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The Parent Child Development Center Project developed in recognition
of the importance of parents in the child’s development of competence and
in response to the priority placed on policies designed to bemefit
families and children. The Parent Child Development Center (PCDC)
programs are programs for mothers and young children with goals similar
to those of earlier compensatory education programs: to enhance the
development of young children and to try to offset educational and
occupational problems associated with poverty. The basic strategy of the
PCDC programs is preventative in that helping parents become more effective
child-rearing agents ‘was ‘the primary path-taken- to reaching- the-goals for -~ ~~~

children.

Background of PCDC Project

The PCDC Project was begun by the Office of Economic Opportunity
(and later continued by the Office of Child Development, now knowr as the
Administration for Children, Youth and Families) to formulate, develop,
test and document potentially replicable program models. The model
building or program development and evaluation phase was the first of a
two-phase experimental strategy. Three PCDC programs yere funded in
1970-71 in Birmingham, Houston, and New Orleans. In the first five years
of Phase I, the programs were developed, and essential aspects of
their”théory and practice documented and their effects tested (Johnson,
Kahn, and Leler, 1976; Lasater, Malone, & Ferguson, 1976; Blumenthal et
al., 1976).

On the basis of positive and significant program effects, the second

phase of the experiment was initiated in 1975. The three original
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progran® were to be replicated in different communities, with different
popul a¢lons to see whether the replications, too, would yield positive

prog: +n effects. A national replication management organization housed
in a juivate institution, Bank Street College of Education, was set up

to guide, monitor, and document replication processes.

At the beginning of Phase I1I, each of the three PCDC programs was
replicated once, Birmingham in Indian;polis, Houston in San Antonio and
New Orleans in Detroit. ‘A uniform cross=-site-evaluation was also plamned: - ---
for the second phase. However, the external)evaluation was not funded
concurrently with the replication management organization as originally .
planned. When Educational Testing Service was finally funded to dévelop
an evaluation plan in 1978, it was a classic case of too little, too
late. During the period from 1975 to 1978, research had continued at
each site on a plecemeal basis, with scarcely enough money to support
minimum data collection. As a result, the original research staffs were
severly reduced. EIS was just beginning to design the follow-up and
replication study when ACYF announced that the replication experiment was
terminated because of lack of financial support. ETS was directed to use
their remain;ng funds to analyze the data collectéd during the interim
period. ACYF authorized limited data collection during the period from
1978 to 1980.

This paper reports-onwthe-preliminary~analyses_of.th;.data.from.tuo e e
sites (Birmingham and New Orleans) collected during the interim years
from 1976 to 1980. More detailed and complete analyses of data from all

three sites are still in process. Brief program descriptions of each PCDC
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model are followed by a cursory summary of the Phase I (1970-1975) findings.
For a thorough treatment of the first phase, the reader is referred to

the five-year reports from each center cited above. A forthcoming
monograph (Aﬁdrews, Blumenthal, Ferguson, Malone, Johnson, Kahn,

Lasater, & Wallace) will provide a detailed description of these results

from the first five years.

The PCDC Model and Programs

All PCDC programs share several common features which define
the PCDC approach to parent education. - -PCDCs-must -actively .engage -~ - -
low-income families with young children between the ages of birth and

three years. They are multidimensional programs providing a range of

E information. and experiences..to.parents-on-children’s development, — .- m .- mm
o »

™, child-rearing techniques, health, nutrition, home management, adult

e skills in relating to organizations and institutions and community

resource utilization, while offering social activities and social and
health services.

The programs are interdisciplinary and are conducted in an atmos—
phere that is supportive and flexiblg, providing opportunities for
participation in different ways and for using new information and .skills.
An important dimension in this milieu is..the .support group provided by.
the mothers themselves, facilitating interaction among mothers and
opportunities for sharing and discussing experiences.

Because of the comprehensive nature of the programs, in which the
mother is the central focus, additional benefits to the family are

expected. Mothers are expected, for example, to increase their social and
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family management skills and, subsequently, their feelings of self-worth,
as well as their potential for future employment. Fathers are expected
to increase their understanding of and involvement in the child-rearing
task. Finally, benefits are expected to accrue to older.children and to
children born subsequently to participant families.

Although all PCDCs share these featurgs and general goals, the three
programs differ, by design, in their structure and educational delivery
methods. For example, although the project’s target years were birth
to three years, each program could choose to begin at a different age.
Two PCDCs begin when the child is ﬁwo to three monins old, while the
third program (Houston) begins when the child is one year old. A range
of participation intensities is represented, from a minimum of one
and a half hours up to 40 hours per week. Further, different decisions
were:made regarding staffing patterns and program setting. Finslly,
and p;rhaps'most important, each program was developed to be responsive
to a different population. These idiosyncratic features shaped and grew
out of the programs’ early development and basic assumptions and continue
to exert their influence in the replication phase. The need to be
responsive to the participants and the community, coupled with an explicit
research orientation created a dynamic interplay between research and
practice from the start.

Birmingham Parent Child Development Center. In-the Birmingham PCDC
program, the primary teachers of mothers are other mothers--those who,
through their experience and increasing responsibility in the center-based
program, have developed their ability to share with other mothers what

they have been learning.
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The Birmingham center serves a group of black and white mothers and
their children. Each mother-child dyad begins participation when the
infant is about three months old and graduates when the child reaches 36
months of age. During the first 12 months, the mother-child dyads attend
three half days each 'vlveek- Then attendance increases to five half days
as the mother learns more about teaching others. After 15 months of
participation, the mother becomes eligible for teaching or Model Mother
status, which requires five-full days of.attendance...The..teaching . .
mothers assume responsibility for creating developmentally facilitating
experiences for the children in their care. By teaching others, the
Model Mother improves her own skills and knowledge.

A small, permanent staff provides continuity of program content and
activities, and trains and supervises the Model Mothers. Training 1is
conducted in adult development, child development, observation and inter-
viewing, and health and social service education.

The primary emphasis of the Birmingham program is on learning
through experiences in three areas: experience in child care, experience
as an individual learner, provided by ele;tiVe classes and preparation
for high school equivalency exams; and experiences as a member of the
larger social system of the center, created by contributing to day-to-day
program planning and operation and by participating on the Parent
Advisory Board.

A variety of supportive services enables mothers to attend the
center: transport;tion, a small stipend, lunch and snacks, child care for

other children in the family, health care and social service assistance.



Houston Parent Child Development Center. The Houston PCDC program

1s a two year bilingual-bicultural program serving Mexican-Ame;ican
families. During the first program year, when the child is one, the
program consists of approximately 30 weekly home visits, each lasting
about one and a half hours. The home visitor is a worker from the
coﬁmunity trained by the PCDC, who shares with the mother information
concerning child growth and development, learning in the home environment,
and the importance of the parenting role in the child’s early years.
During this first year the entire family is also invited to participate
in four family workshops, usually held on a.Sunday at.the center. ... ...

From the time the child is 24 months until graduation, one year
later, the child and the mother attend a center-based program four
mornings a week. While the child is in a group with trained teachers; the
mother 1s involved in groups with other mothers. The mothers’ discussions
and activities center around child learning, growth and development.
This expands and builds on the first year’s curriculum but with the
additional benefit of mothers sharing with other mothers in a group
setting. Other mothers’ classes focus 6n home manégement, health and
safety, topics such as budgeting and consumer buying, nutrition, first
aid and childhood diseases. Bilingual (Spanish/English) language classes
are offered to the mothers during their two-year involvement in the
program.

