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ABSTRACT

The present investigation Sought to examine Mexican
American mothers' estimations of their children's cognitive
performance: Two major purposes inspired the present
research. First, the study of culturally diverse groups
is clearly absent in the parental estimations literature.
Second, the role of parents' perceptions of their children's
cognitive performance is an important factor in the study
of familial and sociocultural influences related to the
intellectual functioning and development of young Mexican

The procedure of the study involved the administration
of the McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities (MSCA) to

261 Mexican American preschool boys and girls: Shortly
after testing, the mothers of the children were "administered"
the MSCA and asked how they thought their children performed,
item-by-item: At the session with the mothers, family
background data was obtained and the mothers were also
interviewed using a home environmental instrument

(Henderson Environmental Learning Process Scale-Revised;
HELPS-R) -

Four research questions were asked: (1) how do
maternal general cognitive estimations of their children's
performance compare with the children's actual performance?
(2) how do maternal estimations vary between and within

5
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MSCA cognitive éfééé?; (3) how are family structural
variables related to maternal estimations?; (4) how is the
home environmentzl variable related to maternal estimations?
The major findings were as follows: (1) mothers
‘tended to overestimate their children's performance in

estimations were characterized as having more exposure to
the culture of the schools (e.g., English-speaking as
opposed to Spanish-speaking, born in U.S.A. as opposed to

(5) as maternal inaccuracy of estimations increased,
there was. a tendency for children's MSCA performance to
decrease.

The major conclusion of the investigation was that
Mexican American mothers were subject to similar
estimation patterns seen in the existing literature
{e.gs:; overestimation, fair accuracy of estimations).

give higher estimations of their children's intellectual

functioning.

(o]




included in the development of multi-measurement systems
that are designed to allow for culturally diverse responses

in the assessment process.
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INTRODUCTION

One of the most common phenomenon of interpersonal

relations is that in our everyday interactions with
othHers we all make inferences about people based on

locomotar development; and even conceptions we hold

what

ourselves are simply special cases of this common human

phenomenon. Notwithstanding the ubiquity and normality

predictive aspects of the formation of inferences and

perceptions of others are indeed complex. What are

the

motivational bases of developing inferences of other's

behaviors? Which data do we rely on to make our
inferences? How accurate are we in our inferences?

we ever change them? <Can the inferences we make of

Do

others

thwart or optimize human development? These are some of

.. o __a__ e — oo
work on teacher-student relationships, have pointed out

that inferences we make of others are normal; common

17




development and performance when they are inaccurate
and inflexible. Brophy and Good, focusing on teacher
expectations of students, argued that when expectations

are initially inaccurate and inflexible they can serve

as causal factors. When this occurs, that is when an

expectation functions as an antecedent of behavior; the
éxpectati¢n can function as a self-fulfilling prophecy.

For example, a teacher might hold a rigidly inatcurate
{extremely low) expectation of a student. Over time,

this false and inflexible inference may result in the
student achieving significantly less than he/she actually
is able to do. It is this casé of low eéxpectations and
differential and negative treatment of students that has
been advanced by some researchers to help explain, in part,

groups (e.g., Coates, 1972; Datta,; Schaefer, & Davis;

1968; Leacock, 1969; Rist, 1970; Rubovits & Maehr; 1973;

U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1973).
ThHe concern for the welfare and development of young

children took new trends in the late 1960s and

early 1970s. Oné major trend was a shift and expansion

from a school focus to a home focus, particularly in

18



"parent education" and "parent involvement" activities
(Gordon, 1973). As part of this home focus was an
attempt to investigate parent's perceptions of their
children. The major assumption guiding this research
was the same assumption that guided the school-based
teacher expectancy research: the inferences parents
make of their children's performance and development
play vital roles in parent-child interactions and
subsequent child behavior. Two major categories of
investigations emerged from this parental research:
(1) one body of research (beginning around the mid 1950s)

was largely concerned with parental estimations of

their children's current intsllectual functioning, and

(2) another body of studies (alsc having roots in the

1950s) was more concerned with parents' expectations

and aspirations of their children's academic achievement

and schooling attainment. This latter body of research

(e.g.; Callard, 1968; Dole, 1973; Hutner, 1972; Finalyson;

achievement expectancies and schooling aspiration levels

for their children.

