- Lee County and-Portland contained on the average equivalenF numbers of residents, .,
but households in both were sig;ificanply smallér than in;Trenton (gs = 5.8_a;d
5.4 vs. 6.3). _F;milies in Lee County had.taken study cﬁild;en to visit physicians

o

and dentists less frequently than families in the urban sites. Whether such

differences arc due’ to better health of study children in Lee County, more
affordable or accessible health-care facilities in the urban sites, or other

factors is nbt Kknown.

Some distributions-of status/situational charactcristics favored families

»

in Portland. Mothefsf educational levels, similar in Lee County and Trenfon
(Ms =10.7 and 10.3 years), wére significantly higher in Portlapd (M = 11.7
- years). Fathers' mean educational levels were approximately the sezme in

Lee County and Pértland (Ms = 11.1 and 11.7 years) and significantly above

those in Trenton (M = 10.1 years). Material resources available ifi the home
.Eb\ihe family in genefal (e.g., Household appliances) and to study children .

“in particular (e.g., children's books, toys, games) and separate sleeping
*«-  and dressingkfacilities) were highest in Portland but lowest in Trenton

althoﬁgh differences among means were not significant. Further contrasts’

bétdqen status/situational characteristics of families living in the two

v

-
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urban sites consistently favored families in Portland. It should be notéﬂ thaf

- these differences in demographic indices are consistent with the dispropor-

tionate ethalc and sorioeconomic. distributions across sites dggcuséed earlier.

. -

These site differences in mothers' descriptions of family status/situa-

tional Fharacteristics appeared to coincide with site differences obtained for

several family process variables. For example, relativé to-families in the two

¢

other sites, mothers in Trenton reported a greater'degree of qissatisfaction
with their formél educagidn'and with both their 'and their husband's job, worse
facilities and buildings in local sclools, and_greater.interest in joining

neighbors to improve community conditions. More Trenton gothers said they

. wanted to move and fewer would recomﬁeqd that friends move into their neigh-

borhood; a higher propoftion of their childrep reportedly had no friends.

By contrast, mothers in Lee’€ounty expressed the most favorable opinions about

lTocal "school Facilities aqd'buildings,'classropm overcrowding, and naeighbor-

a

hood conditions. Congruent with their higher educationai level,lmoghers in

‘t N

Poftlapd reported felatixely greater iﬁyolvement in advancine their own edu-
cations and in voting, an& they were more aware of the availability of commun-

ity resources (and reportedly had contacted organizations or individuals in

the community more about educational, legal, “and employment problems) and. of
. - ~ L3

.

the name of their child's teacher. Also, more Portland mbtherq described

verbal responses to their chiid's\\%sbelaviors tincluding rationales fo1

[a%

.punishme:ts). Higher pe%éentages of Portland mothers reported that ;hg;sxudy

child was already performiug various sl .”ia and responéibilities, and
' g . ‘ I,
. ‘ R y . B N
indicated that s/he did not need assistance wlth his/her homework.

- Other family processes, hbwever,‘appeared to reflect less'ob;}bus ~

assoclations with~stdtus/éituationaf‘bhanﬁgteristios ipd'to mirror specific .

- : . ‘ -

Y
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. . . ; ) e
extra-familial situational factors. Mothers in Trenton reported reldtively

o o - . ,

" high—£requencies of newspaper reading and 'participation in national elections.
In addition, these mothers expressed the most favorable attitudes'ﬁ%dut'

local teachers and teachers' concerns for their children and locé{fproblems.

HoweVef}\gothers in Trenton expressed the ¢~ . atest discrepancies between

/
/

aépired and expected”edudationél attainments for study childrené reported
higher frequencies of helping with homework, aﬁd"gave less individuated evalu-

ations‘of their children.  Similarly, mean ages at which children were expected

>
“ -

to perform various household and personal responsibilities were higher for
children in Trenton than in the other two/ﬁites. These differences; however,

‘reflect observed differences in children's level of functioning across sites.

3

Except for a differential voting pattern, with more mothers in Tren&on_
-. and Porthnd'than in Lee Cdunty who reported voting in the 1972 national
election (85% and 86% vs. 60%)-, the levels of mothers' participation in

community and educafional activities were comparable across sites.

\__//

Race differences. Differences between responses of mothers in black

and white families appeared to reflect the confounding of race and socio-
»cunowic standing in the sample rather than clear ethnicity differences.

' :

Educsvional and occupational leve}s of both parents were significantly higher
in white .amilies. White mothers had an average of 12.2.yéars ~f schooling‘

_ and §:Javerage job classificagion of 3.9 vs. 10.3 fears and 5.7 for black
mothéés;'corxesbonding means for white fathers were 13.1 yéars and 3.4 vs.
9.7 years and 5.8‘for black fathers. Eighty—fiye percent of employed.black
fathers had blue-collar jobs, 337 of wﬁich were qlgssifiéd és unskilled vs.

49% and 8%, réspectively, for white fathers; 77% of employed black mothers

had blue-collar jobs, 57% of which were classified as unskilled vs. 40% and

81
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21%, respectively, fbr_whi&e mothers. Congruent with national'&;enﬁsj

reyep}ing the ﬁa}ticulafly'sevére\egonomic decline for black families, partic-

ularly’ these 'in poverty gneés (National Urbaﬁ Ledgue, 1976), amoﬁg those fathers{ -

7

of known employﬁenf‘status, whether presently living in the home or not, 29%
L . . . ' 9
of black fathers, ﬁs.'9% of white fathers were unemployed. Also, consistent

with recent Census sﬁatisqfﬁé, the incidence dfkéingle—parent families was much '

B s ' ~ . \ . . i .
. higher among black study familie§ (46% vs. 14%). - Astociated withithe higher
percentage of wb?en as head-of-household and{higher pércentage-of unemployed

. husbands in blacx study fapilies, more black than white mothers-were emplb?éd

’

(82% vs. 69%), and a signifi&anély higﬁér.percentage of black families had to .
. < P . B
¥ s ¥ . . L C
rely on public assistance than did white families (25% &s. 67%) . . .

Other family status/situational chagacteriétics further help to'sketrch:

the relatively impoverished conditions for study childteﬂ in black families.

In comparison with white study families, on the averagg”hhe’nuﬁber of people

.

living in black households was significantly higher ‘Ms = 6.1 vs. 5.2) and.

black households were more crowded (Ms for roons-to-pevplie ra;iés were 1.1 o’
.vs. 1.3). Black study families had lived in the same neighborhoods $ignif—'

icantly lQPger (Ms = 10.7 years vs. 8.1 years), although there was no racial'

Aifference in the mean number of moves within the three‘precéding yea}s, aﬁd
¢ > .

3 m ) AS ) . . .
home ownershilp was significantly less (57% vs. ®1l%). Mater.al resources, .

. ~

\,

includi;é,household conveniences and 9ppliances.and children's possessfons an&
_separate dréssi&g and storage facilities were significancly more abu;dant in
white households. For example, the percentagg of black study families having
a car or telephone was 67% and 76% vs. 96% and.952 for;white families. Also,
study children in white éamilies reportedly visited physicians and dent¥;ts

significantly more often than did black Study\cbildrun.» Twenty-ohe percent of

¢

ERIC © 82




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

S.bey oV

LI AL B I )

» I

ee vs T e e Lt itie s were repotrted 0 have net visited

Beimive 5 med . 3. ebanytal it the pant (hred vears.

Meoe fmeoverupied atsd asonltoationa] conditloenns Y(’pﬂl'(l’d AR black

[ I T

R e AT A I

YL LI R S PPV S

+

fa-ted 13 cumb et of teperted atittudinal and bhelav-
- E.v smotnfae, with lesa time and tescurcen avatlable, propor-
Taoyer Yiach ftiate xitsrded w.o- jals op education-ortented group
BT sied Weet trax oita tely chifd'e teacher. With larger - (liew,
CE medhivs 1 ecR vty (BiiAien mieng o viaftes to friends, public
mo et b rgment o1 wiaspnlng.  Reliecrbng dtflerences In knowledge of

g9 v sexilebiiile o) Sepcutiew, faiher than respondent needs,

ceetar e wiiR sagarieetions of Judividumla I8 the community concerning educa-

KA R i

i t 3

TR R

UN T8 EURE SN R L

e .,.-’.,,. sk}

[VRR "I AR AN

[ELEESE S PR Y]

thoged peri s

[T A ¥ ) )

ook R emei

VIETE N T

Apelpwd W A

* ¢ 0‘"".’"’."

o eges prableme were |ighse amcomg white study families than black

o

W mnd .3 er Wbt oand JEL, tenpoctively). However, pyobably as a
Lo Lt e daghar Leveie of wnempioyment among black study tamilies,
Cev i me s bl obg L oveent proliens wer. Jlightly greater among black
78

B e kg Wt ik tempordents (1B ve. A lack mothets ¢ ressed

O TEA T S YRR Y sttoluies, 2itticagh 31 Gl he emphanlzed thal wsuch
wad e rEivmmive soa Bede probatly reflecred actual circumelatocs
Ta. § pgmia . itk Fad tmaing o6, lies SLen FER&LJY befween 4EFITATIONS
bl vd Gt drg b o bagdTe fulute el atiom and jol was gregtat taor

v ther Tif o aiite e theda bive, Tewct Blach wmthers would tecoar

Vo ghin theod e ar pascer 1o Palends te five, (4 satie ‘eshecls,

e b wiwde cd idter captesned abgtiitiantin gote Ponillee

[T Y S [

N s B bmmaia Vhmt Cems el ""da:,\ »aut.? Y (tals with »‘fﬂﬂ::*

sbbosiin B b o, wnd Ly des Dt the ! atwe Nilf8tet: weie ahove ave tage It ;:m-ni! 1le'

LY Y PTSYST W'Y

Lraiapls Se 4w le wtiwl setewdi b difletel. s tellerd the LIghet 2l &tud

¥



-75-

white mothers' greater ease in the 1ntefv1ew situation is, of course, unknown.
| In other respects there were no significant rdce differences in family prﬁ—

cesses, such as mothers' willingness;té join neigﬂbors to impreve local schoois

~r neighborhoods, involvement in adv;ncing their formél edpcations,lattitudes
-t local teachers do what they can;to teach ;11 children and that local school

‘ities and equipment are sa*isfactory, ratiﬁgs of study children's maturity,

-auividuation of some negatively-valenced child behaviors, and number of diffe?—
ent categories mentioned in describ}ng hypothetical good students. Thus, e;en
though most black mothers in Ehe present sample experienced relatively impov-
¢rished circumstances, they apparently fostered or sustained positivé attitudes
about local schools and teachers and participated in activities to help alleviate
their impoverishment.

Several significant race differences in mothers' evaluations of t%eir
children are noteworthy. In descriptions of study children'; screnéghs and”
weaknesses, black mothers mentioned obedience and cooperativeness, exciusively
or in combination with other characteristics, more often than white mothers
(42 vs. 27%). Opposite results occurred for mention of social and academic
skills and personal qualities such as independence (7% vs. 21% each). Related
to this, significantly more white mothers (32% vs. 9%) expressed the desir-
ability of having their child choose whatever jéb s/he wanted. In addition,
blach study children were reported to have fewer hobbies, special interests,
and friends, and more special problems than white study children. We do not
know to what ex* nt such expressions reflect race/SES differences in maternal

attituydes, maternal behaviors, or child behaviors.

Sex ¢'‘ferences. As would be expected, there were no significant differ-

ences between status/situational characteristics of families of male and femai=

1

o 1




-T6-

study children. 1In ¢omparisosns within aﬁd,gcross races for male and female
stud- ildren thos + familv processes studied appeared léast favorable for
black males, especfally compared to white females. avJever, theée findings
mqs;lf reflect the race ditierenc.s described eirlier because mean lévels of
faﬁily variables for black males did rot difler sienificantly from those for”
black females. Alsco, except for signiflcantly h'gher educatioﬁa;'aspirations
for white méles, there were no signifi~ant diiferences Between reported
attitudes '1d behaviors for mothers of mule and female study,children in
white gamiliés. \

Different '3l patt . rns of mother-childé iInteractions according t6 these
status categories also w ~¢ not ‘Hund. . ¢ were a few sex differences,
however, on items concerning mothers' percéptions‘of children's school
attitudes and motivations and on some of the child-maturity items. For
example, more mothers of boys indicated that their chi%d had had problems
lea;ning to read and adjusting to school in first gfade,'and that they enjoyed
school less. ‘More girls were reported to ﬁry ha.cer to do well inwschool and
to like academic subjects, whereas more boys were perceived to try harder to
succeed in sports and games-and to perfbrm well in school athletic activities;
Of course, the extent to which these responses reflect common sex stereotypes
rather than actual behaviors is unknown. It shauld be noted,_however,"tﬁat of
those children reporfedly retained in a grade, 10% vs. 5% were boys, and more
often due to cognitive or perceptual difficulties.. More mothers of girls
reported that their child could.read without help at earlier ages, and girlé

. o
reportedly had more books and used library books more freguently. 1In addition,

more girls were considered persistent, mature, especially with respect to

speaking and acting older, as well as more helpful with household chores such
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as caring for younger children. Where mothers indicated they were worried
“about théir éhild's sgecial problems, idiosyncratic characteristics and social
problems ;ﬁre mentioned more with respect to girls'while emotional and academic

problems were more prevalent for boys. Ratioﬁéles provided for their child not

completing school also differed according to the child's sex: for girls,

marriage was:the predominant reason given (25% vs. 1%), whereas lack of moti~
vation was most frequently cited for bofé (34% vs. 19%). According to mothers'’
accounts, in 957% of the cases children played with sbeéial friends who were the

same sex. No differential patterns of maternal behaviors or other maternal

attitudes, however, were found among mothers of boys and girls. ‘
i

',:P;eschobl attendance differences. Aslwas noted in-Chapter 2, othhg 635
study children who attended Head Start, 88% were black and oi the 280 who
“attended other ﬁfogramg only‘SSZ were black. Thus, contrasts betwéen families
of study children who attended Head Start and other preschool program; are .
régu;daﬁt with preceding racial/SES comparisons. However, a significantly
smaller proportion of black than whige_study children reportedly did not
attend a preschool program (16%Z of 793 vs. 417% of 419, respectively). Whether
these differences reflect differential race/SES maternal attitudgs toward edu-

“

cational or child-care aspects of center-based preschool programs or differ-
ential availability of alternatives given the higher percentage of black female
heads-of-household s not clear. Mothers' descriptions of the benefits to

themselvesgof studv children's pfeschool experienqe{ ingeither Head Start or’

°

_other programs, most often mentioned personal freedom to work, relax, etc.

(25% for "Head Start" mothers vs. 37% for "other preschool” mothers), however

co@parable percentag- s of fésponScs mentioned benefits focused on the children

(25% vs. 32%). Financial benefits and close relationships with center staff

were more frequently cited by Head Start mothers (12% vs. 0% and 10%Z vs. 2%, f
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respectivel§). For mother's reSpqnseS.conce;ning benefits of'preschooi

experience %or study children, the inig;al mést frequght responses for ''Head

Startf.mothers were in acadeﬁic (36%) and social (30%) areas; the reverse
L

emphaSis‘wés obtainéd among ''other preschool' mothers: academic (11%},

social (44%).- These responses, of course, may refiect différgntial needs of

the childrén on entfy into preschool.

\ An attempt to unﬁa@gle the confounded relationships of'spudy children's
preschool attendance with race/SES in&olved1comparisons_of black families in
which study children atténded Head Start (n = 559) W£th 6ther black families
in which study children had not attended any préschooi program (n = 12°).
While these two groups were generally similér, thé "no-preschool'" families
were of slightly higher socioeconomic status. Both parents had'attended

-

13 N ) .
school longer and they reported a greater number of household possessilons
: . :

. than did black Head Starﬁ'families; however, such cdmparisons should be intar-

preted cautiously because of.disproportional representation of these twe groups
of families in the three sites (e.g., 487% of the black Head Start families
lived in Lee County, the Home of only.6Z of the black "no-preschonl™ group).

A few family process variables apparently reflecting'group differences
in parental edu&ational level seemed to favor families in whi:h study children
did not attend preschool: more interactive—iﬁformative responses to study
children's questions; mo;e-frequent newspaper reading; a greater praportion
of mothers voting; higher educational aspirations and h%gher achievement prés§

for study children; aad more diffé;eﬂtiation (i.e., discrete categories) used

to deBCribqlétudy children'g weaknesses and hypothetical zocd sgpdents and

'teécherS- But although slightly more optimistii about ‘making neigﬂbbrhood

improvements, they were less satisfied with their neighborhnod, jobs, and

<

4
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education, had fewer friends and relatives nearby, and were less aware gf the
availability of community facilities, factors that in part may explain their

not having'enrolled the{r’chiid'iﬁ preschool. -Although mothers in black Head
Start families rated study children as above average significantly more often
than mothers af study children with no preschool experience, Head S*art children
reportedly.could—do—s&gnificantl& féwer nonséhbol—related activities :.:d respon-
abilities at the tiﬁe of the interview than children with no preschool «x.:r-

ience. Otherwise, these two groups were equivalent in those family proca:sse:.

3

~assessed, including mothers' r rticipation in extra-family activities ari

educagional attitudes. 1In fact, there was a consistent trend for Breater
involveﬁent/interest of Head Start motheré‘in educational activities (i.e., =
helping more with the study child's ﬁomework, visiting the child's classrosm
more often and attending more school meetings, ekpresuing move favorable
attitudes toward the st&ﬂy child's school and teachers, and>having the child
bring.more librarycLooks_pome)”and more favored éarental coniro. in tae schogl.
Given the previously found associations between higher SES ond’greate: community
participation and more favorable educational att:.tudes, thesa findings gor thefl

lower-SES Head Staft gf0up may reflect effects of Bead Start participation.

Fgllow Through attendance. Of the 559 blaqk children who had attended

Head Start, 197 (19%) attended a Follow Through program in eleﬁentary school.

Follow Through attendance ‘was entered as a 0-1 variable-in the correlation
- . ) Q‘l = . .
matrix of the Year 6 interviev items. Thus, a significant positive correla-

. °
k]

tion of this variable with an interview item also indicates a significantly ~°
’ i a

higher ‘mean value®for the "Follow Through' group. -The low correlation of

this éhmmy variable with years of mother's educatign (r 5 .15) and:Head;of—

household occupation (r = .10) suggests the absence of serious SES confounding,w
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although the unaQaiiability‘of Follow Through in Lee County leads to a con-
founding of the variable with site. Since provision oi medical services is an
integral part of the Follow Thrﬁugh program, items relating to whether or not
the child had seen a dnctor or dentist in the last yeéar would be expécted to
be, and indeed were found to be, related to Follow Through partici ation

igs with the dummy variable of .22 and .33 for visi;; to the doctor and
dentist, respectively). Similarly, the Follow Through'progrfm emphasis on
parental involvement was reflected in thé corrélation of the dummy variabie
with frequency ofnattehdance at educational meetings (r = .26) and the
frequency of matern~l visits to‘the sclool for a variety of speciél~activ-
ities f(r = .33). 1In addition, mothers of Follow Through children were morc
likely to know the names of their children's teachers (r = .17). Mothers'

involvement in and knowledge of community affairs also appeared to be greaier

‘in the Follow Through sample, as exemplified in items reflecting knowledge

- about community facilities (E;? .25),-participation in national elections

iL 24), andﬂfhterést in joining with neighbors to improve the community
‘v = .28). Future analyses should examine these-findings in greater detail,-

contrasi ing results for comparable children within site.

L

Summary )

As indieated in the preceding sections, the Year>6 p;rent interview
provided a considerable amount of infofmation on a wide variety of topics.
Some of the kev findings are reviewed below.

The Year 6 study sample was a bredomin 1tly working-class group. HMost

fathers were empioyed in blué-collar jobs and parents on the average had

had approximately eleven years of schooling. Fifty-five pe;cent of the

.+ ~mothers were employed, more than half of whom had been employed for the three

years the study child had been ‘in school; 40% of the mothers reportedly
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had supplemented their edu;étional.bagkgroﬁnd with additional training.
»Aithough families could not be classific: as extremely impoverished, most
were generally economically diSaé;antaged. In 367% of the families fathers
were absent and 18% relied on public assistance for support. Although the
méjority of families in the sample reportedly owned their own homes, many were
in peor repair and 11% of.families resided in public housing. Neérly every
home had a televisicn, radio,  and phohograph, but almost a qdérter of the
children in' the study had to sﬁare a bed. Also fndicative of the grrater
incidence of stfass congitibns to which study.children were exposed, duriiy
the preceding :hree years at least 13% had been seriously injured or ill
=nd 15% iad not had a‘medical examination. In additionm, ig 16% of the house-
ﬁolds “hare.was a family member with.a serious chronic illness.

Responses to many of the items in the Year 6 interview suggested that

~

even within a relatively narrow sodioqéonomic range there'is considerable °

variabilit:- in family attitudes .and behaviors. There was considerable

range in the extent and'éppérent quality of mother-child interactions. .
¢ ' . . .
In general, mothers engaged in a number of activities with ‘their children;

most mothers régularly helped the study child with homework assignments;
o

.o «<wo-thirds of the mothers read stories to the -study child; most mothers

- -

atteuded Ehurch;with their children and tpok the study child along when

they-went on shopping trips or to visit friends“or relatives. Mothers

. a

differed more in their expectations and evaluations of their childrén; and

{

AY

in their control strategies and disciplinary techniques.

-

In some respects, interest in community activities was moderately

I |
-highy over 80% of the sample reportedly read news?épers and attended

church, and 63% of the mothers reportedly voted~in‘the national election

6f'l972. On the othervhand, wilh the excepts  of church, pgrfﬁcipation
Q ) . : . '




-82-

~

in tormal groups was limited; a sizable minority of families never visited
fri: 1s or relatives, and mqre than a third of the sample repertedly never
went outside of the home for entertainment.

Most mothers said thatitney-had sufficient opportunities to learn about
their child's school experiences. “Although participation in school-related

activities was«generally low, over two-thirds of the mothers reported they

n

had attended at least one .school conference about the study child's school

progress and nearly half of the mothers reportedly had‘attended at lea one

P
o

PTA meetlng during the school year.
Although there was a substantial minority of mothers‘yho }eported s me’
eissatisfaction with their neighborhoods, most mothers seened satisfied wlth
the schools and teaéhers in their communities. _Over three-quarters of the

mothers thought teachers 1) do as much as they can to teach all children,

<

2) do a good job of teaching, and 3) want to have discussions with parents
abcut school—relatedvmatters. Teachers yere'usually not.blamed for children's
poor school achievement.: On the negative sidé, over half of the mothers -
indicated at least some teachers did not understand problems faced by local

residents, and 60% of the mothers thought at least some local classrooms were
. overcrowded. More than half of the mothe*s hoped the study child would ‘
< . . a . .
. graduate from college but only a quarter 4f the mothers actually expected

'

this achievement; about a third of the mcthers expected the study child to
complete at least two years of college.

When, responses were examined separately by site, race, and the child's:

<

sex and preschool experience, several salient dlﬁferencus emerged. The

greatest contrast among familles in thé, three study sites was between those

in Lee County and those ;n the two urban s1tes. Un the average, llvang‘

conditions in Lee County were generally better and more stable, whilé étp§y

[y . o
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fdmilies living in Trenton appeared to be‘the'mosq impoverished. Mean
parental educational and ocChpational levels, proportion of home, owners,

and number-of household possessions were lower, and unemployment and

father absence higher, in Trenton than'in'the\two other sites. The higliest

“mean occupational levels and lowest incidence of unemployment and single- -

parent households occu.red for families in Lee County; mean educational '
3
o - ’

levels were highest among parents in Portland. However, it must be noted
that ti . relatively large number of middle-SES white familieé,in Lee Coynty

tends to distort these mean level comparisons; the range of status charac-

teristics was greatest in'Lee County and the rural black families there

.were at least as impoverished as the black families in Trenton.

Black families in the sample generally lived in more impoverished

and crowded conditions with fewer physical'aﬁd psychological resources

[ ~ .
L ¥

A

avgilablF to study children- than white families. Significantly higher

7

levels 6f father uhemployment and sihgle—parent households indicated the

particularly ﬁegative'etonomic‘impact on black families. Most racial

.

differences in maternal attitudes .and behaviors obtained (e.g., greater

dissatisfaction with one's'geighborhood; greater discrepancy between

desired and expected educational and occupational attainment for their

child, and less frequent goihg out among black families) appeared to .

reflect the confounding of race with socioeconomic status rather than

: . I , ©
ethnicity BEE:SE', It is unclear, however, whether the greater emphasis

by black mothers on the child's obedience reflects ethnic or socioeconomic

“differences in chila—réaring values. ' - ‘

3 -

. DifferencééToBtéined among fami..es who did and did not enroll the

‘e

study child in Head Start or another preschool program reflected the

disproportions in r?ce/SES across thééé caﬁegoriesL The lack of difference



-
v

c . -84~ _ =

obtained in educational attitudes and involvement for the lower status Head

[

Start group suggested, ﬁowever, the favorable impact of Head Start on the

parents' involvement in their child's schooling. A subanalysis comparing

black Head Start Eaﬁilies whose child was and was not enrolled in the Follow

Through program in&icated the mother's pérticipation in her child's schooling
was further enhanced by this program. Follow Through-attendance also was
associated with the mother's greater participation in,community activities and

the child's receipt of more medical services.” These findings suggest the

1

positive impact of a continued comprehensive program in the schools.
LY . . .

. Responges to most interview items were highly similar for mothers of .,

boys and mothers—of girls. Mothers' reports of their child's interests
and abilities, hoWever&'indicated that girls generalli»were perceived as’

more cooperative, mature, academic oriented, and successful in their

s,
v

.

- adaptation to the school setting.
' .\ PRy ' ’
- . . . . . -
Interrelationships Among Family Variables, Year 6 | o
iRy The following section presents relationships within and among family

)

o

' . P . . . ! 2 .
status, situational, and process variables assessed in Year 5. Implications
' > > hd

N (‘. + .
- of the relationships of status «nd-situational charactéristics [to concurrent
. A . ° B . - ¢ 4

) ~
¢ v

indices of family processes are broad and include suggestians of how condi-

. ) »

o tions of impbverishmeﬁt in'families are or are not associated with proceésés
that have dévglopmental impécts on children. Furthermore;.fhese results,
illustrate tpé variety of family ﬁroces%es that may or may ﬂbt be relafed
to conventional indices ofvfamiiybstatﬁs; g'vafiety,that may be either mis-

“ -. fébresented.bf overlooked when famiifes are described by stat;s indicatoré"

ot

_ T | - ) . .
alone. Values of rs’'are reported as significant only when they equal or -2

exceed the .01 probability level,, although with the large éahple_size the
: : S a3 S
Qo . o . .
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,

magnitude of the correlations should'be.of more interest than mere statis-

Relationships,Among Status and Situational Variables - C \\

- ..

. tical significance. - . .

Interrelationships umong status ‘and situational characteristics are
- <

4 "l
: presented in Table 6. Variables are lisfed dccording to their primary

~referent, i.e.,‘parents, households, or study children. As can be seen,
/ . ! i
although in general status and situatioflal variables showed a woderately high

-

interrelationship, .with a consistent trend for correlations. to be higher with

parental education than &ith occupational status, these indices are obviously

‘

not interchangeaﬁle. It should be noted, moreover, that father aosunce was

S

generally not associated with the' socioeconomic status variables and, except

.
Q

for indices of material resources, showed little or no association with

-— - SRS S, —_—

other situational variables. Also, although statistically signiFicant, the -~

felationships*between both number of ‘moves and years the family 'had lived ”’Jf
infthe town with other situational and status variabies-were“low, indicating

the many both positive and negative factors accounting for,raiidential mobility.

bt

Y

, ¢ : .
. Relationships Between Status/Situational and Prq’ess Variables o R

. AN

Given the relatively high*degree of relationship among the various %?

status and situational'yarigglés egcept'for the two exceptions noted,

‘e ~

relationships of only seven representative status and: Situational charac-

N

s . j"' s

- - K4 M

teristics w1th process‘variAbles are described in order to Simplify the

' presentation. The selected status and situational characteristics are’
. . . . . L-d

-

parEnts' educatio?,_héad-qf1househoid,otcupation, number of household

applignces and conveniences, »crowding, availability of sepdrate sleeping

“ v .

v . : - .
4In/the_‘_Census scale for occupational status, low| numters reflect high
. status. To facilitate interpretation of relationships with the occupa-
‘ tional le\el score, for all correlations reported in the tgxt signs have
been changed to reflect this reversal . : o

o . u . . (VI o &

ERIC
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Table 0 -
Means, Standard Deviations; <! Currelations for Status and'
Situations | Characteris.:.s of Families in Year 6,
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|responses to particular items. ; R
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and storage facilities for study chlldren,_and number of child possess1ons

o

(i.e., toys, games, etc. ). These indices represent those characteristlcs

within each of the three referent clusters that had the highest magnitudes

of relationships with other status and situational characteristics (see

Table 6). e

-
<

Relationships of status and situational characteristics with variables

©

representing relatively direct influences of the mother on her child were

typically of low magnltude and systematic across all status and situational

characteristics. For example, the seven status and situational character-
s} D

istics were\all related'positivel& to the mother's use of informative—

interactive techniques for answering the study child's questions and tak1ng

.the Chlld with her on excursions outside the home (rs generally in mid

.20's). Similarly related was the mother's report that the study child had

a library card (rs ranged from .21 for separate sleepping/storage facili-

w

ties to .35 for mother's education). There were no significant status and

situational relationships with frequency of the mother's helping the study

[

'child with homework assignments or reading stories to him/her, or with the’

" mother's use of physical or verbal strategies in response to the child's

misbehaviors (a single exception being a negative correlation between
mother's education and use of nhysical punishment, r = -.20). Thus it

seems that much of the var1ab111ty in the way mothers relate to their

children is independent of the status level ‘of the family, at best, less

than 13% of the variance in-any of these process variables can be explained

5 .

by any one of the status or situational variables. 0
Low positive correlations also were found between the status/situa-

tional variables and mothers' -personal activities (e.g., reading newspapers

¥

97
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“and magazines, taking trips outside the home, participating in civic and

educational groupé, voting). Although most correlations were in tﬁe teens
‘to mid .20's, rélationships of parental educationgl levels to.magazine
reading and membership in groups reached the mid_.30's.
Mothers' expressed satisfaction with their neigﬁborhoods and their
formal education were relate. posytively t« the number of years they énd
their husbands had attended school and to the head-of-household's occupa-
tibn ievel, although again reiationships wer~ relatively weak (rs ranged
from .18 to .35 for mother's education and ﬁothep's educational satisfaction).
Mothers' opin%ons of their efficacy in overcoming their dissatisfactions by

. improving conditions in neighborhoods, local schonls, or their own educa-

»

tional background were generally unrelated to most status/situational :

characteristics. However, these dpinions“were related positively to their

o

: "educational level and to the number of children's possessions in their homes

¢ e

4]

(rs in the teens). Thus, in the current sample, there was only a slight

. " e

indication that lower status families are rela;ibely more dissatisfied or

perceive th-mselves ~: less powerful.
Relation:s1ips .!ween .tatus/situational ‘Characteristics and mothers' .

aspirations and expe -3 for study children's educational attainment

were qu{te higﬁ-rélative to the correlations with other attitu&inal and

behavioral variéblgs. Correlations ;ére strongest for expected education
(£s\ ranged from .28 for separate sleeping/stirage facilities:to .53 for

mother's education); relationships were diminshed somewhat for aspired

education which-varied less in this sample (rs ranged“from .27 to .42).

7

The level of formal schooling attained by the parents appears to be an

- important correlate of the antic¢ipated achievement level of the child. B
. ' - \ ;

98
\)‘ - ’ K ) Lo - . . . 5

ERIC - . | o o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Q- o - -89-

¢

.. Similarly, mothers' expectations.of ages at which study children should.be . __¢

”

able to perform varioqs skills and résponsibilities, and perform them well,

<

were related inversely to status/situational characteristics. That is,

2 -
o A

mothers of lower status and in more negative situational circumstances

: {
expected study children to perform these acti-ities at relatively older

¢ ) ages. Values of rs for these relationships ranged from -.17 to -.28. By

contrast, mothers' evaluations of study children's maturity (e.g., study

children speak better, act older than age peers) and mothers' positive or -~ °
) < s ) '
negative individuation of study children were not related to status and

situational characteristics.. These findings suggestlgréater group (1;e.,.SES)
differences in independence trai?ing or in the ye?ning/value of these activ-
ities, but greater individual di%fgrences in.thevmother'sTécceptance/e@éluation
of %er child's present functioning. “

" Family status/siéuétional gﬁaractefistics were not related'to maternal
attitudes concerning whether te%chers try ﬁ; teach all childrgn or\under—
stand 1ocal‘p£qplems. Mothe;s'!statements that local classrooms weré over-

| crowded, however, were slightIy negatively related to status/situationafﬂ
characteristics (rs ranged from -.18 to -.19)." Ir addition, parents' educa-
"tional levels and head-of-household's occdbation status were relatéd'negatively
to the mother's belief that most teachers really waut to.talk with parents
abéut school (rs ranged from -.16 to -. 20). In general, then, there was a
sligbt tendency for 1§wer status mothers to evaluate their school system

3

more negatively (and/or for more adverse .school conditions to be present in
lower socioeconomic neighborhoods), but this general tendency was not strong

and there were many exceptions.

. Relationships Among Process Variables

In general, the élusters of family procesé variables had low to moderate’

R ‘
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c

. _assoclation among themselves. _7Two specific exceptions 'were. relationships

&
between the two groups of variables representing mothers' attitudes about

»

teachers/stiools and mothers' evaluations of study children. In most cases

e -

LY

variables 1n each of these groups were interrelated.positively, which may be .

due in part to a more general maternal disposition (e.g., individuation, -

B

optimism, pessimism, etc.) reflected in attitudes toward others. There were

few significant relationships of variablés from either group, however, with

other .groups of process variables. An exception was the finding that the’

3

mother's statement. that many community classrooms were overcrowded was related

negatively to a number of different process variables including feelings of
- -

efficacy about personally improving schools, membership in education-related
¢ ‘groups, frequency of reading newspapers and magazines, and educapional_aspir—
ations and expectations for the stqu child‘(Es ranged from -.16 to -.19),

reflecting a more pervasive impoverishmenf of physical and psychological

resources. To the extent that such overcrowding was an objective statement

of actual ceflditions, it represents another .example of a posifive although

. kl
“low association of situaticaal and process variables and suggests that the
R
more impoverished families in the sample experienced more impoverished educa-

o

tional conditions fﬁr their childréh.
Positive correlapidn;~were generally obtaiqed across groups represgnting:.
. ,m,qtbéis_'__.descrip,t_i?éé_9f their interactions with study children; mothers'
axposure7t§ the environment outside the home both dirgctly and indirectiy
(e,g., through reading newspapers); mothers' reported frequercies of partic-
ipation in voting, cémmunify activities, and education-related activi;ie§;“ o

mothers' expectations for study children's achievement; and measures of

mothers' awareness of, resources in the community and general envircnment

~ o
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_ (xs ;anged fLQmWnl]_to;J31)¢“_Some_ué:iables;withinuthesémgroups,-however,
werelnot'related to' other family processes: (;) frequency of fhe mother's
reported helping the study child with homework.aséignments or feadiné to
}Sm/her, and use of phys%cél punishment in response to the child's misbehav-

. lors; (b) reported extent of the study_chi}d's dailyltelevisioﬁ vicewing;

(c) frequéncy of the mother's visits to friends' homes (with or without the
study.child accompanying);.and (d) number of differegt categories the mother
mentioned in her descriptions of the stu&y child's.weaknesses and hypothetical
good students.

| The findings generally supported the commonly reported correlation
between aliénation.and feelings.of poWerlessnesé. The group of items repre—j
seﬁting the;mother's feelings of efficacy iq overcoming dissatisf%ptioné

with community and personal conditions was relatedvposiﬁively to the m;%her'é
reported frequency of participation in.voting, and in cdmﬁunity.ang edﬁcation—
felateé activitiés; ger expectatio;s for the study child's achievemént; and
measures.of the mother's knowledgevpf her general envi~onment (rs ranged from

4

.16 to :27).  However, within this group of items assessing th%*mo;her's

-

feelings of effitacy, significant correlations were not obtained with the
. 3 . )
<, ‘ : : _
mother's willingness to recommend neighborhoods to friends, satisfaction
with her past schodling, and feeling ¢ efficacy in disagreements with school

principals, reflecting the specificity in orientations arising from differ-

ences”in individuals' present and past’ experiences.