Evening meetings are held twice monthly during the second program
year and topics selected by program fathers are presented and explorgd.
A Parent Advisory Committee (PAC), made up of elected parent representa-

-

tives, helps to keep staff informed of changing community and family needs.



A supportive services component staffed by an experienced community
worker, nurse, and aides helps facilitate the family’s ﬁse of community
resources during their enrollment. Transportation, lunch and a small
stipend for additional expenses are offe;ed in addition to the health and
soclal services.

New Orleans Parent Child Development Center. In the New Orleans

PCDC program, mothers enter the program when their infants are two months
old and remain as participants until their children are three. The
program offers parents a wide variety of educational experiences focusing
on stimulating the mothers’ development and on child rearing and child
development. The program also offers a range of health and supportive
soclal services.

The New Orleans PCDC serves black parents from an inner city area.
Moﬁhers come to the center twice a week for a total of six hours. On one
of the mornings, the mpthers spend an hour in child development discussion
groups and two hours in a Parent-Child Laboratory. On the gsecond morning,
there 18 a variety of more adult-oriented activities including discussion
of maternal and child health and nutrition, led by the nurse, and of
adult faﬁily life and general concerns of everyday living, led ty the
social worker. Other activities include classes in home economics, field
trips, arts and crafts, and ;pecial guest speakers; there 1s a Toy
Workshop where mothers make educational. toys for their children .cut o?’
materials found in the home.

The parent education sessions are led by individuals from the same

community and cultural background as the mothers and who, at tﬁe beginning



of the program, had no formal tfaining in education or child development.
These parent educators receive contimuous in-service training.

All of the program parents are automatically members of the Parent
Advisory Committee (PAC). The PAC functions as a feedback mechanism to
the staff about the parents’ feelings, needs and wishes. The major
educational focus of the PAC is to provide parents with experience in
leadership and group participation, which is an integral part of the
program.

A variety of support services is provided to make it easier for the
mothers to attend the program; These include: transportation, a small = ~

stipend, mid-morning snack and a program for the other children in the
family.

Summary of Phase I Findings

The research design was based on the random assigmment of partici-
pants to program and control groups with the major evaluation at the end
of the program. It was an example of the Campbell and Stanley Type. 6,
post-test-only control-group design. A common evaluation strategy was -
adopted by all three PCDCs, although measures unique to each PCDC were
also included in the test batteries. The common areas of measurement were -
program effects on the mothers’ interaction with their children and.the. . ..
children’s general intellectual and. cognitive development...All three... . . .
PCDCs administered measures at the anmial test points and at graduation.

To measure program effects on the mothers, each PCDC developed

its own mother-=child interaction observation situations. Practical
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concerns in the selection of measures to evaluate the development ¢
program children dictated an emphasis on general intellectual functioning.
The cognitive emphasis was n;t because this was the only major concern of
the program, but because the available measures offered the greatest
reliability and possibility of comparability withhsther research.

A summary across the three sites of the multivariate analyses of -
variance performed on the mother-child interaction data 1s presented in
Table 1. Program mothers in all three sites scored significantly higher

than control mothers onm all multivariate dimensions of maternal behavior

at 36 months. Examining the data as 'a function of “the 'lengthof mothers® - -

participétion in the program reveals an interesting pattern. 1In Birmingham
and New Orleans, both three-year programs, significant differences
between program and control_mothers began to emerge at 24 months.
Birmingham progfam mothers offered more comfort during mild stress |
and gave more instruction and praise in the teaching situation. New
Orleans program mothers displayed significantly more sensitivity and
acceptance toward and cooperation with their children. They also played
with them and read to them more, showed them more affection, and talked
to their children more than did control mothers. Program mothers in the
two-year Houston program showed significant differences from control
mothers at 24 months, after one year in the program, on two of the
factors from Caldwell’s HOME Inventory. -After two years of participation,
vwhen their children were 36 months old, program mothers were significantly
more affectionate, used less criticism, and encouraged their children’s

verbalization more than did control motheis.
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Table 1

 Summary of Multivariate Analyses of Variance in Each site Comparing
Program and Control Groups on Maternal Behavior Interaction
in Observation Situations?@

AGE OF CHILD (MONTHS)

SITE/SITUATION 2 1P 24 36
Birmingham:
Nonsocial stress situation <1 5.07**
Waiting room situation 2.27 3.95%%
Teaching situation 2.31%% 5_1g%**
Houston:
Teaching situation and HOME Before <1 5.42%%%
Program
begins

New Orleans:
Waiting room situation:
Positive maternal behavior 1.1 2.0 3.5%% g gux

Negative maternal behavior 1.2 1.6 1.7 2.6

NOTE: Values in table are multivariate F ratios.

a
. No column entry means that data were not collected.

b . . : .
Birmingham nonsocial stress situation was conducted at 13 months.

o= .06
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Analyses of data on children across sites did ‘not yield so clear a
pattern. As Table 2 indicates, theré‘gere a number of significant
effects at graduation, a few at 24 mdhths, and almost none before that.

Birmingham program children interac;ed more positively with their mothers
during the waiting room observat;Pﬁigt:3§‘;;nthé ﬁnd scoFed higher on the
Concept Familiarity Index (CFI) and th;}Stanford-Binet. New Orleans
program children obtained significantly higher scores on the Pacific Test
Series, the Ammons Full-Range Picture Vocabula:y Tegt, and the Stanford-
Binet at graduation. The Cohort 2 program children igiNew Orleans showed
greater evidence of program”impact"thaﬁ~did the~§i10t~€ohort~iw -Houston
program children were only maéginally~superidf fo the control children
on the CFI and the Stanford-Binet at graduation.

The preliminary analyses reported in the next section focus on two
questions. First, to what extent do the differénces at graduation tend
to fade over time? And second, are ;he&gifferé;ces at graduation that

were found with early cohorts replicated with later'cohorts?

-
by

Length of Effects *-

e

Short-term PCDC influence on child competence is clearly demonstrated
in the five-~year reports. -Data-collegté&'d?ring~the-interim period now-
permit a limited investigation of-how~ion;:I§sting'these effects  are;.-. -
PCDC goal statements clearly.indicate:that”loﬁg;term éffects are antic= .

. ipated. Unfortunately, the available data on long-tetm child effects

were essentially limited to Stanford-Binet scores. giilyses of previous

high-quality early-intervention projects (Lazar et. al., 1977), revealed
’»;,,'

that measurable impacts on IQ may be retainedﬁfor three or four years

- -
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Table 2

SUMMARY OF ANALYSES ACROSS SITES COMPARING PERFORMANCE OF PROGRAM

L4
AND CONTROL CHILDREN ON MEASURES OF PROGRAM EFFECTS

AGE OF CHILD (MONTHS)

MEASURE Before 12 122 2® . At Graduation
Birmingham: D

Child behavior in

ipteraction situations:

Nonsocial stress 1.3 5.6%%*

w;it%ng room 3.9* . v 4.6%%

Téaching 1.4 . ™ <1
Bayley Mental Scale of

Infant Development - 8.3% 2.5 2], 2%%*
Concept Familiarity

Index 2.8*%
Stanford-Binet ' 17.8%%%

Houston: ‘

Child's verbal com- No

munication rating Program 27, 3%%* 1.1

from M1ss® )
Bayley Mental Scale of No

Infant Development Program <l 8,.77*%*
Concept Familiarity No

Index Program 2.§+
Stanford-Binet No '

Program " ' Z;Qtﬁ
¥ - " -
14 i
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Table 2 (continued)

Parent-Child;k

AGE OF CHILD (MONTHS)

MEASURE Before 12 122

New Orleans:
Uzgiris-Hunt Scales
of Infant Ordinal
Development <1l <1
Bayley Mental Scale of
Infant Development <1 1.0
Pacific Test Series
Ammons Full-Range
Picture Vocabulary
Test
Concept Familiarity
Index

Stanford-Binet

24,b At Graduation
<1

<1

<1l 4.8*

3.7*

1.2

4.0%

aBirmingham nonsocial stress situation was conducted at 13 months; the

Bayley, at 10 months.

bIn New Orleans the Uzgiris-Hunt was administered at 20 months.

cControl significantly higher than Program at 24, not at 36.