15



Estimations vs. Expectations

investigation. Before describing the nature of this

area of research and the purposes of the present study,
it is necessary to make a sharp conceptual distinction
between "estimation” and "expectation:" Wolfensberger

and Kurtz (1971.) made a distinction between "parental
concurrent realism” and "parental predictive realism:."
Conicurrent realism was defined as a parent's evaluation

or eéstimation of his/her child's concurrent (present)

performance or developmental level. On the other hand,
predictive realism was defined as the parent's expectation
of the child's future attainment or development. In the
present investigation, since the behavior to be assessed

child's current intellectual functioning level.

20



Categorlzatlcn of Parental Estimations Research

The first bona fide study of parental estimations
was the investigation by Ewert and Green (1957). Since
then, the research has expanded to cover various
éBjééEiVés; age tevels of chiiérén; assessment instruments
and technigues, and intellectual functioning levels of
children:® Initially; the focus of parental estimations
research was largely restricted to the study of how
parents' assessments of their mentally retarded children
were réiated to how well parents accepted their children's
retardation. Over the years, the state of the art has
expanded to include populations of normal children,

a focus on the development of pre-screening technigues
using parents' estimations,and the comparison of parents
with traditional data sources in the assessment process.
Albeit overlap, the f6116w£ﬁ§ areas appéar to be the

- pre-screening--these studies seek to investigate

the efficacy of using parents in the identification
of high-risk children that might require further
svaluation (e.g., Frankenburg, van Doorninck,
Lidell, & Bick, 1976) .

parental—prof sional congruency--in these

1

investigations, the purpose is to see how well the

parents' estimations compare with those estimations

made by professionals (e.g., Xeith & Markis, 1969).

1y comprehensive review of thé literature is§ presented
in pages 1l4-46.

Q 91




- relation between demographic variables and

estimations--the purpose of the studies in this

group is to examine how certain demographic
variables (e.g., schooling attainment of miother)
is related to level and accuracy of estimations
of the child's intelligence (e.g:; Wolfensberger

& Kurtz, 1971).

predictive validity--this type of study is concerned

category, the purpose of the research is to

investigate how parents' estimations (level and
accuracy) are related to the fostering or thwarting
of children's development (&.g., Hunt &

Paraskevopoulas, 1980).

Taken as a whole and in the broadest sense, parental
estimations research has great potential for adding new
knowledge to the varied fields of social psychology and
child development, particularly in the areas of attribution

theory, congruity or incongruity between socialization agents,

22




psychoeducational aiaénGSég, achievement motivatiomd,
processes involved in learning and teaching in différent
séttings, assessment in early childhood, and cognitive
development of young children.

The values of parental estimations research can be
made clearer by analyzing the existing state of the art.
A major finding of the research is that parental estimations
of their children's inteéllectual functioning and development
are fairly accuraté compared to traditional data Sources
(€.g., trained diagnosticians). As pointéd out by Gradel,
Thompson, and Sheehan (1980); parental estimations provides
a wealthier data base in the assessment of children and
the credibility of such data is improved. In other words,

improved by the inclusion of parents. This presents a

new and important departure from the way we have typically
viewed assessment instruments and procedures. From an
economic point of view, there is some evidence that the
inclusion of parents in the assessment process is

advantageous. For examplé, inm the study by Frankenburg, et al.
{1976), the need for further screening by professional
diagnosticians of infants for developmental problems was

decreased by 69% when parents were utilized as pre-screeners.



Another value of doing research on parental

estimations is concerned with a second major finding in
the literature: parents consistently overestimate the

intellectual functioning of their children. The phenomenon

of parental overestimation is so consistent that it runs

across age levels of children, intellectual functioning
levels, gender of children, and several demographic
variables. Of particular interest are those studies that
compare parent's estimations of the child with teacher's
estimations of the child. The finding that teachers

generally give lower estimations than parents raises
important questions regarding why such differences occur;

A third value of parental estimations research is

related to a very important _issue in
psychoeducational assessment of children from culturally
and linguistically diverse groups. Discriminatory assessment

pointed out that bias in assessment can occur in

V]

instrumentation (test bias), in the testing setting (atmosphere

bias); and in how assessment results are used (bias in use).
An assessment procedure that incorporates minority parents
has some potential in minimizing such bias. In a positive

sense, parental estimations research using minority parents

3 XY
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and children can provide us with more information on
across-setting validity and as a way of researching
ways to develop strategies that allow for cultural
diversity in the assessment process.