Group Differences
The preceding interrelationships within and among status and situational
characteristics and proce%éévariaﬁles were examined separately for families

in each racial group, for black families of study children who attended

-

Fank
<
(Y




e " "either Head-Start or no .preschool program, and for familiés of .male ?nd

female study children within each race. These breakdowns indicate the degree

i : ’ °
. of association of relationships described above with the major classifications

of s;udy families. Differences described below for groups of-families withiﬁ'
these classifications refer gg differences between correlation-coefficients
at p__<_.01.’ .

U Race. Consiétentlﬁith other research (Strickef, 1976) and'brevious study
findings (Shipman, 1972a), a-significantly smaller correlation was obtained
‘between mother's gna“father’s educational and occupational levels for{black
families than 'fér white ‘{amilies (rs = .47 and .39 vs. .67 and .71, resfec—
tively). For jélationships of status ard situationa} character¥stics with
process variébles, almost all of the signifipant racial differences obtained .

_involved pérents' educational levels and head—of—household occupational
:1aésificétioﬁ.‘AConsistent with the greater range far level of father'é
edﬁéation and head-of-household occupation in white families, these variableg
accounted. for significantly more variahcg among relationships wi;h‘pther
.family variables in white families than ;n black families. Again, occupa-
tional status appeared to‘’have a diﬁférent meaning for white and biack families.

Patternsfgk correlations amsng process variabie; were consistent across
racial groups, ;ﬁd, withbthe?ekception.of those‘relationships involving the
mother's expec&étion for her child's educationalrattainment, genefallY‘of
sliéhtly higher magnitude amégg black families. As noted .earlier, the range

’

. "of expected educational attainment was considerably smaller in the black.
sample.

Head Start-attendance. Patterns of corfelafioﬁs,genérally did not differ

systematicallv for families of black study children who did and did not attend‘

™
3
.
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Head Start, although there was a slight tendency-for correlations to be higher

" among the families whose children attended Head Start. The extent to which'

. this reflects  greater consistency in responding and/or the influence of other

variables on which these groups differ, however, is-unknown. ' -

Sex. There were no consisten. significant differences among relationshipe

of family variables according to che s&x ~f study children, nor were there any

discernible patterns that although not significant reflected such differences.
Summary
L3S
In gereral, correlacions among status and situational variables were

rélatigely high, with a“tonsistent trend for correlations to be higher with

1 D ‘ . . o ey s
parents' educational lavel than with occupational status. Although positive

- . i

correlations were'obtained across the various a priori groups of process .

N I3

variables, particularly those relating alienation and feelings of’powerleés—;
ness, the magnitudes were generally low, indicating the diversity in attitudes

and'behaViors'assesséd. The findings'did indicate, however, that for the

mothers in this sample, feeling§ of optimism and.efficaCy wéreuassociated

with greater knowledge and use of community réscurces,'greater participation-

'in community:and school activities, and less reliance on status appeals for

&ontrolling their children.

Those relationships obtained between status and situational variables

13

with family process variables ‘provide clues’as to how conditions of impovefish—

2

P2

ment in families may be associated with parental attitudes and behaviors that

lrave - potential developmental impact ‘on children. Nevertheless, the general

v

low magnitude of these correlations suggests that much of the variation in

- .

family attitudes and behaviors is. independent offvariatiqn.iﬁ family status;

a

among status vaffables,fhowever,'the more numerous and consistent associa-
. . N, o

.

tions obtained with parental educational level. across groups suggest its

e -
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v .
greater value as a.meaningful composite of the more fundamental process
C

- o

. variables. The mother'§ expectation for her childigseducational attainment
hadzthe highest correlatton with the fémily'status variableg, with the extent
.of the parents' own schooling accoupting for about 25% of the variance in the
expected achievement level estimatés. Byuéonfrast, panyufamily process

" variables were unrelated to-status-situational characteristicé and:thﬁs
described{family functions which, if they occurred, were more indepéndent
of family status. Examﬁles of such variableé‘werét frequéﬁcy}ofomother;s

reading to the study child and helping with his or her homework, maternal

attitudes about local schools and teachers and feelings of efficacy in dis-

cussing problems with local school principals,’ frequency with which mothers
) ! ’ ' . z,é
visited fgiends<and relatives, attended QEErch, and initiated meetings at |

school with the study child's teachers, and the mother's use of verbal explan-
ations in ‘responding to her child's. misbehaviors. ‘Ehere was only a slight

tendency for.lower status.families in the present sample to perceive themselves

as less powerful or more diésatisfied. It also should be noted that fof‘this

sample of families, father absence and residential mobilit& were generally un-
‘” *

& . . ] :

related to other status-situational characteristics or family process variables.
Thus, patterins of correlation within and among status, situational,

and process ?ariables indicated that meaningful clusters of items could be

described. However, the level of correlation also indicated that indices.

“were not ifiterchangeable.— For example, different socigeconomic indexes

showed low to moderate correlation. Moreover, differencss in strengths of

n
P

2 .

cogrelatibns:for black and white families for these indexes, pafticularﬁy occu=,

‘pational status, suggested the differential meaning'suéh_indexes may have for

these gfoups. Furthermore,® although Standard SES.indexes reflect differences

P . . ®
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"in resources repnrt-d available in the home, in general they were margin-

ally related or unrelated to the various maternal attitudes and behaviors

assessed indicating that this é%mple, although predominantly low-income, is

°

not a homogeneous group and that the notion of a homogeneous 'culture of
b -

poverty" is a myth.

~

ot
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.o Chapter’7 . .
' .//. (\*-/\ . T N . . N ' A
. STAQILIT? AND CHANGE IN FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS

-

. . . - T , .
In this chapter we describe the extent to which selected-fami;y character-

. : . ;, ¢ . ‘ . T
istics had *emainedggtablé for those fapilies seen in- both Year 1 and Year &.

These comparisons involved more. than. 80 items on each of the two }ntefviewb‘

'
N 4

for 863 families in Lee Cdunty, Portland, and Trenton. For comparability-

R

-some items were rescored so that they may appear in different formats forﬁthééé_,

N e “
£\

analyses. Stability o ample characteristics is defined as equivalent mean -

) ,
levels of responses across yeargf change refers to’ unequal mean responses where
. X a8 a - . . T

]

the difference between means is sigpificanﬁ'at p<.0l. Longitudinal stability

coefficients ‘also were computed to determine the extent of individual change. -

. o

Status/sityational characteristics angd process variables are described'separ—
R . ~ . o

ately for the total longitudinal sample followed by summaries of différepcesb
according-to site, and withinqsiteﬁty sex within raée and by category of study"

children's prééchool experience. To provide a broader.context for the ‘upder~

v .

- standir _6f these‘findings,‘thpse relatiOnsh{pé obtained between family Qari—

[ -

ables unique to each data collection-pefipd are’presenﬂed also. ,

.

N

" mean occupational levels. There was a net longitudinal decrease of 7% in the’

Statug and Situational Characteristics . ’ _ \

i

Meéns, staﬁdard devig;idns, and” stability cqefficients 0§-status an&
situational characteristics pre;ented ;n T;?le i igdicate a fgirly high dégree
of stability for these variables over the.five year; of’éhé study. As,expectéd,
pareﬂts' levels of fd;mal education were stable aqd'represeﬁt a reliaﬁ%litx.

- -

check across yeafs; the slightfﬁncrease in ‘mother's education maygreflectf

participation in adult education programs. For the 267 mothers employed in

both years and for 772 -employed heads-of-households, there Qas no change in

number of employed heads-of-nousehold (n = f64)1 Similarly, employment of

-
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" Table 7

‘s -~

. , _ ) - 5
K :Means, Standard Deviations, and Stabilitx Coefficients for Selected Status
and Situational Variables in Years l and 6

I4 ,N ¢ . - = R - - )
: Year 1' ..: . Year 6
M .8 . N ) h he
- - 'I a
. Mother's education ©  10.88 2.61 . 10.97 2.79 847 .88
.~ Father's education .  11.16 ° 3.92 . 11.25 4.06 - 587 .92%
: Mother employed .38 .46 .562 49 803 _ .49
Father employed ° .96 .19 o91? g 540 .31
* EN o . . .
:Head-of-household o . v
occupation 5.88 3.03 5,95 3.22 - 772 .63
-« ’ s . ~
Mother's .occupation : , o . b
(employed only) - 5.36 . 2.39 5.20 ° 2.35 267 .64
\ ' .
Rooms-per person . 1.04 0.48 1.16%  -0.56 844 52
. . o » a
Number of meves in - - a , '
past three years 0.93 1.17 0.43 0.78 807 .26
Rated noise levels ' . 2,21 0.98 2.63%  0.69 798 .16
Number of selected PR . . R S
household possesslons 6.09 1.7 6.67 1.54 855 .56
- ) 3 . . .
Number of child's 383 Peh . 4.38° 1.6 855 .44
separate facilities : _ .
Father absence .29 as .36% .48 847 .56

Note. D1fferences in ns reflect d1fferent1al numbers of 1ndeterminate responses

to partlcular items. . -

®Year 6 mean slgnlficantly different from Year 1 mean. >

[
8

i fathets (g = 540). decreased long itudinally by 5%. By contrast, 18% more
Q

S ,”",mmothersmwere employed in.Year 6 “han' in Yeer i"(n.= 803). " To indicate the

- -
T
.

.Table 8 shows the (abevage) pioportion of longitudinal households inswhich

'
©

R T

extent. of individuai ‘¢it’ erentes in occupational mobility across 3 years = o



A S

: G
»~ occupational status changed or remained stable for those employed in both
N " . ¥

years. ' In addition, proportions of persons Wwho became émployed‘or unemployéa

K}

are presented. ¥ . ' ' -~
. 13

Table 8 , . 1 -
© : o M § ) k‘ .

Change in Occupation Level frcm Year 1 to Year 6 '

S

Became % Became

L Upward  Downward No Chaﬂge Employed Unemployed
HOH 764 14 21 46 .06 ° 13 .
Father 540 17 .24 C .50 .02 .07
Mother 803 .05 06 .55 24 11

]

The average size of study fami}ies'increased significantly from 5.3 té””
S : ° . N . ) o '
. ! 5.9 persons. There was a corresponding decrease igradult availability

(adult/child ratio) reflecting in part increased family size but also an

B}
\

increase in absencé of a father figure in the home. Since these longitudingl =
v . & - :
o families were those that remained in the sample, ;t'was not 3urprisingpthat°

families reborted signifigaqply fewer moves in the three years preéeding ’
Year 6 than in Year 1. Table 7 otherwise reflects small but signigicant oo~

increases in families' material well-being, with more child and family posses— . .
sions noted and less crowding (i.€., a higher'rodmslto—people ratio). »Héme\
ownership Hid increased during this period from 427 to 59% of study families.

q

Also,'interviéwers' ratings of noise levels (on a scale from a lot of distracting

noise to no noisey) indicated homes were less noisy in Year 6 than in Year 1, *

sl

-~ .

which would be consistent with the fact that homes were less crowded and
N N . - &

I}

children outside the home rore. Since different interviewers may have-had

> i . - [ . .
different subjective scales, these data, however, are only suggestive.
. { PO .

o For those stable group status.and situational characteristics described

v

above, gtability coefficiehts were positive and‘relaﬁively high, rahging ﬁfom '

. . . -
. . .
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.63 for head—of:household occupation to 92 for father's education (see

Table 7). However, for those characteristics indicéf/;g mean level changes,

-~

the moderate degree of correlation obtained across years suggested that faqilies

were not uniform or consistent in tHe direction or degree of change.

vz

“w

. Family Process Variables

Table 9“presents means, stand;rd deviatidns, and correlations across Years
for celected interview items representing various family processes. Those
items descriﬁing parent-child interaction are pfésented-ficst. As would be
expected, mothers reporped spending less time together with study children 1n
Year 6 than they had in Year 1 (29% vs. 58% spent 8 hours or unore cer day).
There was no change in the typic;l kind of household accivities motﬂers-were

engaged in when with their children: most mothers reported‘that they were

.

involved with housework and preparing meals. Responses ‘to other interview “¥

items probing specific kinds of mother-child interactions did demonstrate change,

<

egpecially for actlvities on which mothers had to assist younger children but

which the child could do bywhim/herself as he/she grew more mature. TFor example,

v r

' mothers reported more informative-interactive responses to study children's diff-

icult questions in Ygar 6 than in Year 1. The typical response for mothers in

Year 1 was answering .as best they cculd, whereas in Year 6 mothers typically

-~

sent study children to another source of information. Fewer mothers ignored .
(1% vs. 11%) or deflected (10% vs. 26%) such questions. Given the development
of reading skills by most study children by third grade, it was not sﬁrprising

that.frequencies of mothers' and other household members’ reading t0 study chil-
. ‘o ’ . *
dren decreased significantly from Year 1 to Year 6. 1In Year 1, mothers reportedly

i

were reading to study children once—ﬁfweek on the average, but in Year 6, the

e .,
J® .

average frequency was less than once-a-week. A similar significant decrease’
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Table 9
‘Means and Standard DLVlBthﬂS for Selected Process Variables in Yedrs l and 6

. ‘ Year 1 Year 6
‘ M SD M s n x
I
Mother's response to child's question 4.38 1.62 4. 61 - 1.83 795 .26
Mother reads to child (frequency) 2.10 1.38 1. 27 1.21 831 .23
Others read to child (frequency) 2.24 1.44 1.26% 1.36 831 .23
Mother's knowledge of child's
favorite story (0-1) " f 0.67 0.47 0.68 0.46 844 .12
Physical vs. verbal punishment 0.16 0.37 0.49% 0.50 673 .08.
II )
Number of places child accompanies mother 5.81  2.48 4.87° 2.60 855 .40
Mother visits relatives (frequency) - 6.82  4:99 5.56°  4.94 855 .47
Mother visits. friends (frequency) 6.66  4.87 4.81%7  4.61 855 .21
Mother goes to entertainments (frequency) 3.69 3.65 2.63° 3.24 =55 .27
Mother attends church (frequency) 2.55 . 1.57 2.46 1.90 843- .52
Mother voted in last national election (0~1) 0.53 0.50 0.66° 0.47 853 47
Number of group memberships 1.16 1.41 1.08 1.40 855 . .47
Number of group offices held 0.23 0.52 0.27 . 0.58 855 .34
v . .
Mother wants to move :(0-1) 0.39 0.49 0.39 0.49 831 .20
Recommend neighborhood to friend (0+1) 0.52 0.50 0.58% 0.49  .782 .30
Mother knows someone having success in o
neighborhcod improvements (0-1) 0.34 0.47 0.36, 0.48 " 648 .12
' Mother believes she can improve school (0-1) 0.53 0.50 0.67 0.47 656 .20
Mother believes she can disagree effectively .
with principal (0-1). ©0.69° 0.46 0.9238 0.28 gnog .09
Mother satisfiéd with her education (0-1) 0.61 0.49 " 0.61_. 0.49 833 - .24.
Years of mother's self-improvement classes — 0.37 0.48 0.652 1.03 - 830 .36
Father's additionfl education 0.35  0.48 0.66° 1.23 536" .39
v . : . o
Educational aspirations for child 14.24 2.36 14.61%  2.26 - 849 .42
Educational expectations for child 12.70 2.25 . 13.05% z2.22 . 727 .58
VI . n ' : ’
Sum of mother's positivc attitudes ' . ] .
regarding schools 3.56 , 1.52 4.69% . 1.00 855 .12
Desirability of parental control ' C
of schools (1-3) 1.78. ' 0.92 1.69%  0.85 < 665 " .36
OK to keep child out of school occasionally 0.79 0.41 - 0.77 0.42 834 .27
Most children have to be made to learn 0.70 0.89,“_~_Q¢§6‘J_>O.88 832 .28
VI1 . v T T
How child is doing in school 3.28 1099 3,672 1.05 839 .10
Child's adjustment to first grade 2.40 0.65 2.4-7a 0.71 - 804 .14
* Individuation ratings 2.59  1.19 1.80%  1.26 863 .27
Maturity ratings-~positive behaviors‘ 2.53 1.20 1.80%  1.26 863 .28
‘Maturity ratings--negative.behaviors 1.38 . 1.18 1.12%  1.12 863 .27
VITI : ‘ - . .
# diverse aspects of '"good" students 1.65 0.81 1.59 0.75 855 .13
# diverse aspects of "good" teachers 0 1.33 0.74 1.27 0.64 855 = .14
#f child's different strong areas 1.62  0.80 1.55 0.79 855 % .12
* §f child's different weak areas, . 0.83 . 0.64 . 0.94° 0.6]\\ 855 .13
Community resources "not available" 41.96  26.98 14.76% 18.54 855 .44
Community resources 'don't know" 1.49 2.07 0.70 1.10 855 .13

Year 6 mean signlficantly different from Year .1 mean.

‘ , - 1N
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accurred for frgquenéy of other househbld'members' réading to ;tudy children:
Despite such decreases, the percent of mothers knowing ihe stu&y child's
favorite stories or books remained stabie. |

Another aspect of mother-child interaction concerned mothers' reported
disciplgqary techniques.  The items were mnot completely panaliel in Years 1_and
6; in Year i, mothers described théir‘résponses to study children's serious and
minor misbehaviorsi'while in Yeér 6 mothers described reacéions to study
children's behavior that had angered or annoyed them. In Year 1, moghers'l
usual responses to serious misbehaviors ;eportedly involved mild-to-severe phys;

<.
ical punishments while the mean response to minor misbehaviors was strong verbal"

) e . ! :
reprimands and, scolding. Contrastingly, in Year 6, mothers reportedly used

less physical.punishmept, and disciplinary behaviors most frequently iqvolYed R
rev;cation of priviledges such as watching TV.' In addition; mofhers in Year 6.
reportedly gave more explanations- of why st&d& childreﬂ's misbeﬁavior wastl'
improper than in Year 1. Again, theseAchanges may reflect the mothers' per-
ception of the differential effectiveness og~certaid behaviors accord;ﬁg‘to
their children's developmental level.

Séyeral comparisons of incerviey items concerned mothers' activities
that have implicationé for their indirect support of study children'q cognitive,
personal; andvsocial development. For example, mothers repsrtedly readﬂgewé—
papers_daily,.on the average, in both Year 1 and Year 6: Iikew;se, equal
numbers of mothersbr;ported £n both yearé that they réad.magazines.. The fre-
quenéies of~mothérs"exéursions outside the‘homqﬂto_visit rélatives, f;ignés,
lgnd plaéeé of entertainment were significantly lower in Yeér:6 than in fear 1.

Similarly, the total number of"excursions in which study children accompanied

mothers decreased significantly in Year 6, but this decline is attributable‘in

111 =
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part to the children's attendance at school and their increased extra-family

2 a

contacts as well as to reducaed mafernal availability resulping'from increased
employment and family size. Ther¥ were no significant'diffefences in mothers’

" reported .frequency of attendance at church (approximately an average of ounce

.

every two weeks).

Slightly over'haif the mothers reported that ££ey ﬁad voted in the 1968
national election, and significantly more (66%) reported having voted in 1972.
However, mothers were genefally not active in commundity organizétions as
indica*ed by number of group'membershiﬁs and offices held‘(on the average 0
mothgrs belonged to. 1.2 groups iniYeér 1, 1.1 groups.in Year 6). For"thqse
_mothers wﬁokdid belong to groupé, frequency of attending declined, due in part
perhaps tﬁ.less availabie'free time as a consequence of working. Approximately~¥— -

eqﬁal_prop&rtiqns of mothers in both yeafs_had contacted local people or organ-—

izations to get advice or help with educational, legal, health, or émployment

<

problems. -
For this.sample of mothers gﬁe percentage who expressed a desire ta

mavé was tﬁe same ih Year 6 as it had béen in Year 1 (approximately 40%).
Signifi;antly more mothers in Year 6, though, said fhey would recommend their
neighborhoods as places-of residence for their friends (58%vin Year 6 v;.

52% in Year l)._ ﬁéwever, mothers’ opinions about their efficacy in joint
efforts with their neighbors to imprové thiir neighﬁorhoods’:emained negative
on the avéruge,'i.e., mothers indicated thét some change was -desired but chéy
feit uncertain that_they could join with neighbors and succéed in makiﬁg the

changes.

- Mean levels of mothers' expréssed satisfaction with their own foymal

n

schdbliﬁg was stable longitudinally; mothers were neither very satisfied nor
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very dissatisfied with ‘their educa’ fon. lhLouever, as roceu carlier, both
mothers and faéhers héd‘participated in significantly mrre self-educational
or advancement programs such as adult education evening clas§gs or vocational
training courses in‘Year 6 than“in Year 1.

Mothers' asgirations and expectations for sﬁudy childreh's educational
attaiﬁment were significantly higher in Year 6 than in Year 1. We do not
know if stch parallel inc;eases‘fgg aspirations and expeétationéfare some
-function of study childrén Oor a more genera% optimism. Mothe;é were asked
also in both years to state the ége when the study child wqgld be able to fix
‘breakfast or dinner alone, do reéular’h&usehold choreé;.settle arguments with
older siblings, read books without éssistance, take part in adult conversations
‘and interests, and earn spending money. The large differences obtained for
these maternal expectancies suggést the differentialrmeaniqg of these behaviors

'

to mothers whén their chiidren are different ages. [
In Year 6, although within each siée study children attendgd‘many_differ—
entlschools, mother;' attitudes toward teachers_and schools were significantly’
more positive. féwer thought tu:it teachers did not understand local iséueé
and fewer rated children's teachers as inferior. Fewer mothers in Year 6
thought that classes were évercfpwded or that local school faéilities were
inferior. More mothers also_felt:tﬁey.could resolve disagreements with school
pfihcipals than in Year 1 and fewér saidwthey could do nothing abouf such
differences. Also, in Year 6,-mothérs éxpressed signiffcantly less favorablg
atfi;udes about effects of parental control in scbools than in Year 1. There
was a similar decrease-fn the number of mothers who felt parents were to blame.
if.children did not work hard or do Qell in school work. Responses to these

-

latter two items may reflect greater belief 'that acquisition of academic skills

2.

Lend
[y
[
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is the.school's responsibility. .Of course, the extent to which these findings
reflect differences in the mothers or in the scho?ls"is unknown.

- Equivalent and large pércentages;of mothers indicated in both years ;hat
parengs should not keep study>children at home duringlthe échool term. Now

that study children were older and developing basic academic .skills signif-

23 .
icantly fewer mothers in Year 6 indicgled that they felt most children must

s -

»bé forced to _learn in school. There also were interesting shifts to greater .

‘emphasis on personal-social characteristics in mothers' descriptions of "good

students" and "good téachers." ¢For ‘good students, more respondents in Year 6

mentioned effort in studies, whereas in Year 1 good grades was cited more often.
When describing good teachers, mothers in Year 6 stressed personal warmth more
- than they had in Year 1. More emphasis also was'placed on professional

training. —

‘u - -

Mdthefs' predictions of ‘their study child's future cognitive, personal,
and social behaviors in Year l_wepé comparéd with subsequent perceptions of

the child's behaviors in grade school. For examplé, before preschool enroll-

-

ment, study children generally were expected to do somewhat batter than average,

and,according’tolmothers' perc;ptibné ofythe study child in Year 6, ondghe

-averageé they did. Similarly, there was no significéﬁt m;an difference betweean
mothers' expegtatione of thenstudy child's success in qgjusting to elementary
school and mothers' subsequ;nt pgrcéptions of'tﬁgir é%ild's actual adjustment.

- In Year 6 mothers generally showed less_individuation of the study child,

i.e., they perceived their child as more nearly averagébon'both positive and
1 B _ : Ve

third grade, mothers were less likely to describe them as happier, acting older,

" sasier to get along wig1, and asking mbre questions than most rhildren the same
v 3 . °
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age. They ‘also were less likeiy to characterize their children by negative
descpiptions'sﬁch as crying more, having more temper'tantrumé,.actiné youngef,.
tending to stay alone, and bei;g more afraidi Giyen the pareqté'increased
experience,including média éxposure ko facts of child deveiopmengftgese differ-
ences may reflect greater knbwledge of the range of_Behaviors commonl;\agsqc-
iated with ahy age groupt-. | |

Several interview variables may be considered indirect indicators Of the ‘
mother's cognitive breadth and differenciatioﬂ of her enviroﬁment, The nuwmber
of different categories'ﬁothérs mentioned in open-ended descriftions of hypo-
:heticalbgOOd.studenrs and téaﬁhers were not sigﬁificantly different .across
years; nor‘was }here a significant change in'méan number of categories'used

to describe study children's strong points. Interestingly, however, mothers’

mentioned more categories describing study children's weaknesses in Year 6

perhaps reduced any inhibition or defeﬁsiﬁenégs in discussing. problem areas{"
As noted.earlier,'families had changgd residences less frequently in the,thrgé-
yéars preceding‘Yéar 6 so tﬁat it.ig not‘suréfising theot mohhers had sigrif-
icantly greater knowledge of-the‘availabilyfy of fourteen community resources
including museums, theaters, day-care centers, 'and clinics. . 9. ;
For éll_of the family processes' described above, qorreiatipﬁ’coefficieqﬁs
were e;amined.for indicationsiof the degree to which stable or chﬁng%ng réla—‘
tionships-were consistent in direction and magnitude among stﬁdy families
(see Tablé 9). Longitudinal increases or.décreases for these vériables usually
were accoﬁpanied by’ low-to-moderate po§itive correlations. : Principal exceptions'
includea discipiinary(techniques, attitudes about schools and.teachers, and

. .o S
descriptions of study children's weaknesses. For variables with stable group =

115
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f‘than in Year 1. Théir greater familiarity with -the  study and Being iﬁterview@d J‘n
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means, corrglations aiso were ‘positive and geﬁerally of low-to-moderate hagni-
tude. Fgr séveral ;ariables,,however, the correlations were ﬁot significantly_

. different from zero, éuggesting differential intercorrela;ions.withwother family:
and child variables. These iﬁéluded: .(5)'knodledge of the study chiid's favor-
ite becoks or étq;ies; (b) congacting of-community_agencies~£or helé with 1éga1,:
health, educat;onélf or occupational matters; (c) belief’in the efficacy of
jofnt effbrts with neighbors to improve 1océl community problems; (d) feeling
that parents are to blame when'childreﬂ do not succeed in school worké and
(e) Lhe‘number-of different cha;acteristics uéed to describe the child';

strengths and good students and teachers.

Group Differences

Site. Except for the deviations ncted below, the patterns of stability

L]

- and change for status/situational. characteristics and process variables within

)

each of the three sites were equivalent to those described above for the

entire longitudinal sample. Excepticnal patrerns for status/situational vari-

ables within sites pertained to parents' employment status and to the material
{ . .

well-being of household énvironmentg, with families in Trenton diverging most
: < ' ' ~

from the overall patterr by showing the 1east'improvement in economic conditions.

The previously reported longitudinal decreases in number of employed
s , .
heads-of-household and fathers in the total interview sample were associated

\

. : (] .
mostly with families in the urban sites and not with families in Lee County.

For example; in Trenton and Portiahd thereiwere 15%.ahd 11% decreases,
respectively, inlnumber ok employed hean-of-h&usqhold and .a 9% decreafe in
both site; in the number of employed fathers; correspondiﬁg decreases in

. Lee County were 4% and 27, feépectivély. Howevér, the previously noted

increase in the.number of working mchérs was virtually uniform across the

" three sites, although study mothers in Trenton generally wergAless'mqbile

.o
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with respact to-occupaticnal advancement. The relative stability of nothers'
occupational status in Trenton was indicated hoth'for the group and'individwf
ually by: (a) significant increases (from equivalent.initial levels across
sites) in mean Bccupational levels for employed mothers in 2&3 County and
Portland only; and‘(b) significantly higher cross—year‘correlations for the
same variahle in Trenton tg = ,81), compared to Lee County (r = .66) orh
Portland\(g = .55). .

| Concerning differences among sites in the physical rescurces available A
in the home, separate facilities for study children increased significantly

for households in Lee- County and Portland but remained unchanged for families

in Trenton where the initial level of Such possessions was intermediate between

>
i -

the two other sites. Correlations across=years indicated that the greatest
consistency associated with theseulongitudinal comparisons occurred among
households'in Lee County (r = .58 vs .26 in Trenton and .32 in Portlandl.
The previously reported longitudinal increase in the ratio of rooms—-to~
people for the total sample was evident)only among families ip'Lee County,
the cross- year correlation was .69 compared to=.38 in Trenton and .39 in

7 Portland Initial levels for this variable'were equivalent across the

. three sites.

Sites did not differ consistently or systematically with respect to
longitudinal stability‘and change of family process variables. The percent of
mothers knowing the study child's favorite stories decreased significantly
across years in Trenton (from an initial level of 75%) but increased signifi-
cantly in Portland (from 58% in Year 1). This variable was stable for motherg in

LeeuCounty. Cross—year correlations within site ranged from .09 'in Portland to

.20 in Trenton. The previously reported increase in mother's use of informative

-4
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techniques for answering the study child's difficult questions occurred at
significant magnitudes only for families in Portland for whom the Year 1
mean leve1 was highest of the three sites but the cross—year correlation was \

< . -

lowest. v
s
"The percentage of mothers voting was highest initially in the urban
" sites, especially Trenton;. Cross—year.correlations ranged from r = l.,18°i:n
‘Trenton to .66 in Lee County, suggesting very different intrafamily longi-
.tudinal patterns within sites. Mothers iu Trenton and Lee County indi—
dated the most negative and positive attitudes, respectively, about their.
alocal-neighborhoods. Thirty—five percent of mothers in Trenton said they
would xecommend their neighborhoods to friends compared to almost twice as
gmany favorable responses in Lee County (65%) (Cross—year correlations ranged "
- from .21 to ..27 across.sites.)» However, only in Portland'vas there a signif-"
icant increase in such'recommendations,accompanied:by the only significant
increase_among.sites for mothers' identifications of groups or individuals
that were successful at improving neighborhood conditions. These site differ— g
ences undoubtedly reflect the site differences in families' material well-being
described earlier. |
Educational aspirations for study children increased significantly ~

among mothers in Trenton and Lee County but the corresponding cross-year

correlations of .18 and .56 suggested very different patterns for such change:

2

uniform rising expectations across years in Lée County but idiosyncratic

' changes%in Trenton. Educational aspirations did not change‘longitudinallyl
for study children in Portland perhaps hecause of their high level.in Year 1.
Educational expectations for study children increased significantly only

among mothers'in Lee County'where initial levels were intermediate among .

o 118
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the three sifes. The stability of such nrpectations in lee County also was
somewhat greater than in Trenton and: Portland (rs = .70, .47, and .37,"
respectively). ¢

* Of the variables representing mothers' general attitudes about teachers
and schools, only one demonstrated significant site differences With equiv-~

alent croSs-year correlations within each site (ranging from 27 to .31),

> LY

mothers in Lee County expressed significantly more favorable attitude§'aboue

occasionally keeping study children ouf of school whereasymothers in Portland

expressad Lhe opposite op1nion, ‘these attitudes were equivalent across years

fc~ methers in Trenton. These f1ndings may reflect in part the help the older™

studv child camr provide on the family farm in rural Lee County. As noted

. earlier, moth%rs' feelings of eificacy in dealing With school had increased

significantly-from Year 1 to Year 6. Thé percentage of mothers nho~agreed,with

“

.

the ”can improve schools' item increased innboth Trenton (from 44% to 59%) and

Lee Coopty (from 49% to 667%), but in Portland the percentage remained stable
(from-64Z to 62%). 1t should be noted -however, that the Year 6 level was falrly
consistent across all three sites. Also,.these findings were consistent across

racial groups. On the '"can disagree with the principal" item, increases were

.

similar across sites and races; except among whites in Portland where there was
R . o
t
little increase because even in Year 1 89% of that sample agreed with this item.

" Race and sex within and "across site Longitudinal mean levels and

[

correlations Tor family status/situational characteristics and family pro-

¢

cesses were examined for systematic changes that were associated within and
v ) _
across sites with race and sex of study children.. In addition to our earlier
caveats about the confounded relationships among these demographic character-
. s | _ < .

istics, we must again caution the reader about the disproportionalities of

numbers of study children in each of these breakdowns (see Tables 2 and 3).

19
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"No systematic changes in family status variables were associated across sites

with sexsof study children. For black families across sites, mean levels of
. < -

.

number of household appliadces and conveniences increased significantly with

the‘increase most uniform for those families Iiving in Trenton. However,
N . N .

both initial and subsequent mean lgvels were lower for. black than for white

families. The mean number of people living in study. family homes increased

e

significantly among blacks across sites whereas among whites there waa‘no
increase. Among families in Portland, home ownership increased significantly

for the black sample but mean levels in Year 6 were still lower than initial

> . L . ~

__levels in Year 1 for the white sample. o

Within the black samples in all three sites, changes in father absence
& . - . ) (

were greater for male study children than for females. Thus, in Trenton father
absence went from .48 to .56 for black males and from 48 to .47 for black
temales,.comparable changes in Lee Countp were Lrom .29 to .42 for black males
and from .34 to .36 for black females, in Portland changes weye from .37 to .48

and from ,Al-to .49. Two other patterns of change in families of black male

-

[N i ¢
study children were singular and consistent across sites and perh:ps associ-

-

ated with the above‘finding: fewer changes of residence and decreased fre-,
quencies oﬁ‘mothers' visits to friends and relatives. -No rationale can be
of fered .at this tine for this cluster of findings.

Previously reported decreases in the number of emploped heads- of house—

holds.and fathers werte consistently but not significantly higher among black

3 . 5%

study families. Thus, despite nﬁ% substantially higher percentage of unemploy—
S

X
ment in black households, for the families in this sample a. similar economic

%

q

decline over the past few years was evidenced for both racial groups.
. ‘There wefe no systematic changes in family processes that were associ-

ated systematically with race or sex of study children. There were several

’
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.specific significant race differences within sites For example (a) the pre-

- Bl

. viously reported increase ‘in Portland for mother s knowledge of .the study child s -

. favorite stories or books occurred among black mothers in that site; (b) in-
creased educational aspirations for study children occurre” a.ong mothers of o

. v

black study children in Lee Couuty, and (c) lower mean category breadﬁh in *

(‘P

describing study children s strengths in Year 6 occurred among mothers of white

L ©®

-children in Lee County who, as a group, had the most years of formal education.
Further examination“ot the findings for voting participation revealed the great-

est reported increase in participation in national elections was among black

study families in Trenton where the percentagé of mothers who voted in the last

‘national election increased from 47% in Year 1 co 727 in Year 6. Ambng_Lee‘
. s
'County black families the increase was from 32% to 4lA, in both year\\yoting
: {
participation was lowest for this group. Portland black families showed ‘the

same Yedr 6 percentage as Trenton (72%), but the increase was less becarse of the

relatively high Year 1 percentage (64%) . Percgntage increases among white
mothers in Lee County and Portland were comparable,;o the increases for black
mothers, whereas the perceontage of the’22 white mothers in Trenton who voted . -
. S . . .

in the preceding national election remained constant at 637% in both'years.