+E < .10
*p < .05
**n < 01

***p < ,001

|
Ul
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after the end of the intervention, although longer~term effects on IQ
were not found. However, Bronfenbrenner (1974), after reviewing several
early intervention studies, noted that effects may be especially likely
to be sustained longer when intervention begins very early and a tively
involves parents. Thus, even in the area of IQ, long-term effects two or

three years after the intervention might reasonably be anticipated.

Birmingham Analyses

Sample. Unlike the New Orleansrsite, Birmingham did not have
cohort designationS“because‘of~the~“trtckle“‘rectuitment“model”used";*'"”"‘"'
there. 1In this model, mothers are rccruited and enter the program
continuously during the year rather than a group of mothers starting
together at .the same  time...-For-analysis-purposes;-artificlal~cohort s =
designations were created in which mothers and children entering the
program in two adjacent calendar years were placed in the same cohort.
Thus, mothers and children who began the progran in 1972 or 1973 were
considered to be in the first cohort, those entering in 1974 or 1975 were
in the second cohort, etc. Although some data were collected on pilot
mothers and children prior to 1972, these data are excluded for several
reasons. Prior to 1972, there was not- strict random asgignment to groups,
families were admitted with target children over- 8ix  months-of age, and - -
the program itself was different in that it placed less emphasis.on the
mothers as the primary program participants. The decision to consider 1972
+ as the first true program year is consistent with the sample definition

in the forthcoming monograph summarizing the initial five-year findings.

Faa
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Graduation from the program ordinarily occurs when the target child
reaches 36 months of age. Another consequence of the trickle recruitment
model is that this graduation point may occur at any time during the
year. Because this somewhat artificial graduation point may have occurred
at a time that was particularly inconvenient for the mother, some mothers
who had been very active participants would dropout a few months early.
In order not to exclude these mothers, a program graduate was defined
as anyone who was enrolled in the program for at leéast 28 months.

The Birmingham model was, by design, racially integrated. Because
of problems in recruiting a sufficient number of white mothers, it was
not possitle to maintain a white control group. Random assignment was
thus limited to black faﬁilies, and results reported here include only
those randomly assigned black families.

Stanford-Binet results. Results of the annual testing with the

Stanford-Binet for the cohort entering in 1972 or 1973 are summarized
in Table 3. The old (i.e., 1960) norms were used consistently. At
this age range, IQs with the new 1972 norms would be about 10 points
lower. Most columns in the table are self-explanatory. The columns
labeled "Low" and "High" indicate the lowest and highest scores attained
by any child in each group.

The trend in the means is clear. There are strong program-control
differences at graduation (36 months), but these are nearly cut -in
half, becoming nonsignificant by 48 months and essent ially disappearing
by 60 months. It is interesting to note that the drop in absolute level

of the scores occurs after 48 months, even though the program-—control



Table 3

Stanford-Binet Scores for Birmingham

Cohort 1

YONTH OF NUMBER MEAN STO+ DEVIATION (N=1) LOW HIGH
TESTING PROG. CONTRCL PRCG, CONTROL PROG, CONTROL PROG, CONTROL PROG, CONTROL T

el b e L L LT T T T Y T Sy -

W N o3 SN0 SLB065  9.0286  6.0960 77,0000 63,0000 1250000  103.0000 3, 31s6h
3 N 55 46 9IBB WIWB 10099 10,723 75,0000 71,0000 128,000 116,000  3,9515*
4 N 0 W 95T 05,0000 ILIGI3 LL2BT0 7600000 740000 1250000  117.0000  1,935]
60 N 0 OG0 N0 198D Bb4e 60,0000 760000 12,0000 16,0000 0,255
72 # 36 905 927500 LGB L3525 70,0000 71,0000 130,000 122,000 0290
B4 N 152 S 906 112050 LLATED  T4.0000 62,0000 1200000 114,000 03781 f:

I
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comparison becomes nomsignificant at 48 months. This is due to the
apparent increase in IQ for the control group between 36 and 48 months.
This control group increase might be a testing artifact created by the
different items that children of different ages may take with the Stanford-
Binet; 1t could be related to some non-PCDC treatment that control
children are receiving; or it might simply reflect some anomaly existing
in this particular sample. A similar peak at 48 months was noted for the
control group in the 1974~1975 cohort. In that group, the 36-month mean
1Q was 93.4, the 48-month mean score was 96.9, and the 60-month score
dropped down again to S91.1.

The research staff in Birmingham did an excellent job of following-up
on program graduates. There was very minimal sample attrition through
60 months, although sample siges did drop off somewhat beyond that ﬁoint.
As a check on possible differential attrition, a number of entry demo-
graphic characteristics of program and control children were compared.
These comparisons were done separately for all children who had scores on
the 36-month Stanford-Binet and for those children who had scores on the
72-month Stanford-Binet. As ‘indicated in Tables 4 and 5, the background
entry characteristics of the program and control sampies were very
similar both for the 36-month sample and for the families that were still
left in the sample when the target child was 72 months old. Finding only
one "significant" difference with'p < .05 on 40 t-tests is best explained
by chance. Thus, the disappearance of the program-control differences
on global IQ two years after program completion cannot be explained by

changes in the sample. Furthermore, an additional analysis was conducted

&S
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Table 4
Entry Characteristics of Families in the Sample
‘at Child-Age 36-Months