Conceptions of Accuracy

Before closing this introductory Section with a

in estimations research is conceptualized. Investigators
of estimations research have not only been interested in
the levels of parent's estimations (or other data sources),

research is a complex index to measure: Perhaps that is

why there are different ways of looking at accuracy:

According to Dr. Robert Sheehan, consultant to the project,

there are at least four indexes of accuracy that have been
used and can be used (singularly, all, or in a variety of
2

combinations) in estimations research. They are as

foilows and ask these gquestions:

25ersonal comfunication with Dr. Robert Sheehan,

Purdue University, July 1980,

25
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absolute accuracy--are there absolute differences

in the mean scores (e.g., between mothers'
estimations of theéir children's performance and
children's actual performance)? The less the
difference, the greater the accuracy (and vice
accuracy) .

statistical chance accuracy-~do the mean differences

exceed statistical probability? A nonsignificant

difference would represent accuracy. For
statistically significant differences, greater p.
valués are associated with greater in&ccuracy.

predictive ability accuracy--how well do mothers:'

estimations; for example; correlate with children's

children's scores regarding the direction and
magnitude of the relation? Generally speaking, the
higher the correlation the greater the acéuracy;

In a stricter sense, highest accuracy is associated
with a;high correlation and no significant difference.
Lowest accuracy is associated with a low correlation

and a significant difference.



it

4. item-by-item accuracy--on an item-by-item

between data sources (e.g., mother and child)?
The higher the percentage the higher the accuracy;
the lower the percentage, the lower the accuracy:
In an estimations research investigation, it is
probably more ﬁéaﬁiﬁéfﬁilWhéh assessing accuracy of

of the four accuracy indexes as possible. Reliance on

interpretation of accuracy.

Purposes of the Investigation

The present investigation was conceptualized because

of two major reasons. First, a comprehensive review of the

parental estimations research has shown that the study of
families from culturally diverse groups is clearly absent.
In fact,; regarding United States studies; no investigations

Americans, and Mexican Americans were subjects. Therefore,

the present study of Mexican American mothers and their
data, and thus the data analyses were largely designed to

report descriptive results.



A second reason which inspired this investigation
is the pressing need to generate new knowledge in the area
of familial and sociocultural factors related to the
intellectual functioning and development of young Mexican
American children. Compared to theé general state of the
art, cognitive research on Mexican American children and
their families is an impoverished area. Valencia (1981)

has pointed out that prior to about 1960, cognitive

children on standardized intelligence tests. During the
last two decades, cognitive research on Mexican American
children has expanded to include such concerns as

cognitive styles, psychometric asséssment of insStruments,
nondiscriminatory assessment, maternal teaching styles,
family constellation,; examiner effects; and so on.
Notwithstanding this important expansion of cognitive
research; we still know very little about the cognitive
particularly in the area of familial and sociocultural
influences. Longitudinal research is virtually non-

existent.
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fn light of these issues, the present investigation
was designed: Four major research questions were advanced
for study. They are as follows:
1. How do the perceived cognitive estimations
given by the mothers compare with the actual
cognitive performances of their children?
2. How do the estimations given by the mothers
vary between and within cognitive areas?

of the home environment related to mothers’
sstimations?
Before the .method used in the present study is
described, a review of the available parental estimations

literature is presented.
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REVIEW OF THE PARENTAL ESTIMATIONS LITERATURE

The following review of the literature dealing with
parental estimations of their children's current intellectual

Thirteen of the investigations can best be categorized as
studies of "exceptional populations," mostly of children

who were classified as mentally retarded:. The major reason
that exceptional populations comprise the bulk of the
parental estimations come from clinical psychologists who
sought to study the issues involved in parents' acceptance
of their children's retarded condition. The major

question focused on factors related to the parent's accuracy
in making evaluations of the child's level of retardation
and how such degrees of accuracy might be related to acceptance
or realization of the child's retardation. ThHe general

30
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screening techniques for high-risk children. For an
is referred to Wolfensberger and Kurtz (1971).