-

. Preschool attendance across and within site. Mean levels. and correlations

across years yere examined for families of study children who attended Head
~ Ey ) . i

’ Start programg, gther preschool programs including private .nursery.schools

-

/ - o _
and day-care tenters, or no preschool program. Again, the readerlshould keep

in mind that study children's .race, SES, and preschool.attendance are inter~ -
related. Thus, most differences reflected the assotiated race/SES differences . ,
in parental educational and.occupational levels and material well-being noted

earlier. Despite a greater increase (and higher initial level) in father

.

. - . - ’ i 1‘21
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absence among Head Start families, mean family size and mean number of-house-

hold appliances and conveniences had increased, perhaps in part due to the

3

.

fact that many single mothers.had moved in with relatives.

[y

1 . hu . . ~ .
There were several significardt increases in mean respo.use levels which

3

suggested potential positive consequences of study children's attendarce in

Head Start programs. Fifst,}across'all‘sites, there were increases for Head
. q . . .

Start families in other children's attendance'in some preschool program.“
‘ . /. . -

s

Since in the two urban sites similar increases were obtained among families

v

in which study children had not attended a preschool program, this may reflect,

a general trend noted elsewhere for more center-based-préschool attendaﬁceoby

.children frofm low-income s¥ngle-parent families; in addition to being confounded”

to some extent, by differential increases in-family size. More convincingly,

however, the méan number of.years ianelf—improvemént clqsses_(exclpding full-

time high school or’college) increased consiétently among mothers of Head Start- s

‘children ac;osé sites (especially in Portland where the méan ihéreased fr@m
' 5 ' - ooe R ! . - n . . -
.47-[SD = .50} in Year 1 to 1.04 [SD = 1.30] in Year 6). Finally, mothers'

méan expected Ievels of educational attainment for Ehe study child ingreased
significantly in Lee County for children ;ith'Head Start e;ﬁériéﬁce ( from»ll.}
Ed,lzfl). A‘direct causal lin& to Héad'Stagt c;nnqt bé‘ma&e‘from'thefqﬁrrent
data since thediﬁcreased expectétions might me%ély réfigct\aigreécer'o;ﬁimism“
in i974 thég‘in 1969'fof families of lo%er ségioeconomictstatus; however, ﬁhese
increases do suggest a poscible Head.Start effect tﬁag shou;; be i;veﬁtigéted
further.. |
'Sumﬁarz 7 R -y

* While status characteristics were relatively stable across the five yeérs

of the study, significant group differences were observed for several situational

wy
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variables, and process variables showed conéiderable change both in mean level
and”in relativé rankings of families over time. - Despite higher.ievels of
unemployment and father ‘absence, study familigs 1n Year 6'generally séemedQ
less impoverished, more optimistic, and more involvéd in gchbol—rel?ted activ-

ities. Also, mothers tended to be more child-orjentéd in their interactions-

with their children'(i.e.? they used nore informaﬁiVe—intgréctive techniques

" in response t0<duestioﬁé} used less physical punishment, and placed more_emphaéis

- . . 9
on intent [i.e., motivation] than consequences). These changes, however, were

s -

small on the gverage with variation among families in both the direction and
degree of change.

Findings generally Qere similar across geographiecal region, race, sex of"

g

child, and'breschooi‘attendance category, aithqugh a_few'sarient site and race

differences were noted particularly with regard-to employment status and

A

material’ﬁell—being. Although the economic conditions of black’ famjilies in

\
-

the study generally had improved over the five years, consistent-w}thAnational
trends (M;sters, 1975;‘National Urban League, 1976), the gap beﬁ;éen thém and
white study families had remained the same or widened. 1In Trenton, comprising
a predominaﬁtly_black inner-city sample, this finding was ﬁast prOnounced;“
little~iﬁprdvement in economic conditions was eviéenceﬁ there. With tge
possible exception of more favorable“at%itudes toward school and greater know-
ledge and use of cqmmuni;yjresources, H;ad Starg attendanée per se appeared to
Lave had little measurable impact on those ma;ernal atgitudes ox pafterns of
family interaction assessed. Further anéi&sié is nreded, however, to determine
whether certain programs may hgve beenlhifferenfially effective (as, f?r -

example, those in Lee County where significant fhcreases‘in mothers' expecta-

tiqns for their child's educafional achievement d?re obtained), or if a longer—

123 *
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term commitment may create meaningful and sustained change (as suggested in

the Follow Through analysis described in the previous chapter)}

v . .

Despite inadequacies in the measurement of these selected variables, the

consistency and interpretability of these findings suggest there were true- -
changes in the relative standing of families: The extent to which such chénges

are due to internal or external influences, however, is unknown. Moreover, some

findings (e.g., child-rearing practices) suggest more complex dynamic inter-

-

depeqdencies_and developmental changes in the‘meaning of a behavior.

’

' Longitudinal Interrelationships Among Family Variabies
- v 11

In this section” the results are presented for the series of correla- -
. A. . 4 .o

) N
-

tional analyses in which mothers’ reéponses to all items from the parent

[

w

interview in Year 1 were related to their responses to all nonidentical items

., . from the subsequent interview in Year 6. ‘In addition, selected variables from

[N

the mother-child interaction tasks and Eirst'Day of ‘School Question admin-

iscerqd in .Year 1 were\correlated with family variables in Year 6 and those

e

results are degbfibed/also. Values of rs for relationships throughout this

. section are reported only when they equal or exceed the .0l level of signif-

. -
,

icance. Ce ,

Relationships kmong Status and Situational Characteristics Across. Years

. Correlations between ea}ly and subsequent status and situational char-
4 N R - . ..

acgeristicé of study families confirm the fihdings reported earlier, wit

e
4 \

correlation coefficients for sueh stable characteristics as parents' edu-

N - ' 2 @
cational and occupational levels exceeding those values for other less stable

«

characteristics such as material wéll-being. Moreover, Ibngitudinal inter-

) N v

correlations among these stable characteristics were modgrételyvhigh with

rs ranging in value from .46 between father's and.mother's occupational

o = o 124
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"levels to .69 between father s and head-ofvhousehold s occupations. ‘Parents'

"”'early occupational and educational levels provided the highest correlates

.ae¢oss years with other .Subsequent status and situational characteristics
<
such as indices of materlal resources in the home (e.g., availability of

4

. - household appliances .and conven1ences, separate household fac1lities f01 the

study child, number of selected Chlld S possess1ons, and the ratio of rooms=-
to-people), w1th rs ranging from .29 to A7, These moderately high correla—
:tions accompanied by s1gnif1cant longitudinal increases for these indices of

material well-being appear to reflect the familiar pattern 0f continuouslv

- °

;rising levels for families who were relatively high initially.

There were few significant long1tudinal correlations between early status

©

and situational characteristics and father absence in Year 6 -Father absence

was predictable only from head-of-household occupation and home. ownership in
» . - - .

Year 1 (rs = .32 and 350 o e o "

-

+

Relationship 0f Family Status and Situational Characteristics in Year 1 w1th
Family Processes 1n Year 6

For longltudinal correlations between earlf status and s1tuat10nal char-
. >

acteristics "and subsequent family process var1ables, the dist1nctious just”
descr1bed between characteristlcs of parents' educational'and occupational
levels on the one hand, and other indicés.of families' material well-beiug‘on
'lthe other, were not evident. Rather, correlation coefficients were generally
equivalentiin magnitude.for these early measures of status and situation%l
IcharaCteristics.‘ Moreover, the patterns, directions, and magnitudes of
"qignificant correlations between early status and situational characteristics
in Year 1 with family pro- 'ss variables in Year 6 could not be distinguished

generally from the'corresponding concurrent relationships of the same vari--

ables in Year 6. These patterns of longitudinal correlations are summarized

pash
v}
|
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5 { ¥ \

‘brieflyuﬁelpw.* Thus, the stability over time of parents' educational ani':
woccupational levels and the‘relatively cdnéistent lbngituiinél increases for
indices of families' matérial . ii-being account in large measure forythe_‘
,COﬁp ~abil';l'}:y of pattérné 0of ngitudinal and concurrent Year 6"Eorrelatigns.
Lariy measures of parents' educatioral and uccupational'leyel'gnd indiceé

of the family's material well-being Qéré related‘pos%tivély.to thgwfolldw1ng .
family pr;éess va£iables inHXeafIG:\’mother'é reﬁsxgéd:informati;;—idteracti;;-
r;sponse to the study chil&;s.qiféicult questiéns; knﬁwlédge of-tﬁé child's
teacherjs name; the study child's pqssessioﬁ of a library gérd; moth@r'g
repﬁrted frequgncies of reading newsp;peré-ahd magazines; reported ffequen—
cies. of Qisité.to places of éntertainment (with and without the studylchila

~

" along) sri excursions outside the home‘with the study child; mother's .reported

- involveme~t in various organizations and civic activities including voting;

maternal Aspirationswand'engCtancies for the child's academic achievement and-
. personal dévelopment; cind the number - of categories the mother mentioned in .

. A : . v .

“open‘éndéd~descri§fions of the study child's strengths and hypothetical gdéd‘

’.teachers, Nggative correlations were found.between the séme early staqu and
situational,chéracteristigs and the'following 1tems; ‘motﬁer's ﬁsg of'physiqal

f §dnishment for the study chiidf; misbehaviors; reported frequency of household
mémbers'o;her than the mother helpiqg the study child withvhomework_assighments;
é;d the number of community resources such as museums, day-care centers, and -
clinics that the mother éeported was not available. Larly measures of adult
availability'ki.e., the ratio’bf adults to children in the Hausehold);and
ébsence of‘a'féther figure in the home generally weré unrelated tc later
measures of family pfocesées. &

in addition, early measures of the mother's education and father's/

head-of-household's occupational,leégls were related positively to the mother's

. 128
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,expressed'educational satisfaction in Year 6; father s/head of- household s
occupational levels ‘were related positively to the mother S favorable recom—'
mendation of her neighborhood‘ and parents'.educational levels were re“ated'

positively to mother s additional schooling (rs for these relationships ranged

>

from l7 to .34) Parents educational levels in -Year 1 were related negatively
to the mother s later ‘response that most teachers really want to dlSCUSb school

‘matters w1th,parents (rs = -.16 and —.23). Mother s educationel level (and

3

) other status s1tuational characterisfics in Year 1) was pos1t1vely related

to various responses reflecting the mother-s positive evaluations of the

sLudy child in Year 6 1ncluding the number of activities and respons1bi11ties
he/she could perform at age 8, and to indications that the child had special
friends, hobbies, and‘interests. In addition mother s educational level in

Year 1 was related pos1t1ve1y to (a) reporting that the study child had- had

fewer proolems than most . children learning to read, and (b) mentioning

personal qualities as the child's strong points. In- contrast,,the higher the
vmother S initial educational level, the leéss likely she was to mention

obedience/cooperation as.an area of strength in the study child. As was noted
4 . ‘ ) ‘
= . in describing the Year 6 findings, thebextent to which these relationShips

reflectvdifferences”in children rather than in their mothers is unknown.

There were no significant longitudinal relationships between early

status and situational characteristics and the following family process

variables‘in Year 6: reported frequency of the mother & assisting with the

study child's homework and reading Stories to,him/her; reported frequencyl

oF “the child's television viewing; mother's use of verbal punishment for

the study child's misbehavior; mother's expressed feelings of efficacy in.

‘joining neighbors to improve local conditious or in personally disagreeing

’with'schooliprincipals; mother's attitudes about local teachers and schools;

>

o . | S Y
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mother's individuation and maturity ratings for the study child; and number
= of different categories the mother mentioned in descriptions of the child's
™ weaknesses and hypothetical good students.

RS M

Relationships Among Family Process Variables Across Years

For the-sake of clarity and economy -in presentation,: family process  ‘if
: . T D '
variables in each year are arranged into several a priori .clusters.

Descriptions of'longitudinal relationships‘within”each clusteriprecede

-7

'discus31ons of - longitudinal correlations across clusters. (lhe‘reader should

note that longitud1nal conrelatlons between equivalent interv1ew items have

, ¢

been descr1bed earlier in the sectlon concerned with long1tud1nal stability
__/ . r .’__ e

and change. Those.correlations are not repeated hexe.)
' One group of earlv var1ables reflected the mother s diverse interactions
.%f\w1th the study child includlng (a) reported frequency of reading or telllng -

- him/her stories and knowledge of theichild s favor1te stories, (b) reported

infornative—interactiye\response to thé“child's difficult questions, and

,(c) reported phys1cal and verbal responses to h1s/her misbehaviors. Only

v, -~

two significant longitudinal correlations were found)w1thin these Year 1

_var1ables and the1r Year 6 counterpartsfj for mother' 8 frequency of early

.reading[telling stories to theuStudy child with (a) the child's subsequent
possession of a library cardl(r = .16) and (b) mother's later informative—

interactlveoresponses to study children's difficult questions (r = .18). -
Both frequency of early read1ng/teliing stor1es and use of interactive- )
informative responses to difficult_questions were'related positively'at

;nearly equal-magnitudes'to other Year 6 processes including:° (a) reported “}t

. frequencies of reading magazines; (b) mother's attendance at meetings

and : ‘rities in the study child's school, memberships in education—related

128
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. A

and other groups; and voting; (c) mother's expectations of the study child's

x“aCtualteducational attainment; and (d) number of reporied activities and
. < . -

reséggfibilitie; the study child~c;hid pérfofm (rs ranged in value from .15 .
-tov.24).f.The pattern of‘ihférrelationshipé just described for informative-
-\interactivé reséonses to difficuit quéstionS'in Year 1 to other Yegr 6
variéﬁleé_correspdhds with the same pattern in Year 6 alone déscribed eariie;;
However, nonefof the rélationships Qescribéd abavé for.motherfs.rgported. B
: frequenéy_of‘£ead1ng to the studyvchild held in Year‘6';lone. Such.longi- ‘

' nginél cﬁange in the meaning of this item parallels previously noted decreases
in such reading as well as- the finding reported laﬁerviﬁ Chapger é L£at_mothe;§

. in Year 6 were apparently reading mostly iﬁ cases where study children:ﬁeeded

Ve

-such help (d.e., for those children with low reading-achievement scores).

’

Nearly all Year 1 variables in this cluster were réiéted positively to the
m;ther's»éxpected'educational attainment for tﬁe study child reéortéd in ;
Year 6 (Es.ranged from .16-to .24).

A secdnq group of‘early variables coﬁcerned the mother's e#pdédre to and
know}gdge.about events-andlqccivities outside the houéehqlai Thesé‘variables
inclﬁdéd:réﬁorteddfrequencies of ;eading néwspapers éndfﬁagazféés, frequerncy

‘of visits (with and without the.study_child) to placés of ;nterQainment; and

. number of excursions outside the home that the mother was accompanied by the’

‘study.child. The last variable was unrelated to other Year 6 family vari-

_ables. Frequency of fear l readiﬂgJof magazines ;as related positively in
."Year 6 to: mother's inférﬁative—interacﬁive‘response tpbhép chill's difficult
auestions and’reportéd:posséssion.ﬁy the s;u&y child of a library card;
frequeﬁcy of newséaperufeading; %Leq;ency of éttehdéﬁcehat meetings and

activities in the study child's school, membership in education—related’and

129
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otller groups, and voting; expressions qf efficacy~in joiﬁing‘with neighbors to
iﬁprove local conditibns;'aspired and expected educational attainment for Fheu
study -child; repoéted.number of aétiviﬁies and requnsibilitiés the child :
“could.perform; and nuﬁber of different r;‘egories mgntionéd in_mother's:;7'
descriPtioﬂs of hypothetical good'tgachers“(is ranged‘ffqm .16 EO'TZé).
ﬁegaﬁive»iongitudinal relatioﬁships O§Curréd bet@eeﬁ this Yéar 1 variable‘égd
. the-following“Year 6 Q;riableé: (a) mean ngéé at which the study éhilé was
e#pecte& to'pérform vafious-aétjvities and responsibilities, (b) attitudes that
-flgcg;'élaﬁgrooms were ovgrcrowded; and (c) number of community resources ﬁherl
mothér réﬁbrted as not avaiiable (rs rangéd.from -.15 to-—.lé;. Similaf”:' -
althbugh*leSs numefousilcngitudinal.relationships were fou;d.for Year 1 |
frequeﬁcies5of newspaper reading and visits to‘places.bf entertainment.
.‘*Magnitudes, directions; and patterns o%y;hese_longitudihal relationships &ere
virtually identical Qith cofréqunding rélétionships in Yéar 6. |
A third group ofiearly faﬁily proceés variébles reflecﬁe& thé.ﬁggﬂér's
involvement in commuﬁif§'aﬁd;éivié afféirsvincluding membershibs in‘véfiquS“
groups, knowing whém to.con;act in fhe community forlassistance, fréqugncyvaf
chu%ch attéﬁdance, and voting.i:These1¥¢ar'l vafiables we;e positively £;£er—
related,longitudinallylto their Yea; 6 counterparﬁs (zs rangedffréh.;18:toﬁ}34,
with the highest felationships\for early voting and church attendance, on the
one hand, w;th subsequent memﬁersﬁ;p in various organizations). Longitudinal
relationships outside this group occurred QOSt.then with thevfear 1 vg;iﬁé
measure and included Ehe follqwing Year‘6 variables: study child'qupossession
of a litfary card; frequencies-of mother's newspaper and magaziné reading; |
mother’s(obtaining additioral educational/vpcational trainihgglgeasures of

<

mother's "achievement press" for the study child; and severdl indicés of the

e

Q N
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mother's cognitive breadth" and differentiatlon of the environment (rs ranged N

from .15 to .30) It also 1is interesting~to note.that greater social partic-
ipation by the mother in-YearJl was”associated with her reportinghmore special
‘friends for her child in Year 6. The patterns of these longitudinal relation-
L_; . ships were again similar to those obtained in Year 6 ‘
A fourth group of early family variables concerned expressions of the
mother's satisfaction and feelings of efficacy. These variables include the‘.
) mother's willingness to. (a) recommend her neighborhood as a place of residence
for friends,.and- (b). join neighbors_to improve the local schools, the mother's
feelings of personal efficacy.when disagreeing‘with school principals, and the -
parents' obtaining of.additional education; These variables generally were not
o correlated longitudinally among themselves, suggesting at least some were more
situationally determined | The extent to which the,mother felt she-could disagree
effectively with school principals showed the following significant positive
e longitudinal correlations with her reported attitudes and behaviors in Year 6:
;informative—interactive.response to her child's difficult questions; frequency
-~ of nagazine reading; voting and menbership inbvarions‘groups;'earlier expected
assumption of responsibilities by the study child; and‘number'of activities
she reported the child could do (rs ranged.from .15 to .24);,"The last £wo
-
items appea; to reflect 'parallel independence in mother and child. ‘An addi-
tional negative correlation occurred with.thegnumber of community resources
fthehmothef"stated wag not available“(£.= -.22). Parallel relationships
,occurred for the father's enrollment in additional educational/vocational'
htfaining in Year 1. The notherfs-obtaining,of additional education was assoc-

iated with higher subsequent levels of community and school involvement:

more frequent attendance at meetings-and "activities in the study child;s
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school, membership in .more groups, voting, and higher educational aspirations -
and expectations for. the child (xs ranged from .16 to .24) “"These patterns were_*ew;
not as evident from concurrent relationships of these variables in Year 6.

A fifth group of variables concerned the mother's early attitudes about
the study child s achievement “These variables, including thedmother's aspired
and expected level of her child's educational attainment and ages at which she

» expected the child to perform various activities and responsibilities, were
'interrelated positively 1ongitudina11y (xs ranged from .22 to .48). All three
early variables were related positively and equivalently to other Year 6
family variables including:. mother,s informative—interactive response to
her chi1d‘s difficult questions and the study child reportedly having a
library.card fre;uencies of newspaper and magazine reading and excursions of

- the mother with the study child outside the home; frequency of the mother' 8
attendance at meetings 'and activities: in the child's school, membership in »
4education—re1ated and other organizations, and voting; number of activities
and responsibilities that the mother reported the study child could perform

already, and number. of categories she mentioned in describing the child s

- -

~_strengths and hypothetical good teachers, (rs ranged from .15 to .32 with the
'highest re1ationship between early educational expectations and later group

'memberships) Negative 1ongitudina1 relationships occurred between the same.

early variables and reported frequency of household members other than the’

t

_ mother helping the study chi1d with homework assignments, the mother's

_ expressed belief that schools would be better off with more parenta1 control,
and number of community resources the mother said were not avai1ab1e {rs ranged
from -.18 to -.34° for the 1ast cited re1ationship) The pattermns, directions,

and magnitudes of these re1ationships were generally similar to Lhose obtained

. in Year 6. .
\‘1 o ’ ) . 132
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It should be noted that consistent with the lack of significént corre-u

‘

lations obtained in Year 6, maternal individuation and maturity ratings of

: .. . _
the study child in Year 1 were not related systematigzlly to the family
. ‘ A . _ . : R ) '
process variables in Year 6. . . ’
. < - ) . b : -
. , ) : . . _ .
A final g?oup of variables represents the mother's awareness and differ-

‘entiation of.her environment. These variables includz category breadth in

-]

descrising ﬁhe study child's strengths ahd weaknesses and hypothetical gooa
students and gooa teachers, and the humber of community resources that were -
indicated.hnavailable. The only significant lpngipudipal relét;onships
bbtainéd within this ggoup of véfiables involveq posiLive relationships

(S : o
between category breadth .in describing study children's strong points and

hypothetical good teachers and negative relationships between this -same

- variable and reported ﬁnavailability of commuhity resources (rs ranged from

.15 to .19 and from -.15 to -.23, respectively). “For iongitudinal relation- -

ships of category breadth in describing the study child's strong points with

‘other Year 6 variables, positive relationships were ébtained for: ‘the mother's

informafive—interactive response to‘hér bhild's difficult questioﬁs and the -

Ehild's possessioﬁ of a library card; moﬁher—child excursions outside the home;
atténdan;e at activities and meetings “in the study child's school and meﬁbe;ship.
in educafioh—;élated and other groups; mother's expected educational attainﬁenﬁ

for.the study child; and the number of activities and responsibilities shq‘

reported the child cOuld.pegform (rs ranged from .15 to .19)L Negative longi-

... tudinal correlations were'obtained between the number of community resources

reported tohbe unavailéble in Year 1 and the preceding variables (rs ranged

from -.15 to -.23). 1In addition,,this early variable was related negatively

to the mother's later frequency oﬁ reading newspapers and magazines, voting;
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knowing the name of her child's teacher, and her educational aspirations for

the study child (rs ranged from -.17 to -.20); interestiﬁgly? this early

>

variavle was related.positively to tpe mopher‘s positive individugfion of the
study child in Yéar 6, i.e., describfng him/her'és above average on favorable
cﬁéfacteris;ics (r = .16). Patterns of the concufrent ingerreiationships of

these same variables in Year 6 were similar in magnitu&e and direction. However,.
lanéituﬂinal correlations were lessmextensive and less numerous'a;rdsB other
cluséers of famlly vafiabdes than the concurrent'relationships.

Y

Group differences. These longitudinal correlations were examined for

the extent to which findings differed according to the study_child's~race,

sex, and . preschool attendance category. Since the few significant differences

°

fha; were obtained were ‘essentially identical to those described in reporting

the relationships among Year 6 variables, they will not be repeated here.

Relationship of scores from Year 1 interaction tasks and First Day of

School Question to Year 6 status, situational, and process variables. Supple-

mentary analyses investigated the relationship of selected interaction task

~and First Day of Schodi Question scores to Year 6. interview measures. Of the

seven composite scores from the Eight-Block Sortihg Task (Shipman, 1973), .two

'scores had a number of low but consistent significant correlations (in opposite

>

directions) with responses on the Year 6 interview. Score 2 (mother's use of non-

. specific feedback and a reactive teaching style) and Score 3‘(m3terﬁal warmth).

bwére both related to hgad—of—hpdseh%ld océupation (rs = —.19t§nd{.22).-~Similérl§,
botﬁ scofes_were related to number of .selected child's poésessioné (rs =‘—:15 and
}.17)vand the crowding indéx (rs = -.16 and .16). Mother's educat%sn ggs'related
to maternal warmthelz.é .16), gnd the corfelation for Score i (requesrs'for“

’

obedience) fell jhst short of statistical significance (r = -.14). Although

\

a
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consistent in direction, these scores were not significantly related to most _
AY

' .

of the subsequent family précess-variables (e.g., rs with number of méthér's

group memberships [-.09 and .12], use of informativé—interactive responses to '7

the child's difficult questions [-.12 and .04}, number-of visits to the school
LY . :

12

[-.07 and .11], use of. phy<ical punishment [.12 and -.08]; and achievement
. .’ N v . ) ,

aspirations .[-.10 éd&”.l3]). However, they were.correiated with expected level
B kqf child's educational attainment (-=.15 and .23). .It should be noted that 8fBldck'

composite scores 4 through 7 were item‘speéific factors that ipitially were

-
3

not correlated with other parent or child measures. Also, the Year 1 results

" suggested that composite Scere 1 should be interpreted aé‘primarily a response -

~to the child's inattention. Thus, apparentiy reflec. 'ag situational demands

~rather than a stable maternal disposition, subsequent association: of Score 1

—

v

“witﬁ later interviey responses'would be less expected. : .
The Combined Best Score or the Etch-a-Sketch Interaction Task is depen&éqt

on performanées of both.@otpéxuand child in-copying the three designs. It had

felatively high correlatjions with the status and situational variables (e.g.,

r of .37 to mother's education, .34 to head-of-household occupation, and .33

* . .to number of selected household bossessions); Similarly;‘this score was related
to a number of maternal process variables including expected educational attain-
ment for the child (r = .28), iuformative-interactive responge to the child's

Q ! . " ’ ' .
< questions (r = .20), and number of-group meﬁberships (r = .25). The Total-

. Prediction Categbries score from.this same task (which reflects the mother's

. .

discrepantcy between opéimum and expected performance) was.significantly corre- -
lated only with father's amd héad-of-household's occupation (r = .15 and .16).

The score identifying whether or, not the mthe; showed the model to the child

1]
©

‘during their copyingbof the dééiéns was not significantly related to either
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head-of-household occupation (r = +.04) dr‘méther's_educatioﬁ (r = .12).. With - -

the exception of a-correlation of .19 with number of excirsions the mother and

( v

child take tdgeqher, another sharing activity, it also was generally uncorre;

lated with the fahily pfocess variables. o ' ‘ _' e f%a¢
Examination of the scores from the First Day of School Quéstions revealed

that the scores for Percent;Imperative (i.e., use of commands without rationéles)

Lanthergent.Status~0riented (}.e., appeals to power or norms) were significantly

D

related to a nu?ber of family status and process scores. Since these' two scores

are highly relaied and exhibit neérly identical patterns-of'correlation,'only'

. carrelations for the Percent -Imperative score are presented here: Consistent

with b:evious findings (Hgﬁs,eg él., 1968; Shipman, 1973), this score was

negatively related\fo a number of status and situationai variables, including

head-of~household ocdqﬁatibn (r = -.20), mother's education (r =.—.30); and .

number of selected family possessions (r = -.,23). It also was negatively o
rglated?toja number .of process variables, including mo;her's use of informative-

interactive résponseswto her child's difficult questions (r = -.19), number of

o . o ¢ .
maternal visits to the school (r = =.17), mother's voting in the ldst national

' . >

‘elgffion (r = -.19), and-educational expectations for the study child (r = —.Zlf:

° - -

The extent to which the mothers provided {a) specific information and (b)
-y B : . . .

~

ehcouragingﬁgupportive sta;ehents abouE gchool in their hypothetfeal\descriptiogs:_Q
_of what they would tell their children also Qas associated with parental edu- "

cation and frequency of magazine reading, suggesting the relevance:of the

parent's amouni of schooling for the child's attitudes toward school in providing

13

the child with more informed, positive images. . - e

These findings were gemerally. replicated across groups; again,.the-magnitude
« " ) ) . . 4

of correlation generally was larger within the white sampie with a greater number

»
o

reaching significance.
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- ) Chapter 8

RELATIONSHIP OF FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS TO
CHILDREN'S COGNITIVE-PERCEPTUAL PERFORMANCE

» It is generally recognized that the faTily plays a prucial.role in

the child's cognitive development (e.g.; Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Hanson, 1975;
Hess et'al., 1968, l969§ Hﬁnt, 1973; White, 1975; White et al., 1973) and how
well s/he does in school (e.g., Bridge, 1976; Mayckse, Okada, Coh;n; Bezton,
& Whistlgr;'1973). Thus, 'in the past few years there has been increasing
interest in e;rly family +~terventign programs aé a possible means of improving
children's academic performnlée.‘ A logicai beginning for guch efforts is to
détermiﬁe which family variables appear to have the greatest impact'on'the
chiid's cogpitive development. Indeed, qany.of the interview items for this
re; .t werelapecifically constructea to assess variables that were, on the
basis of available theory, expected to be related to the ¢hild's academiq
achlevements. N | ‘ |

This cnapter, then, describes the ;elaticnships of those family status, ‘

. L -

situational, and prucess wvariables described earlier to study children's per-
formance iu third grade on two o ademlc achievement measures (the’Reading and
Math subtasts fro; the Cooperative Priﬁary Teste) and a less schbél—oriented .

problem-solving test (Raven Coloured Progressive Matrices).‘ Concurrent rela~

tionships are presentéd‘first, followed by longitudinal correlations of Year 1

‘
.

interview scores (i.e., wher hildren werc age 3 1/2 to-4) with these Year 6

cognitive measures. Cov lations of scores from the Year 1 mother~child inter-

action tasks and the Flr. Day of School Question with these thrce measures are
then presented. The next section investigates the extent to which knowledge of
Year 1 famlly variables improves on rredictious from an early measure of the

child's preacademic skills (Year 1 Preschool Inyentory). This is followed by
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an ana;ysis of the extent to which knowledge of longitudinal changg on the
family vafiables adds to predict;mns béséd solely on the Year 1 interview o
scbres.v For the aboJe analyses, différénces ob;ained accérding to the chiid's
rece, preschool attendance’category, and sex (across'and within race) are1
prééénﬁed also.

The final <ection of this chapter pfes:nts thé results of a series of
regression ana.yses in which a composite of selected Year 1 family variabies
was used to predict children's thirdjgrade cognitive performance. ‘In one.group
of analyses, status and situational variaﬂies were'enteréd into the regression
equations first, while iﬁ a second group, process variables were entered first;
These regression analyses also.were run separately by sex; race and'ﬁreéchool
attendance were included as dummy variables in the regressién equéflons.

]

Chbncurrent Relationships in Year 6

Status and Situational Characteristics

As can be seen in Table 10, relationships of‘family status and sitqpk;pnél
characteristics to study chi?drén's concurrent performance in tests of academic
achievement5 anfd in the Raven test of analytic—pefcepgual ability were
positive and, in general! moderately high. The two status variables with "
highest corr%altions with study children's performances were father's education
(rs ranged from .42 to .55) and head-of-household occupation (rs ranged‘from
.35 to .47). The correlations with mother's education were similar (rs ranged
from .38 toyl45). Within this predominantly low-income sample,‘the greater
availability of physical resources within the home (e.g., hopsebold conveniences,

child possessions, space) was associated with children's higher scores. Father

absence, however, had only low association, correlating -.20, -.23, and -.10

5The reader is reminded that since achievement tests were only administered in
third-grade classrooms, those children at the extremes, i.e., those who were
retained in a grade oi advanced on the basis of their school perfermance, were
not included in these analyses.
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Teble 10

, Relationship of Selected Year 6 Family Variables to Child Cognitive Scores

Read Math Raveﬁ

Read "Math Rave

7

Status/Situational
Head of household
occupation | | 45
Mother's education ‘ 45
Fatheézs education 55
FatRer absendce -20
# household possessions 39
Crowding igaex(%g%%%é) 26

Separate facilities

for child 30

# moves in last 3 years -05
# child's possessions - 44
# child's books 39
I Process
Mother's response to
child's questions 29

Frequen@y of homework .
assistance from mother =17

Mother reads to child
(frequency) -

Verbal vs. physical
punishment

Rationale for
punishment given --

1T

Mother's newspaper
reading {frequency) 27
Mother's magazine B
reading (frequency 30
Number of places child
accompanies mother 19

III

Frequency of mother's
attendance at school
activities -

. Mother voted in last
national election

Number of memberships
in educational groups 27

N
-

47
43
" 55

37
22

30
04
42

237

42

25

-18

22

31

24
-03,

35
33

27

~19

17

24

22

“# diverse

# ‘diverse

Number of group memberships 27

Mother's knowledge of _
teacher's name . 20

v
Recommend neighborhood 18

Feeling of efficacy
with principal D -

Mother's satisfaction with
own edgcation . -

Years of mother's self-
improvement classes Lo

Y%
" Educational aspirations . 39
Educational expectations 48

Mother's estimate of age
at which child should
perform certain tasks

VI

=27

Perception of adequacy .
of school facilities -

Rating of teacher's under-
standing of local problems 16

Perceptio.. . school
overcrowding

VIT

!
(@]

-
“

Kating of child's maturity -~
Positive individuation 5. ; -=
Negative individuation -
VITI '

Awareness of community
resources 23

# diverse areas of
child's strengths 24

areas of
child's weaknesses -

characteristics
of "good student” -

# diverse characteristics
of "good teacher" ' 19

28

18

39
49

-29

25

24

-18

23

Note. r >.15 significant at

.01.

thie decimal point omitted from correlation coefficients.
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with Reéding, Math,.and Raven performapce, respectively. Residential mobility
showed essentiallyAﬁo relationéhip with the child's performance,'aithough it
musF be recéiled that fhis variable reféré only to moves within\thé study site;
families thét moved in or.out éf the site\in’the preceding two yedrs are not
included in'the.samplé. i | |
Neither”of the two variables indicating the birth order 6fvthe study child
(first born vs. mjiddle vs. last born and only child vs. sibl;hg) were signif—
icantly related to any of the co%pipive—perceptuél scores. Further research is
needed to detéfmine whether such éffgcts emérge later, or whether they simpl;
do not exis; for this particular sample.x In accord with past research (Zajonc,
: 1975), family size, ho&ever, was negatively related to the child's performange
(xs = -.23, -.20, and -.16 with Reading, Math, and Raven scores, réspectivély).
Relatidnships between status and situational vériables '‘on the one hand, and
Rea@ing and Math scores on'the other, appea;ed relatively strongér than corre-
sponding'relationéhips for Raven scores. However, thesé differences were not

significant statistically.