i GRADS C1 CHTLS
N__ N Sl il M o IFIN Sl HIH [id¥ L o7 F 4
HTR AGE EE WL L A U 15,903 /.03 66 0.Re9 4.600 1,750 40667 4,29 o083 93 0497
CSENMNEF &4 1631 0.5% 1.002 2,000« 1957 0.504 1,000 2.000  0.506 0,25 <8 0,804
¥ 0CKON 5 1019 1,354 .0 v.000 64 l.l!g 1,240 0.0 C4.000 0 13t <680 %8 0.e75
KERD HS 53 <189 .810 1,000 1000 f &y 0.77 1.000 3.000 0,79 <035 6 0,713
S PSONTS 51 5006 D443 3.003 15,000 i 5031 L 3.600 12,000 D.a5Y -l05 &y 0,357
BRI B2 Wil L L0 3.000 45 6,600 1,604 1.620 SR0L LTES ST <5 0,438
HWETIFE 53 LI 6.3 1.000 B0 45 LIt 0400 1.000 G030 0,407 =240 % (.68
PRO/FRSL B3 1,031 0502 §.600 L0 45 wile 050! 0,417 ALY A SR O
EEI U T . Y I 00 §9.000 45 8011 2073 1.000 99.000 WS ACv % £.039
HERLe ¥ 2.050 L.l a0 LG 1 £.163  0.30 0.0 1000 0.3 L8 75 0,009
AR W 0.6¢0  3..79 G.0 1300 @ 0.610  0.397 0.0 1000 Quead =182 27 8
TOT IKCH 54 3i57.58s 1881630 850000 5188.090 65 427,611 3021.368 0.0 2020.000 2652.302  -0.75 O 0.4%p
OWEEN 51 787,301 WS.05T 15055 1991333 45 Bl6.816 ¢61,609 0.0 335,000 BLE.TIN IR e Q.02
RIWCT B4 10.852 1.9 .09 L0645 1L 1.3 €.000 LR RS U YRS U R B B b
FEWCTH 16 10720 2,947 0.0 laCC0 17 1133 199 1.000 16,000 2ol 07T 31 Oaeed
REMOTE 84 0.330 .l 6.0 1.000 45 631 0.6¢8 0.0 L0080 Lade LAl 97 o.efe
FRAQTE 18 .50 ¢.514 6.0 1.000 18 0,333 0,485 0.0 LA GBI 1 I 6.3
A0 LI 5 0,166 0.3%9 0.0 1,000 45 0.080 0,03 0.0 L0006 LA 6 0,373
FOLISC 18 0.7 0.46s 0.0 1.000 18 0.833  0.383 0.0 1000 0.6%¢  -0.70 34 .47
7 SERVCS 54 1537 1.58) 0.0 CT0000 4 1.68; 1.5% 0.0 6,000 1571 -0.65 % 0.¢51

_-_QI_

KEY:  C1 GRADS - Cohort 1 (1.e., entry into program in l972§or 1973) progran graduates.,
C1 CNTLS - Cohort 1 controls, | :

MIR AGE - Mother's age at time of entry into programf.
SEX IMZF ~ Sex of target child (1 = pale, 2 = female);
# 0 CHON - Number of children other than the target child in the family,

{IYAY AdOJ 1S538

HEAD HS - Head of household (1 = mother, 2 = father,’3 = other adult); mean score for this item is not
' near:ngful and should be disregarded,
# RSDNTS - Number of people in household, :
~r1 ¥ POSSNS ~ Number of famlly possessions from a nine-point checklist (e.g., telephone, television, encyclopedia),
r—  HOMETYPE - Type of housing (1 = public, 2 = private)
4 RS/PRSN - Crowding index; number of rooms in house/nunber of people in household,
- M0S ADDR - Number of months at present address; if over 93, it was set equal to 99,
- M EWPLYD - Mother employed (0 = no, 1 = yes); employment at the PCDC did not count,
A EMPLYD - Any member of family employed (0 = no, 1 = yes),
1 T0T INCM - Total family income from all sources.
A INCM/PRN - Per capita income, ;
9 M EDUCIN - Mother's education; highest grade reached,
= FEDUCH - Father's education; highest grade reached,
M R/VOTE - Mother registered to vote (0 = no, 1 = yes),
F R/VOTE - Father registered to vote (0 = no, 1 = yes),
M D LISC - Mother has a driver's license (0 = no, 1 = yes),

419Y

o0

. -9
A, FDLISC - Father has a driver's 1icense (0 = no, 1 = yes), | “
o ¥ SERVCS - Number of comunity services used from a list of 19,

ERIC : |



HiR AGE

SEX 1H0F
& 0 CHON
HELD HS

4 R5ONTS
# PCSENS
HC"ESYFE
FHS/ERSH
N5 WO0R
HEHrLe
A 2401
10T INCH
SICHPRN
f ECUSTH
FLDLTTN
1 R/VOTE
F RAOTE
ro LSS
FoLsc
# SERVES

KEY:  C1 GRADS - Cohort 1 (i.e., entry into PO

Table 5

Entry Characteristics of Familigs Remaining in the Sample

at Child-Age 72-M3nths

Cl CNTLS - Cohort 1 controls,
MTR AGE - Mother's age at time of entry into program,
SEX 1M2F - Sex of target child (1 = male, 2 = female),

. N D LISC - Mother has a driver's license (0 = no, 1 = yes),
F D LISC - Father has a driver's license (0 = po, 1 = yes),

~ # SERVCS ~ Number of community services used from a list of 19,

gram in 1972 or 1973) program graduates,

i # 0 CHDN - Number of children other than the target child in the family,

i HEAD HS - Head of household (1 = mother, 2 = father, 3

C‘? neaningful and should be disregarded,

T RSNTS - Mumber of people in household,

¢ = # POSSNS - Number of family possessions from a nine-pdint checklist (

) < HOMETYPE - Type of housing (1 = publie, 2 = private)

"'{2 Fr1 RMS/PRSN - Crowding index; number of rooms in house /nunber of people in household,
<) MOS ADDR - Number of months at present address; if over 99, it was set equal to 99,
s, 4 EMPLYD ~ Nother employed (0 = no, 1 = yes); employnent at the PCDC did not count,
:w: % A ENPLYD - Any member of family employed (0 = no, 1 = yes).

" ED TOT INCM - Total family income from all sources.

i > INCM/PRN - Per capita ‘dncome, .

~> M EDUCTN - Mother's education; highest grade reached,

1 F EDUCTN ~ Father's education; highest grade reached, |

[ M R/VOTE - Mother registered to vote (0 = no, 1 = yes),

M F R/VOTE - Father registered to vote (0 = no, 1 = yes),

C1 GRADS : C1 cHTLS
N___REaN  shiM-1)  HIM HAX N__HMEAN © SPON-1) I HeX  pOOLS3 Y OF p
I 2689 5.675 15.000  35.083 34 23191  4.826 13.750 40,667 5286 -0.40 69 0.69]
T L3 0,500 1.000 2.000 W 1.412  0.500 1,00 8000 0.500 017 69 0.66)
LY 1.061 1,882 0.0 6,000, 34 LI 133 .0 4.000  1.53 -0.28 69 0.783
3 2,008 0.819 1.000 3,000 33 LU 0.781 1,000 3.000 “0.79% -0.49 67 0.628
35 5.257 513 3.000 15.000 33 5.606  2.344 3.000 12,000 2,433 -0.59 66 0,534
LT U Wi} 1,000 8.000 3 411 1.9 ¢.00 6.000 L7 -0.02 o6 0.932
% 1i%6  0.40) 1.000 .00 33 1,212 0.415 1.000 2.000  J.u(8  -0.18 67 0.t58
3% 1,076 0.414 0.40 ¢33 B Lo17 0.435 0.417 0,667 0,414 0.59 o7 0.585
L LR It 2.000 99.000 33 27.485  25.069 1,900 99.000 19.937 .60 67 0.427
5 0,080 ¢.a7m? 0.0 1.600 30 9.133 0.3 0.0 1050 0316 -0.62 53 0.5%
i 0.551  ¢.5% 0.0 1.600 131 0.710  0.441 0.0 1000 0.432 <105 6D 0.06%
373807243 2002.302  852.000 948,000 33 3764.364 2730.737 0.0 11180.000 2373.118  0.68 68 0.940
35 837.041 450651 200,000 19%3.333 33 739.008 622.477 0.0 2795.000 559.482  0.72 66 0.473
010.8% 1430 7.000 12.000 33 1L333 1. 6,00 10,0500 1363 -1,32 68 0.1%
1410706 3.9 0.0 14.000 14 1.2 718 7.00 14,600 .el5 -0.50 26 0.619
03N 0.4 0.0 1.000 33 0.394  0.4%8 0.0 LOSD 0049 -0.13 €3 0.8%
14 0.429  0.514 £.0 L0000 18 0,333  0.458 0.0 1,000 0,500  0.51 27 0.613
b)) 0.162 0.3 .0 L0000 33 0 0.3 0.0 100 0,350 0.48 63 0.63)
14 0.571  0.514 0.0 1,000 15 0.867  0.352 ¢.0 1960 0437 -1.82 27 0.080
3 L% Lo 0.0 7.000 32 2,063 1.8 0.0 6.0 L7l -0 67 0.517