Although the study of exceptional populations is
Still a strong focus in the current literature, the
study of "normal populations" (first appearing around 1969)
is slowly but steadily growing. The subjects of the normal
populations studies are very homogeneous (nearly all
preschoolers); and the fééﬁé is more on the iﬁVéStigétidﬁ

related to either fostering or thwarting their children's
development.
As a whole, the parental estimations research in both

xceptional and normal populations is currently being looked

(D

t as a way of improving the assessment process. Terms

V1]

Uch as "multiple data sources of assessment,” "multidisciplinary

n

evaluation,” "multifactor assessment," "multi-measurement
system,” and "across-setting evaluation™ are beginning to

For the sake of convenience and clarity,; the following
literature review is divided into two 65Eé§6fié§iistﬁéiés

of exceptional populations and normal populations.

w
pasd
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Exceptional Populations

‘Thirteen studies are reviewed in this category.
In yearly chronological order they are as follows:
€apobianco and Knox (1964); Keith and Markie (1969);
Kurtz (1971); Tew, Laurence, and Samuel (1974):

Gould (1975); Dopheide and Dallinger (1976); Frankenburg,

(1980) . The majority of the children in these studies

were handicapped children (mostly mentally retarded). In
several studies, many of the children were normal, but sich
investigations were included in the exceptional

are more variable in chronological age, ranging from
infants to teenagers.

According to Wolfensberger and Rurtz (1971), the study
by Ewert and Green (1957)was the first published réport of

a bona fide empirical investigation of parental estimations

of children's current functioning: It was a breakthrough

32



because the basic technique of computing developmental
quotients from parental age estimates was quantifiable

and such estimates could be compared to the children's
actual performance. The study by Ewert and Green was an
attempt to investigate the relation between a number of

factors and the accuracy of mothers' estimates of the
children's current mental functioning level. The children
were 100 retarded children who were out-patients. Based
on a medical examination, 50 of the children were

retardates. The age range of the children was 1 year 4 months
to 14 years 6 months, with a mean of 6 years 4 months. The
children were administered one or more of the fciicwing_
tests: Vineland, Cattell, Stanford-Binet, and the WISC.

The mothers was asked to estimate the child's mental age;

this in turn was converted into an estimatéd Ig (MA/CA x 100).
Based on the maternal estimates compared to the children's
IQs, the mothers were divided into two groups: "accurate"

estimates differed 16 IQ points or more:
The major findings were as follows: (1) the mean

44.1; (2) 30 of the 50 children with simple retardation

were "accurately" rated while 33 of 50 of the organic

33
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retardates were so rated; (3) although nonsignificant,
more boys were rated accurately (70%) compared to

girls (57%); (4) the r between maternal estimates and tested
Qs were :55, :93; and .27 for the whole group, for the
group in which estimations were accurate; and for the group
in which mothers were erroneous; respectively; (5) for
younger than erroneous mothers; (6) as a whole, there was a
Ssignificant and positive relation between accuracy and

mothers' educational attainment; (7) as a whole, mothers
of higher social class (based on occupation) were more

accurate (but - nonsignificant); (8) for organic retardates,
younger children were significantly rated more accurately;

(8) although . nonsignificant; children whose IQs had been

advanced by parents, and verbal ability and physical
development as being most retarded.

The investigation by JohnSonm and Capobiarnco (1957;
major breakthrough in parental estimations research because
of the methodology used. In this study, the authors

presented a record form of Stanford-Binet items, arranged

by content and type; to 15 parents of retarded children.

34
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THe parénts were instriuctéd to answer each t&st item as
they thought their children would respond: After the
parents responded; "parental IQs" were computed and
compared to the children's actual performance: This‘
item-by-item technique is the technique employed in the
their children's intellectual performance.

The results of the Johnson and Capobianco (1957)
study showed that the average difference of parental to
children responses amounted to only four IQ points with
parental overestimation being more frequent than ‘
underestimation:

Capobianco and Knox (1964) used the Eééhﬁigﬁé daveloped
by Johnson and Capobianco (1957):. The subjects were 30
fathers and 36 mothers of mentally retarded children
(age range and mean were 5 years 2 months to 17 years
6 months and 1l years 7 months, respectively). A modified
version of the Stanford-Binet was used.