Fami.ly ¥rocess Variables

‘The various indices of direct mother-child interaction assessed in the
interview were generally related to the child's cognitive functioning. Mother';
.réported use of informetive-interactive responses to her child's difficult
questions was related positively tq all three measures of children's cognitive
pe;formance (rs ranged from .25 for Math to, .29 for Reading). Negative relation-
ships between frequency of mother's helping withAthe child's homework and all

three cognitive measures (rs ranged from -.17 for Reading to -.19 for the Raven

scores) suggost that by the time study children were in third grade they apparently

¢

received parental assistance in many cases if they were doing poorly. Frequency

of the mother's reading to the study child,»however, was not related to his or
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her-cognitive'berformance. The mother's reperted use of phyaical punishment
in response to heréehild's misbehaviors‘was.related negatiVely.to test acoresn
(xs = -.19 forcReading andb-.20.fof Math). Again,va simple cause4effect or
unidirectidnal relationship cannot be assumed.' This last finding may indicate

that children who are not performing well . -generally tend to provoke their

mothers more, reflecting perhaps an undetlying,variable causing difficdlties

in cognitive, affective, and social functioning.

,Children's cognitive petrformance was telated positively to both'indireet
and direct assumed indices ot maternal cognitivelstimulation. -Correlations
with the mother's reported frequency oL‘reading newspapers and magaZinea ranged
from .15 between newsnaper reading and Raven scores to‘.30 between magazine
reading and reading achievement. Values of Is were slightly but not signif-
icantly higher for magazine readingy prebably becauseﬂdﬂ\a less constticted
range of frequencies for this score than for newspaper reading. In addition,
children's academic test performance was related positively to the'number of
nlaces they accoripanied their mother on excursions outside the home (r = .19
for reading andn.l7 for math). No significant reiationships were obtained
for ttequencies of the mother's visits to friends of'to‘piaces of public enter-

v

tainment. Children's cognitive performance also was related positively to

B -

measuren of their mother's involvement ir - mmunity and education—related
activities (rs ranged from .19 to .31). Similarly, children's performance was
related negatively to the number of commdnity resources their mother reported
were not-available (rs ranged from -.20 to -.25). However, the frequency of
the mother's attendanee at meetings in the child's school showed a siénificant
correlation only with the child's Raven performance (r = .17).

Thevﬁother's expressed‘belief in her ability to overcome problems in the

neighborhobd‘and local schools, and her attitudes toward schools and teachers
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generally were unrelated to the study child's-cognitive performance. _As noted

in Chapter 7 these attitudes tend to be less stable; thus, if situationally

. determined and not pervasive and cont1nu1ng they may not impact on the child. )

Similar findings were obtained by Slaughter (1975). However, the mother s

willingness to recommend her neighborhood to friends and her opinlon that many

teachers ‘understand the concerns and problems of community residents were related
positively to the child's Reading and Math scores (rs ranged from .16 to .20),
while her opinion that many local classrooms were_overcrowded was related nega—~
tively.to them (rs = —.20)."As was mentioned in the preceding chapter, these
relationships may- reflect extra—family situational factors; for example, the
child in a low status family'living.in a deteriorating neighborhood may experienac
poorer schools.which, in turn, may’acconnt for lower achievement levels.

The strongest relationships between family process variables and study

children's cognitive performance occurred for the mother's aspirations and,

‘expectations for her child's educational attainment. Correlations of aspir-

ations with.Reading, Math, and Raven scores were .39, .39, and .29, respectively.
Correlations for the expectation score were slightly (though'noL.significantly)
highet (.49, .49, and .36). In accordrcoce with previous research findings, }
parental achievement press was found to be positively associated with children's
cognitive performance. Mean ages at which mothers expected that study children
should perform diverse‘activities and responsibilities (and perform them well)

were related negatively to children's cognitive-perceptual performance (rs

ranged from -.18 to -.29), that is, those children who performed better were

qexpected to be independent and assume responsibilities at an earlier age.

These relationships also suggest that the mother's aspirations and cwpectations
for the "study child were based on realistic appraisals of the child's present

funccioning.
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The mother s ratings ‘of her child s maturity and her individuation of the
child with respect to pos1tive or negative behaviors (such as superior speaking
facility or excessive crying, respectively) were not related to the study child's ;

cognitive performance. As suggested by Sl aughter s -(1975) findings, the impact

of the- mother s individuation may not be apparent.until’ later, of cpurse the

-

results also reflect ‘the small variance in.these scores for this sample
" However, the number of activities and responsibilities the mother reported
'‘ner child could perform at the time of'theﬁinterview was related positively
/  to academic achievement and ﬁaven scores (rs ranged from .23 to .5l),\
suggesting moderate‘generalitykin children's social'competency. Also, the
numter of different categories*mentioned in the mother's descriptions of the
study child's strengths and hypothetical good teachers were related positively
to cognitive performance (rs ranged from .18 to .24 and from <19 to-.25,
respectively). These relationships may reflect facilitating experiences
provided the child ‘associated with the mother's cognitive abilities. Perhaps, -
also, these relationship reflect the effects of maternal encouragement and
support associated with A general affective atticudelthat contributes to
perceptions of many diquse positive aspects in both children and teachers.
The preceding relaZIOHthpS between family, variabiles and children's con-
) current cognitive performances were examined separately for the familiar break-
downs of‘study families by race, and, within race; by the child's preschool
attendance categoryland sex. Differences between .correlation coef_ficients~
reported are significant at p<£.01; however, trends of nonsignificant differ-
ences are reported if they reflect a consistent pattern of relationships.
To assist the reader in interpreting these findings, .wans and standard

deviations for study children's cognitive performances according to these

breakdowns are presented in Table B-1 in Appendix B.
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Race. Relationships of status characteristics with study children's
cognitive performances were generally simffi} for the two racial groups, but
the magnitude “of correlations was geherally,higher within the white sample.

The largest differences between such correlations occurred for parents' educa-

' tion and head-of-household occupation, on the one hand, and study children's

LN

"Reading, Math, and Raven scores, on the'other (the most_discrgpant pair.of
“rs was .45 Qs. .05 for head-of-household occupation and Math; rs were .45 vé.-
29 for mother's'educafion and Reading). Such differences in the_level of‘ '
fcorrg}ation across réce ré%lect in part the restricted fanges of these statis
indicators amoné the black familieslin the sample, but also the differential

meaning that status indices, particularly occupational status, may signify.

in the two groups.

»

‘ -

Relationships between fahily process variables afd study children's

&cognitive performance also were geneqplly.stronger among white fémilies,
espedially wiéh respect to children's Math scores. However,'it should‘be
noted that the range'of Math scores for§the black study children was more
restricted, and these differences were not statistically significant. The

data are at most suggestive of a greater salience of other child and extra-~

' family influences on the black child's acquisition of academic skills.

Preschool attendance. There were no significant differences within

3

".the black subgroup between familics of study children who had attended Head

_Start and those with.no preschool experience in correlations of status and
situationai characteristics with study children's cognitive'performanqe,
although correlations for the Head Start families tended to be larger.

For relationships petween the family process variables éhd children'é

scores, nonsignificant differences between the magnitudes of correlations

141
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usually favored the "no.preschool" families. Such relationships held for

correlations between:  Reading scores and frequency of mother's newspaper

k4

. reading (ié'=“.ll vs. .28); Math scores and mothef'sAmemberships in education-

related organizations (rs = .03 vs. .23) and mother's expressed willingness to

join neighbors in ameliorating local conditions (rs = .10 vs. .36); and Raven

v

scores and mother's memberships in education-related groups (rs = .10 vs. .30).
Negative correlations between Reading and Raven scores, on the one hénd, and
mother's responses that community resoiirces were not available, on the other,

appeared to be slightly greater among Head Start families (rs = -.20daud«-.24'

S
o

vs. -.02 and -.09). A tentative hypothesis for the fact that correlations

with family precess variables tended to be highér for the '"no preschool" group
is that Head Start may break into the pattern of family causation, perhaps by
raising these variables to a more uniform level.

Sex. Differences among%éorrelation coefficients for families élassified
by sex (within race) of study children reﬁlegted mostly the racial‘differvnccs
deséribed'earlier for correlations qf family variabies with childrén‘s‘
coghitive pérfqrmance. An exception to thig géneral.pattern was a.tendcncy
towa;d higher relationships betgeen possession of libfary cards and reading
achievemenﬁ scores for feméle study childrenﬁthaﬁ fof males (rs ;-:35 and .22
for white females and males, respective%y, and .33 and .13 for black feméles
and males). As described earlier in Chapter 6, a significantly higher

. percentage of'girls was reported to pessess library cards.

i . .
Longitudinal Relationships Between'Early Family Variables and
Subsequent Chjld Performance

In this section, correlational félationsbips between those family status/
situational characteristics and process variables assessed in study Year 1

when children were age four, and subsequent performance of study children in

(WR]
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1

measurgé of academic achievement (Reading and Math) and ‘in the Rawen Coloured

Progressice_Matfices Test at age nine, are described. In addition, these.

) L . y .~ . - A
results are summarjized according to study children's race, sex, and, for black

- u \

families, category of preschool attendance. . ) N

“

Status and Situational Characteristics

K

As was found for the Year 6 data, early family status and situational

characteristics generally showed moderately high corvelattons-.with the child's

cognitive functioning at ége nine (see Table 11). Parents' early educational

and occupational levels were correlated positively with children's academic

achievement and Raven scores in Year 6 (rs ranged from .36 to .56) with the

highest relationship between father's education and the study child's math
- v .

achicvement, Other early situational characteristics reflecting the physical

and material rescurces available in the child's home enviroument (e.g., number

of household appliances and conveniences, availability of separate household

fécilities for the study child, and fatio of.rooms to pgople)'also were

related pqsifively to the study child's achievement and Raven scores (rs ranged

from .19 to .41)3w1th the nighest relationsnip bc;huLn numpe: of nousehdla coa-

veniences and the cﬁilé's readiﬁgéperf;rmance. Moreover, families' economic

eligibilify for Head Start and aduft availability (i.e., the ratio of adulis

to children in the household) in Year 1 were related negatively to study

chiléren;s achievement and Raven scores (rs ranged froﬁ -.28 to —.Ai). As

in Year b6, study chfldren's Reading and Math achievement scores in third grade

showed a low bhut signi{icanl relaticenship to absence of a father figure in the
.

home in Year 1 (rs = -.19 and 4.21). Other situational variables such as the

nunber of moves thie family made since the child was a year old and the external

condition of the home were not significantly Yelated to the child's cognitive

pzrformance.

L
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Table 11

Scores in Year 6

Relationship of Selected Year 1 Family Variables ‘to Child Cognitive

mother 19

A . Read Math TRaven Read Math Ravyen
Status/Situational
Head of household ’
occuapation 47 49 39 Addigibnal education:
Mother's education 46 46 36 father « == -3 17
. . v ) .
' .o .
Father ? education 54- 36 45 . Educational aspirations - 24 37 34
'~?ather absence -14 -18  -10 Educational expectations 39 42 i
. , - .
# household possessions 3l 38 740 Mother's estimate of age
Crowding index(5e2sv) 41 38 28 efat whic}lm c:iédl‘):t;ot;id per- 0 2 e
# moves in-last 3 years =02 =05 . -0i orm setected b ems = 20
, VI -
Ssiisate facilities for 34 27" 19 " Sum of positive attltudes
¢ to school =09 -06 ~07
I Process VII . N - - )
. Mother reads to child . _ . Negative individuation =16 =272 =21
. (frequency) ‘ So31 25 1s Rating of child"s ‘
Mothexr's respoise to ' maturity . 16 23 20
1At . . . .
child's qULstion 22 19 20 CVIIT
Verbal vs., physical Awareness of communlty
punishment 16 22 18 resources i D 2y 23 23
‘1T . ; # diverse areas of
Mother's newspaper. child's strengths - 28 29 30
reaéing (fre?uency) , go 15 - # diverse characteristics
" Mother's magazine ’ of "good student" -- 15 16
reading (frequency) ‘ 20 - 19 # diverse characteristics )
Number of visits - - - . of "good icocher" 26 o7 20
Number of places child o Knowledge of child’'s .
accompanies mother - - - favorite story 23 20 -
JIIT IX ]
Number of group : Parental control of
‘memberships 22 25 18 schools ~16 -20 -
Church attendance - - - Children have to be )
. Mother voted in last made to learn ~15 =16 -
national election 24 22 22
v
Recommend neipghborhood - - -
Join neighbors to improve
neighborhood - - -
Feeling of efficacy
‘with principal -= - 15
Additional education: .
20 - i

Note. r<.15 significant at

Nonsignificant correlations have been

the decimal point omitted from correlation ‘coefficients.
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Family_Pfocess Variables : o i

Those family ptrocess variables that reflected the mother's earlV involve-

ment in school-related activities with her preschool-aged child were related

~

. positively to the study child's academic achievement scores in third .grade.
The mother's reported frequency of reading/telling stories to the study child
in Year 1, knowledge of the child's favorite stories, and use of interactive-

.

. informative responses to_his or her aifficult questions were positively related

to the child's subsequent achievement test performance (ra ranged from .17 to

.31) and Raven scores (rs ranged from .16 to 20) In addition, the mother s
‘. / \ . :

repcrted use of physical punishment in response'to her child's'mild mis-

. hehaviors was negatively related to these child outcome scoresc(rs_ranged

from -.17 to -.22). As was described in the preceding section, this signif- -

icantalongitudinal relaticnship with mother's early reading/telling stories

was not confirmed in Year 6. .Such discrepancy suggests that these interactions

were important during the preschool vears for study children's cognitive

‘development but that they_were generally ineffective in this regard by the‘

time study children reached third grade. Their early influence‘may arise from

providingqan orientatioh to and readinessxfor school‘that affects the chil@'s

recéptivity to school experiences and the r;sponses of those with whom s/he

interacts in the school setting. - These findings point out the different’

meaning,behayiors may have depending on the child'sldevelopmental level and.

the need to.examine relationships from a more dynamic interactional pevspective.
More indirect indices of the mother's early cognitive stimulation showed

" few significant relationships with the chiid's later cognitiue performance.

: The frequency of the mother's carly excursions outside the home whether accom- "

a panied or not by the qtudy child was not related to the child's dcademic
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achlevement or Raven scores in Year 6.

As suggested by the significant positive

concurrent relationskips obtained for these variables in Year 6, however, such

excursions may be more important in later years for children's cognitive

e

'achievément or remain effective only to the extent they are continued.

“

In

addition, reported frequenciea of the mother S newspaper and magazine reading

in Year 1 were only marginally related to her child's later achievement (rs =

with reading achievement).

f

2

The mother's social involvement (e.g., number of grdup meﬁberships and

'voting) during the child's preséhool years was related positively to the

.

education).

study child's later academic achievement and Raven scores (rs ranged from .17

to .25) Magnitudee dlructlon,
tionsilips were similar o
Early expressions of

and of her feelings of

participation in activities to advance thelr education were felated positively

"unrelated to child outcome variables in Year 6:

Howéver,

i

<

parents

nnLurrent relationships ObLal wed in Year 6.

and pacterns-for these longlLudlnal rela- .-

¢fficacy in ddaling with spch concerns were generaily

A}
early

to their child’'s subs LQULHt school achlevcment and Raven scores (rs ranged

The parent:'

‘.

-,

o

ol

’ffgm .17 to .24 with valuds of Is sLightly_higher for father's additional

participation in additional schooling may have

provided ah important motivating and modelling influence as well as giving

the parents more reésources. for facilitating their chidd's develdpment.

- v . .
these correlations mav reflect differential effects for variables having

'

Again,

sustaining intluences, and the conscquent greater influence of concurrent
. \ : f

parental attitudes and behaviors

The highest longltudinal correlations between early family process

on“the child's

performance.

variables and the child's subsequent cognitive perfofhance were obtained ‘for

~

[ Taad

-

.20

the mothen's satisfaction with situational conditicns

o
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R N T :
the mother's aspired and expected educational-attainments for her child (xs.

«

ranged from .28 to .42), with correlations between child scores and expected

: o . -
attainment consistently higher. Such results were compecable in pattern,

'direction,'énd magnitude with concurrent relationships obtgined in Year 6.

- . . ¢
v

Similarly, the mother's early estimations of mean ages at which her child could
¢ ‘be expected to perform various school-related activities COrrespoﬁding to items

from the Preschool Inveﬁtory were significantly related to the study child's

>

measured achievement (rs ranged from -.23 to -.31, with negative relation~
Ly - ships reflecting the .mother's preéé for early accomplishment of these skills

and/or her perceptian of 'the child's early maturity). Similarly, those
u . . v i .- .
children who were rated as more mature by their&mothers at age four obtained

higher Reading, Math, and Raven scores at age nin&.(Ls-ranged from .23 to..31).
. s B : o .

Early maternal individuation of the study child with regard to negative

i . . Nl ; :
o ‘characteristics was related negatively to the child's Reading, Math, and
"Raven scores (xs = -.16, -.22,'and -.Zi); that is, chi;dren who at age four

+ were described by.théir mothers as having more problems than other cﬁildfen
. their age obtained lower Reading, Math, and Raven scores at age nine. These
; ! < _
. ) . : . e
.findings may reflect the child's continued difficulties and his or herhnbther's

early ijdentification of~such problems and/or the influence of negative

expectations on éubééquengr%éhavior. Such patterns were_nof evideht in’ the

concurrent Year 6 relatiqnsﬁips for’these'vafiables when mothers had a

greater tendgncy to perceive théif-childrén as ;vefage. .Howevér; longitudinal
. rél;tionshiés'fo* other indices af:thé mother's tendency go individuaté'and N
to differentiatq lLer en&irbnment did show stable positive relationships Qith.

her qhildfs cognitive performance. For example, lbngitudinalIfelationshipg

.between number of hategories.mothers-mentioned in early descriptions of study

-

be.veh

o

o

L
$
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thldren's stréngths and hypothetical characteristics of good teachers. on
the one hand, and child outcome variables, on the pthur, corresponded iu
patterns, magnitudes, and directions to the same relationships in Year ¢
(rs ranged from .18 to .25). Likewise, mothers' early statements that
community resources were not available were related negatively to study
children's achievement and Raven scores (rs ranged froﬁ -.20 to ~.23).
Finally,‘mothersi early <tatements that most cﬁildren must be made te
learn and that schools would i+ better if parents had more control.of them
were related negatively to study children'é subsequent academic achievement
(rs ranged from -.15 to —:20). For some mothers, th;se reSpoﬁses.mAy refleét
-a more general coerciveness which when obéerved in parent-child interaétions
generally hasvbéen found to be associated with children's pobrer cogdiéive— ’
perceptual performance. These relationships also may reflect the association

of particular child and school-related problems with pcorer academic performance.

Group Differenceé

Examination of these longitudinal relationships.separately according to
the child's sex, race, and preschopl“éttendance caEegOLy reveéled findings |
essentially identical to those descriBed éérlier for the Year 6 concurrent
family-child relationships. No significaﬁi différences were obtained for
boys or girls or for black families whose éhild,diq or did not attend pfeschool;
again, there were fewer significant correlations within the black Samplé. ﬁ

Relationship of Scores from Year 1 Interaction Tasks and First Day of School.
Question to Children's Year 6 Cognitive-Perceptual Performance

The correlations obtained for selected variables from the supplementary
analysis relating Year 1 mother-child interaction task and First Day of School

Question scores to children's Year 6 cognitive-perceptual scores are presented

in Table 12.
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~Table 12
Reilationship of .ected Scores from Yezar 1 Interaction
Tasks and #t Day of School Question to
N Year & . itive-Perceptual Scores
Task Vi te ) | iFReadiﬁg' Math  “Raven
FNonspc« . iv feedback, .
reactive style -.23% -.18% -.19%
- Eight-Block - Warmth . .24% J22% J19%
Oriedtatian time . " J17% 15% .09
Comb ined best score . - J41% .43.’.k Jhh*
lEtch4ATSketch ~{ Total aumber of attempts - =01 -.02 ;.04
| odel shown L .10 09 - L12%
. Percent imperative | -.22% -.24% - 26%
Status-norm. appeals o —.19% ~.18% —.16*‘
# of ‘units negetive » -
First Day with support: " .Q6 - .067 | .00
bf‘Sthool T # of units preparation , .04 S .00 .09
Question . # of units positive(affect’ : L22% .21% .18% -
# of‘units school iﬁfor@ation .2&* .20% C14%
q . ;Percent irrelevant T .12 4%
* g v < =
*p .01 .

o In generel,lthose ﬁaternal variables identified in Year 1 as having the
etrongest concurrent relationships w1th the child's cognitive scores, i. e.; use
'of a proactive teaching style, requests for verbal feedback; affectionateness;(
use of positive feedback and pfaise; reliance on other than statue—normative"
appeals; language specificity;differentieted.and positive statements about /
Ry o school (Shipman 1973), continued to predict cognitlve performance in Year 2/ ’
;xe relati vely high correlation for the Etch-a-Sketch Combined Best Score /

b
‘ /.
however, may reflect the fact that this score is in part a messure of the/child's

. ability and motivation rather than being‘primarily a maternal style varﬂgble.

L1352 -/
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Race. As with the interview variaples, correlations were generally
. . . ‘. .
higher in the white sample. -The diiference was most striking on the score’

representing the mother'. use of nonspecific feedback and a reactive style on

the iight-Block Sorting Task. 1In the white sample this score had relatively

. high correlations to Readin;, Matn, and Raven scores (-.39, -.30, and -.19 for

males and ~.43, —.28,-andqf.31'for females)-while in the black sample where
such behavior was dominant, tle comparable correlations were -.13, -.03, and

- 07 for males and =,09, -.12, and «.13 for fumeles. Since comcurrent infor-

s
-

mation on these variables is not available, it is not known to what extent
these findings reflect igrcup differences in score variability, differential

meaning of these behaviors, or differential change in these maternal variables

over the five-year period.

Preschool attendance. Paralleling the findings for the interview var-

iables, correlations were generally lower in the black Head Start sample than

in the black 'no preschool“ sample, although differences for individual scores

- failed to reach statistical significance.

amma—

er. Although therve were mo consistent sex differences in the white
sample, correlations were generally'higher for black fenales than‘for black
males. An exception to this generalization was the score'from the Etch—A_
Sketch that ind;cated whether:or not the mother showed the model to her child.
For white" females this,score was sighificantly negatively related to both
reading'and math oerformance (xs ; —.27'and —.28) While for black females the
correlation was oositive (rs = .19 and .15) and in males of both races there
Q;s no correlation (largest absolute value of E.é .69).

Throughout all these descriptlons of longitudinal correlations, there

a

is a temptation to draw conclusions that imply causality of family—to—child

relationships. Of course, such conclusinns are clearly beyond the kinds of
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analyses presented. Moreover, a number of the findings, for example, those

sex by race interactions desgfibed above, clearly suggest morelcohplex reéip—

. ' . . ’ \
rocal and interdependent relationships which need to be explored further. .
Predictive Power of Year 1 Status and Process Variables
Over Predictions Solely Frum Year 1 Preachool Inventory Scores

Thare was a relatively substantiai‘correlatioﬁ_betweéﬁ_Xear 1 and Year 6

estiwates of the child's cognitive function' - with rs f;om'the'Yeér 1 Pre-
ischool'InV9ntory {PSI) ranging from .52 with the Year 6 Raven to .59 with both.:
reading and math.. The Yéar 1 cognitiye'scérg, in fﬁfn, was influenced by a
nu;ber-of factors inciuding the family's status, situatiomal, ana process
.chafacteris;ics. An important question, ;hen, i1s the extent to which knowj

- ledge of the'Year 1 éagily variables provides unique information which improves
pfedlcﬁionswof Year 6.éognitive—perceptua1 séores‘over;qhat could have been
(preéicted solely from rhe Year 1 fSI sqor;sw Family sfatus and process variables
migﬁt be expected to significantly improve predicﬁiqgs from the'fSi if they:
exerted an influence on-the.child's devéiopment that was not alre?dy réflected
iﬁ the Year 1 PSI scores.l_SignifiCant impfovemeht iq predict#ons also.might.

be found for familffvariables.tﬁat were related to components of the Year 6

Reading, Math, and Raven scores that were not measured or were inadequately

K3

v

assessed in:the Year'. Preschool Inventory. '

In the‘apalyses presented in this section pért‘(or.semi-partial) cérrela—

tioﬁs wgte'used to identify those Year 1 interview variables tﬁa; sigﬁif;cantly
improveé~predictions over what could haye been predidféd solely from the

Year 1 Preschool Invéntory scores. Findings for ;he total longitudinal sample
are presented first, followed by Summéries of differen;es in the correlational

patterns by sex within race and within the black/low-SES sample by preschool -

eiperience. The ns for this analysis-were almost identical to the ns for the
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(e
-

zero-ordér Year 1 interview to Yéar 6 cognitive-perceptual scores correlational
analysis, althdugh a few children had to be eliminated because of incomplete
1 . :

+ -

or invélid Preschool Inventory écores.

~,

Status and Situational Characteristics

In general, the part'éorrelations weré small and statistically non-
signi%iqant; the magnitude of most-ofvthe zero-order correlations that had
bean Significant was gubStangially reduced after statistically removing the"
effects éf the Year 1 PSI scores. |

Parental educafion, ﬁowevgr, was shown to have continuing significant
influence, perhaps dug"to the emergence of new facilitating behévidrs
associated with the parent's schoqling or to associated behaviors that beééme
more relevant t§ the.child's iﬁcreased maturipyt _ Part correlatiéﬁs for the edu—

cational attainment of the mother with the Year 6 Réading, Math, and Raven.scores

were .22, .21, and .15, respectively. This can be Compared to the corresponding

14
-

zero—ordérlls which were .46, .45, and .36. Part’ rs for father's education were
slightly higher (.28,'.30, and .20). The:saﬁe pattern and magnitude of rela-
tidﬁships was evident in the part correlations for the census scale scores for
father's and héad~of-h9u$ehold's océupation (which in most caseé'ogerlap).

As would be anticipated from the:zero-gfder corréiations, mother's occupétioqal
level was not sigqificantly rglatéd'to the Year'6.coéﬁitive—perceppdal ;cores.v'
The only other status ar situational variables with paft correlatioﬁé over .20
were the rétio of rooms to number of persons in the household and nuﬁﬁer of

selected household possessions; of the six part correlations for these two

variables, the largest was .22, " ' :

Family Process Variables

Mother's reportéa educational expectation for the study child was the

“

'only family. process variable with a part correlation over .20 with any of the
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child scores, with part correlations for .this variable ranging from .16 with

Reading to .21 with the Raven. Zero-order rs for the same score were'.39 with
Reading and .41 with the Raven., Mother's educatvional aspiration for the study

v

child was the only other process variable meeting the minimal statistical

significance criterion for more: than one of the Year 6 scores; its highest
~ :

part correlation was a .18 witir Year 6 Jath performance.

Subgrcup Analysces

fdce. - "Part correlaticns Tor hoth suitus/situational and process variables

did not Jiffer signifizsnnzly corow. “he two racial classifications, nor were
o

any clear nonsignificant trouis evidsnt.

Preschool attendance. Alrhough dilisrences fell short of statistical

b v .
significance, a few potentially interesting trends were noted. Items relating

to the status of the father (esacdialiy father absence and father "occupation)

appear to have more of an.in!liucnce on the thild's cognitive-perceptual

]

development for economically disadvantaged cihlldren who did not attend pre-
s.hool, indicating perhaps a cumulative kind oo deficit. Tather abuscnce in

i

ti.. lead sStart sample was unrelated 20 any 0l LOe v .. 5o0fes \dlawg@be Pus
r = =.11); in the "no-preschool" sample, part correlations with the achievement

< -
v

‘scores alss'were nonsignificant, btut a part r of .30 with Raven scores was

noted. The part correlations for father's occupational level in the Head
o ) : » 5 ) ) ‘ )
Start sample ranged om .00 to .13; in the "no-vreschool' sample, on the

.other hand, fathzs's occupation had a fairly substantial part correlation

with Math (r = .43) and Raven scoves [r = .40), although it was not related

s

to Reading performance (v = .03). 0f course, sample sizes for this item were

u ~ -

reduced due to the number of father-absen: families.
Sex. Ne significant differcuces in patterns of part correlations were

fournd in w. . sex-within-race aunalvsaes.
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Relationship of‘Longitudinal Change in Family Variables
to Year 6 Cognitive-Perceptual Scores

In Chapter 7 changes in family status and ptocess over the flve years
of the study were presented. In this chapter"thase changes are relatgé to ..
the Year 6 child outcome measures. For items or item clustera which assessed
$imilar constructs in toth yeara, part correlations were aaed to_atatistically'
remove effects of Year 1 statusion that construct from the Year 6 correlations
between tne interview variable and‘cognitive-perceptaai"scores. Thua, if no |
'change’occurred, or if"cbaﬁges that occurred were unrelaced to cognitive-
perceptual performaabe; the part“correlation would be zero, while a signif—
1caa£ part correlation would 1ndicate that knowledge oF status on that variable
in Year 6 added significantly to predlctlons based on Year 1 status on that
variable (i.e., change on that yariable islrelated to thenchiid's cognitiye_
perceptual performance).

Status and Situational Characteristics

‘Knowledge of familynstatqs in Year 6 generally added little to predictions
. made from the Year 1 scores, largely because ofxthe_stability of these scores.
For example, mother's education in Yeat 1 correlated .88 with the same scote

in Year 6; thus the Year 6 .score prov1ded little additional information. Items
relating to the number of household conveniences and applianees and the extent
ef the child}s personal posseasions were la2ss &table over time (Ea‘ﬁf .56 and
.44, respectively), and changes on these,variables were significantly felated
to Year 6 cognitive—perceptual'performanee, althbugh the magnitude af the.partA
cotrelationa was not large (ranging from'.16 to 523). Thus changes in the

economic status of the family were associated with the child's learnlng in the

c

classroom. , Other status and situational variables assessed in Year 6 (e.g.,
crowding index, adult-to-child ratio) added essentially nothing to the pre-

dictions from the Year 1 scores. _ . ‘ S

[
)|
]
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Family Process Variables
.ﬂThe'potenéy of the educationa% aspiration and expecta{ion variables was
evident iﬁ the part correlations. Egrtlzﬁ for the\mother‘s expectation for
ﬁhér ;hildiranged from=.20 (for the Raven) tol.34 (Math) with ﬁaft £$°for
aspirationé.slightly 1oyer. Thus, mothers who raised thei; expectatiqns from
'Year i'to Year 6 tended to have children who achieved at higher levels. It
i is not known wbether tﬁe increased expectations are causally linked with
higher achiéve%enc,é} whethgr the relétively Ligh achieveﬁent_Levels cause
mothers to raise their expégtgtions, or whé;hér-some'exﬁernal féctor affects
both expebtations and achieyement. Simgltaneégsiy considering:both féar 1 and
Year 6 expectation scoréé'in a multiple regressi?n gﬁuation yielded m_ltipie
rs ranging from .45 (Raven) to 55 (Math). . Thus, khowledgé gfvmothersf
,initial expectations plus theip'coﬁc;rrent exﬁéctationS'"expia- " about 30%
of the vsriance in third-grade matﬁematics aéﬁievement. The item with the
next highest part correlations was the number_gf groups to which éhe mothef
bglonged in Yea; 6, which added slighfly to prédictions fr@m cor-dsponaing
Year 1 scores (partxis from .19 [Raven] to .24 [Readingl); thé mother's
increased social participation was aésoEiated'Qith her child‘é highcr°€erform—
ance le;el. fart corrélafiongxof é;‘léast .20 Ebut less than .25) to opebgr
mofe'of }he b§gnitivt pergeptﬁal7Variables were féﬁﬂd for thé following addi-
tional«process‘variables: frequeﬁcy.ef newspaperfahd.magazine rea&ing, use of

informative-interactive responses to the child's difficult questions, number

E

of "don't know'" responses to.interview items.

Subgroup Aﬁalység

Race. 'Race differences in the part correlations were generally non-

sighificant and quite small. The single exception was the educational
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- expeétation item. In the black sample, the part correlation to the child's
_ v _ : _ K

© Math performance was .17, while the corresponding part correlation in the

<Q

.whitre sample was a significantly higher .49, and. for the Raven the part correla-. :

tions were .07 and .3l, respectively. The differénce for Reading performance

«

(.19 vs. .38) was not étatistically significant but seemed to indicate a

similar relationship. These findings reflect the more narrow range of expec-

tations in the black sample and the greater positive change in white mothers'

 expectations for their .child's'educational achievement. ¢

_Prééchobl attendance. Part correlations did not differ for those black

families who did or did not enroll the study child in Head Start or any other

preschool program. * )
’ . Ve

Sex. No significaﬁt‘differences by Sex within race were noted in the

W

par* correlations.

Regression Analyses _ . - . .

A series of hierarchical regression anadlyses were performed to: assess

v $

“

‘the éxtent to which the €arly indicators of family process predict third-

‘grade cégnitive—perteptual pe;formanéé over and asové what’bould.have been
predicted solely from the status and situational measures. This analysis
élso pefmigs invéstigation-of tHe extent to whigh simultaneoﬁs consideration
of multiple measures prov}des bettér prediéfion than consideration of each
score separately. Tables ;3, 14, and 15 bresent the results of the Eigr-

archical regression analyses, entering the Year 1 status and situational

variables first. The five status/situational variables selected accounted

. s
for from 25.0,to 39.8 percent of the total variance in the three criterion

k]

5

scores. The addition of eight of the best process indicators accountéd for

only an additional 2 to 4 percenf of the vari;ﬁce. Entering the variables in .