= other adult); mean score for this item is not

—-6T—

e.g., telephone, tele\}ision, encyclopedia).
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that included only children who had complete IQ data at 36, 48, and 60
months. For the group of 53 program children, mean IQ’s were 98.64,
99.47 and 94.15 at 36, 48 and 60 months respectively. For the group of
46 control children with complete longitudinal data, the comparable means

were 91.33, 95.24, and 93.54.

Birmingham Demographic Questionnaire results. The Birmingham

Demographic Questiounaire was designed primarily as a demographic
description of the sample and not as a sensitive measure of program
effects. It is included here because it provides some data on possible
gross impacts on family functioning during the follow-up period. For
example, if PCDC mothers sought additiomal schooling or outside employment
after their PCDC experience, or if they became more interested in politics
as indexed by registering to vote, it would be reflected in the Demographic
Questionnaire. However, it does not assess the far more subtle, and
potentially more important, family interaction and child-rearing practices
that might have been influenced by the PCDC. Such analyses must await
the administration of a truly comprehensive family interview during
a proposed follow-up study.

The entry demographic characteristics were presented in Table 4.
Table 6 presents these characteristics during the second year of the
.program. Note that the per capita income is significantly higher in
the program group, reflecting the payment made to mothers for their PCDC
participation.

Table 7 presents the demographic information one year after graduation
(child age 48 months), and Table 8 presents the comparable results for

three years after graduation. MNote that the per capita income ir the two

25



-, o~ Table 6

Demogrz;phic Charactéristics During Second Program Year

C1 GRADS ) €1 CHTLS

‘.
N MEAN _ SDIN-1) HIN HAX N ___HEAN  SDiN-1) HIN HAX POOLSD T  CF

WRAGE &7 22,1  5.0% 15000 3083 3% 22,679 4656 16407 G0.667 .89 -0.66 80 0.509
SCMIE 67 150505 L0 200 3 L3N 04 ) o0 2000 0499 1,25 80 0.205
ROCHN 47 L3 1488 0.0 6,000 35 L4293 g 5.000 1434 -0.67 €0 0.502
HEADHS 47 L723 073 1000 30 3 LEST 40.810 1000 3000 0772 0.7 €0 0.440
BPSINIS 45 63 LT 2000 100 3 A8 LI LOM 0000 1890 -1 77 008
SPISS AT 4G9 L 100 a0 B 8 Lea o 2om g oo 1650 0.64 60 0522
GEE G L s Lo L0035 LIST 043 LA 2,000 0.4 158 60 g1l
SRR A7 L3 0803 0.sis 300 M. 130 oo g8 5.000 0764 -0.04 79 0.96
MO AR 4TSS SSE L0 99.000 3 Ml 270390 2000 9000 3180

: 0.41 60 0.686
HWEPLYD 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 A - 0387 0.495 0.0. 1000 0,436 -2.45 39 0,009
AERPLID 30 0,733 0,450 0.0 L0000 35 0,686 0,971 0.0 1,000  0.461  0.41 43 0.680

TOT INCH 47 6007.064 3171.621  1886. 000 15392,000 © 35 750,97 R 720,000 15080.000 3197,503 1.7 80 0,082
INCHVRRN . 45 1562817 936,104 334,286 5130.664 3¢ 907.890 538,103 - 171.429 2U15.000 790,236 3.4 77 0.000
MEQUCTN 47 11,255 1,263 6.000 16000 35 11314 1,255 9.000 14,000 1277 -0.,21 0 0.837
FEOUCTN 18 1194 1,259 9.000 15000 12 11.667% 1.37 9.000 14,000 1,306 0.57

28 0,572
HRAOTE 47 0.5%  0.500 0.0 1000 35 0,457 0,505 0.0 1,000 0.5 1,05 80 0.299
FRAOTE 19 0.5 0,513 0.0 1,000 12 0,563 .55 0.0 1.000 0.5 -0.30 29 0.766
HOLISC 47 0,23  0.428 0.0 1,000 35 0,200  0.406 0.0 1,000 0.419 0.3 g0 0.707
FOLISC 19 0.8  0.318 0.0 1.000° 12 0.97 0,289 0.0 1.000 0,395 0,19 29 0,847
BSERVCS 47 0.915 1,558 0.0 9.000 35 1,286 1.487 0.0 6,000 1528 -1.09 80 0.260

KEY:  Cl GRADS ~ Cohort 1 (i.e., entry into program in 1972 or 1973) prdgrgmjgraduates.
CL CNTLS - Cohort 1 controls. T i‘ o .
MIR AGE - Mother's age at time of entry into program. . :
SEX 1M2F - Sex of target child (1 = male, 2 = female), .
# 0 CHDN - Number of children other than the target child in the family,
HEAD HS - Head of household (1 = mother, 2'= father, 3 = other adult); mean score for this item is not
neaningful and should be disregarded,
# RSDNTS - Number of people in household, t
# POSSNS - Number of fanily possessions from a nine-point checklist (e.g:, telephone, television, encyclopedia)
HOETYPE - Type of housing (1 = public, 2 = private) ' _. |
RMS/PRSN - Crowding index; number of roons in house/number of peojle in household,
MOS ADDR - Number of months at present address; if over 99, 1t wészset equal to 99,
M ENPLYD - Mother employed (0 = no, 1 = yes)y employnent at the PCDC did not count,
A EMPLYD - Any mewber of family employed (0 =70, | = yesﬁ--

10T INCH - Total fanily incone from all sources,
INCM/PRN - Per capita ‘incone. | o
M EDUCTN - Mother's education; highest grade reached. )
F EDUCTN ~ Father's education; highest grade reached. ' )
M B/VOTE. - Mother ' registered to vote (0=no, 1= yes)o'
F R/VOTE - Father registered to vote (0 = no, 1 = yes),
MD LISC - Mother has a driver's license (0 = no, 1= yes),

F D LISC - Father has a driver's license (0 = no, 1 = yes), 9
0 # SERVCS - Number of conmunity services used from a list. ?f 19,

ERIC C
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Table 7
Demographic Characteristics at Child-Age 48-Months