Results of the study revealed the following: (1) the
mean of the mothers' IQ estimation was 67.7 compared
to the children's mean of 6l.1, a significant difference;

(2) the mean of the fathers (61.7) was not significantly

QO
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substantiate the accuracy of pérénté répdrtéd in previous

research (e:g:; Ewert & Green; 1957), Wolfensberger and

Kurtz (1971) in their review argued that this was a
questionable conclusion: They argued that the Capobianco
and Knox technique was not comparable to techniques
used by other researchers and the criteria for the
interpretation of results were different:

The purpose of the investigation by Keith and
Markis (1969) was to compare the parental and professional
attending a nursery school in a medical rehabilitation
center. Using the preschool form of the Age Independence
of independence concerned with motor, cognitive,; social, and
self-care behaviors, parents (mothers and fathers) were
independently ccmﬁéréé to professionals (pediatrician;
nursery school teacher, physical therapist, and occupational

36
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and physical therapist very similar to estimates given by the

children capable of more independent behavior than judged
by staff. No significant differences were found
pediatrician and occupational therapist estimated later

ages for independent behaviors than did the nursery

school teacher and physical therapist. To study the
assumption that parents would consistently overestimate

the capabilities of their children in comparison to
proféssional judgments, parental overestimation was

studied for three dimensions (age of child--younger vs. older

children; degree of handicap--less severe vs. more severe;

,, — - — = ——-

that culy in the developmental quotient category did

parents significantly overestimate. That is, the parents

of the lower IQ children rated their children as performing,
on the average, more independent behaviors in present and

future functioning. The authors concluded by cautioning

Q-
!



that the direction of overestimation throughout the
study was masked by inconsistencies (7 of 17 sets of
parents rated the children's current performance lower

than the staff judgments, for example). Therefore, mean

level. The 50 children in the study ranged in age from
3 years 3 months to 12 years and 10 months; the mean age
was 5 years and 8 months. Prior to testing the children
(35 were tested on the Stanford-Binet, 12 on the

mother and father estimated, 4 fathers, and in one case
each from a sister, aunt, and a grandmother). The
informants were asked gross developmental guestions,
such as,; "Your child is ____ years old. At what age

dividing the estimate by the chronological age and

multiplying by 100: The results of the comparisons

showed that the mean of the test IQ was 55.5; and the mean
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IQ estimated by the parents was 57.2. The r between
the test IQ and "parent IQ" was a significant .67. 1In
Ig by 12.6 points, and in 19 cases the parents underestimated

clearly indicate that there is no basis for the widely
held belief that parents are not aware of their children's

develop a simplifiéd method for measuring infant temperament,
particularly identifying the présence or absence of the
"difficult baby syndrome" (e.g:; irregular, unadaptable,
intense): The mothers (n=101) were asked to £ill out a
short questionnaire consisting of 70 temperament guest.ions;
the age range of the infants was 4 to 8 months. The mothers
were aisc‘interviewed to obtain their general impressions

of their babies. The findings were that the guestionnaire
measured and yvielded approximately the same behavior as

the interview, although the general impressions gathered

by the latter were somewhat inadequately differentiated

for the difficult baby syndrome. The author recommended
that pediatricians use multiple data sources, such as those

33
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is perhaps the most comprehensive and conscientious
study done on parental estimations: It is a pioneering
study in that it tackles the difficult areas of defining
parents' perceptions, developing assessment techniques,
and gathering data on parental perceptions of their
children's development. AsS previously discussed

{see page 4 ), Wolfénsberger and Kurtz (1971) made a
sharp distinction between "concurrent parental realism"
and "predictive parental realism." The former notion is
concerned with the parent's perceptions (estimations) of
the child's concurrent or present functioning/development:
The latter, "predictive realism," deals with the parent's
perceptions (expectations) of the child's future
functioning/development. Only the part of Wolfensberger
and Kurtz's study that dealt with concurrent realism

will be discussed here. The subjects were 190 parents
(111 fathers and 79 mothers) of young boys and girls who
were moderately retarded (mean IQ of 58.54). The age
range was .58 to 15.5 years with a mean of 5.76 years.

and ethnicity. The children were tested on 8 major
areas: (1) understanding of verbal communications; auditory

décoding: (2) verbal and preverbal expression; verbal

40



encoding; (3) gross motor development and coordination;
(6) play, occupation, and prevocational and wvocational
development; (7) general intellectual functioning;
(8) achievement.