1

o

ERIC | | | "
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Table 13

Controlled Stepwise Regressions to Reading, Status/Situational Vaiiables Fiis¢

§ N o
Total Sample Male ' Female
- Variable : R’ Rzz - R RZ‘Z R RZZ
Number of possessions 412 17.0 .430 18.5 .383 14.6
) Crowding index - 495 24,5 475 22.6 .517  26.8
SStatus/ |y od-of-household i 564 31.9 550.  30.3 590 34.8
Situational ead-o ouseho occupation . 9 -530 30. . .
: Race S .599  35.9 .584  34.2 626 39.1
| Mother's education .616  37.9 .596  35:6.  .644  41.5
| Mother reads to child .
(frequency) . ' .622  38.7 611 37.4  .647  41.9
Direct Rationale for punishment 627 39.3 . .618 .38.3  .650 ° 42.2
Mother - . . ' ‘
Effects Mother's response to )
difficult child question  .627 = 39.3 .619  38.3 .650  42.2
Physical vs. vefbal ' i ;
| punishment . .627 39.3  .619 8.3 ..650 42.2
Expectation 627  39.4 624 38.9  .650 42.2
‘ Mother\magézine reading , : ' L
" Indirect - (frequency) .628 39.4 .624 39.0  .652 4Z.5
Mother " ' :
Effocts Mother voting ) 628 39.4. 624 39.0 652 . 42.5
Number of groups . - ' , T
mother belongs to : 628 39.4.. .63l 39.¢ .657 - 43.1
N = 492 : , . )

[N
MZRES

60
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Table 14

Controlled Stepwise Regressions to Math, Stétus/Situational Variables First

Total Sample ‘ Male FEmhle‘
Variable T R \RZZ R RZZ R RZZ
Number of possessions .376 14.1 .367  13.5 .383 14,7
- Crowding index : L4611 21.3 432 18.7 494 24.4
Status/ || ad-of-household occupation .556  30.9 547 29.9  .570 . 32.5
Situational : _
Race., ) .616 - 38.0 - .644 4145 .597  35.7
| Mother's education ‘ .631  39.8 649 . 42.2  .629 39,6
| Mother reads to child ' : ,
~(frequency) ) { . .631 39.8 - .649 42.7 -630 39.7
Direct I Rationale for punishment | .635° 40.4° 654 42,7 .633  40.1
» g?;gizs I Mother'sfresponse to ) . : ,
Y .difficult child question - .635 40.4  .654 42.7 - 634 40.2
Physical vs. verbal A ' I - ‘
punishment .639°  40.9 654~ 42.8  .648  42.0
Expectation - 642 41.2 L6597 43.5 649 42.1
Mother magazine réading o : .
Indirect ~|.. (frequency) - 1642, 41.3 o~ .659 43.5 649 . 42,1
Mother — . ) ; . | 40
“Effects Mothe;(votlng . | 642 41.3 . .660 43.5° .650 42,2
. Number of groups } . . nL T _
mother belongs to . .b646 41.8 670  44,€ .650 42.2
— " Q — - N
L N = 492 4
. ~a £

R
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4 Table 15 T

Controlled Stepwise Regressions to Raven, Status/Situational Variables First

e
v

Total Sample " Male . Female

Variable . . R R2% R R?'%_ R . Rzz
X' her of possessicfs 321 *'10.3 - .268 7.2 .385 14.8
] . ) ' . C . -
Status/ Crowdingﬂlndex e T . 366 13.4 .318 1'0',1- 423 17.9-
Situational —| Head-of-household occupation .44? ..9.5" .364 13.3 .529 28.0.
"Race ¢ .488 23.9 431 18.6 . .560 3i.3
| Mother's education 500  25.0. 436 19.0. ..582 " 33.8
B 5 T .
Mother reads to’ child L
. | (frequency) . .500  25.0 .436  19.Q~ .582 33.9
Direct Y| Rationale for punishment 505 25.5. .44l 19.5 1589  34.7
. g‘;tfj;iis © —{'Mother's response to ) < : o )
-ects, difficult ¢hild question .508  25.8 442 16.6°  [.594  35.3
Physical vs. verbal . e T : ‘
punishment g .513  26.3 . 447 . 19.9 - 599 35.8
- o : N e /
Expectation - - . 536 28.7 = .484 23%.5 6167 37.9
_ i Mother magazim_a reading . 29/‘\ T ‘ T
dndirect (frequency) o .539 29.0 485 235 0 0 .627  39.3
Mother Mother voting : 540 29.1 487 23.7 . .627 39.3
© . Effects e T ' L '
o : Numbgr of groups . : ' . )
- mother belongs to .540  29.1 7,490 24.0 .628  39.4
. E'=. 841 - N . ) LY
0 \ re
. -

‘ .. . - . L D
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o ;
the opposite crder led tv a somewhat different picture (see Tables 16, 17,
: . 0 !
", and 18). The eight process variables entered first accounted for from 2.1
- . . A r‘ . - ' ' -
to .25.0 Qgrcent of the total-‘variance, with the five status/situational vari-
ables adding an additinnal 7 to 17 percent. A commonality aﬁélfsis suggesSted
- ' ‘P . ’ -
‘that the variance shared between the status/situational variables and the
[ ) . ' ) ’;m 8 .
process variab . S much‘more‘importaﬁﬁ than the unique contribution of

either. For example, with the reading criterion, the unique contribution of

“

the process variables accunted for 1.5% of the total reading variance and the

<
\

unique contribution of the status and siluational variables accounted for 14.97%,
" while'the‘commonality oﬁ‘the-two sets accounteds for 23%. This is consistent

with the.sweanalysis of Marjoribahks'_(l972) data by Harris and McA;thur'(l974)

. ] . . . h .
which suggested the presence oé only a single latent factor common to mental

"ability measures and a variety of &tratus and process environmental indicators.

~ Thus, much of the predictive ability .of status measures found in numerous other
_\snudies‘may have been due to variability in’ family process%s that covaried with
. : ‘ . < - :

‘the status indicators.' This does not necessarily wean, however, ‘that the status/
situational and process variables are measuring the same thing; instead the

as= ' i:tion between them might be best understood as réileeting differential

provision of opportunities for particular processes to emerge: ;Although for

- ~

purely predictive purposes the more reliable status measures may be superior,

for explanatory purposes it seems to make more sense to conceive of achievement

2
.

(e.g., teading performance) 4s related to‘What the.parent does (é.g., reads to

the child) than to a status desc. _cion (e.g., father's occupation). Moreover,

by delineating those atiitudes and behaviors associated with SES, guildance is

[t

thereby prbvided for effecting change.

ERIC
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' Table 16
} Controlled Stepwise Regressions to Reading,'Prbcess Variables First i
Total Sample Male Feﬁale
Variibles 7R R% R R% R Ry
| Mother reads to child . o ‘
(frequency) .314 *9.9 . 376 14.1 .258 6.7
| Rationdle for punishment #3868  13.5 - L4270 18.3 311 9.7
Direct ) C R e -
Mother -- Mother's response to : s N )
Effects difficult ciild question 3?8 15.8 .458 21.0 347 }2.1
Physical vs. verbal < s
nsppnishment .410 16.8 463 21.4 365 13.3
Expectation .485  23.5 .555 ' 39.8 439 19.3
R—Motﬁer magazine reading _ _
) (frequency) L400 24.0 .557. 31.1 447 20.0
vothoeS® | Mother voting 49 204 . 55T L. 434 2006
Effects Number of groups ' ’ . .
S mother belongs to 495  "24.5 .577  33.2 465  21.6
[ Number of possessions .533 "28.4 592~ 35.1 .516  26.6
"} Crowding. index ' .565  32.0 1600 36.0  .580.- 33.6
Status/ . ’ ~ .« : N :
; . "} Mother's education . .584  34.1 .604  36.5 .605 :-36.5
Situational ‘ S . :
' - | Head-of-household occupation .604  36.5 614 - 37.6 °.635 40.4
| Race N .628  39.4 631 39.8° 657 43.1
PST ) 682 46.4 668 447 716 51.%
Préschool attendance 683  46.6 - .671 45.0 -.716 ~ SL.3
o i : - i
N = 492 A
* <
i {’IL .

‘




Table 17

Controlled Stepwise Regressions to Math, Process Variables First

Total Samplé

N 496

Male Female
Variables R RZZ R RZZ R RZZ
‘ﬁother reads to child
(frequency) ) .254 6.4 277 7.7 227 .051
Direct Ratiopale for punishment .317  10.0 346 12,0 . .282 .080
Mother mie ' .
Effects Mnther's response to . .
: difficult child ‘question .345 11.9 .377 14.3 .306 9.4
| Physical vs. verbal 0383 ' 14.7 2339 15,1 .398 15.9
Expectation ' 490 24.0 521 27.1  .478 22.8 -
A
Mother magazine reading i\
Indirect (frequency) 490 24,0 521 27.2  .478  22.8
Mother —| Mother voting <492 24,2 .522 27.3 491 24,1
Effects Number of groups :
m_mother belongs to .500. 25,0 .549 30.1 492 24.2
miumber of possessions .523 27.4 .556 30.9 .531 28.2
Status/ Crowding index .55 30.9 .572 32.7 584 34,1
Sttuattonal 7y er's education 574  32.0 .575 33.0  .617 38.1
Head~of-household occupation 602 36.3 .602 36.2 .635  40.4
Race 646 41.8 670  44.9 .650 42,2
Psl .695 48.4 .710 50.5 .703 49.5
Preschool attendance 695  48.4 .711  50.5 704 49.5
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Table ;8 o /

Controlled Stepwise Regressions to Raven, Process Variables First-
t

; 7
Total Sample Male _Temale
Variables R RZZ R RZZ R RZZ
-&other reads to child //>
(frequency) .16l 2.6 <141 1.2 .185 3.4
Direct Rationale for punishmer: .244 5[9 .214 4.6 .280 7.9
‘g?EZiZ‘ Mother's responsé to .
: N difficult child question .298 /8.9 .250 6.2 .359  12.9
| Physical vs. verbal 331 /ao.9 .273 7.5 . .402 16.2
Expectation 458 j 21.0 L4370 19.1 505 - 25.5
[ Mother magazine reading / <
1
Indirect (frequency) L4667 21.7 .438 19.2 .527 27.8
Mother —| Mother voting L4700 22,1 440 19.4 .531  28.2
Effects Number of groups f ‘ ' .
mother belongs to 470 22.1 L445 19.8 .531  28.2
Number of possessions 486 23.6 447 20.0  .564  31.8
Status/ Crowding index .Aﬂé 24.2 453 20.5  .568  32.3
Situational — Mother's education .997 24.7 .453 20.5 .586 34.3
, /
Head-of-household occupation .513 26.3 . .458 21.0 .610 37.3
Race ZSAO -29.1 L4900  24.0 .628  39.4
PSt . /.596 35.5 .561 31.4 .672 45.2
Preschool attendance j.596 35.6 .561 3i.4 674  45.4
N = 841 | /

11(56
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ﬁxaminagioﬁ of tre increments in R2% among the status variable; when they
were entered {irs . supported the unique and important coﬂtrgbution of the
parent's amount of formal £~hooling. The association with the child's perform-
ance may be viewed as occurring via boti. education's direcg effects én the e
-parent's knowledge and continued seeking of new knowledge (Hyman, Wright,

& Reed, 1975) and indirect effecfé in providing the parent witﬁ differential
¢xperiences and opportunities (Kohn, 1976).

Investigatidn.of 1ncreménts in,RZZ among the process variables when.Ehey
vere ente%ed first (Tables¢t6, 17, and-18) again supported the imporfance of
the moéher's ¢ rectation for her child's edﬁcational attainment; it accounted
fo; an additional 6.7% of the rgading variance, 9,3% of the math variance,
and 10.1% of the Raven variance. Cu the other hand, after entering the
"direct mother effects" and maternal éxpectatibn,ﬂthe "indirect'mother effects"
added essentially nothing go predictions kl to 1:1%).

The race variable mgge a significant contributioﬁ t0>tﬁe'multiﬁ1e regres—
sion even after entering the other prgcess and status/situational variables.
This might occur because of other unmeasured or inadequately(measured>family
characteristics (e.g., more refined indices of impoverishment, motivational
differénces for academic succesé) which covary with race. It also might reflect
differential allocation of educationally imporpahf resources (e.g:, textbooks)
to blacks and whites‘or differential treatment by teachers or other members of
soéiety affecting the child's acquisitionvof”cagnitive sgills and performance -
on fests in the schpPl setting. Other‘résearch (e.g., Portes &UWilson,‘l976)
also suggests the‘g£eater importance of affecfive and soéial variables for
black children in predicting school performance, vari;bles not inciuded in

these analyses.
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Tables 16, 17, and 18 also indicate that after entering the eight process
and five status/situational variables, a'direct measure of the child's pre-
academic skills (Caldwellfs Preschool Inventory [PSI]) predicted an,additional

6.4 to 7.0 percent of the variance in the third—grade,cognitive—perceptual’

"scores, suggesting the cumulative positive effects arising from the child's

4

early readiness to meet successfully schoolldemands.
- Each set-oflvariaoles made a similar contribution,to'R? for Reading and
Math, however the pattern was somewhat different’ for the Raven criterionri
The eight process variables made similar contributions to Reading,. Math, and
Raven scores (Rzz =2 24.5, 25.0, and 22.1), but the five status/situational
variables appear to have added more to predictions of Reading and Math
(increments of 14.9%.and 16.8%) than to predictions of Raven performance (7.0%2).
By'entering‘the variables in the opposite order approximately the same picture
emerged; the status and situational variables appeared to be oetter predictors
for Reading and Math'(RZZ = 37.9 and 39.8) than for the Raven (RZZ = 25.0),
with the process variaoles adding approximately equal amounts to all three
criterion variables (1.5, 2.0, and 4.1% for Reading, Math, and the Raven,
respectinely). Although the Reading and Math regression ecuations were based
on a smaller‘sample.tbecause group testing was conducted only in target class-
rooms) than the Raven equation, the variance of the status/situational variables

was nearly identical in the three samples (e.g., the standard deviation of

‘the number of possessions score was 1.691 in the Reading sample and 1. 711 in

the Math .sample and the standard deviation of the crowding index was .476 in

both samples). T!'us, the difference in regressions apparently was not caused

by sample differences.’

16y
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Examiﬁation of the findings'obtaihgd when analyses were performed separ;
'afely for'bOYS and éirls indicated that these differential effects for achieve-
ment tesg and Raven'éerfcrmanée were evidenced.primaril§ with boys, reflecting
perhaps the éfeater difficulty experienced by low staéus boys in meeting schdbi
demands (cf. Bridgeman & Shipman, 1975). The results also suggest that these
family process variabies were more predictive of academic achievement for boys
than for girls.

Aftar entering into the_regreésion quation-the thirteen descriptors of
. family sfatus and process.and the PSI, all of which were obtained before any
study child entered a preséhool pfog;am, the variable indicating whether or
not. the éhild subsequeﬁtly attended a preschool program was gdded to the
edhation. Although regression.aAjustments are’ﬁot a.substitute for randbm
assignment, the§ at least provide a less biased estimaéé of preschool effects
. than would ‘a comparison of raw means. “The preschool vafiable-édded nothingAx.
to predictions of third—grad; cognitive—perceptual‘performaﬁce. Thus, there
‘was no evidence éf any effect, positive or negative, of formal preschool
exberience per se on cognitivqﬁperceptual performance in the third grade.-

The failufe fo fihd a general effect does not rule out the possibility that
éertaiﬁ individual programs may bé)differentially effectiveﬁfor children with
different background characteristics or for those whose subsequent school
.éxperiences were both pdéﬁyive’and congruent. A review of effeéﬁs oftpréschool
programs kBrdnfenbrennér, 1974) also indicates thz moderating 1nfluenée of
exteqt of the parent's participation in the chiid's learning. Recent studies
(e.r., Paimer, 1976; Seitz, Apfel, & Efron, l976)yalso suggest .hat thefe may
"sleeper" effects for early intervention programs with differencesAin'academic

performance appearing in the later elementary grades. It also should be noted
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. that these analyses were limited to tﬁe child's cognitive*pertormance; the - -
‘extent to which preschool experienge.is associated with other ipportant'éhild
variables (e.g.,faffective an&‘soeial behaviors) or with parentfpeﬁaviors
impacting on younger siblings is unknqwn. .

An additional regressionianalysis was run in‘orderAto_determrne the

increase in predic. ton.possible with the inclusion of a subset of maternal

scores frow three ‘additional instruments administered in Year 1. Selected

were two orthogonal composite scores from ‘the mother—child.Eight—Block'Sorting
Task iuteraction session (use of nonspecific feedback'and:freqpency of affec—

tlonate and positive COntrolllng behaviors), four scores “from the First ‘Day of'

School Question (total message units, number of units with posxtlve affect

. ~
=3

toward school, number of units describing behaviors/activities already done to
prepare tae chiid, percentage of imperative upits)‘andAthe "model shown' sesre"
from-the'Etch—arSketch Interaction Task. These seven scores.were entered
fsllowing the eight family ,process scores. _Slightly smaller Samples’(gv= 368
for reading,.374 for math, and 625 fsr the Raven) were~neeessary‘for this
analysis, due to the number of missing scores_onvthe interaction tasks. These

seven scbres acc0unteﬂ for only an additional 2.5 to 3;6 pereent'of-the variance
in the criterion.measures (for reading Rzzlincreased;froa 2?.2 to 28!8, for
math from 25f7 to 28.5, and for the Raven frbm?24}6 to 27.1).7 ihus, to a large
extent‘the process variables in the interview.apparently already reﬁlect>most
of the predictive variance in thefselected'prpcess scores from the interaction
tasks and First Day of School Question; "The status and situational Variables

. vﬁstill addee significantly to the regression after tbegabove variables were

. ) _
included; for reading R™7 increased by 12.1, fpr math it increased by 14.1,

~and for the Raven the increasg was 5.5.

O
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' Fdrther é#amination of the fipdings'accordiﬁg Ep the study“child'svsek
spggested,.howeverféthat these ﬁfedominéntiy.ﬁéfbal\interactioﬁ measurgs were
_'mpfg.highly relatg& fo .the giris;,cogﬁifive performancé.l Comparing tﬁese dara
) with the interviewgfind;ngélitlébﬁééré-thét diffefént maternal behiyiorg may

éccognt for cognitive differences in .boys and giflér

Summary

) ~In accord with pést research, the results. of the various analyses descfibed

Lin this chapter indiéaﬁérthe'importaﬁt ro%e 6f fami;f cir:umgtanées-andtbehavid£§
_;Winlthe-child'é cognitiQé developme;t. Moreover,';he fiﬁdingé suggest the inter-
relétédness'af stétus,ysituati;nql and proces; characteristics'as they impact on
thg hild. 1In additidh, thoée differeqces ih results obtained across subgroups
anditime ﬁeriods boint out the importagce of (15 recogniziﬁg the:dif};rw/\
meanings behaciors may have depending on the child's develbpmeﬁtal Tovel o !

the larger social contéxt and (2) examining relationships. from a 1 -¢ com -

hensive and dynamic interactional perspective.

K
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Chapterbb9 ‘
SGﬂMARY AND CONCLUSIO&S-“J“_
: L - § |
in a continuing‘programmatic effort to understand the chiidfs rvvelopment
in interaction with his or her environment, the present stud§ inver1gated the
interrelationsnips among statds,ﬁsituational, and process.variablos Gescribing
77the'cnild's home environment and the relstionship of these varizble. to the
" child's cognitive percentual performance when study children w r 8 1/2 to
9 years of.age. In describing the %indlngs results were organized ia thr:.e
major areas. First, a description of the responses of the 1212 mo.bher, oo
mother~5nrrogates interviened;in tt.2 three sites‘(Lee County, Alabama: ¥cviland,
Ore om; und Tre ‘ton, New Jerscy) was presented. Response frequencies and
- patterns of relationships“within dnd.among status, situational, a . prucess
varilables were desciibed‘for the total sample’with salient dlifurences noted
acrording to geographical‘region, race, and the study‘child 3 sex and preschool
experience (i{.e., Pead Start, Othér Preschool,lend No Preschool)._.Second, tor
the 863 families who also wzre interyiewed five years eurlier, the data provided
an index of the stak lity and change in mean levels an’ ruiterns of relationship
=mong chose.status, situational, and processucharacteristics assessed at both
time periods. The third set of findings pertained to the r..ationship of
family variables to the child's academic achievement (Cooperative Primary Math
and Reading Tests) and'less;schoolfrelated problem-solving ability (Raven.
Coloured Progresslve Macrices Test). Information wes provided both on conCUrrent’
relationships and the exter. t of impact of early influences on the child's
later'cognitivemperceptusl'pertormance. For the latter, part correlatior: also
were obt:ined to investiﬁate (a) the extent to which these measures.contributed

to predictions beyond that provided by the variance they shared in common with .
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the child'§ preacademic skills (Preschool Ir' riocy performance at age four)
4

and (b) the extent to which change on thes: foudl7 variables accounted for the
9hild's pefformance at age nine. For all analyscs, the extent to which findings
ditfered accofding to geographical region and thé child's sex, race, and previous

-

preschool experience also was examined.

'

“he major.findings from the Year 6 interview résponses can be summarized
as follows: i) On the averagé,hparengs;in study families hag'appro%imately‘
11 years of formal schooling and worked in blue-collar jobs. More than half
the mothers of‘study_nhildren were employed. Although generally etonomicall;
disadvantaged?‘most familiei could not be classified as éi%;éﬁely impoverished.

* However, in 36% of ﬁhe faﬁilies fathers were absent, and for 18% public
assistance was the main source of éupport. 2) Within this relatively narrow
socioeconomic range, considerabie variation in family processes was observed.
Thus, families w{thir the same parental océqpatioﬁal and educatioﬁal levels
and - "th similar material resources varied in their (a) intergctive papterné_
witﬁ study children, (b)‘attitudes ﬁoward local 'schools and education, (c) use
and knowledge of community resdurces, (d) participation in extra-family activ-
ities, (e) feelings of efficacy and optimisy,.(t) support of school-related

activities, ané (g) perééptions of the study child. :In'exémining correlations'
between status/situatiohal chér;ct?ristics and the mothef's reported interactions
with her child, at best less than 132 of the variance in any of'these behaviors
could be explained by any one of the status or,situational.variables. 3) Vafiou;u
indices of socioeconomic sﬁatus showed only moderate }ntercor;elation, suggesting
that no single index should be used as a general proxy for SES and indicating

the complex dimensionality of social stratification. 4) Congruent with other

reseéarch findings, few variables were found to correlate with farher absence
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and vesidential mobility per sei each family apparently develops a unique way
of coping with these stresses, and no single set of processes can be used to

characterize all .father-absent or mobile families. 5) Patterns qf relationships

among a priori 1tem clusters prov1ded support for the convergent validity of
item interpretation; the generally low correlations across these groups of items, -
however, indicated the oivers1ty of processes assessed by the interview.

Examination. of the stability of family characteristics revealed the

~ -
L) -

following findings: 1) Although status charactaristics showed moderate to

"

) high stability over the six-year period, process variables showed cons1derable

‘

individual change. Thus, even though family status remalns relatively constant

o

over a number of years, the way in which' the family operates within the envirdn-
«

ment may change considerably. 2) Correspondiﬁg to increases in the-single—'

t "

parent homes and in male unemployment in two-parent families, significantly/

more mothers in the study sample were employed in .Year 6. 3) Despite the

previous statistics, for those families who remained in‘the study, general
increase in material well-being, greater feelings of optimism more favorable
attitudes toward school, more child- oriented att1tudes and behav1ors, and more
active involvement in school related activities were evidenced Families were
net uniform or cons1stent in the direction or degree of change, however,
indicating the need for- further study to explain suchodifferences._ *
The major tindings from the several_analyses.of the relationships of family

status, situational. and process variables to children's cognitive performance

' I

can be summarized as follows: 1) In agreement with Hanson (1975) who found"

PR
q

moderate to high positive relationships between home environmental variables and

children's I1Q across three time periods (0-3, 4-6, and 7-10 vears), concurrent and

longitudinal patterns of correlations between family variables and third-grade

LW
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cngitiye—perceptual scores were similar, although the fﬁnction of certain
‘ipdividual itei; (e.g., amount of maternalvre;ding'to tﬁe child) apparently
shifted across years. 1In the example cited, the results suggested that the
change was in the expression of the,véfiable‘rather than in the variable "itself
since the mother's reading to her child at age four was significantly correlated
with the child's possessionnof a library card at age rine. 2) Status and
situational variables generally'had moderately high bositive correlations with
the child's performance, with parents' amount of formal schooling having the
st;ongest relééionship.' Again, father absence and residential mobiiity showed
little or no relat}onship, respectively, to the child scores. Similarly,
Solomon, Hirséh, Scheinfeld, and Stein (l972f andTWasserman (1%72) found no
significant difference in the school achievement of lower-class black elementary
school students from father-present and father-absent homes.  3)4Thosg_family
variables which were found to be related to the child's‘cognitive—pérceptual
AR |
performance at age four tended to conﬁiﬁue to be associated with‘the-child's
-academic ;kills and more general problem-solving ability at age nine. The
various indices of physical and psychological resoufces in the home, extent of
maternal encourégement and involvement with the child in school-related tasks
and achievement expectations for him/her, use of alterﬁatives to physiCai
punishment in response tc the child's misbehavior, and. knowledge and use of

community resourcgs were positively associated with the child's performrance

on a variety of .cognitive and perceptual tasks. 1In accord with Slaughter's

+(1975) findings, certain process variables with low stability appeared to be

more situatibnally determined (e.g., attitudes toward school and feelings of
effiéacy in resolving school and community difficulties) and were not correlated

with the child's cognitive performance. 4) Results from the First Day of School

praa
-~
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Question and struhtured mother-child interaction situations administered in

. ' h ' .
Year 1 provided evidence for a facilitating effect on the child's cognitive

=

. . o * h . . - ¢ & .
development of maternal warmth, use uf more specific language, greater reliance

on verbal féedback from Fhe child, encouragement of verbalization, use of
’ posifive versus nééative”controlling techniques, the provision of rationales'-

based on feelings and logical consequencé; ra;her than on power and normative

expgctanciés,fand extent of supportive statements about early school expériences.
. 5) Changes over timé in a few variables (e.g., mother's éxpectétions fo; the
study child's educational attainment, use of inforﬁativé-interactive responses’

¥

to the child's difficult questions, mother's participation’ and involvement.in 4
community activitiés,ﬁfreguency of newspaper ;nd ma, -zine reading, and material
resources in the home) contributed significan{ly,to accouriting for the child's
achievement. The potency of the éxpeétancy variable was particularly evidenced.
Simultanedhsly conéideriﬁg both Y:ar 1 and Year 6 expectation scéf?g‘in a multiple

.

regréssion'équation yielded a multiple R f;om .45 to .55. Thus, even thodghAcarly
;nfluenc;s are uhﬁbuhtedly important, family-assistguce progfaﬁs that starteq
afﬁer the child was age four might still have a significant imﬁact on  the

future achievements of that child. 6) There were few siénificant part correla-
tions between early measures of the thild's home environment and tﬁe child's
third-grade reading, math, and Raven performance afte; controlling for the
~hild’s level of p;eacademic ski’ls ‘at age four. This does not imply that con-
tinuaticn of ;uc£ Jctivi:ies i:. ¢ .important (or that later family behaviors were
not influential), but only that Eheiv influence was not diffefeni from that-
measured earlier. These findings also indicate the influencg of the child's

early orientation and readiness for school on his or her subsequent school per-

formance. The fact that sig icant part correlations were obtained for parental

N
N R
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education and- the mother's membership in groups probably veflected the
B ]

additional resources for facilitating the child's educ§tional progréss yﬁat

-

these ‘experiences provided. .

N

Status/situational and process variables shared comsiderable cor..nality

in their prediction of the chiid's subsequent reading, mdth, and Raver perforp- '
. / .

ance; the process variables,'however, help provide'impoétént explanatory infor-

-mation and programmatic clues that are .not obvious from status characteristics

alone. (Recent study findings [Shipman, 1976] suggest that for the most

impoverished children in the study sample, family process variables rather than

status/situatiqnal variables are more predictive of a child's reading and math

-performance.) As static group éategoriés are replaced by delineation of those

behavioral and attitudinal-variables reflecting processes which link social and

»

cultural environments to .the emérging capabiiities of youﬁé,cﬁildren, meaningful
SES relationships méfvbe determ;ned. As was pninped out in the text, the'
associaticn between status/éﬁtuationél and process variables might Jbe best under-
staod as reflecting diffgrences in opporFunities providéd for partiéular process
va;iabigs to emerge. Thus, a higher level of ﬁarental education is associated
w'th greater academic knowledge, increased awareness of public affairs and

popular cuiture, more informed perceptions -of school, and continued seeking of

new knowledge as in reading books and magazines (c¢fZ. Hyman et al., 1975}, all

'of which may have impact on the child's knbwledge and motivation for leaining.

In addition, by providing differential opportunities for the parent's partici-

-

pation intsociety, there may be indirect effects upon the child via parental

<

attitﬁdes and child-rearing beh?viors acquired through such experiences.
Another example of the integreiatgdﬁess of status, situational and process

variables is the commonly found association between low economic status, high

household density,. and parental use of physical punishmeht.with their children. -

4 r 7 - - M
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These negétive effects of crowding héve beeg shown to be exacerbated by
additional streéses in the home (Booth & Edwards, 1976). Family process
variables are thus conﬁidgred as the underlying mechénisms Ey théh'child
outcome differences associéted.with family status characterisfics are crgatéd
and maintained.’ ' | _ T ‘

Results of thé.regression analyses.performed cleariy point out‘not-only
the interrelated but the cumulative effects of these fém;ly varfable; on the
child's academii achievement and cognitive—berceptpal pérformance. For example3°
the child.reared in a home wiﬁh stresses associated'with poverty, with>iittLe‘
educational enrichment or encouragement’, and limigé&:stiéulationzoutsideathe
home either directly or indirectly via the mother's inyoivement, would be
expected to show greater impairment in fugctiqning‘fhan the child ;gared under
equally‘imﬁoverished conditions, but whose pareni.is activgly enéaged.in the. . .
community. In the first case, the mother:s :l{enation may réflect a generai
depression which'éccentuates the debilitating life_ciféumSQances for thefchild;
in t%e second, the)mother's participation may ref}gtt'g quief in ﬁer ability °
to determine consequences (internal locus of-control), therebx providing a
motivational model for the child, in addition to iﬁcrea;ing_the child's
exposure to stimﬁlating experiences in a more var¥ed\en;iraqhent.

Findings were generally replicated acrosé:sita, race,;sex, énd preschool
enrollment categories. As would be experted; except for a few itéms:pértéiniug
to the child's interests and activities (with girls perceived "as more mature,
responsible, and more interested and competent in academic skills, particularly
reading), no significant difforences in family Eharacteristics were found for

those study parents of boys and girls. Several significant differences,- however,

were obtained according to region,. race, and rreschoul attendance category.

S 178 . | DR
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As was found in our injtial descriptioﬁ of study families, those families who
were blaék, enrolled thc study‘child in Head StarF, orllived in Trenton's
crowded urban ¢nvirons, were most economically impoverished. .Despite the
general {n:reaﬁe in materiai well-being, race/SES gaps remained, and for the
hited'wu@ber of inner-city black families in the sample, economic conditions
generélly had deteriorateé. Consistent with recent census figures, father
absence wasgaignificaﬁtlx,higher in black families (46% vs. 14”) and had
increaggd Eggnificantly in the six-year period. Unemployment rates also were
significantly higher for black fathers ard heads-of-household, although rates
of change were not diffevent four black}igg.ﬁhite stﬁdy families. Consistent
with eariier study findings (Shipman, 1972a), a significantly smaller correla-
tion was obtained in black families bet&een parents' educational and occupational
Jdevels and between OCCUpationaiilevel and children's performance. Thus,:in
accord yith Stric&er's (1976) ?ecent findings, occupational status appears to
have a diffefent meaning for biack ard white famil%gs. Race ditfferences in
the magnitude of correlations between family variables and the child's cogni-
tive-perceptual performance suggested.black children's péfformance was affected
to a'g;eater extent by other child and:exrra—family influences, although slightly
. lower reliabilities in the criterion scores for the black sample may have
,ﬂ3gcounted for some of the réce differences. Slaughter (1975) suggests, however,
p
éhat such differences in the predictability of the child's cognitive performance
in school may igdicate the discontinuity of the low-income black child's home
and school'qxperiences; and Porges and Wilson (1976) have described the rela-
- tively great~~ role-thaé self-»steem and achievement aspirations play in black

students' educational attainment as a function of their "outsider' status.

As,mﬁny recent writers have 6ointed out (e.g.,:Edwardé, 1975; Pettigrew, -

’
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19763 Slaughter, 1975), the existi?g literature has emphasized the adverse

influences of black low-income par%nts' childfearing practices upon the
socialization of achievement motiv%tion énd‘cognitive prscesses in their

young children (éf. Freeberg & Pa%ne, 1967; Hess, 1970). In accord with our
earlier discussion of the interre#atedness of status, situation, and process
variables, we ﬁeed to examine furiher the extent to which family socialization
practices derive from existing stial conditigns (i.e., from extra-family
variables rather than intra—fami¥y traits). Thus, for exaﬁple, greater gtten-
tion shoﬁld be paid to how econo@ic policies and comditions affect family
structure and consequent intefactions. To many, é;ch examinatioﬁ of black
Tow-income families in the United States appearé imperative (Comer &
Poussaint, 1975; Keniston, 1976; Pettigréw; 1976). Similarly, the greéter

«

. emphasis by black mothers on their child's obedience may be viewed as. an
¥

" adaptive response to their perception of what a black child must do to‘succeed p
in a white midéle-class—dominant séciety (cfp Comer & Poussaint, 19;5). :
Although there was no apparent geﬁeral éffectvof He;d Start_(or other

preschool) experience on the qhild's third-grade test performancé, comparative
findings for black low-SES families who did and did not send,their,children to
Head Starf suggested benefits to Head Start mothers that haye potential loﬂg—
term impact (ife:j in contrast to black Head Start-eligible mothers whose child
had not attended any préschool program, more Head Start mothers had taken courses
to further their edbcatiqn and they had higher aspirations for their child's
educat.o.al achievement). In addition, ‘their feelings of efficacy and_aFtitudes
towards education in general and the child's school in particular‘were at least

as high as those for the "no preschool” sample which was of higher 'socio-

~economic status. Head Start participation may have acted to reduce *the influence
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of status variablcs. In retrospect, Head Start: parents emphasized the academic

benefits they perc*ived their child-had obtained while attendlng Head Start.
Black Hcad Start families whose children ¢ -e enrolled in Foliow Through -

programs in Year 6 (third grade) significantly differed frpmfhlack non-Follow-
Through Head Start famiiies in reperted'participation.and invoihcuent'in“both
sehool and other community activities <nd in the pbtaining of.mediCal andd
denta’ services for their children. These data Suggest'the value of sdth
continued bro:d-range services in the schools for families similar to those in
te study. The’fact that predictive correlations from family\status and process

to Lhird—grade outcome variables tend to be weaker for chose wlio experienced

. . ] ‘
_preschool svagasts that the . -hool experience may be influential in disrupting

the dismal cycle of determinism that has been the lot of many children of poverty-

stricken families by effecting changes in the family and/or the.children.

It also should be pointed out that the fact that families in this predom-.

inantly low-SES sample showed a significant increase in feelings of optimism

and efficacy, participation in schoc.! activitles, knowledge and use of community

t

resources, and aspirations and expectations for their children's educational
achievement may reflect in part diffusion effects of community—action programs

such as Head Start. As the Kirschner-Associatss report (1970) indicated,

v

agencies (e.g., hospitals, schools) in those communities in which Head Start was.
located showed significant positive changes in attitudes and behaviors affecting
low -income families. Thus, cohort effects may be evident that have’a basis in

the fact that all families resided in communities where Head Start was avail-

N

able. Moreover, the increasLQ emphasis in the seventi.s on parent involvement

_in the education of their children which_may be reflected in these findings, -

may be viewed as.an out-growth of family-centered child development programs

-

sdch as Head St.rt.
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In'describing these group differences, however,‘the reader has been -
cautioned throughout the report that a number of variables used to describe

groups are confounded For example, preschool program within the black

-

:'sample is confounded With»S}CE: and to a“slight degree with socioecpnomic
»status. .Differences between,sites are confo ed .with region of the ccuntry,
urbanness,nsocioeconomic status, and perhaps\manyfother}unknown variables.
IWhen the groups being compared differ on several'variables we. cannot be sure

‘ which of them is most explanatory of any differences in means - that are observeu

or whether an important explanatory variable was not measured . Moreover, these

”sitesfare not a random sample of a population of communities nor.are the‘
children in‘the sites;a random sample of the childrer intthese.areas-or of any..

. definable population of disadvantaged children. Thus, ‘these data dd:not allow -
us to extrapolatefto proportions of Head Start children in general. Consequently,
any interpretationﬁof group.differences presented in" the report should be
regarded as tentative. But the power of overwhelming evidence should not.be
overlooked such as‘a major effect occurringfin all three sites (e.g., the strong
association of expected educational attainment with the child's‘achievement) or
large differences found among sitesf(e.gi, significantly higher unemploymenth

rates in che urban sites). Such findings need to be replicated.

Implication: for Social and Educational Policy

During the past 15°years the influence of the family, especiall; the mother, ;

. on the ch“ tive déyelopment of the young child has b. .ome increasingly recognized
" and researched (Hess et al., 1968, 1969; Lytton, l97l; ﬁchaefer, 1972; White,
‘”1975; White et al., 1973). This recognition is curvently exemplified by the

impetus given to the development of programs and materials to facilitate parent

involvement during these early years (Gordon, 1976; Honig, 1975). The present

182
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findingg'support the importance of early'parent-child interactions asAyeli %§Q;
@the child's early acquiSition of ;chool;relepaht‘shillskand motivation and

those programs such as Head Start which emphasize parents"inyoinement;inhthe
'childLs eﬁucational experience; The'importance of developmentaiignfdélines,
* for day—careiprograms also is evident. . e l» :;:p $ilﬁ_’f‘£:ﬁ.’