€1 GRADS C1 CNTLS

N MEAN  SD(N-1) _ MIN HAY N___HMEAN  SDIN-1)  HMIN HAX  POOLSD T CF P

WTRAGE 45  22.063 5.2  15.000  35.083 36 22,79 5.080  13.750  40.667  5.183 -0.63 79 0.529
SEX IMZF 45 1.444 0,503 1.000 2.000 36 1472 0.506 1.000 2.000 0.504 -0.25 79 0.806
ROCHN 45 1200 1,50 0.0 6.000 3 1500 1.363 0.0 5.000 1.442 -0.93 79 0,355
HEADHS 45 1,933  0.809 1.000 3.000 3 L2 0779 1,000 3.000  0.79% 119 79 0.2%9
BRSONTS 45 4.933 2,016 ¢.000  lo.000 3 472 1.9 2,000 9.000 1.975 0.48 79 0.634
B POSSNS 45 5267  1.912 1.000 9.000 36 4,31 1,885 1,000 9.000 1.900 213 79 0.0%
HOMETYPE 45 1,444 0,503 1,000 2.000 3 L9 0.49 . 1,000 2.000 0.499 0.50 79 0.620
RHS/PRSH 45 1,586  0.784 0.500 4,000 36 LW3 0704 0.500 4,000 0.75¢ .44 79 0.15
HOS ADOR 45 44,156 30,017 5.000  99.000 36 44472 26,117 3,000 95,000 29,190 -0.05 79 0.9

HENPLID 40 0325 0.4 0.0 1000 34 0.412 0500 0.0 1,000 0.486 <077 72 0.447
AEHPLID 44 0.636  0.487 0.0 1,000 35 057 0502 0.0 1000 0.4% 058 77 0.563
TOT INCH 45 5638.044 3746776 0.0 14040000 36 S676.778 5917.085 0.0 30160000 4830157 -0.22 79 0.8
ICH/PN 45 1221152 852689 0.0 3120000 36 1224505 1190.408 0.0 6032000 1016.347 -0.01 79 0988
HEDUCTH 45 11467 1290 9,000  14.000 36 11,528 1.B&¢  8.000 16,000 1560 -0.18 79 0.86l
FERUCTN 17 11,91 1249 9.000 15,000 22 11417 1311 9.000 14,000 1275 1.09 27 0.2
HRNOTE 45 0,644  0.48¢ 0.0 1,000 36 0.500 0507 0.0 1000 0.6% 131 79 0.195
FRNVOTE 17 0.529 0514 0.0 1.000 12 0500 0522 0.0 1000 0.518 0,05 27 o.eel
HOUISC 45 0333 0417 0.0 1000 3% 0.2%  0.45¢ 0.0 1,000 0,467  0.53 79 0.5%
FOLISC 17 1000 0.0 1000 - 1000 12 1,000 0.0 1000 "L.000 0.0 0.0 27 1.000
BSERVES 45 1M1 1532 0.0 7000 3% 1833 190 0.0 10,0000 175 -0.32 79 0,751
KEY:  C1 GRADS - Cohort 1 (1.e., entry into program in 1972 or 1973) program graduates. '

Cl CNTLS - Cohort 1 controls,

MTR AGE - Mother's age at time of entry into program,

SEX IMIF - Sex of target child (1 = male, 2 = female),

# O CHON - Number of ¢hildren other than the target child in the family.

HEAD HS - Head of household (1 = mother, 2 = father, 3 = other adult); mean score for this item is not
neaningful and should be disregarded,

# RSDNTS - Number of people in household.

# POSSNS ~ Number of family possessions from a nine-point checklist (e.g., telephone, television, encyclopedia).

HOMETYPE - Type of housing (1 = public, 2 = private)

RMS/PRSN - Crowding index; number of rooms in house/mumber of people in household,

HOS ADDR - Number of months at present address; if over 99, it was set equal to 99,

M EMPLYD - Mother employed (0 = no, 1 = yes); employment at the PCDC did not cout.

A ENPLYD - Any menber of family employed (0 = no, 1 = yes),

TOT INCH - Total family income from all sources, ’

INCM/PRN - Per capita income. ’

M EDUCTN - Mother's education; highest grade yeached.

F EDUCIN - Father's education; highest grade reached.

M R/VOTE - Mother registered to vote (0 = no, 1 = yes),

F R/VOTE - Father registered to vote (0 = no, 1 = yes),

M D LISC - Mother has a driver's license (0 = no, 1 = Yes),

F D LISC - Father has-a driver's license (0 = no, 1 = yes),

# SERVCS - Number of community services used from a st of 19, ' 99
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HTR AGE

SEX 1HeF
* 0 CHON
HEAD HS

# RSONTS
% POSSHS
HOHETYPE
RHS/FRSN
HOu ADDR
H EMPLYD
A ENPLYD
TOT INCH
INCH/PRN
1 EDUCTN
F-EDUCTH
H RAVOTE
F R/VOTE
M D LISC
F D LISC
& SERVCS

Table 8

Demographic Characteristics:at Child-Age 72-Months

C1 GRADS €1 CHTLS

N___HEAN  SOIN-Y)  HIN HAY N___HEMN  SOO-1)  HIN MAX  POOLSD T _ LF P

0 R.83 595 15333 35.083 20 2.3 5431 13,750 40.667  5.701 -0.72 36 0.476
0 1500 0.513 1,000 2.000 20 1.400  0.503 1.000 ¢.000  0.508 0,62 38 0.5
20 1.650 1,55 0.0 5000 20 1700 1.658 0.0 5.000 1.612 -0,10 38 0.922
M 700 0733 1.000 3.000 20 1.400 0.681 1.000 3.000 0707 1.3 38 0.188
0 4,550 119 2.000 7000 20 4.550  1.605 2,000 8.000 1.413 0,0 35 1,000
0 5300 1.65 3,000 8.000 20 4950 2,139 1,000 8.000 1914 0,58 38 0,54
0 1.400 0.503 1.000 2,000 20  1.4900 9,503 1,000 2.000 0.53 0.0 33 1,000
¢ 1439 0.848 0.667 4.000 20 1.417  0.966 0,500 4,000 0,909 0,08 38 0,90
80 49.900 27,342 1.000 84,000 20  46.850 34,261 .000  99.000 31.006 0.31 38 0.757
¢ 0.400 0,503 0.0 1,000 20  0.500 0.513 0.0 1.000 0,508 -0.62 38 0,537
A 0,600 0,503 0.0 1000 20  0.650  0.469 0.0 1.000  0.49% -0.32 35 0.752
20 7975.000 5186.922  1068.000 16640.000 20 6680.800 5677.699  1416.000 23920.000 5543.186 0.7 33 0.465
20 1855.418 1299.260  267.000  4160.000 ¢ 1518.433 1344.151  354.000  5980.000 1321.415  0.81 3 0.425
W L1000 LI 10.000 16,000 20 12,350 169 10,000 16,000 1,542 -0.51 18 0.6l
§ 12025 0356 12,000 13,000 5 11.600 1.517 9.000 13000 0.957 0.9 11 0.357
0 0,800  0.410 0.0 1.000 19  0.68¢ 0,478 0.0 1,000 0.446 0,81 37 0.42
§ 0.625 0.518 0.0 1.000 5  L.o00 0,0 1,000 1,000 0.413 -1.59 11 0.139
0 0,600 0,503 0.0 1.000 20 0.350 0,489 0.0 1000 0.4% 1.59 36 0.119
§ 0875 0,35 0.0 1.000 5 1000 0.0 1.000 1.000  0.282 -0.78 11 0.453
M 2000 1917 0.0 6.000 20 2,300 2,029 0.0 6.000 1,97 -0.32 18 0,750

KEY:  CI GRADS - Cohort 1 (1.e., entry into program in 1972 or 1973) program graduates.
CL ONTLS - Cohort 1 controls,

~

()
Q

MIR AGE - Mother's age at time of entry into program,
SEX LM2F - Sex of target child (1 = male, 2 = female)

# 0 CHDN - Number of children other than the target child in the family,

HEAD HS - Head of household (1 = mother, 2 = father, 3 = other adult); mean score for this item is not

# RSDNTS - Number of people in household,

neaningful and should be disregarded,

I POSSNS - Number of family possessions from a nine-point checklist (
HOMETYPE - Type of housing (1 = public, 2 = private)
RMS/PRSN - Crowding index; number of rooms in house/number of people in household.
M0S ADDR - Number of months at present address; if over 99, it was set equal to 99,

M EMPLYD - Mother employed (0 = no, 1 = yes)

A EPLYD - Any member’of fanily employed (0 = no, 1 = yes),
TOT INCH - Total family income from all sources.
INCH/PRN - Per capita income,

, |
M EDUCIN - Mother's education; highest grade reached.

F EDUCTN - Father's education; highest grade reached.

M R/VOTE - Mother registered to vote (0 = no, 1 = yes),
F RIVOTE - Father registered to vote (0 = no, 1 = yes),

M D LISC - Nother has a driver's license (0 = no, 1 = yes),
FD LISC - Father has a driver's license (0 = no, 1 = yes),

# SERVCS - Nunber of commmity services used from a l%st of 19,

; employnent at the PCDC did not count.

_€z-

e.g., telephone, television, encyclopedia),

31
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groups is now nearly identical. Number of possessions (assessed one year
after graduation) is the only score showing significant group differences.
Picking one "significant" score out of a large group of t tests should be
used only for hypothesis generation and not hypothesis test;ng. If this
pattern were confirmed with other cohorts, it could represent an important
program effect. More detailed analyses will be necessary to find out if
a particular type of possession is involved that could have important
consequences for later-development.' For-example, might mothers who are -
PCDC graduates be more likely to buy books for their children? However,

note that by child-age 72 months, this score no. longer discriminates the

groups.

New Orleans Qgé;zsesmm“—‘- -
Sample. Data from three Néw Orleans cohorts are available for the
current long-term analysis. Cohort 1 is the pilot cohort that entered
the program in 1971. Cohort 2 entered in 1972. Because of a variety of
complications, a 1973 cohort never existed. The next cohort, entering in
early 1975, was labeled Cohort 4.
Stanford-Binet results. As in Birmingham, the 1960 Stanford-Binet
norms were ugsed.. Regults for (Cohort 1 are summarized in T;ble.9.m
Cohort 1, the pilot cohort, failed to show significant program
effects even at graduvation, and there is no evidence to suggest any
sleeper effects over the term of the evaluation. Note, too, however,
that sample sizes were greatly reduced past the 48-month data point.
It is anticipated that some of the missing children can be located and

tested in the proposed follow-up study.

3
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

HEAH

FROG.

100.6154
99,5714
§6:§71;"

101.0000

99.8000

CONTROL

96l8125
103.6250
99.7500
102.7500

95.6000

Table 9
Stanford-Binet Scores for New Orleans
Cohort 1

LOW

STD. DEVIATICN (N-1)
PROG. CONTROL  PROG.
14.2763 13,1465 6. 0000
16.4958  11.6555  76.0000
18.6626  11.9256  71.0000
15.7734 8.9562 81,0000
15.2709 6.4265  79.0000

HIGH
COMTROL FROG, CONTROL T
71.0000 126.0000 125.0000 0.3535
83.0000 127.0000 121.0000 -0.7850
60,0000  13Z.0000 114.0000 -0,3987
94,0000 128.0000 115.0000 -0.1990
89.0000 119.0000 103.0000 0.5668
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Results for Cohort 2 are summarized in Table 10. This cohort
showed a highly significant program effect at 36 months that was maintained
throuéh 48 months. However, by 60 months, the IQ difference was reduced
to a nonsignificant 2 points. As in Birmingham, the absolute score
level in the control group starts low, increases slightly, then drops
down again while there 1s a more consistent decline in the IQ scores of
the program group. Future analyses may indicate some cause for the
apparent increase in the control group IQ between 48 and 60 months, one
which may be related to Head Start or other preschool programs.

Differential attrition camnot explain the reduced differences over
time. When only children who had scores at both 36 and 60 months
were included in the analysis, the mean IQ score for the 10 children
in the program group went from 111.00 at 36 months to 106.00 at 60
montﬁs- For the 13 children in the control group the mean IQ went

from 98.23 at 36 months to 104123matNQQNPPQFh§f“,“

Conclusions

The notion that early childhood programs for the econdmically
disadvantaged could provide‘a permanent inoculation against later
cognitive deficits has been generally discredited. The current results
suggest that even an intensive.program. that starts within. a year..of.the...._...
birth of the target child and focuses on parenting does not provide
such an inoculation. Although these results are disappointing, the
possibility of long-term benefits to both mothers and children‘outside of

the "general cognitive ability" area has certainly not been ruled out.
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PROG. CONTROL

MEAH
FROG.

O
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

19
14
13
13

109.1429
109.3750
106.0000

99.5000

99.4000

Table 10

Stanford-Binet Scores for New Orleans

Cohort 2
STD. DEVIATION (H-1) LOW HIGH
CONTROL PROG. CONTROL PROG. CONTROL PROG. CONTROL T
97.6842 10,4939 11.6955  96.0000 75.0000 136.0000  116.0000  3.0685
96.6429  10.3914 14.9183  90.0000 71.0000 123.0000  '121.0000  2.1268
104.2308 9.0308 8.5644  93.0000 87.0000 125.0000  118.0000  0.4791
103.0769 9.8336 10.6651  82.0000 66.0000 110.0000 24,0000 -0.6950
95.6250 8.0187 8,0700  89.0000 83.0000 107.0000  106.0000  0.8224
A ]
. |
N
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Nor 18 it clear how later experiences (e.g., Head Start) maf build on
what was accomplished in the PCDC and possibly strengthen the effects.
Other moderator variables (e.g., the birth order or sex of the target
child) may also modify the general conclusions. These issues will be
explored more fully in an in-depth analysis currently being conducted.
The proposed long-term follow-up study must be especially sensitive to
the multiple dimensions of social competence of mothers and children that

cannot be assessed with IQ scores.

Changes in Program Effectiveness Over Time

One of the key questions in any ongoing program is whether the
program effects noted in early cohorta could be replicated in later

cohorts when initial enthusiasm may start to wane.

Birming1am Analyses

Stanford-Binet results. Results for the first cohort (entry in

1972 or 1973) were presented in Table 3. Results for children who
entered the progvam in 1974 or 1975 are presented in Table 11. The
four-point rean program-control difference (97.5 vs. 93.4) at 36 months
was only half as large as the difference in the first cohort (98.4 vs.
90.3), and it was not.statistically significant. . However; ‘n.a.2. (cohort)
x 2 (program vs. control) ANOVA the interaction was not significant

(E[1,144] = .98, p = ,32).