T

~ The results also indicate that-changes in family processes that have

significance.forﬁthe child's cognitive developﬁent and‘éducational progress'

can and do occur. In discussing early influenccs on the chilgd’ s*latei acquisx—f“

It ‘

tion of school skills and the.stability of tamily characteristics, emphasis.has

"been placed,.therefore, on the flexibility of the organism and on the complex

Aaeveloping interactions that occ ur'ketween the child, the famllj sctting in’
Which his/her development is embedded, and the larger society;“ Neither‘the‘.:
child nor his or her environment is static. JPrediction_is‘not,detérminisn:

- Our responsibilfty is to oetermine hon to'promote‘those changes-that;niiiﬁf
facilitate‘the'development of all members of society.; Afsalientlnariable in .
the present,study for understanding'the child's school SUccess wag’ the mother's
level”of educational aspirations and expectations for herAchild. We need ‘to

_delineate those factors affecting such leyels_(e.g., proVision of contingent

~positive feedbackwfor achievement efforts, availability of family support >
systems, experiences which enhance'cach family member's self-esteen, potency,
and resources). Increased educational and job opportunities could be one
source of change Also, the present findings suggest that the mother's level
of aspiratfon is directly tied to the child's ggrlz sirns of intelleccual ’

.alertness. If so, the implication is that early cognitive stimulation from

within or outside the home is important for the mdther subsequently tc provide

~

a continuously stimulating climate. This recipuocity and interdependence in’

[a]
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behav1ors was ev1denu 1n recent f1nd1ngs reporteo by Falender and Heber \1375)

‘. ——— ——

K

Lwhereby changes induced in,the ehild by extrafamilial st1mulation had the

‘additional result of inducing changes in thevmotherfs interactions with the

child Cons1stent with prev1ous research (Hess et a]., 1968 l969), he

5 ~.
-L\

present flndings suggest that ‘as the mother 1nteracts more e feels less

powerlecs, more opt1mist1c and is less likely torvesort to statu- and author- |

.itarian’appe%ls“for controlling~her child:; Ihus, programs reducirg alienation~
may.in‘turnlincrease the”child}s'educabilitv, fhe would;also\enptpt antfas?a
result of the'parentsi uart1c1pat101 in early.intervention prog, 1Lnevfamily
would become less aliénated from thc.educational system "ani Jould come Lopdefinc
school not onlyrinfa more‘pOSitive‘way,“but also,inja'more differentiated'wf”

s
Lo

. fashion. This, in turn, should provide the child with more adecuate and Lseﬁul

‘1mages of the school of the teacher and‘of the rle of active-student.

K -
s

Support also is provided for the w1despread fac lLfative effects of. .

v s (3 .-

economic support to 1mpover1shed familles.<¢For femilies with extremely .

-

~«'lim1ted resources, not only do such chanae" 1n materiil resources obv1ously

<

affect the 1mmed1ate well being of familj mﬂnbers bet -in some direct or

indirect manner apparently 1nfluence the child's school success and consequentlv

o

the probability for his ‘or her future growth and achievement 4 The-findzngs

also suggested particular areas of need for 1mproved delivery of ‘social serv1ces '

.

" to poor families. Despite the low representation in"thke study sample of those-

L3

L.

.

in the most impoverished c1rCumstances, a cons1derable—sized minority of
mothers“reported that: 1) their child had not been to a doctor since entering

1

grade school; 2).they had no friends; and 3) their cliild had a problem which
,‘: . : L ) N . P
was of serious concern. ! o .

2 o . o

o ) o L R E .
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As the presént data indicatg, most study‘families Egel positively toward
the schools and value highly their child's educational at-ainment. Given theif
children's early interest and enjoyment in school'(Bridgemanw& Snipman, l975),
’Ehére is powerful poteﬁtial support fdr creative instructional.approaches‘tha;
*‘meet the diversity of child;én's needs and enhance their development. But for
many cqonomicélly disadvantaged families there was considerable disérepanéy
bét&eenmaspirations and expectations for their child's &ducational attainment.

-

The data provide sﬁggestions for areas neéding improvement 1if thefé“ié to be

closer liaiéon'between home and schoﬁl and pooling of resourcés £, enh;nc;

the child's development. uThehmajority.of pa;ents in the presert séu}ie'felt
chat most~teacﬁeré intbeif child's :school dq not understa;d cpmmunify ﬁeedéx"‘
Also, although a number of parents Gisited~thei£ child's school :ad as. sted -
_with extracurric&lar aétivities, Qery few had been involved in discussiors of
the curriculum their child received. A substantial nuhber of ’émili“*:wOJld.
appear_to_Eéﬁuite concérted outreach efforts irom the scﬁools; 197 ol ti e
mothers did nat knsw thé.name of their child's teacher. The lower correlations

~

within black families between family variables -and child achievemer.. aiso

suggest further examinationxof d%ﬁfereq;ial educational treatment a;coxding to
race. There ﬁas,some_indication in the findihgs‘that the more impoverished -
studyif;milié;:éxperiené;d more.impoverished educatioﬁal'cqnditions fqr'their
children. |

| A major policy implication of the presedt study is that aithough SES,

-

ethnicity, sex, region of reéidgnce, may be important as group;indicators for
poliqical purposes, they may be irrelevant as functional indicators for purposes

of educational design and plann.ng. As Bridge (1976) found in werking with the

schools, usual classification by family structure_ ethnicity and incc.e are




a

;‘A - l ./ 6“

"less useful than ».sessing the atritudes and'childrearing values of the
families involved. Low-income parents are not a homogeneous group.

Imgiicag}oﬁs~for Future Research

I3

Many of the results reported here arebonly suggestive of potentiai
avenues for future research. For example, the currént data suggest that future
‘evaluaiions of Head Start should more carefully investigate potential impacts
on mothers, particulariy in.the areas, of.-the mothers' furthering their oﬁn
education.. and actively participating in -their children's sci oling. 'These
impact~ on mothers might not have any immediate measurable effects on their
children, but might influence attitudes and achievement years aféer graduafion

'fer head Start. Effects on subsequent qhildrén migh; be stronger and. appear
earlier. Young children from.large families in which the mothers were active
partizipants in Head Start pgograms ﬁpr aaudmber of years could be compared to
similar families in which mothers had not been involved with Head Start or any
similar programs.' Also, in th; ﬁresént study only broad preschool attendance
categories were used; future analyses should investigate possible differential
effects due to ;aréicﬁlar program and participant chéracfefistics. of
particﬁiar importance would be the extent to which parents were irv-.’ved in
learning activities they could carry 6ut with their children (Bronfenbrenner,
1974) . | h

The predictive power of e&ucation;l expectancy, and in changes in expect-

‘
ancy over time, suggests the importance of more fully exploring this variable.
Ai%hough‘the mother's expectancies for her,child's educational attainment were

v

clearly related to the amount of schooling she received, the correlation

Y

‘between these two relatively réliable‘variables is low enough to indicate the

“ -

importance of other factnors. It even;rally might be possible to identify methods

Q - E ' 7 : .
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of modifying mothers' expectancies with positive cohsequences for thesr
childrgn, although such'a;tempts at manipulation may simply.destroy the‘n
correl;tion be£ween exgggpéﬁcies and achievement.

The present report focused on those findings geherally characteristic
of the stud§ sample and major partiéipant categories (i.e., geographical
region, récg, and child's sex and preschool éxpérience). Greatér understanding

’

of the relationships investigated in this study should bé’é;ovided by further
bgnalysis of épose longitudinal families who didj;nd did nét change on status,
situationai, and process variablés, focusing on comparisoq:of those wﬁo showed
positive and negative change (e.g., compérisons among the.parents and. children
in families who showed upw;rd of danward mobility during the five—year'pgfiod). v
Future analysiéialso should examine the differential predictive findingst‘
oﬁfgiﬁea by‘s:x (within race) of child and nature of>the cognitive taék (i.e.,
:aéhievement tests vs. Raven). For example, the Raven may be viewed as ;ela—
tively more "culgure free' compared to the academic ;chie;ement_meéau;e; and
" thus mbtivatiqnal and cognitive style diféerences may be‘more frece to rpercte.
Also, possible differential effecgs on child behaviors for certair variable
'-.. .combinations, as suggested by Emmer;ch}s (1957) recent study.fipdings, need
to be explored further. A u a
The current report cleérly demonst;ates the importance of a variety Ef
family influences on children's cogni;%ve development. Yet it is also clear
that the variabl;s assessed account for only a fraction of the variability in
thifd—grade'performance. 'Future research should also. focus on the other |
potentially important determinants of school success, in particular mére
-&étailed studY is needed on the influenc: of early classroom exper;ences and

: . ) . .
the interaction between home and school expecriences. As has been emphasized

3
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at several points in this report, there is considerable need for further

1nvestigat10n of the complementarity of roles various socializing agcnto

(e.g., home,‘schO(l peers) play in affectlng the child's school performance.

‘Any attempt to assess causal priorities among family, school and child.variables,

©

3 however, represents an oversimpiifiéation of a system ingwhich reciprocal
causation 'is ﬁog;ible and even probable, - The;present study is viewed as one
étep in a programmatic effort to understand how these: various socializing
agents interact to enhance or interfere with t@e child's deyelopment..fln,accord
with Sameroff's (1975) view, such interactions are sen a; a continual and
progressive interplay.between the organism and’its.environméﬁt. Spme of fhese

. dynamic interdependencies were seen in the mdther's change in response as a -

function-of her child's developmental level and in changes.in situational

o
.

variables affecting process variables and thereby child outcomes. Future

research efforts will be incréasingly focused on further examination of such

s
N <

<

dynamic interactions.

Conclusion

©

= . ~ .
The present study has focused largely on cognitive correlates-of family
. § < : . . .
status and process variables. But cognitive functioning is only one aspect

of the child's adaptation in the classroom.. The child's adaptation includes

o

' his or her feciings and behaviors toward self, peers, anl the school., 1In

addition, the interactions of such attitudes and behaviors with the child's

coghitive competencies and with school task dgmands are critical commonents
< .

of adaptation to the school setting. In order to enhance such adaptation,

) >

we need to better understand “he nature of such-attitudes and behaviors and -
those home and school variables influencing their development. . In contrast

to cur understanding of children's cognitive development, however, our

w ~
,»

O

ERIC
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: . . . - . ~
. understanding of children's affective and social development and those factors
ihfluencing such development is meager. To a large extent, this is due to
less well-articulated theories of such development and a paucity of adequate

instrumentation for assessihg it. Future reports will attemﬁt to provide

ddta to help fill in these gaps thrcugh a iongitudinél énalysis of the effects

-

of family style and classroom climate on the social adaptatton of low-SES

children during the primary grades.
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) MATERIALS ’
. You will needAthe‘fol‘l’owing materials:
- 1. Intervieyer Instructions
‘2. Questionnaires .-
3 Ladder card
e o
=,
Q |

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



completing yOur“inte}viewing task. Stﬁdy.them carefully and reicr - to them

©

T INTERVIEWING PROCEDURES ~~ "~

- °

-

The following procedures are designed to aid you ihvsuccessfuliy
N . e ?

from time to time throughout the ¢ourse of the study, ‘

A'

Rt

[

"Try to get the respondent to.ahswer every question but do not force or

'standing and sympathetic, but ﬁeufral.

¢

Carefully study this instruction booklet -n¢ the questionuaire. Do

not hesitate to ask your supervisor questions aboy't anything you have

‘- geen or read.

DY

Follow all instructions contained. in tifig bgoklet, the questionnaire,

)

or given b& your supervisor.,exactly.

¢

At all timks maintain a relaxed and friendly appearance to respondents.

Dress pomfortably; but neatly. Yod are not to dress in a way that will

give tﬁe respondent the. feeling that you come from another wor1d¥6E‘

society than she does. -

Do not impose yourself on the regfondent. Smoke;gnly if the respondent .
says it is okay. ' . ' : d“:h;ir e °

You should have a comfortable ;nd p;ivaté place for inferv?ewing. .

While cqnd;cting‘thg interview, g}gézg rgfer to the child by his or her
name. In addition, when you: see "HIS/ﬁER", read the:one term which apélies;

-

Read each’ question exactly as written.
: : . »

~ t

trick her into answering questions she does not want to answer. ' f

Maintain control over the 'interviews. Keep questioning flowing smoothly

and do your best to av;id miscellaneous comments or discussions. Ma&e

»

.

sure that you do not skip questions.

Maintain a neutral attitude téwards the respondent's answers, attitudes

k4

or comments. Do not appear -to take a personal interest in any of her

v '

statements.. Do not agree or disagree with anything she says. Be .under-

e -



o3
l - >
. . -

: ‘fL."Do‘not’put‘wo%dsmintO”the”réSbondeﬁt}swﬁEGthfﬂ'WaIt”fbfvBetmtdmsﬁeak:””

o (g,;';'“

<L . i . :
M. Some statements you can use to aid you in getting answers to questions are:

-
o

1. "There aren't any right or wrong answers to these questions."
2. '"Remember your ans;er to these questioas is being held in the
strictest confidence; they will' never, inqanyuway, be idenﬁified
- with you.," . )
3. ‘"This study is designed to'aid all children (including yoat own)
in this community and throughout»tﬁe country." o .o
- 4. "Many people always complain that no one listens to what they

hage to say. Here is your chance to speak up and be heard." >

N. All information obtained in this interview is corfidential. Undgr no-
. . . ) %
circumstances are you to divulge information from or on thisg study to
* 13 s .

any source. If anyone questionsﬁyou concerning the information, refer

this person directly to yoyr supervisor.
o ' »

"0. Before saying "goodbye" to the respondent, quickly scan the interview

to check that no questions have been skipéed.

P. Go over all questionnaires the same day ysd'complete them. If any

questions have been skipped, try to visit or call the~resﬁgndent nitber

that day or the’ next day to. get her answer. Be sure to explaiﬁ that you .'
forgot to ask the question. “Q | | |
Q. 1In the case of the parent having more than-one-child in the study, use -«

additional interview forms and fill out separate cover sheets but ask

only the questions listed below for the other child(ren).
) -~

L)

Question(s): 1 thru 100 " 249 thru 251 »
: 123 thru - 128 _ 262 thru 264
157¢ 275b
168 S ' 276 thru 295
205 thru 212 - i ,
231 thru 232 .
236 thru 238 - ®



THE (SESTIONNAIRE

The questionnaire was designed to fiake it easy for you, the interviewer,

to work with, ask and record answers to all the questions. ’ °

/ y

A. Booklet Form:

You will note that the questionnaire is in booklet form;: You will

be able, while interviewing, in most cases, to fold the booklet back
vso that only the page you are using need be in front of you, In one ot
two cases a quéstion may stretch over two pages and them you may find it

best to keep. the two’ pages exposed by. opening up the booklet.

B. Questiorn Forms;

L3 ' U ‘ . .
There are four different question forms in this questionnsiEe. Each

o

form of question has one and hnly one way in which the. answer can be
recorded: '

¢

The question forms are:

1. Q;estions where;xpu are given a cho e of geveral answers and are

’ asked to check one or more of them.’

° : °

An examplecof this kind of questiqn would be the following.

" 24. WHERE DOES (CHILD'S NAME) PLAY MOST OF THE TIME? (Check one)

e oreeceee 0o NO..XYESPODBE

1.’Inside‘the house

2. Around his/her own house

3. Around someone else's house

- «® ¢ _4.0On a playground -
'.5. Other:(Specify)
8, Don't kdow - : ' ¢
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Y S e e B L e 1 . v e

. N . . ,e .

-In this sdmple.(taken'directly from the qugstionpairg)vyou are asked

: to listen to the respondent and check the answer which best fits the
4 - M. ° . ' . . <
answer she gives you.” If her answer is something other than the.choices
N . . Y P
- glven, you are to put a;cheqk mark next to "5. -Other" and write her

w
? .

answer in on ‘the line pfoéided. ‘In these questions~very_dften'you will

’

4 L

find this choice of "Other (Specify)" which will be used for.writing in

any answers wlilch- do not fit into the choices you are given.

It 1s important not to read‘the choices for these questions unless

'y - L4

»~

yod are specifically told to do so on the questionnaire. s
o . [+
. . S '
2.7 Questions where you will find no choices to check off. : ‘ ~

-

You_will'fihd; instead, one or more printed liﬁes.'_In the§é~casés

o : you are to write down the answy, the respondent gives you verbatim
>+ - " (word for word exactly as she says.1t) as-if you were a tape recorder.
'3 - - .
- o . o ;o K

. - . ’ .
An examp’ : from the questionnaire of this type of question would be_
the.followihé: “
ox‘_ 'A . ' ° ‘ . \ .
55. EVERY CHILD HAS STRONG POINTS AND WEAK POINTS. SOME CHILDREN ARE
. .~ ABLE TO DO THINGS THAT MOST OTHER-CHILDREN CAN'T DO.,. WHAT ARE THE
THINGS THAT YOUR.taILDOCAN D) ESPECIALLY WELL? (Proﬁe: ANY OTHERS?)

2
-

L

a
Cu - . d .
[ 4

'-AAQrobe is a neutral way of getting a further response‘to a question,
» [P U

The probe you are to use 1s on the questionnaire. In this case it is

"ANY OTHERS?" When recording the answer indicate the differénce béf&een )
. | \ ‘ ; .
- the original response and the probed response by placing a large '"Q"

)

between the two. Thus, if the answer to the* question is "He goes to the

n .

. B
S .

. 202 -,
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. . . :
. o - 3 ~
- . . . * e -
. . ~ ) ’ ~ !
<, ] R . . ’

store".and to rour probe of "any -other" she says 'He brushes his teeth,"

o~ ot
. Y

you would record as follows.- o . e

.

AZ&%&ZT%QZ&L @/»/ecé/w@

v , C . -

! . . )
If ‘at any time' in giving a recponse to this type of question, the"

respondent changes the’ subject (goes off the track), try to get her

back on the subject.' Indica*e this fact by a slash mark (/) at the

point in the response where she wanders. It is not necessary to record -

what.she says off the subject.f . , : O'
/ N . ' . i Y . ® b‘

3>

3. Questions where a certain answeraqualified the respoﬂﬁent to Be asked )

o 1 . P

one or more gpecial’ questions that are not asked of all respondents. °

The qualifying answer(s) and the apecial question(s) are Bet off 1n)a

~

"block" to aid you.in following the format.

An example of ‘a blocked'question'is:

. .
- f - : C e e

146a. IN THE PAST WAS THERE ANYTHING*Q}OUND HERE WHICH YOU WANTED CHANGED

OR IMPROVED7

7

1. Yes -146b. WHAT WAS IT?2

Al

2. No

-

9, Don't know

_____0..No response . 0. No response

8 v .

. 1. Yes n o,
2. No .
9. Don't know .

L

~

146c. DID THE CEANGE OR IMPROVEMENT OCCUR?

1 . .

In the sample a ''yes'" answer to quesuion 146a would mean ‘that you should-

<

ask questions 146b and l&6c. If'the.answer was ''no" to question 146a,”

you would SKIP questions lééb and 146¢ and gO straight to Q 147a.

Bear 1n'm1nd that it is . .ssible co find a- block within a block 203
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4. Grid Questions. ’ - -

A grid question is used when it was felt that it would be- easier for you

~

to have 3 series of questions or answers on the same page because of

B v ! <

their similarity in recording. This is .often done’to save you the

.-

necessity of having to read the same question many times.. The one
LY

thing td bear in mind about grid questions is that instead of writing

answers right next to - questions you will be checking "boxes" or filling
- .

P in lines in a large grid Some examples of grid questions found in your

questionnaire are Q. 34 47, 90% 150 and 186. Glance at them to L

familiarize yourself with the forp. .Note that a grid question can require

o Y

g both gpen-end and closed-end questions. o

2
3 . N L4

. C. Printing‘on Questionnaires:

To aild you in using the questionnaire we have used 2 ﬁinds of printing.

-

Each type of printipg has a different meaning. The types of printing are:

~ ) P
1.- CAPTIAL LETTERS - EVERYTHING TYPED IN ALL CAPITAL LETTERS o
4 * - ) .
. DESIGNATES QUESTIONS OR STATEMENTS'TO BE READ TO. THE RESPONDENT "
P . - T

2. Regular Prin;ing. This is:printing as you normally see it in books,
magathes and newspapersf It uses botP capital and lower case o

letters, Everything typed this way desi gnates specilal instructions

to you. Words or statements printed in this.manner are designated
Lo mi T ' S § -
to aid you and are not to be read. ‘

3
1)

EY

.
~ . 8

.D. "(Skip to Q. )"

Many times in the questionnaird you will®see words "fSkip'to Q. D"

o L

. next to a particular answer or within a block This notation meens thatv if
this 8pecial answer is given you are tq skip directly to the question indicated
:)‘

N

and not ask all® the questicns Between.

ERIC L T 204 e
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1f “Skip to Q. ." 48 found in a block it means that after you ask all

the questioms 4n the block you are to skip to the question indicated.

£ Safysals and

# In meny questions on the questionnaire "Don't know'" has been provided for

“pon't Know' and "Did not understand':

chechking of{ as & possible response. If the respondent does not know the
sawver to & given quastion and "Don't know' has not been indicated, write

in “D.K.,"

1t iw mleo poswible for a respondent to refuse to answer a queation for one
veason or another. 1f this happens, check the "No response'’" space or write
“$af.” in the srea provided for an answer. If she tells you why she is

refusing, wake & note of §t.

v

11 the respondent does not understand any particular question (after you have
reeread the question one or two L..os), write ""did not understand Q." 1in the

wpace provided for the answer,

Notel  Questiond the respondent does not answer oOr which are not applicable
ate uysually codad O, There must be a written indication that the questidn
vaws ol overdooked, HBlanks will indicate only a failure or omission on the

Interviever's part,

oo Rotes un Questivnnalrg:
You are to feel free to note directly on the questionnaire - any observation or
wiusual ociutrences during the (nrerview, The left-~hand margin on each page
te Aut tu he uded for notes aince this margin will be used later for c;ding.
Uuuuéntu or wbaervat ions can he writtan anywhere else on the questionnaire or

wn additlonal pages. 1f a part{cular question 1s being referred to, be sure

va dote 1ta number,

200




Child's Name: . , " | | . {ﬁ i S E

PARENT INTERVIEW (Spring 1974) scwod™
ID #: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ " Interviewer ID #: _ _ Date: _ [/ /71 4
Time Begup: Time Ended: = f
Respondent's Full Name: .
ARE YOU THE ONE RESPONSIBLE FOR CARING FOR (CHILD'S NAME)? Yes (Continue interview)

5 [ ¥ .
’ No (Stop interview)

DO YOU HAVE MORE THAN ONE CHILD IN THE STUDY? }

Yes . ' WHAT ARE THEIR NAMES?

No . -

<

WHAT IS YOUR RELATIONSHIP TO (CHILD'S NAME)? ° (Check one.)

Mother

Stepmother .
Female, relative (Specify)
Female, non-relative (Specify)
Male caretaker (Specify)

Racial Ethnic Group (Check appropriate boxes) .

£ ]

Black White “Other (Specify)
Sample Child a . [ 1 ’ ”[ ] [ ]
Respondent (] d 01 ' [ 1

'




. YOUNG CHILDREN AND THEIR FIRST SCHOOL EXPERIENCES

PARENT INTERVIEW ¥II (Spring 1974)

Part I: Schodl‘Experience ‘ ' : o a

FIRST I D LIKE TO ASK YOU SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT (CHILD S NAME)

1. DID (CHILD'S NAME) EVER GO TO A NURSERY SCHOOL, HEAD START OR.OTHER PROGRAM
FOr. GROUPS OF CHILDREN BEFORE ATTENDING REGULAR SCHOOL?

1. Yes WHERE?
2. No (Skip to | WHEN?
s -Question 4.) _ c \
Y ?
9. Don't know ANY OTHERS?
WHEN?

0. No response

—

(Code latef' check all approﬁriaﬁe,)

[
.

,Summer- '69 -Head Start A
Full Year Head Start '68-'69
- Full Year Head Start .'69-'70
Full Year Head Start '70-'71 “
Day Care Center '68-'69 ’
Day Care Center '69-'70
University Nursery School '68—'69
University Nursery School '69-'70
Church sponsored Nursery School '68-'69
Church sponsored Nursery School '69-'70
Other (Specify)

‘

l .
TR

.

.

, JEIQLI;LUU

|

9

2. LOOKING BACK, WHAT DO YOU THINK WAS THE MOST. IMPORTANT THING THE (HEAD START/
PRESCHOOL) PROGRAM DID FOR (CHILD'S NAME)? °

3. WHAT WAS THE MOST -IMPORTANT THING THE (HEAD START/PRESCHOOL) PROGRAM DID FOR YOU?
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4. DID HE/SHE ATTEND A KINDERGARTEN PROGRAM? b

1. Yes | WHERE? ?g

2. No * | WHEN? °

9. Don't know (Code 1later)

. Public School kindergarten
. Private kindergarten

. Head Start kindergarten

. Other (Specify)

0. No response

SwHE

td

5a. WHAT GRADE IS (LHILD'S NAME) IN NOW?

1. Second

2. Third

3. Fourth . v )
4. Other (Speéifyj : ' g : ;

pemm——————

B

——

'Sb. (If child is not in third grade, and respondent did not supply reason ask:
’ SHOULD (CHILD'S NAME) BE IN THIRD GRADE NOW?) '

LR - .

Bl

Sc..(If child was held back, and answer to above question did not specify reason,
ask: WHY DO YOU THINK (CHILD'S NAME) WAS HELD BACK?) -

6a. IS-(CHILD'S NAME) 1N~A:FOLLOW THROUGH CLASSROOM OR SOME OTHER KIND OF SPECIAL
PROGRAM OR CLASS? S T '

1. Yes o 6b. WHAT KIND? ,
A
1. Follow Through

2. No~
2. Special class (Specify)

|

9. Don't know

0. No response _ 9, Can't tell; don't know

6c. WHY WAS HE/SHE PLACED THERE? .

ERIC- . o | 208




7. DO YOU THINK (CHILD'S NAME) IS DOING MUCH BETTER, SOMEWH[I BuTTER, AS WELL AS,
NOT QUITE AS WELL AS, OR MUCH POORER IN SCHOOL THAN MOST CHILDREN HIS/HER AGE?
(Point to appropriate stick figures on card. ) .

o

1. Much better
2. Somewhat better
. As well as
. Not quite as yelltas;

3
4
5. Much poorer '
9. Can't say; don't_kneW'
0

. No response ' ' ’ _ . '

DO YOU THINK (CHILD'S NAME) HAS FEWER PROBLEMS ABOUT THE SAME NUMBER OF
PROBLEMS, OR MORE PROBLEMS LEARNING TO' READ THAN MOST CHILDREN HIS/HER AGE?

1. Fewer

oo\

. About the same

. More,

2
3
9. Can't say; don't know
0.

No response

9. " HOW HARD DO YOU THINK (CHILD'S NAME) TRIES TO: DO WELL IN HIS/HER SCHOOEWORK”
. 1. Very hard

2. About average’

3. Not hard at all )
9. Can't- tell; don't know
0

: . No response R ) ' .

<

10. WHAT IS. (CHILD'S NAME) TEACHER'S NAME? (If child has“more than one regular
' academic area teacher, ask for reading teacher's name.) .

117 HOW GOOD A JOB- DO YOU THINK HIS/HER TEACHER HAS DONE IN TEACHING (CHILD'S NAME)
THIS YEAR -- VERY GOOD, PRETTY GOOD;, NOT SO GOOD, OR NOT GOOD AT ALL? '

1. Very good .
~2. Pretty good
. Not so good

2

3

4.'Not good at all _ . .
9. Dop't know ‘

o .

. No response

209




12a.

12b.

ABOUT (CHILD'S NAME) LIFE IN SCHOOL?

R

-l

<

DO YOU THINK THERE'S ENOUGH OPPORTUNITY FOR YOU TO PARTICIPATE IN'AND LEARN

Yes
. No )
Can't tell; don't know

-

O v N =

AN

. No response

- a .

(If child attended preschool/Head Start ask: DO YOU HAVE MORE, LESS, OR
ABOUT “THE SAME OPPORTUNITIES FOR INVOLVEMENT NOW AS WHEN (CHILD'S NAME) WAS
IN PRESCHOOL?) ' o '

1. More

o

2. Less
3..About the same
9, Can't tell; don't know

0. No response

‘HOW MANY TIMES THIS SCHOOL YEAR HAVE YOU GONE TO (CHILD'S: NAME) SCHOOL FOR THE

FOLLOWING THINGS:

13,
14.
15

16.
17.

18.

19.

1N

. PTA MEETINGS

" SPECIAL PROGRAMS,

- TO .HELP OUT IN (CHILD'S

 OR PARTIES
. OTHER (Specify)

TO TALK WITH (CHILD'S

o T1 T 21 3] 41 5] Other (Specify)

PARENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

€.g., CHRISTMAS PLAY

NAME) CLASSROOM

N B

TO HELP WITH FIELD TRIPS

NAME) TEACHER ABOUT '
(CHILD'S NAME) (If answered
Yes, ask: WHO REQUESTED ‘THE

MEETING?)

~

[ANCIER
.
=y
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- 20a. WERE THERE ANY MEETINGS -ABOUT THE CLASS PROGRAM FOR PARENTS THIS YEAR?

v

1. Yés

?f No

vy

9? Don't know

0. No response

20b.

20c.

DID YOU ATTEND ANY OF THESE MEETINGS? -  ~

No response (Skip ‘to Question Zi)\\

No (Skip to Question 21). o
—_— . N

"Yes '

HOW MANY TIMES DID YOU ATTEND? -

. Yes,
. Yes,
Yes,

. Yes,

A U ~w N
.

. Yes,

0. No response to questicn; don't know

. No,_didbnof attend °

1l or 2 times
3 or 4 times
5 or 6 times
7 or 8 times

9 or more times

L]

2la. IS THERE A PARENTS' COUNCIL OR PARENTS' ADVISORY GROUP?*

1. Yes

2. No

-

9. Don" t: knov

0. No™*
response

21b.

Alll'Hl-.l'Hl

ABOUT HOW MANY MEETINGS OF THIS GROUP HAVE YOU

ATTENDED?

0. No response; ‘don't know

Yes,
Yes,
Yes,
Yes,
Yes,
Yes,

Voo U W
.

£

Yes,”

1..No, there was no parentsb council
2. No, was not member of council

~

1 or 2 times

3 or 4 times

5 or 6 times

7 or 8 times

9 or 10 times ¢ -

11 or 12 times '

13 or more times o i




-
22. DID YOU HELP ‘MAKE ANY DECISIONS ABOUT THE CLASS PROGRAM THIS YEAR?

0. No response . . w .

1. No. WHY NOT?

t T ome et - g " <

EN

o

2. Yes. GIVE ME AN EXAMPLE.

9, Don't know

Part Ii Child Behavior ’ - ' ' J"

.23a; "WHAT DOES (CHILD S NAME) LIKE TO DO THE MOST”

23b. (If not. answered in response to above question, ask: WHAT DOESV(CHILD'S NAME)‘
"~ LIKE TO PLAY WITH MOST? . If more than one mentioned ask: WHICH ONE MOST?
and circle.) . . "

24. . WHERE DOES (CHILD'S NAME) PLAY MOST OF mHE TIME? (if more .than one response
- given, tepeat question and circle final choice ) '

0. No.response

1. Inside the house ‘ o ’
2..Arounq his/her own house
3..Aroun& someone else's house
4. On a playground
5. Other (Specify)
9, Don't know

IR

o
ok
(A

BN
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25. ABOUT HOW MANY BOURS PER DAY WHEN HE/SHE IS AWAKE, IS (CHILD' S NAME) USUALLY
WITH YOU DURING THE WEEKDAYS AND DURING THE WEEKEND? (If answer is "All day,"
ask: AND HOW MANY HOURS IS THAT?) . . T :

WEEKDAYS :
WEEKEND:

26. DURING THE TIME HE/SHE IS WITH YOU, WHAT ARE YOU USUALLY DOING?

NOW I'D LIKE TO HAVE YOU RATE (CHILD'S NAME) ON EACH OF THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS.

Very - Pretty .| Not so Not |[Don't | No

* (Read response choices 1-4 for each
item.) a o much/good| much/good| much/good{at all|know [|Resp.
i " ' ' _ 1 2 3 4 - 9 0

'27.;‘GENERALLY SPEAKING HOW WOULD YOU : o
~ RATE (CHILD'S’ NAHE) OVERALL
vINDEPENDENCE7 °

© 28." HOW HARD DO YOU FEEL (CHILD'S NAME)
. TRIES TO DO WELL OR WIN IN SPORTS OF
* ' GAMES?

29. HOW POPULAR IS HE/SHE 'WITH OTHER
' CHILDREN HIS/HER OWN AGE?

/30, HOW WELL DOES (CHILD'S NAME)-DO .

v

’ IN SPORTS OR GAMES? ~ ~ — N . ' N

31. HOW MUCH LEADERSHIP DOES- (CHILD'S _
* -NAME) SHOW WITH OTHBR CHILDREN'HIS/-:\

HER AGE? THAT IS, ORGANIZING OR

SUGGESTING GAMES OR PROJECTS? . . ' , -

32, HOW WELL IS (CHILD'S NAME) ABLE TO'
KEEP HIS/HER MIND ON WHAT HE/SHE . L .
IS DOING UNTIL HE/SHE FINISHES *
SOMETHING YOU ASK HIM/HER TO DO?

33. HOW ABLE IS (CHILD'NAME) AT GETTING
* GROWNUPS TO HELP HIM/HER IF HE/SHE

DOESN'T KNOW HOW TO DO SOMETHING?

213




% . o ) —8— s 3
COMPARING (CHILD'S NAME) WITH MOST CHILDREN HIS/HER AGE, I WOULD LIKE YOU TO TELL
ME IF HE/SHE: S — S

(INTERVIEWER: Read each item., If -difficulty is experienced in ootaining

answers specified, say: IT 1S IMPORTANT IN YOUR ANSWERS TO BZAR IN MIND - -

THAT EVEN IF YOU FEEL THAT YOUR CHILD IS "AVERAGE" OR "LIKE OTHER CHILDREN

IN GENERAL" IT IS POSSIBLE TO ANSWER EACH QUESTION "YES" OR "NO." If response
_is "No" ask: LIKE MOST CHILDREN (or POORER, YOUNGER, ‘etc.) as appropriate

to question. If response is "In some things" ask respondent to specify.)’

No . No Iu Some Don't

Yes Average Opposite Things" (Specify) Know

34, SPEAKS BETTER THAN MOST CHILDREN

(HIS/HER AGE) : [ -[}] [1 . o | [ 1
35.  ACTS OLDER THAN MOST CHILDREN ) .
(HIS/HER AGE) ' [ ] [1 1 - . 11
36. IS HAPPIER THAN MOST CHILDREN | . g
© (HIS/HER AGE) =~ 7 I [1. 11 o : I
37. +CRIES MORE THAN OTHER CHILDREN ' - : o
) (HIS/HER AGE) - - . ‘ [] [] [1 : [ ]
"38., 1S EASIER TO GET ALONG WITH THAN : ) o .
~ MOST CHILDREN (HIS/HER AGE) (1 11 [] e
39, HAS MCRE TEMPER TANTRUMS THAN. BRI | o
| MOST CHILDREN (HIS/HER AGE) [ L1 01 , "]
40, ' ACTS YOUNGER THAN MOST CHILDREN : o ® :
(HIS/HER AGE) . IR SR R O DU O A (-]
41, ASKS MORE QUESTIONS THAN MOST
: “ CHILDREN (HIS/HER AGE) D B R [] -]
42, STAYS BY HIMSELF MORE THAN MOST ' -
4 . CHILDREN (HIS/HER AGE) , (1 (1 [1-_= o ]
43, 1S MORE ACTIVE THAN MOST CHILDREN. .~ - C :
- (HLS/HER AGE) _ SN 0 O .1
44. 1S AFRAID OF MORE THINGS THAN z ' ' .
MOST CHILDREN (HIS/HER AGE) 1 11 [1. []

45. WHEN (CHILD'S NAME) WENT TO FIRST GRADE, DID-YOU THINK HE/SHE HAD MORE OR. -
FEWER DROBLEMS THAN MOST CHILDREN GETTING USED. TO SCHOOL?

0. No response , o o
1. Fewer = . ‘ .

2. About average . o : ‘
3. More ' -

9. Don't krow,




A . - | /

I ~

46. WHAT IS (CHILD'S NAME) MOST LIKELY TO DO WHEN HE/SHE HAS TO BE WITH SOMEBODY
HE/SHE DOESN'T KNOW WELL? (Read response: choices 1-4.) ’
___ 1. BE RELAXED . | ) -
. 2. BE SHY AND QUIET
____ 3. BE.MAD OR ANGRY, BUT NOT SHOW IT
___. 4. GET MAD OR ANGRY, AND SHOW IT : . 5

. _____QS. Otﬁer (Specify) : ' . i
____ 9. bon't know; can't tell o t’,"
—_ 0. No response . .
. ' ) s . N
HOW OFTEN WOULD CHILD'S NAME) BE LIKELY TO PARTICIPATE IN THE FOLLOWING DISCUSSIONS?
“ (Read respors.z ;holgg%.) o - Very  Some- Once in

47. - DISCU. ;ION -soug HOW OFTEN (CHILD'S NAME) =

“48..
49

50,
51,

a

52.-

. SPEND MONEY HE/SHE HAS BEEN CIVEN.

DECISION ON WHAT TIME (CHILD'S MAME) = | :

-

- often times awhile Never 'Np response

B
CAN WATCH IV, i

DISCUSSION ABOUT HOW (CHILD'S NAME) ‘WILL

3

DISCUSSION ASCVT CHILDREN HE/SHE : T PN
PLAYS WITH . -

o B

CHOICE OF CI.OTHES TO WEAR TO SCHOOL - -

SHOULD GO TO BED.

« 2 3

WHAT WOULD YOU DO IF (CHILD'S NAME) ASKED A QUESTION THAT YOU DIDN'T KNOW THE
ANSWER TO? (If response is "This never happens," probe: WHAT WOULDiYOU DO IF
THIS DID HAPPEN? -If -response is "I don't know," probe: YOU DON'T KNOV WHAT.
YOU'D SAY TO (CHILD'S NAME) 7)

o

e z

ol . .
) A‘. ’

THINK ABOUT THE LAST TIME (CHILD'S NAME) DID SOMETHINGyTHAT PLEASED YOU A GREAT
DEAL. WHAT WAS IT? (Probe:for specific incident.) ~

]
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53b. WHAT DID YOU DO? (Probe for specific béhavior if possible.),

e 3

"
~

-

]

54a., THINK ABOUT THE LAST TIME (CHILD'S NAME) DID SOMETHIN" THAT, REALLY MADE YOU
ANGRY. WHAT WAS IT? (Probe for specific incident.) v . v

)

S4b.. WHAT DID YOU DO? (Probe for specific behavior if possible:)

L3

. . " 1 ' i - .b ‘.J .
L . / ) ) .

55. EVERY  CHILD HAS STRbNG POINTS AND WEAK POINTS. SOME CHILDREN ARE ABLE TO DQ
. THINGS THAT MOST OTHER CHILDREN CAN'T DO. WHAT ARE THE THINGS THAT YOUR,CHILD-
CAN DO ESPECIALLY WELL? (Probe' ANY OTHERS7)

-

&

. f"‘i‘!ﬁ
. RN A J% "
. Dt - ?; ‘A .
56.° WHAT ARE THE THINGS THAT HE/SHE CAN'T DO WELL? (Probe: ANY OTHERS?) S

916
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AT WHAT AGE_ DO YOU THINK (QﬂlLQ_ﬁ__Au@) SHOULD BE ABLE TO DO THE FOLIDWING THINGS7
WHEN DO YOU THINK HE/SHE WILL BE ABLE TO DO THEM WELL?

. .
. b .

Can'  Age Age ° R ..
now  should should - Don't No
. do do do-well know ReSponse
. -~ ] . @ ,\
-57. STAY IN THE HOUSE ALONE FOR A - L
COUPLE OF HOURS? i 1] . B [1 .
 58."'SETTLE BY HIMSELF AN'ARCUMENT WITH
AN OLDER BROTHER OR SISTER, OR . : - \ _ .
OLDER COUSINS? . Ly , [] [1--.
59. READ BOOKS ALONE WITHOUT YOUR | C |
. HELP? o : . L1 [] [
60. TAKE PART IN YOUR ADULT_INTERESTS x
e AND CONVERSATION -WITH FRIENDS? [] . I I
61. MAKE HIS OWN DINNER? | [1 . ) []
(62. STAND UP FOR HIS/HER RIGHTS =~ s
.. WITH OTHER CHILDREN? 1} [] [1]
-.. 63. TAKE CARE OF YOUNGER ‘CHILDREN? [ ] _ 10
64. GO TO ENTERFAINMENT EVENTS FOR - .
THE GENERAL PUBLIC ALONE? - N O ~ 0 []
65. KNOW HOW TO BEHAVE IN COMPANY? [1 - P D []
" 66. EARN HIS OWN SPENDING MONEY? .. | J — _ [ [
' 67. HAVE .REAL HOUSEHOLD CHORES? - [ 1. 7 [ ] [1]

R . . .
. < . -

68. DOES (CHILD'S NAME) GET ALONG WELL, ABOUT AVERAGE, OR NOT SO WELL WITH HIS
BROTHERS (AND/OR SISTERS)° :

1. Gets- -along well ’ ' < v ' a
2. About average . h
3 Not so well -

4. Does not apply, only child

——

—

- 0. No response » ) : RN

| . N | - f//; _ 217 :
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70..

~

u

12—

DO YOU EVER READ OR TELL CHILDREN'S STORIES TO (CHILD'S NAME)?

1. Yes

BN

2. No.(includes

"DOES ANYONE ELSE

. "Seldom" or
"NQV.EI‘")

0. No response
. q

69b.

699.

0.°No response

L. Mainly tell stories
2. Mainly read ‘stories
3. Do both

ABOUT HOW OFTEN DO YOU DO THIS? (Check one.)

. No response

. Once in awhile (less than once é week)'
About once a week

Several times a week.

Regularly (at least once a day) .
Very frequently (much of each day) *
Don't ‘know -

WAL WM
.

IN THE HOUSEHOLD EVER READ TO (CHILD'S NAME)?

PPEN

8 "

1. Yésv

"

2. No

N S
9. Don't Know

0. No response -

) 70al

70b,

.

WHO IS THAT? (Check all appr0priate )

0. No response
Eather

Other male adul;
Female adult
Older children
Other (Specify) : L

el e

HHl’I‘

VoW N
.

ABOUT HOW OFTEN IS (CHILD'S NAE) REAﬁ'TO BY

THIS PERSON (THESE PEOPLE) COUNTING ALL THEIR
TIME? -

Y

Regularly (at least once a day)

. Very frequently (much ef each day)
. Don't know

WO W B o =

I

'

[

s~

. No response
. Once.in awhile (less than once a week)
. About once ‘a week
Several times a week - = —/»;’//



n.

1y

75.