Mother—child interaction results. The Birmingham mother-child
interaction tasks yleld literally dozens of separate scores. Comprehensive

analyses currently under way are investigating various multivariate
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procedures for combihing these scores. For the present analysis, two
theoretically important scores were selected that showed: significant
program-control differences for the first cohort. The first of these
scores was a rating on a five-point scale of the quality of the mother’s
instructions to her éhild in the structured teaching task. In this task
the mother is asked to teach her child to sort objects by shape and by
color. The six minutes of interaction are recorded on video tape for
later coding. A rating of 1" indicated mo useful information;- for - -~ -
rating of 3, the mother needed to include some labeling and other types
of instructions (e.g., "put the cars in this circle™); a rating of 5 was
reserved for clear, well-timed, and specific instructions which included
the names of the sorting categories. Separate ratings were made on a
five-point scale for each of six minutes in the observation period.
These six ratings were then averaged. Analyses of the ratings are
presented in Table 12. Results for the 1972-1973 cohort are at the top -
of the page, and results for the 1974=1975 cohort are at the bottom.
Although the results for the first cohort are statistically‘significant
while the results for the second cohort are not, the differences between
program and control means in the two cohorts are nearly identical. This
slightly anomalous result can be explained by the substantially smaller
sample sizes in the second cohert.

Table 13 preaeﬁté éimilar ratings for the mother’s use of praise ..
in the teaching situation. In both cohorts, mean scores are quite low

(the lowest possible score is 1.00), but there are also significant
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Table 12

Rating of Quality of Mother's Instructions
in Birmingham Structured Teaching Task

Cohort 1
MONTH OF NUMBER - . MEAN STD. QEVIATION (N-1) LOW
"YESTING PROG. COMTROL PROG CONTROL PRCG. CONTROL FROG. CONTROL FROG
f;ﬁ MONTH 32 18 3.2675 2.4717 0.6485 1.0168 1.8300 1.0000 4.5000
:§o MONTH 44 23 3.1193 2.6091 0.e611 0.9826 1.6700 1.0000 5.0000
_36 MONTH 48 36 3.05494 2.4867 0.7109 1.0176 1.8300 1.0000 4.5000
48 MOMTH 48 44 3.5202 2.8470 0.9689 0.9907 1.0000 1.0000 5.0000
Cohort 2
t
MONTH OF NUMSER MEAN STO. DEVIATION (N-1) LOW
YESTING PROG. CONTROL PROG. CONTROL FROG. CONTROL PROG. CONTROL PROG.
24 MONTH 23 24 2.9235 2.6183 0.5899 0.9399 1.8300 1.0000 4.0000
‘ t
30 MONTH 23 25 3.0100 2.8068 0.9240 1.1720 1.1700 1.0000 4.6700
36 MONTH 22 25 3.1795 2.6704 0.9512 0.9619 1.0000 1.0000 4.5000
‘48 MONTH 16 19 3.3737 2.9568 0.9436 0.9951 1.0000 1.3300 4.8300

4.3300
4.5000
4.6700

5.0000

4.0000
%.6700
4.3300

4.4000

3.3823
2.1932
3.0103

3.2933

1.3264
0.6631...
1.8201

1.2640




Table 13
g Rating of Mother's Use of Praise
B in Birmingham Structured Teaching Task
Cohort 1
'MONTH OF NUMBER MEAH - ----—-~ STD. DEVIATION (N-1) LON - -- HIGH
“TESTING PROG. CONTROL PROG. CONTROL PROG. CONTROL PROG. CONTROL PROG. CONTROL T
'26 HONTH 32 . 18 1.7972 1.2128 0.7058 0.3272 1.0000 1.0000 3.6700 2.0000 3.3078
‘30 MONTH 44 23 1.8120 1.3913 0.6138 0.5507 1.0000 1.0000 2.8300 3.3300 2.7566
;"36 HMONTH 48 36 2.0950 1.6444 0.7027 0.6018 1.0000 1.0000 3.8300 2.8400 3.1162 |
48 MONTH 48 44 2.0125 «  1.5189 0.9819 0.4919 1.0000 1.0000 5.0000 2.6700 3.0059"
Cohort 2
HONTH OF NUMSER MEAN STD. DEVIATION (N-1) LOK HIGH
TESTING PROG. CONTROL ~0G, CONTROL PROG. CONTROL  _PROG. CONTROL PROG. CONTROL T
24 MONTH 23 24 1.6652 1.2912 0.6448 €.40682 1.0000 1.0000 3.6700 2.8300 2.3864
30 MONTH 23 25 1.4857 1.2656 0.4247 0.3145 1.0000 1.0000 2.3300 2.0000 2.0512
"36 MONTH 22 25 1.8955 1.4244 0.5689 0.6427 1.0000 1.0000 3.5000 4.0000 2.6463]
.48 MONTH 16 19 1.9031 1.4426 0.7741 0.3897 1.0000 1.0000 3.4000 2.4000 2.2772
o
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program=control differences in both cohorts. Note also that in both
cohorts, differences are about as large one year after program graduation
as they were at 36 months. Unfortunately, these ratings were not made
past 48 menths, hence comparisons with the long=-term decline in the

program=-control IQ differential are not possible.

New Orleans Analyses

Stanford-Binet results. Cohort Z'rgsults were presented in Table 4.
Cohort 4 results (recall that there was no Cohort 3) are presented in
Table l4. Instead of the~thirteen-point_IQ.differential.noted-dn..- cuw o . .
Cohort 2, there was only a nonsignificant difference of less than three

points. This apparently reduced effect is consistent with information

about changes _in.the.quality of..the.program from.Cohart..2.to..Cohort &e oo

Several of the key staff members who were major contributors to the
development of the model were no longer actively involved with Cohort 4.'
There was also some evidence of dissension among the remaining staff
mgnberg. In the more intensive analyses planned for this year, these
possible changes in program quality need to be more fully documented.
through interviews with site staff. It alsq must be noted that the 2
(cohort) x 2 (program vs. control) ANOVA was not significant (F[1,6Z]r-
2.35, p = .13). The mother-child .interactions .for Cohort 4, .which are.. .
currently being scored, also may be crucial in determining whether

the apparent loss of program effectiveness was genuine.

Cbnclusions

The possible changes in program effectiveness over time need to be

confirmed with more tightly controlled multivariate covariance analyses
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Stanford-Binet Scores for New Orleans

ERIC
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Cohott 4
m OF " NUMBER MEAN STD. DEVIATION (N-1) LOW HIGH
TESTING PROG. CONTROL PROG. CONTROL PROG. CONTROL PROG. CONTROL PROG." CONTROL T
'~36 MCNTH 22 16 102.0455 98.6250 8.9575 11.8579 84.0000 77.0000 114.0000 123.0000 0.7927
“5 MONTH 20 12 100.7500 96.4167 7.5941 10.0223 84.0000 83.0000 117.0000 117.0000 1.3856
A5
O
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that will simultaneously consider additional independent and dep=ndent
variables. It cannot be assumed that programs that are initially found
to be effective will maintain that effectiveness. Similarly, programs
that are initially relatively ineffective may improve over time. More
complex relationships may evolve as program emphases are changed over
time. Outcome measures that had shown strong effects may show reduced'
effects, while new significant effects emerge on other measures. Even -
the limited data presented here -underscore-the -importance -of efforts—to- - -
monitor program processes and outcomes over an extended period of time.
The changes over time that were observed seem to be more related
to changes in the quality and enthusiasm of center staff members than
to(changes in written descriptions of key model features (e.g., number
of classroom contact hours per week). Faithful replication of "key
model features" (whether within a site over time or across sites) is
probably less important in replicating outcomes than is consistently

maintaining a high quality staff.
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