%
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. =
DOYs (CHILD'S NAME) EVER READ STORIES TO YOUNGER‘ CHILDREN?
aes L TIma, A A.
! . 1 Yen 71a.  ABOUT HOW OFTEN DOES HE/SHE DO THIS? | . -
meﬁaﬁmm‘i 0. No response
2. No rlad —
~~~~~~~ ugiyf u"es 1. Once in awhile (less than once a week)
Seldon" or ——
“Never") —___ 2. About once a.week
v 3. Several times a week X
$. Don't know: 4. Regularly (at least once "a day)
--------- ' 5. Very frequently (much of each day)
can 't tell —_—
9. Don't know
. 0. No response . P

~

APART FROM HIS/HER SCHOOL BOOKS OR COMIC BOGKS, HOW MANY BOOKS DOES (CHILD'S NAME)
HAVE POR HIS/HER VERY OWN? (Probe for number )

\

WHAT ARE SOME OF (CHILD'S NAME) FAVORITE BOOKS OR STORIES?
1. Titles mentioned (3pecify) ' ' )

-

e
]

_ 9. Don't know

DOES (CHILD'S NAME) HAVE A PUBLIC- LIBRARY CARD OR A BOOKMOBILE 'CARD?
1. Yes

2. No

9., Dorn't know; can't tell

RN

0. No response

»

DOES (CAILD'S NAME) BRING HOME LIBRARY BOOKS FROM SCHOOL TO READ?

1. Yes 75a. ABOUT HOW OFTEN (number of times per week or month) ?

2. No

0. Ko response

Wt 5525 (CHILD'S NAME) FEEL ABOUT GOING TO GRADE SCHOOL? SOME CHILDREN
KIS/AYR AGE LIKE TO GO AND SOME DON'T. -

3. o response

1. He/#he doesn't like it; doesn’t wart to go

s

. He/she sometimes likes it and sometimes doesn't like {it.

L]

3. He/sne does like {t; does want to go , .
4. Other (Specify)
9. Don't know

219
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77. WHAT DOES (CHILD'S NAME) LIKE MOST ABOUT SCHOOL?

78.  WHAT .DOES HE/SHE LIKE LEAST ABOUT SCHOOL? . ’ -

79a, (If child attended preschool/Head Start, ask:) THINK BAEK TO THE TIME HE/SHE
. WAS IN. PRESCHOOL/HEAD. START... BQ.YOU. THINK (CHILD'S.NAME). PRESCHOQL/HEAD START
_ EXPERIENCE HAS AFFECTED HIS/HER ATTITUDE TOWARDS SGHOOL? '

; B

v

" 1. Yes : 79b. HOW? .

e 2.% - "

9. Don't know

%

01 Noffesponse _' ) T I LS

. _‘ . - £ . o . - .. A J
80. HOW OFTEN DO YOU HELP/WORK WITH (CHILD'S. NAME): WITH HIS/HER HOMEWORK?
... (times per week) (If responds "no -homework," s«ip to Question 84.)

0. No ¥esponse . o

< Don"t usually help him/her (Skip to Question 83.)

~

Abodut once ajheék -
About twice a week
Aboﬁt three times a week
.- About four times a week
About five.times a week

. Other (Specify)

.~
~N oy B WwN L

81. HOW LONG DID YOU WORK WITH (CHILD'S NAME) YESTERDAY?: - SRR

1. Specific dmount of time . -/
. 9. Don't know " Other (Specify) '

!

0. No response

82. IS THERE ‘A SPECIFIC PLACE OR ROOM IN THE HOUSE THAT YOU USUALLY USE WHEN YOU
WORK WITH. (CHILD'S NAME) ON HIS/HER HOMEWORK? .

7

1. Yes . 82a. WHERE IS THAT?

2. No

0. No response

220
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-

83. DO OTHERS IN THE FAMILY HELP HIM/HER WITH HIS/HER HOMEWORK?

1. Yes : . . 83a. WHO? . .
2 5o H ~ 83b. HOW OFTEN (numb@r of times per week)?
9. Don't-know - ' ¢ )

’

Q.‘No response \

84, IF YOU COULD HAVE YOUR WISH, WHAT, GRADE IN SCHOOL WOULD YOU LIKE (CHILD'S NAME)
TO COMPLETE? . . ,

00. No response oo
Grade given (Specify)
Other (Specify)

99, Don't know - e

. Wy

3

§5.\ SINCE THINGS DON'T ALWAYS TURN OUT THE WAY WE WANT THEM TO, HOW FAR DO YOU
THINK (CHILD S NAME) WILL ACTUALLY GO IN SCHOOL?

-~

0o. No response: _ Y K >

Grade given (Specify) °
® Othefi(Specify) ' -
99. Don't know ) o ‘ ) .

86. IN YOUR OPINION, WHAT COULD PREVENT (CHILD S NAME) FROM COMPLETING SInser
answer-to Question. 84)?

- 87. IF YOU COULD HAVE YOUR WISH, WHAT WOULD YOU LIKE (CHILD S NAME) TO BE WHEN

v HE/SHE GROWS UP? . .
00. No response ‘ .
R o Job given (Specify) : : L ST
v AOther.(Speéify) : t ”k

. 99. Don't know (Encourage)

|
88. SINCE THINGS DON'T ALWAYS TURN OUT THE WAY WE WANT THEM TO, WHAT DO YOU \
\ THINK HE/SHE WILL ACTUALLY DO? e \
: A ]

|

1

1

|

)

00. No-.response

Job. given (Specify)

. Other (Specify)

;/,,,—~* "99. Don't know.(Encourége) . A ga ' \
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89a. DOES (CHILD'S NAME) HAVE A HOBBY OR OTHER SPECIAL INTERESTS?

‘1. Yes ~ 89b. AT IS IT?

9 't know

. 0. ho xesponse .-

WHICH OF THE.FOLLOWING DOES (CHILD'S NAME) HAVE?

°

1. Yes {2. No }|9. Don't know} 0. No response

90. Board Games (give‘éxample) . I _ '

~ 91y Bicyle

92. Blocks or other construction
© toys

+

93. Paints or maric markers
94. Records C e
95. Clay or pléydoh

96. Musical instruments o k ‘ .
(toy or real)

97, Science kit

98. Child's dictionary or . L ' .
' encyclopedia g

99, Puzzles

- 100. DOES (CHILD'S NAME) HAVE ANY SPECIAL FRIENDS? :

. 1. Yes _ ; 100a. .List Name(s) b. c. d. e,
Pl S : In School|{On Block | Age | Sex .
2. No ; - -

9, Don't know

0. No response 3.

o
Do
o
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Part III: Education and Schools . E

'NOW I'M GOING TO ASK YOUR
© SCHOOLS IN THIS ARFA.

101. PEOPLE HAVE DIFFERENT IDEAS ABOUT WHAT S
“WHAT IS YOUR IDEA OF A GOOD STUDENT?

102.

103.

104.

105.

-

OPINIONS ABOUT EDUCATION IN GENERAL, AND ABOUT THE

TUDENTS ARE LIKE IN GRADE SCHOQL.

‘

R

. ) L4 ) ‘
PEOPLE ALSO HAVE DIFFERENT  IDEAS ABOUT WHAT TEA

WHAT IS YOUR IDEA OF A GOOD' TEACHER?

CHERS

ARE LIKE IN GRADE SCHOOL.
(If name given, probe for charaéteristics;)

4

DO .YOU FEEL THAT, IN THE SCHOOL YOUR CHILD GOES TO, MOST TEACHERS DO AS MUCH AS

THEY CAN TO TEACH . ALL CHILDREN
THEY CAN?

DO YOU THINK THE BUILDINGS AND EQUIPMENT FOR THE SCHOOLS THAT YOUR CHILD
~.. GOES TO ARE AS GOOD AS OR BETTER THAN .THOSE IN MOST OTHER SCHOOLS IN THE
CITY OR DO YOU THINK:THE BUILDINGS AND EQUIPME

0.
1.

2.

3.

a,

- 0. No respénée _

1. As much as they can

2. ﬁot,as much as they can

. 3. Very much less'tﬁan phey'éan
9.'Don't know- |

No. regponse )

Better thén most other schools
As good as'mOSt other schools
Wbrse.than most other schools

Don't know

NT ARE WORSE HERE?

» NOT AS MUCH AS THEY CAN, OR VERY MUCH LESS THAN -

(Check one.)

~

DO YOU THINK THAT MOST TEACHERS IN THE SCHOOL THAT YOUR CHILD GOES TO_ARE AS
'GOOD AS OR BETTER THAN THOSE IN MOST OTHER SCHOOLS IN THE CITY OR DO YOU
THINK THAT MOST TEACHERS ARE WORSE HERE? (Check one.)

. Don't know

No response

‘Better than most other teachers

As good as most other teachers .

‘Worse than most other teachers

————

S

T A

——

. e

s
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<

lQ6aL. DO YOU THINK THE SCHOOLS WOULD BE BETTER OR ﬁORSE IF PARENTS HAD MORE- CONTROL
OVER THEM? (the schhols)

1. Better . 106 b. WHAT KINDS OF CONTROL DO You'HAvé IN MIND?

2. Worse MR

3. About the same

9. Don't know

2 0. No résponse

2

-

HOW MANY OF THE TEACHERS DO YOU THINK UNDERSTAND THE PROBLEMS FACED BY' THE
. PEOPLE IN THIS AREA? WOULD YOU SAY THAT -(read response cate jories 1-4).

_____ 1. MOST OF THE TEACHERS. UNDERSTAND?
" 2. SOME OF THE TEACHERS UNDERSTAND?
" 3. HARDLY ANY OF THE TEACHERS UNDERSTAND? | .
4. NONE OF THE TEACHERS UNDERST:ND? - . _ . -

107.

9. Don't know

0. No response’ . ‘
\ T - ) o
108a. DO YOU BELIEVE THERE ARE THIN"S You CAN DO TO IMPROVE THE -SCHOOLS- IN THIS
NEIGHBORHOdD’ (Read response categories 1-3.) . .

1. YES, MANY THINGS 108b. . WHAT CAN YOU DO?

2. YES, SOME THINGS

1

3. NO, NONE AT ALL  108c. WHY IS THERE NOTHING YOU CAN DO?

9. Don't know

0. No response : v : ) .

109. HOW MANY OF THE CLASSROOMS IN. YOUR DISTRICT WOULD YOU SAY ARE OVERCROWDED?
- WOULD YOU SAY THAT ALL, MOST, SOME, FEW OR NONE ARE OVERCROWDED?
| ’. No response Qk.” ' . .
1. A1 | '
2. Most
3. .Some
4

%

. Few ’ -

IR -~4——5~‘—N°.ne o e —fl—‘————:————'——{) z ]

9. Don't know




110,

111

112.

113a.

114a.

e

]
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DO YOU THINK THAT !9§£ TEACHERS REALLY WANT TORTALK WITH PARENTS ABOUT SCHOOL?
—_ 0. No response |
1. Yes

2,-No
9.

Don't know

DO YOU THINK IT'S OKAY FOR PARENTS TO KEEP THEIR CHILDREN OUT OF SCHOOL TO HELP
AT HOME ONCE IN A WHILE?

0. No response : .o
1. Yes ® "
2. No

9.-Dbn't know

e

THERE 'ARE A NUMBER OF THINGS AND PEOPLE. THAT MIGHT BE BLAMED WHEN CHILDREN

| DO NOT WORK HARD OR DO NOT DO WELL IN SCHOOL. WHICH OF THESE, PARENTS,
"CHILDREN, THE WAY THE SCHOOL IS RUN, TEACHERS, BAD EXAMPLES FROM OTHER CHILDREN
'OR OTHER FACTORS, WOULD YOU SAY IS MOST TO BLAME FOR CHILDREN NOT DOING WELL

IN SCHOOL? 'WHO OR WHAT DO YOU THINK IS MOST TO BLAME? AND NEXT?
(Record 1 for most, 2 for next, in appropriate space.)

1, Parents

T2, Children

3?'Way school ig run-

4, Teachers

. Bad examples

. Other (Specify)

. Don't know

5

6

7. All equally to blame (probe for most) . - ;
9 .

0. No response

DO YOU THINK THAT ANYONE WHO CAN DO THE WORK CAN GO TO COLLEGE IF HE WANTS TO?

1. No - 113b. WHY?

2. Yes -

9. Don't know

b

0. No response

DO YOU THINK THAT IF YOUR CHILD WENT TO COLLEGE AND GRADUATED HE WOULD GET AS

. GOCD A JOB OR INCOME AS THE OTHER GRADUATES?

. 1. No | : 114b. WHY DO YOU SAY THAT? _ ___ —— ——— i

27" Y&g

__ 9. Don't know ° -

0. No reéponse

—

Do
Do
N




-20-

«

115a. IF YOU DISAGREE WITH THE SCHOOL'PRINCIPAL, DO YOU FEEL THAT YOU CAN DO ANYTHING
ABOUT IT? MOST OF THE TIME, SOME OF THE TIME, NOT AT ALL? K
| 1. Not at all- ille. WHY DO YOU- FEEL YOU CANNOT PO ANYTHING?*
. 2. Some of the time, - 5 '
3. Most of the time ' -
9t'D6n't Know
“o 0. No response
116. DO YOU FEEL:THAT MOST CHILDREN HAVE TO BE MADE TO LEARN?
‘ 0. No response .
1. Yes -
2. No )
3. In some things (Specify) - B 3 5

s

9.

Don't know

_DOES YOUR CHILD'S SCBOOL ;PROVIDE ANY SERVICES BESIDES EDUCATION FOR THE CHILDREN?
. FOR EXAMPLE, DO THEY PROVIDE:

117a.

118a.

_~119a. HA

MEDICAL

SERViCES:

Yes

No
Don't know

No response

EDUCATION FOR ADULTS?

.117b.

WHAT ARE THEY?

Yes

HAVE-YOU-HAD

No
Don't know

No response

118b.

WHAT KIND OF ADULT EDUCATIONAL SERVICES DO
THEY HAVE?

-

e T -

Yes

No

Don't know

No respdnse

119b.

WHICH'ONES?




Part‘IV: Comm unitz
NOW I M GOING TO ASK_ABOUT éOME PROBLEMS THAT COME UP IN EVERYDAY LIFE

120a. HAVE YOU HAD TO (DID YOU NEED TO) CONTACT ANYONE ABOUT EDUCATIONAL PROBLEMS
N THE LAST YEAR? . . . ’

1. Yes 120b. WHO? WHAT ORGANIZATION? , SRS A
) 2. No R —
9. Don't know . { ) e

. a 120c. WAS THE PROBLEM TAKEN CARE OF? -

0; Nq response o 0. No response . S

1. Yes . Other (Specify) )
2...H0 o R

9. Don't know

.ﬁ,llll

121a. HAVE YPU HAD TO CONTACT -ANYONE. ABOUT LEGAL.PROBLEMS IN THE LAST YEAR?

]

1. Yes - 121b. WHO? WHAT ORGANIZATION?

2. No

¢ K A
121c. WAS THE PROBLEM TAKEN CARE OF?
0. No response
1. Yes Other (Specify)
2. No -

9. Don't know

9. Don't know

0. No response

122a. HAVE YOU HAD TO, CONTACT ANYONE ABOUT JOB PROBLEMS ORrR FORJHELP FINDING A JOB. IN
THE LAST YEAR? ‘

1. Yes 122b. WHO? WHAT ORGANIZATION?

S

2. No.

9. Don't know

| 122c. WAS THE PROBLEM TAKEN_CAEEﬂQEZ__ﬂ#,____——————;‘—‘
. e DY
‘ — 0 §°_ffiffﬂfe - p————""__ 0. No response - _ h \\
ISR _ . 1. Yes ) Other (Specify)

9. Don't know

——

4123. THINKING ABOUT {CHILD'S NAME), DOES HE/SHE HAVE ANY SPECIAL PROBLEMS THAT
WORRY YOU? ’

1. Yes (Specify) _ »

2. No : , ' ’ -
(9 N4

0. No response . 2& {
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Y

126a. HAS (CHILD'S NAME) BEEN TO THE DOCTOR IN THE PAST THREE YEARS?

1. Yes 124b. HOW MANY TIMES?

2. Nq

—r————

0 No response

——

B

125a. HAS, HE/SHE HAD ANY SERIOUS ILLNESSES OR ACCIDENTS IN THE LAST THREE YEARS?

1. Yes _ ,125bi WHAT WERE THESE? - ‘

2. No

—

0. No resﬁbnse

PN

—

126. IF (CHILD S NAME)' WERE TO BECOME ILL, WHAT WOULD YOU.DO OR WHERE WOULD YGU
TAKE HIM (need specific name of doctor, clinic, hospital or relationship of

person mentiocned)?

~

127a. ARE. (CHILD'S NAHE)‘TEETHlOKZ,

1. No 3 127b. WHAT IS THE MATTER?
. 2., Yes ) . .
3 9. Dor't know P . ’

0. No response

!

.128a. HAS (CHILD'S NAHE) BEEN TO SEE THE BENTIST THIS YEAR?

- 1. Yes R 128b " HOW .ABOUT LAST YEAR?
. 2. No (but has . . _._i ;i"
‘ appointment) " : -—___.9' DO vt know B L
3. No (but will) ‘  - -———--,..0_._._ﬁ'E’_}Z.s_;g;_Se ——i——-

“4. No o B N i

o 9; Don't know

0. No response

|

)
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129a. DOES'ANY OTHER MEMBER OF THE HOUSEHOLD HAVE A SERIOUS ILLNESS, IMPAIRMENT OR .
'CHRONIC CQNDITION (e.g., Diabetes, T.B., etc.)?’ . .

1. Yes : 129b. wHD?
— 2 Nor  129c. WHAT?
o r 0. No.response . : -

129d. IS IT BEING TREATED?

- -

r

0"

I'M GOING TO READ A LIST OF THINGS THAT MAY BE AVAILABLE TO, CHILDREN IN A PARTICULAR
AREA. . LISTEN TO EACH AND TELL ME IF IT IS AVAILABLE TO YOUR CHILD(REN) IN YOUR
NEIGHBORHOOD, IN THE GENERAL AREA BUT NOT IN YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD, OR NOT AVAILABLE AT
ALL. = (For Lee County consider up to 10 miles in the géneral area.).

In Neigh-' In General Not Don't

: ) borhood = - Area“ Available .Know
130. NURSERY SCHOOL OR DAY-CARE CENTER . [ ] [ ] 0] [1
131. CLINIC [ ] [] L] ~
132. HOSPITAL _ . 0] (1. (1] (]
133. SUMMER DAY-CAMP - e [] [] 1 1
134. . AFTER HOUR SCHOOL-LED PROGRAMS [] > 1] 11 [-]
135. TEEN CENTER [] (1] (] (]
~136. PUBLIC LIBRARY N [] 1 [ ]
137. PUBLIC PLAYGROUND (WITH EQUIPMENT - Co
. TAND SPACE FOR CHILDREN OF ALL AGES. [ ] - - [] - [ ] [ ]
——+——1387 "PUBLIC PARK FOR ADULTS AND __ o

~ CHILDREN o _ (1 (1 - . (1 []
139. ART GALLERY - ) (1 O T O N

140. MUSEUM (SCIENCE, HISTORY, ART ) . o

~OR OTHER , [ ] (] (] (1-
. *141. LIVE THEATER (WHERE PLAYS, - N
- PUPPET SHOWS. ARE GIVEN) [ (1] S A []
"~ *142. AUDITORIUM WHERE MUSIC OR

SPEECHES CAN BE HEARD 0] (] (] ]
143. Z00 ' . (] ] | I S IO

" *Does not include school.

Elﬁl(r. . ‘ o Yy

IText Provided by ERIC
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14%a. HAVE YOU EVER VOTED IN A NATIONAL ELECTION?

A 1. Yes ‘ 144b. -DID YOU VOTE IN THE 1972 ELECTION -(THE ONE BETWEEN
= - McGOVERN AND NIXON)?
© 2. No (Ask g , '
— 144c) 0. No' response
0. No_responbe 1. Yes

2. No : l44c. WAS THERE' ANY PARTICULAR _
- REASON WHY YOU DIDN T VOTE?

,O. No response

o, - 2. No ¢

r——

1. Yes (Ask: WHAT?)

l44d DID YOU VOTE THIS PAST NOVEHBER? (Do hot ask in
Lee County or

, ) 0. No response R ' Portland.) .
1. Ye§ ) -
2. No . ;44e. WAS THERE ANY PARTICULAR

- REASON WHY YOU DIDN'T VOTE?
: _ 0. No respdnse

o o S 0 2.No

- . o o 1. Yes (Ask:WHAT?)

145a. ARE THERE THINGS THAT YOU WOULD GET TOGETHER WITH YOUR NEIGHBORS ‘TO CHANGE HERE
IN YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD OR IN THE SCHOOLS?

1. Yes 145b. WHAT ARE SOME OF. THESE THINGS?

2. No o "

0. o response

9. Don:thknow; 145c. IF A GROUP CAME TOGETHER, DO YOU THIﬁK*IﬁE GROUP
 can't say: | CERTAINLY COULD, PROBABLY COULD, PROBABLY COULD NOT,
: OR CERTAINLY COULD NOT GET THE CHANGES MADE? '

. Certainly could

. Probably could

. Probably could not
. Certainly could not
Don't know

) . No response ?3 0
ol

O WwWH W
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147a.-

IMPROVED?

-25-

. ' | - . ' o,
146a. 1IN THE PAST, WAS THERE ANYTHING AROUND HERE WHICH YOU WANTED CHANGED OR *

1.

Yes

2.

9.

———

0.

NO ) -
Don't know

No response

1

146b. WHAT WAS IT? - !

rd

«146c. DID THE CHANGE OR IMPROVEMENT OCCUR?

. 0.sNo response )
4 1. Yes : : \\; -
2. No
9. Dun't know

IS ANYONE OR ANY GROUP IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD HAVING ANY "SUCCESS-IN_GETTING
" THINGS' DONE THAT WOULD MAKE THIS A BETTER PLACE TO LIVE?

1.

Yes

No
Don't know

. No response

147b. I GUESS YOU HAVE SOME PERSON OR
ORGANIZATION IN MIND. WOULD YOU MIND
" TELLING ME WHO IT IS? .. < person
mentioned, probe for jou .itle.)

IF YOU HAD A FRIEND WHO LIVED IN ANOTHER CITY, AND HE ASKED YOU FOR YOUR ADVICE,

WOULD' YOU RECOMMEND THAT HE MOVE TO THIS NEIGHPORHOOD?

1.

LY
Yes

No

Don't know

~

HOW SAFE IS IT FOR (CHILD'S NAME) TC PLAY OUTSIDE OF THE HOUSE? =~ g

Jo response

!

*148b. WHY?

” . t

1.

Not safe

Safe enough
Very safe
Don't know

No response

149b. WHY NOT? -
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Part .V: Personal .’
_ NOW, 'I'D LIKE TO ASK A FEW QUESTIONS ABOUT YOU. L

DO YOU NOW BELONG TO ANY OF THE FOLLOWING KINDS OF GROUPS?

(INTERVIEWERE_ Read géch type of groﬁp and record whether or noti(\J//ﬁg\\
~ respondent belongsi For each type of group respondent belongs to . - .
. ask:) ‘ ' \ ‘ ‘

'A. WHAT ARE THE NAIES OF THE GROUPS TO WHICH YOU BELONG?

* . B. HOW OFTEN DO YOU USUALLY GO TO MEETINGS OF THIS GROUP?
: . . N K . ) .
’ C. DO YOU HOLD ANY OFFICE IN: THIS' GROUP OR DO ANYTHING SPECIAL FOR IT?

. X » q |
D. (If "yes" to "G"): - WHAT JOB DO. YOU DO? ,
[} - Lo . .
o 'BELONG © A

-t
13

. Sa.n 7 Yes "~ No . Names of}GrouPS'f~
150. RELIGIOUS GROUPS OR GHURCH '
: . ORGANIZATIONS SUCH AS CHOIR, < :
LADIES AUXILIARY?, (Does not
include church services.) - [ ]

e
i)

151... CLUBS DR SOCIAL GROUPS SUCH AS
-WOMEN'S CLUBS, CARD CLUBS OR ' L ‘ \
BOWLING CLUBS? T (1 [1 S

, . ' & ‘
152, ‘NEIGHBORHOOD ACTION ASSCCIATED
‘ GROUPS SUCH AS COMMUNITY ACTION -
PROGRAMS, BLOCK GROUPS, PARENTS' , : T
. COUNCILS? . o (1.0 ' I

o

_ : R :

153. GROUPS WHICH' ARE MAINLY CONNECTED

' WITH CHILDREN'S EDUCATION SUCH AS
PTA, FOLLOW THROUGH?." - - .~ , 11 [

-y .

'154. POLITICAL ACTIOR. GROUPS SUCH AS -
: A POLITICAL PARTY OR CORE, NAACP, _ ;
SCLS, OR CITIZENS COMMITTEES? [ T -

155. OTHER GROUPS SUCH AS .JOB-
' AFFILIATED GROUPS, UNIONS . = . :
STUDY GROUPS, ETC.? (1 (] .

3

(If respondent belongs to more than ome group, ask:)

156a. WHICH GROUP THAT YOU BELONG TO IS MOST IMPORTANT TO YOU? S

A R ~

- ’ -

156b. WHY? : , N ‘ 3 .
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157. DO YOU GO TO CHURCH OR ANOTHER RELIGIOUS ;g§1;IUT10N?»:i*'“'f”*'f“"ﬁfﬂwz | o
L 1iYes o ©'157a. WHAT DENOMINATION?
T 2.8 “ 157b. ~HOW OFTEN DO YOU GO?

0. No response
1. More than once a week t
2. Once a weel: ' N

3, Once ever: two weeks

4. Once a mouch.

5. Less than once a month .

9, .Don't know

0. No response

.

157c. DO YOU EVER TAKE-(CHILD'S NAME) WITH YOU?

1. Yes 157d. ABOUT HOW OFTEN?

- \ - . : 0. No response
2' No ’"_ 1. :More than once
- a week
0. No 2. Once a week
- ____3. Once every .
: : two weeks
. // - 4.0nce a month
) 5. Less than once
* a month
8. Don't know

———

response

158. - ALL THINGS CONSIDERED, ABOUT HOW SATISFIED OR DISSATISFIED ARE YOU WITH THE
EDUCATION YOU RECEIVED IN SCHOOL? WOULD YOU SAY YOU ARE VERY SATISFIED,
SOMEWHAT SATISFIED, SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED, OR VERY DISSATISFIED?

- .

. No response o

. Very satisfied ) ) -

Somewhat ‘satisfied : ‘

. Somewhat dissatisfied

. Very dissatisfied:

. Don't know

L

159. WHAT WAS THE LAST GRADE IN SCHOOL THAT YOU COMPLETED?

0. No response -

, 9, Don't know




- 160a. HAVE YOU GONE TO ANY,OTHER SCHOOL?

.

o 1. Yes © 160b. WHAT TYPE OF SCHOOL?

2. No

160c. HOW LONG DID YOU GO THERE?

0. No response

’

—
[ IS —

.“.- 160d. ARE YOU Iﬁ‘SCHOOL AT THE PRESENT TIME?
~ PN B b

0. No response
1. Yes
2. No

16la. DO YOU NOW HAVE A PAID JOB?

1. Yes 161b. WHEN DID -YOU START WORKING THERE?

(Probe for. specific month and year.)

2. No 161c. ARE YOU PRESENTLY LOOKING FOR WORK?

0. No response 0. No response

1l. Yes
2. No

(Skip to Question 162b.)

HERE IS A PICTURE OF A LADDER. THE BOTTOM STEP, NUMBER 1, REPRESENTS THE WORST JOB,
AND THE TOP STEP, NUMBER 10, REP

. I > s RESENTS THE BEST JOB. (Point to Bteps On ladaer )
\
(Ask of those who have jobs.)

162a. PLFASE TELL ME AT WHAT STEP ON THE LADDER

YOU WOULD‘?UT YOUR PRESENT JOB.
(Skip to Question 163.)

Number indic.ated . ] WHY?.

.(Ask of those who DQ NOT have jobs.)

162b. WHERE WOULD ANY FUTURE JOB YOU MIGHT GET PROBABLY BE ON THE LADDER? (Skip to
. Question 170a.)

Numter indicated WHY?

AV}
o
e
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163.' ARE YOU EMPLOYED FULL-TIME, WHICH IS 35 HOURS PER WEEK OR MORE, OR PART—TIME
"WHICH IS LESS THAN .35 HOURS PER WEEK?

©

b

0 No reSponse .
1. Full-time R
2 Part time (Specify)

164 . WHAT KIND OF WORK DO YOU DO? (If not specific, probe. PuEASE BE AS SPECIFIC
AS POSSIBLE--FOR EXAMPLE, CAR WASHER, COOK, ELEVATOR MANAGER, CARPENTER,
PUNCH PRESS OPERATOR, ACCOUNTANT SHARECROPPER MIGRANT WORKER OFFICE MANAGER
- TYPIST, SALES CLERK, TEACHER AIDE.)

[y

165. WHAT KIND OF BUSINESS IS THAT JOB IN? (If not specific, probe. PLEASE BE AS
' SPECIFIC AS POSSIBLE--FOR EXAMPLE, HOME CONSTRUCTION, AUTOMOBILE FACTORY,
. GAS STATION, PRIVATE HOME, HOSPITAL LIFE INSURANCE COM?AJ » COTTON’ FARM
v FRUIT ORCHARD, TELEPHONE COMPANY, U.S. GOVERNHENT DEPARTHENT STORE, THE
NAME OF THE COMPANY IS NOT SUFFICIENT )

4

166. (If obvious, DO NOT ask.). ARE YOU

1. SELF-EMPLOYED ' .
_ 2. SALARIED? '

gt

0. NO response

167. WHERE IS IT? (Read response categories 1-4 before. recording a response.)

-
~

1. IN-YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD’

. 'IN ANOTHER PART OF THIS CITY/COMMUNITY(e g., Auburn, Opelika, Smith
Station)?

. OUTSIDE OF THIS CITY/COMMUNITY(SUBURBAN OR-COUNTRY).? . o

OUTSIDE OF THIS CITY/COMMUNITY(ANOTHER TOWN OR COMMUNITY)? ' ,

. No response

S

(168. WHO TAKES CARE OF (CHILD'S NAME) WHEN YOU ARE wonxmc7 (Check all that apply.)

. No response i

Adult member of “household (Speuify)
Non-adult sibling(s) ’
Other members of household (Specify)
Other relative--not in household
Unrelated person--not -in household
School

Chiid care center

. Other (Specify) - .

.

. .

.

OOV WNHO
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©

-l

1694. HAVE YOU HAD ANY OTHER JOBS OR PRdMOTIONS ON YOUR PRESENT JOB IN THE LAST

THREE YEARS? -
0. No response : _ , : . .
1. No : )
¢ 2, Yes 169h. WHAT WERE THESE? (If more than 3, record on

separate page. ) -
9. Don't know;' can't remember
0. No response

1. Specific Job Full-time'.~ Part-time -. No Resp.

; Business ' Self;Empl9yed ' '~Salaried’ ~_No resp.”
Dates: from : to . p , |

+2. Specific Jéﬁ . , Full-time Part-time‘§<, "No resp.

. Business Seif-Employed_______ﬁalariea No resp.
Dates: from | ' to |

3..Specific Joh Full-time. _ ?#rtftime . No resp.___
Businessl ' Seif~Employed , Salaried -_No resp._

1 Dates: from to

2

169c. IS YOUR PRESENT JOB BETTER THE SAME, OR WORSE THAN THE ONE YOU HAD BEFORE?

- 1. Better 169d. WHY?

2. Worse

‘3. The*laﬁe

0. No response
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170a. (Ask of those who do not have jobs now) HAVE YOU HAD ANY JOBS IN THE PAST

THREE YEARS?

0. No- response

1. No

- 2; Yes

v

1. Specific Job

—————

170b. WHAT-WERE THESE?

9. Don't know; can't remember

0. No response

No resp.

 Full-time Part-time

Business R Self—Bmployéq_____ Salaried ____ No resp.
-Dafés: from to |

2. Specific Job Full-time _Part-time " No resp.
Bﬁsiness .Self-Employed Salaried - No resp.
Dates: from to ’

3. Specifiic Job Full—ti;;______hpartmtime No resp.

J Business Job. Self-Employed ¢ Salaried No resp.

Dates: from ! to

If more than three jobs iisted, record below:

238
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171." ARE YOU MARRIED NOW? (This interview is intended for a female respondent. If
: R by chance, the respondent is male, make appropriate sub-
0. No response stitutions throughout the rest of the interview-~husband/

' wife; widowed/widower, he/she, etc.)

1. Yes _ ARE YOU (Check one.)

a. MARRIED, RUT HUSBAND/WIFE TEMPORARILY
ABSENT? (Skip to Question 172.)

X | : b. MARRIED AND LIVING WITH HUSBAND/
: WIFE? (Skip to Question 172.)

c. SEPARATED? (Skip to Question 172.)

2. No . 'ARE YOU (Check one.)

a. SINGLE, NEVER MARRIED? (Skip to
Question 183.) '

- _b. WIDOWED?

c. DIVORCED?

vy d. Separated?

172. WHAT WAS THE LAST GR@DE IN SCHOOL THAT YOUR HUSBAND COMPLETED?
< - Don't know

173a. HAS HE GONE (OR DID HE GO) TO ANY OTHER SCHOOL?

1. Yes 173b. WHAT TYPE OF SCHOOL?

-

2. No 173c. HOW LONG DID HE GO THERE?

9. Don't know

0., No réspohse (Do not ask if widowed~-skip to Question 182.)
-~ > © 7 173d. IS HE IN SCHOOL AT THE PRESENT TIME?

0. No response

1. Yes

2. .No

, 9. Don't know
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. =
(Do not ask if widowed--skip to Question 182.)

174a. .DOES YOUR HUSBAND.(OR EX—HUSBAND) NOW HAVE A PAID JOB?

0. No response

Y

1. Yes l74b WHEN DID HE START WORKING THERE?

‘ 175a. AT WHAT STEP ON THE LADDER WE LOOKED AT BEFORE
‘(show 1adder)_WOULD YOU ?UT YOUR HUSBAND'S JOB?
Number indicated :

WHY? (Skip to Question 176.)

2. No 175b: ' IF YOUR HUSBAND (OR EX-HUSBAND) WERE TO FIND A

3 JOB, WHERE ON THE LADDER: WOULD IT PROBABLY BE

9. Don't know PLACED? ;

Number ifdicated

WHY?

_ 174c. IS HE PKESENTLY LOOKING FOR WORK?

0. No response -

1. Yes

2. No

9, Don't know

v

(Skip to Question 182.)

176. ~ IS YOUR HUSBAND (OR EX-1IUSBAND) EMPLOYED FULL-TIME, WHICH IS 35 HOURS PER
WEEK OR MORE, OR PART-TIME, WHICH IS LESS THAN 35 HOURS PER WEEK?

0. No response'

——

1. Full time

2. Part—timé (Specify)

————e

9., Don't know
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:

177. . WHAT KIND OF WORK DOES HE DO? (If not specific, probe: . PLEASE BE AS
: SPECIFIC AS POSSIBLE--FOR EXAMPLE, CAR WASHER, COOK, ELEVATOR MANAGER,
CARPENTER, PUNCH PRESS OPERATOR, ACCOUNTANT, SHARECROPPER, MIGRANT ‘WORKER,
N OFFICE MANAGER TYPIST, SALES CLERK, TEACHER AIDE. ) :

/

178. . WHAT KIND OF BUSINESS IS THAT JOB IN? (If not specific, probe: PLEASE BE
AS SPECIFIC AS POSSIBLE--FOR EXAMPLE, HOME CONSTRUCTION, AUTOMOBILE FACTORY,
GAS STATION, PRIVATE HOME, HOSPITAL, LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY, COTTON FARM,
FRUIT ORCHARDS, TELEPHONE COMPANY, U. S. GOVERNMENT, DEPARTMENT STORE.

THE NAME OF THL COMPANY IS NOT SUFFICIENT )
b2

179. (If obvious do not ask.) IS HE (read responses 1-2)

[

SELF-EMPLOYED?
SALARIED?
. Don't know

S
=

N

O

|

. No response

- 180. WHERE IS HIS JOB LOCATED? (Read Responses 1-4)

1. IN YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD?
2. IN ANOTHER PART OF THIS CITY/COMMUNITY(e.g., Auburn, Opelika, S Smith
. Station)?

3. OUTSIDE OF THIS CITY/COMMUNITY(SUBURBAN OR COUNTRY)’
- 4., OUTSIDE OF THIS CITY/COMMUNITY(ANOTHER TOWN OR COMMUNITY)?

9. Don't know

0. No response
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1818. HAS YOUR HUSBAND HAD ANY OTHER JOBS OR PROMOTIONS ON HIS PRESENT JOB IN THE .

LAST THREE YEARS? | \' |
g . . - © : - . \\
0. No.response : - R
1. No - _ ‘ : o N
9. Don't know : " ‘ : ,
2. Yes.  18lb. WHAT WERE THESE? (If more than 3, record on eparate page.)

9 Don't know; can't remember
0 No response

1. Specific Job, : Full-time_ . Fart-time___- Mo résp.____
'Business | - Self-Employed Salaried No resp.
Dates: from to ‘ °
2. Specific Job____ * - Fuli—timq____;__?artetime . Mo }eSp.
Business Se;f—Employed ,Salaried_;___ﬂo'resp}_____
Dates: from __to |
3. Specific Job . %uil—time Part—time No resp. _
Business _ B aelf—Employed ' Salaried No resp. . -
Dates: from \ to

181c. 1S. HIS PRESENT JOB BETTER, THE SAME, OR WORSE THAN THE ONE HE .HAD BEFORE?

1. Better 181d. WHY?

2. Worse

3. The same — —

0. No response . - e

9, Don't know

242
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182a. (If husband is not working now ask:) HAS HE HAD ANY JOBS IN THE PAST THREE
! ‘YEARS? ™ : o ’

k]
~

0. No response * -

:;;_;. No ‘ N ’ ’
. ___9. Don't know - ? >
2. Yés 182b. WHAT WERE THESE?“kIf more than 3, record on separate page,)
' . ' " 9. Don't know ’ ‘
____0. No response .
1. Specific Job . Full-time* R Paertime ﬁo resp.____
Business ' : Self-Employed sélaried___.__No resp._____
Dates:.from ; . | to
2. Specific Job - ':. Full-time Part-time__a____ﬂNo resp.
, Business : . Self—Empldyed_ . Sélafied_____No resp..
5\\ Dates: from : to ‘ - '
3. Specific Job~ - Full-tiﬁé P;rt—time, No resp.
\ Business Self-Employed Salaried  No resp.
_Dates: from | to . v .

183. (If obvious, do not"ask.): DOES MOST OF YOUR MONEY COME FROM (Read responses 1-2)
1. SALARY? ' - |

> ‘ —_ 2. PUBLIC ASSISTANCE?
‘ ;____'3. OTHER (Specify:if,noted,rbut DO NOT probe.)

0. No response
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184.  NOW .ABOUT THE PEOPLE IN THIS HOUSEHOLD. FIRST, I'D LIKE YOU TO TELL ME
-BEGINNING WITH THE OLDEST AND GOING DOWN TO THE YOUNGEST, THE FIRST NAMES
OF EVERYONE -IN THIS HOUSEHOLD, INCLUDING YOURSELF, (CHILD'S NAME), AND .
PEOPLE WHO USUALLY LIVE HERE BUT MAY BE AWAY--IN SERVICE, ‘SCHOOL, TRAVELING b
OR SOMETHING. (Record alL answers below.) For each person-listed, ask:

a. WHAT KIN IS . ~ TO (CHILD'S NAME)? i 0 . o \'

b. WHAT IS HIS/HER SEX? (Check M for male, F for female.) .
i : .

c. WHAT IS HIS/HER AGE AS OF HIS/HER LAST BIRTHDAY?

d. (If 3 or older ask): IS ’ IN SCHOOL NOW? (Includes Nursery -
School, Day Care, and Head Start. Record gradé level when appYopriate.).
5 e. (If over 14, ask): DOES HAVE A FULL-TIME OR PART-TIME
‘ - PAID JOB? : ‘
T
- o ) "H ‘( M
f. (If "No" to "d" and "e'", ask): WHAT IS DOING NOW?
¢ . s L E
g “(For all children 12 years and younger, ask) HAS, !

EVER ATTENDED ANY ?RE-SCHOOL PROGRAM? (If "Yes" ask) WRICH ONE?

N

h. IS HE/SHE LIVING AT HOME NOW‘7 (If "No" ask): WHERE IS HE/SHE?

‘8.~ b. C. d. e. £. g. h.
i} AN * PRE-SCHOOL AWAY
NAME » KIN « SEX AGE SCHOOL WORK OTHER (Specify.) (Specify.)
' ' YES
. NO
YES
NO -

YES
NO

YES

o . N O 13
‘ ~ T YES v
NO

iz WIK WLZ.W'Z M‘Z WIZ

YES
NO

X

YES
NO

YES
NO-

.YES
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© 185. (If there is a child(ren) older than 3, and in preschool/Head Start, agk:)
- WHY DO=YOU WANT (YOUNGER CHILD' S NAME) TO GO TO HEAD START/PRESCHOOL’

o
. - . t

\

A

! a

IN YOUR FAMILY, WHO WOULD HAVE THE MOST TO SAY ABOUT THE FOLLOWING THINGS :

14

Father | Mother | Other (Specify)

186. WHAT KIND OF A CAR TO BYY

187. GETTING ANOTHER T.V. SET

188. LETTING (CHILD'S NAME) SPEND . o

THE NIGHT WITH HIS BEST FRIEND

" © 189. MOVING TO A NEW HOUSE OR APARTMENT

190. WHERE TO GO ON.A TRIP ;

191. HOW LATE (CHILD'S NAME) CAN PLAY ' 1 . e : ‘
» OUTSIDE . s e

”

192. ABOUT HOW MANY TIMES HAVE YOU MOVED IN THE LAST ‘3 YEARS?

ml
193.  ABOUT HOW MANY YEARS HAVE YOU 'LIVED IN THIS HOUSE/APARTMENT’

@

. 0. No reSponse . . -

S -1, # years- {Specify)
2. A1l my life --- (Skip to Question.l98 ) i

194. . HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED IN THIS NEIGHBORHOOI? ‘
____0. No response ‘ )
S T Xeafs (Specify) . ' .
_. 2., All my life — (Skip to Question l§7g.) '

B \ .
195. HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED IN THIS TOWN?

0. Nc response . :
0 _1. # years (Specify) -
2. ALl my 1life --- (Skip to Question 197a.)

A
196. BEFORE YOU MOVED TO THIS TOWN, WHERE DID YOU LIVE? - ' -

City ’ . State . ‘ Country

- Y 945
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R} e
. 197a. ARE YOU NOW LIVING LN A DIFFERENT HOUSE OR APARTMENT THAN YOU WERE THIS TIME
' A YEAR AGO? ' .
1.°Yes o 197b. IS'THIS A BETTER, OR WORSE PLAZZ TO.LIVE
. ) JHAN YOUR PLACE A YEAR AGO, OR 4BOUT THE
i SAME? - ®
_}ale_ 0. No response T N
~-0. No response —1. Better .
— 2, Worse
3. About the same
r . - 9. Don't know )

198. DO YOU WANT TO MOVE? .
.'No response . . | . . i ’ :
. Yes N C - T
. No L . )

. Don't know ' d

L

19%a. Do YOU EXPECT TO MOVE?,

. 1.Yes . 199b. WHEN?
y | © 199c. WHERE?
2. No -
9. Don™t. know | - ’ ’ ' : )

. 0. No res?onse

=

200. WHEN YOU THINK OF "HOME," WHAT PLACE DO’ YOU THINK OF?

- N e
- ‘ . R ‘ : {
20la. DO YGU RENT OR OWN THE PLACE WHERE YOU NOW LIVE?
1. Rent . 201b. DO YOU RENT FROM PUBLIC HOUSING OR A PRIVATE
- - . LANDLORD?* (If obvious, do not ask.) i

— ;1. Public housing
2. .Private landlord, (or

2. Own | . ! 0. héHEésponse _ o -
L'.‘ ' - corporation)

‘0. No response

N

202, HOW MANY ROOMS ARE THERE IN THE HOUSE WHERE YOU NOW LIVE? (NOT COUNTING ‘THE

BATHROOM, UTILITY ROOMS, OR OTHER ROOMS UNSUTIABLE FOR SLEEPING OR GENERAL
LIVING PURPOSES.) :

L

Q:

< -

0. No response

'

Number

]
K>
‘o'\
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3. (Amh only Lf interview conducted elsewhere than home) 15 YOUR HOUSE .
(Read responses 1-7).

1
<. DUPLEX OR ROW HOUSE, WITH ONE UNIT FOR EACH FAMILY?
3. A SINGLE HOUSF CONVERTED TD APARTMENTS?

4. A GARDEN APARYMENT?

5. A HIGH-RISE APARTMENT?

_6. A TRAILER?

7 APARTMENT IN PARTLY BUSINESS BUILDING?

8 SOMETHING ELSE?(PLEASE TF'.L WHAT)

<3

. ROUSE FOR JUST :NE FAMILY, DETACHED FROM THE OTHER HOUSES AROUND IT?

0 No response

0&n. DO YOU HAVE A YRRA?

s e

1. Yes 204b. CAN YOU USE THE YARD FOR THE CHILDREN TO.
: PLAY IN?
2 Ne l. Yes
U 2. No. 204c. WHY NOT?

0. No response

DOLS (CHILD'S NAME) HAVE HIS/HER OWN:

Yes
DL R 10 [ ]
206, BEDY ...ttt e e e ettt e et e o)

207. DRESSER, CLOTHES CHEST OR SECTION/DRAWER{S) FOR HIS/HER CLOTHES
I [ ]

'
:og/,fluuszr (OR SECTION OF CLOSET SET ASIDE FOR HIM/HER)?............... []
}69. 2L N
/

L:xo. TOY BOX (OR OYHER PLACE TO KEEP OWN THINGS)?. @ uvvenvomennnnnnn e, [
e A T o B []

(INTERVIEWER: If child shares pet but is responsible
for care, check 'Yes.")

47

nNo

No
[]

(]

[]
[]
[]
[]
[]
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712. DOES ANYONE USUALLY SLEEP IN THF M WITH (CHILD'S NAME)? ' '

1. Yes 212a. ' = ‘CUALLY SLEEPS IN THE ROOM WITH
1»...D'S NAME)? (Check all that apply.)
2. Now v . No response .

.. Like-sexed child(ren)

0. N ( . 2. Child(ren) of the
- YO response opposite sex

- ‘ . 3. Parents or caretakers

WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING 'THINGS DO YOU HAVE? (For each item respendent has, ask:

HOW MANY?) A ' :
No . Yes Number
213. AUTOMOBILE [1 [ .
T 214. TELEVISION ' (1 11

2Y5. RADIO - 1. 01

216. HI-FI, STEREO, RECORD PLAYER ['] [ ]

217. TELEPHONE | | SIS '. Y
218, ENCYULOPEDIA . ' [1 I ] 

219. bIC'rIoNAgY o [ 1 L] .

220. VACUUM CLEANER RS 1

ks

221.  WHERE WERE YOU BORN?

(Town)" (Stéte) ~ (Country, if not USAY
0. No response ' 9. Don't know
¢ 222, WHEN WERE YOU BORN? :
Month / Day / Year
/
0. No response - 9. Don't know /
—_ —_— | /
. J
223, WAS YO CHILOHOOD OR ADOLESCENCE/TEENS SPENT, FOR THE MOST PART,. IN URBAN -OR /
RURAL i KGROUNDS? /
1. Urban /-
2. Rural /

0. Ro response /

AU : -/
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COULD YCU TELL ME WEERE YOUR PARENTS WERE BORN?

224. Mother

——

: . . ,
(Town) - (State) (Country, if not USA):
0. Mo response : 9. Don't know
. w
225, Father '
: - (Town), ) (State). (Country, if not USA)
0. No response » 9. Don't know

(If respondent is married, separated, divorced, or widowed, ask Questions 26-230,
otherwise skip to Question 231.) : - .

>
N ¢

1226, WHERE WAS YOUR HUSBAND BORN? °
. kY

(Toyn) (State) (Country, ir not US..
0. No response - 9. Don't know
227. WHEN WAS YOUR HUSBAND BORN? . ]
Month / Day [/ Year
0. No response . 9, Don't knog\

228, VAS HIS CHILDHOOD OR ADOLESCENCE/ TEENS SPENT FOR THE MOST PART, IN URBAN OR
RURAL BACKGROUNDS7 .

1. Urban
2. Rural

0. No response
2

(OULD YOU TELL ME WHERE YOUR HUSBAND'S PARENTS WERE BORN?

229, Mother

(Town) 3 (State) (Country, if not USA)
0. No response 9. Don t know
R
230, Father . . ,
(Town) (State) : _ .(Country, if not USA)
0. No response - ' 9. Don't know

¢
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. sy
231. HOW MANY HOURS A DAY DOES (CHILD'S NAME)-WATCH TELEVISION ON WEEK DAYS AND
DURTNG THE WEEKEND? (Circle one for eadch,.a for weekdays and b for wgekend.)-

L

: a. 0 1/2 12 3 4 5. 6 .7 8 9

b.O 1/2 L 2 3 4 > & 1 8 9

232. DOES HE/SHT ~V.R WATCH CHANNEL (10 in Portland, 7 in Lee County, 52 in Trenton)? .

-

1. Yes 232a. HOW OFTEN?

O

. No resporise

. Every day

3-4 days a week’

. 1-2 days a week

. Twice a month

. Once a month

. Less often - .
. Don't know

2. No

9. -Don't know

__0. No response

v .
£

AL

232b. WHAT PROGRAMS DOES HE/SHE WATCH?

>y

233. DO YOU READ ANY NEWSPAPERS?

¢

1. Yes 1 ., WHICH ONES? (Full names if known)
’ 1. ‘ HOW OFTEN?
2. No ) R -
0. No response . : *
0. No response /. Every day : .
2. Several days a week
3. Sunday only
4, Less often
’ 2. ' _ HOW OFTEN?
0. Ng response
1. Every day
2. Several days a week
3. Sunday only
4,

Less often




234a. DO YOU READ ANY MAGAZINES?

45—

'
r

R

,b ; 1. Yes

2. No

0. No response

v
s

© 234b:" WHICH ONES? (Full names

N

if known.)

"HOW OFTEN?

1._

|

|

——

0
‘1
2

No response
Every week
Every 2 weeks
Once a month
Less often

HOW OFTEN?

e

L]

No response
Every week
‘Every 2 weeks
Once .a month
Less often

HOW OFTEN?

QU

‘No response

Every week
Every 2 'weeks
Once a_ month
Less often

e
s

_ONE THING IN WHICH WE ARE VERY MUCH iNTERESTED IS WHETHER OR NOT YOU GO OUT OF
* YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD FOR FooD, OR ENIERIAINMENT,'OR TO SEE.RELATIVES AND FRIENDS.

235a. DO fOU'HAVE ANY RELATIVES (KINFOLK) WHO LIVE WITHIN 20 MILES OF HERE?

0. No response

1.

No

9.°Don't know

s

(Skip to Question 248a.)

v
]

v

2. Yes

235b. HOW MANY?




If more than 3 in Question 235b, ask:
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WHO ARE THE 3 YOU VISIT THE MOST?

- DON'T WANT TO GIVE ME THEIR NAMES, WE CAN CALL THEM A, B, AND C.

If 3 or. less in Questlon 235b, ask:

THEIR NAMES, WE CAN CALL THEM A, B, AND C..

Record names belo&.
third relative.

o

-

NOW, FOR (FIRST. RELATIVE) THAT YOU VISIT:

236-238.

. 239-241.

242-244.

245-247.

L wbhEH o

Record name or relationship here —¥

DO YOU USUALLY TAKE (CHILD'S'NAME)?

t

HOW FAR FROM YOUR .HOME DOES_ THAT
RELATIVE LIVE? (Answer in blocks
or miles.).

' # blocks or

# miles

(9&%Don't know)

'WHERE IS IT? (Read list.)

0. No response...

1. IN YOUR NEIGHBGRHOOD?.......c..

2. IN ANOTHER PART OF THIS CITY/ :
AREA. ¢ it v ieerenstisvacanes e

3. OUTSIDE OF THIS CITY/AREA (IN'
SUBURBS OR COUNTRY)?....0cuvenn

4. OUTSIDE OF THIS CITY/AREA
(ANOTHER TOWN)?..vevecrnnnn

HOW OFTEN DO YOU GO?

. No response....... A
More than once a week..........

Once a week...coeeen
Once every two weekKS...........
Once a month.....c.ccoeeenns
Less than once a month.........

WHO ARE THEY?

IF YOU

IF- YOU DON'T WAWT TO GIVE ME

Ask questions for first relative, then second relative, then

‘1st

~2nd

__’__Z-NO

‘ 3rd .
Relative Relatiwve Relative
__0.No resp.l__0.No ieép. _0.No resp.
_l.Yes _1l.Yes _l.Yes
__2.N0 ___Z.N‘o
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248a. DO YOU HAVE FRIENDS IN THIS GENERAL AREA THAT YOU VISIT MORE THAN CNCE A
. YEAR?

(@]

. No response .
. No - (Skip to Question 261a.)

~9. Don't know

- : . t

2. Yes . . 248b., HOW MANY?

If more than 3 in Question 248b, ask: wno ARE THE 3 YOU VISIT MOST? IF YOU DON'T
WANT TO GIVE ME THEIR NAMES, WE- CAN CALL THEM A B, AND'C.

If 3 or less in Question 248b, ask: WHO ARE THEY? IF YOU DON'T WANT TO. GIVE ME
THEIR NAMES, WE, CAN CALL THEM A, B, AND C. S ‘

'

Record nameszbeiow T Ask questions for first friend, then second friend, then
third friend. Loor ) ' : . -

'
¥ A
A \

i

A

-~

NOW, FOR.(FIRST FRIEND) THAT YOU VISIT: 1st - * 2nd | 3ra-
S o " ' Friend . Friend Friend

Record names here

249-251. DO YOU USUALLY TAKE (CHILD'S NAME)?| 0.No resp. 0O.No resp.|{ _0.No resp.
e . . __1.Yes __1.Yes _1l.Yes |
L ' : ' ~ __2.No* __2.No ‘| __2.No,
<  252-254. HOW FAR FROM YOUR HOME DOES THAT - . o
- FRIEND LIVE? (Answer in blocks or _
miles.) # blocks or - _ 1 - -
# miles

(99=Don 't know)

255-257. WHERE IS IT? (Read list.)

. 0. No-response..h....;...........
: " 1. IN YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD?.........
2. IN ANOTHER PART OF THIS CITY/

ARE[\-;.-----.-.-.--q--.--.--'---'-

3. OUTSIDE OF THIS CITY/AREA (IN
SUBURBS OR COUNTRY)?..........

4. OUTSIDE OF THIS CITY/AREA

(ANOTHER TOWN)?. .0 eunennnn.. g
258-260. HOW OFTEN DO YOU GO?.

"~ 0. No respbnse..t................

1. More than once aweek.........

. Once a week.vivuvneoesuenennn,

On:e every two weeks..........

Once amonth...e.verineveennen.

e
.

Less than once a month........
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261a. ARE THERE ANY PLACES WHERE YOU USUALLY GO OUT FOR ENTERTAINMENT OR

RELAXATTON?
1. No response i
2. No . ) (Skip to question 274.)
d 9. Don't know’ . ‘
2. Yes . 261b. HOW MANY? "

If more than 3 in Question 261b, ask: WHAT ARE THE 3 YOU VISIT MOST?

If 3 or less in Question 261b, ‘ask: WHAT ARE .THEY?
If respbndent hesitates, say: IF YOU DON"T WANT TO: GIVE ME THE NAMES OF THESE.:
PLACES, WE CAN CALL THEM A, B, AND C. o

. [ . \ .

‘Record names below. Ask guestions for first place, then second place, th2n,

third place. N : : i} g
. Y
NOW, FOR THE (FIRST PLACE) THAT YOU VISIT: lst 2n 3rd
. L v A Place Place Place
. - Record Name of Place here. , _
‘2624264, DO YOU USUALLY TAKE (CHILD'S NAME)?|_0.No'resp.i 0INo resp.| _ 0.No resp.
' o ~1.Yes __1.Yes __1.Yes
’ —2.No __2.No __2.No
265-267. HOW FAP FROM YOUR HOME IS THIS
; ” B
. PLACE? # blocks or
#f miles
(99=Don 't know)
268-270. WHERE IS IT? (Read list.) . .
O. NO resSponSe...ceeeececscosnns .
1. IN YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD?.........
2. IN ANOTHER PART OF THIS CITY/
AREAZ. . ieiviianereanaannaneas
3. OUTSIDE OF THIS CITY/AREA (IN
~ SUBURBS OR COUNTRY)?.......... '
4, OUTSIDE OF THIS CITY/AREA
(ANOTHER TOWN) 7 .. vt evenannnns
271-273. HOW OFTEN DO YOU GO?
0. NO resSponSe......tveeeeesssecns i i
1. More than once a week.........
2.0nce a Wweek...voevreunonnnnn ces \
3. Once every two wéeksS.......... ‘ )
4, Once a month.....cccveaed’eennn
5. Less than once a month........
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274.. DO YOU USUALLY SHOP WITHIN YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD, OR OUTSiDE OF IT?

0. No response
1. In neighbnrhood
2. Qutside neighborhood

2753. HOW OFTEN DO YOU GO' DOWNTOWN OR INTO THE CITY?

Nv (Trenton - around State and Broad Streets .)
; (Portland - around S. W. Broadway and S. W. 3rd Street)
(Lee Coun Countz - shopping center between Auburn and Opelika——Penny s, ete.)

~1. Every day 275b. DO YOU USUALLY TAKE (CHILD'S NAME)
2. Every week ‘ WITH YOU? ]
3. Every two weeks . - _ )
4. Every month . 0. No response
5. Every six months ) L 1. Yes
- ' <. No
6. Seldom or never g )
0. No response

i

.THANK YOU FOR YGUR COOPERATION; YOU HAVE BEEN MOST HELPFUL

(Inter&iewer: Check to make sure that you have asked all questions before leaving:
respondent.) ! —_ s i

~

-

"
'S
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. INTERVIEWER COMMENTS

276. Did you see. respondent discipline a child?

1. Yes (Specify) | - o

2. No

'277.. Did respondent ask you for any help or information?

1. Yes (Specify)

S 2. No
278-282. Rate the person intervieweéd as to - Section i
: cooperativeness: ‘ , 1. I 11 JIV v
Very cooperative. Appeared friendly . L : o ) -
and relaxed with'interviewer. No 2.

defensiveness. Volunteered informa- !
tion readily. Showed interest in’ J
the study and became inwolved in the

interview.: * .[ ] [] [] O t ]

Cooperative. Appeared friendly and
relaxed with the interviewer. '
Answered questions readily, but did
not volunteer information beyond that
requested May or may not have shown
interest in the study I3 [1] 1] [ ] {1

Slightly uncooperative. Generally
answered questions readily; but may
have shown some cefemsiveness; _ . .
o maintained distance from interviewer. 1] [ 1 i ] [1] |

o

. 7

v Uncooperative. Tenseness and

defensiveness in answering questions.

Expressed reservations about amount

of,time»speqt: An undercurrent of °

resistance to the interview. Little _ .
interest in the study. ' [1] [1] Ly 11 11

° .
a 7 -

Very uhcoogerative . Explicit
resistance to the interviewer or the - '
interview. No interest in the study.- [ ] 1 [1 (1~ 11

<«
“

©283~287. Much of the information obtained may
: be, unreliable because person . ;
interviéwed seemed,so corcerned with
making a ""good- impression that °
s .~ questions may not have been answered . ' : _ .
truthfully (Check if applicable ) R R O {1 (1 []

ERIC . 256
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288. Rate the person interviewed as to your difficulty in understanding her speech. .

1. Very“difficuitv
“ 2. Somewhat difficult
3. Not at all difficult

« [y

289. Rate. the person interviewed as to her difficulty in understanding your speech.

1. Very difficult
2. Somewhat difficul: :

3. Not at all difficult -
290. “Rate the person intervrewed as to her difficulty in understending the interview
questions, ’
‘1. Very difficult : .

2. Somewhat difficuilt " - ' 0
3., Mot at all difficult

3

'291—294_ Was anyone present besides respondent during interview?

__1. One or more people present (F111 in below. ) ‘ ?
2 No bne present

RS

VY

Person(s) Present " Number ,Relationship to Child | Length of Time Present

y

STUDY CHILD(REN) XK X KKK

OTHER CHILDREN

OTHER ADULTS

HUSBAND - XXXEXX

295a. Did anything unusual occur during the interview?

IS

1. Yes . 295b. WHAT?

2. No
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.

For -Home Interviewers Only: -

+

296. Type of dwelling - the‘dwelling is a:

a. Single house, one family (detached or semi-detached)
b. Duplex or row house, onc unit for each family
c..Converted single hduse, converted rowhouse, multi—family
d. Apartment privately owned; garden-type
e. Apartment ‘public housing, garden~type - housing project)
f. Apartment privately owned; multi-story)
__B. Apartment (public housing; multi-story - housing project)
_h. Trailer® : .

i. Other ( Specify)

>0

297. Are surrounding houses :

a. like respondent's house R

b. different from respondent's house How?

298. 1Is the outside of respondent's house:

‘a. new, i good-repair <«
- b. new, ifi poor repair

c. old, in good repair

d. old, in poor repair

- 299. Dpoes respondent's house have a yard?

a. Yes ,
b. No _ e

300. - Does there seem to be adequate outeide‘play'space available?

a. Yes ) s
b. No

.301. Noise Level - ) .
a. a lot of noise
b. some noise

c. little or no noise
'302. Was the noise level distracting? .

a. Yes

b. No ) . 5

25
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Table B~1

Means and Standard Deviations of Year 6 Reading, Math, and
Raven Scores of Study Children According to
Buce, Hesd Start Attendance, and Sex (within Race)

Reading Math Raven
" sD M sp M sD
Tatal 30.18 9.76 33.83 10.23 20.42 ..5.28
White 36.20 8.59 40.76 9.57 25.27 ©.05
Rleck 26,57 8.58 29.74 )8.21 18.9: 4,74
White Males 35.08 9.07 41.76 9.38 23.27 5.03
Wite Franlcw 37.17 8.06 39.91 9.67 | 23.28 5.08
Hlack Males 26,71 7.94 29.03 7.92 18.93 4.61
Hlack Femalen 28,69 8.80 30.60 8.48 18.89 4.90
Head Srart, Black 25.82 8.63 29.15 8.23 18.49 b.74
K. Premchool, Black 28,95 .78 .58 7.26 19.63 b.46

Lo e e ppacemegeestes g o
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