Although the parents tended to overestimate slightly
in expressive and receptive communicativé skills and less
so in manual dexterity, gross motor, and general intelligence
and tended to underestimate in self-help, occupation,
and achiavement areas; it was concluded Ehat they were
otherwise quite accurate in assessing their children's
abilities. The observed correlations .between the
children's developmental guotients and the parent-derived
raw developmental guotients for the 8 areas ranged From |
.95 to .93 with 5 of 8 areas being in the .5 to .6

range. The r between parental estimates and children's

general intelligence was .62. No significant differences
realism for the 8 areas:. Intracouple agreement was
consistently high and significant (7 of 8 areas): The s
ranged between -4 and .6, with an £ of .50 for

gerieral intelligence. Few family demographic variables
correlated significantly with concurrent realism. Protestant
parents; high SES families, and parents who had less severely
retarded children were more realistic (accurate) compared

1
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concurrent realism of their retarded children):

Tew, Laurence, and Samuel (1974) investigated the
parental estimates of the intelligence of 57 physically
handicapped children: The children, who had spina
bifida cystica; ranged in age from 9 years 3 months to
15 years 8 months (the mean was 11 years 7 months). While
the children were administered the WISC, the parents (it

was not noted whether the mother; father or both were subjects)

largely contained mental age’estimate guestions: The
parent's mental-age estimate was transformed into an IQ
score (MA/CA x 100); the result was referred to as the
parent quotient (PQ).

One of the major results was the typical parental
overestimation: The mean IQ of the children was 84.41, and
the mean PQ was 93:04, a nonsignificant difference. An
interesting finding was that overestimation was inversely
related to the children's IQ. Other findings were:

(1) PQ estimates compared to IQs were significantly higher

for girls, but not boys; parents gave unusually accurate
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marked overestimations for girls (mean PQ=91.33, mean
I0=73.04). This finding is best explained by the tendency

for parents to give higher estimates for lower

functioning children. Also, spina bifida is a condition

in which girls are more severely affected than boys:

(2) of the 57 children, 40 were én:ciied in normal

schools, and 17 were in Special Schools. Thére was

a significant difference between mean PQ and mean IQ for the
special school children, but not for RoEmal school

children; (3) parents of only one-child families (n=8),
showed the highest level of accuracy in PQ; (4) although
nonsignificant, there was a tendency for lower social

class ééféﬁ£§ to give higher PQs compared to higher

social class parents. The authors suggested that

knowledge of a parent's estimate of his/her child can be

of value in a counselling situation.

| In an investigation that was primarily designed to
study the concurrent validity of three testsmeasuring
cognitive and social development of severely retarded British
children, Gould (1975) had a substudy pertinent to

parental estimations: For each of 75 retarded children; a

teacher; child care worker or nurse, and the father or
Maturity Scale. &an r of .97 was found between the parents'
and teachers' ratings of the same children. The mean social
guotients were 34.63 and 32.32 for the parents and teachers,

espectively. ' o
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serve as écréénérs of articulation development of their
children. The children, who were between the ages of

program: Part of the program involved speech and
language screening: Prior to the registration screening
date, the parents (n=73) were mailed the 30-word Denver
Articulation Screening Exam; steps for administering

and scoring the exam were enclosed.

Comparison of parent and clinician-aide judgments
were analyzed in two aspects: parent reporting no errors
and parent reporting one or more errors. Forty-six (63%)
of the 73 parents reported no errors, and of these 46 cases,
38 of them were also judged by the ciinician-aides to be
free of errors: Further analysis showed that in 82.63% of
the parent "no error" responses, there was complete

agreement with the clinician-aide assessment. In short; in

children on the parents' administration of the exam:. For
the category, "parents report one or more errors," there
appeared to be no relations between the number of errors
reported by parents and ciinician-aides. Of the 27

comparisons made in this category, 84 disagreements were
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found. About 60% (n=51) of the disagreements were due

to the failure of parents to detect a misarticulation,
and in the remaining 40% (n=33) the parent judged the
articulation incorrect while the clinician-aide judged it
correct. The authors concluded that parents can be used
with some effectiveness in screening the speech
development of their preschool children, especially in
the area of no-error reporting. It was recommended that
explored and utilized:

The study by Frankenburg, van Doorninck, Liddell,
and Dick (1976) is one of the most comprehensive
investigations of parental-professional ccngruénc§ in the
assessment process. The purpose of the study was to
develop a prescreening instrument (Prescreening Developmental
Questionnaire, PDQ) to facilitate the identification of
infants- and young children who require a more thorough screening
with the Denver Developmental Screening Test (DDST). FEach of
the 1,155 parents were administered ten age-appropriate
questions on the PDQ. Subsequently, the children were
tested on the DDST: fThe results showed that agreement

corresponding DDST item scores varied from 68% to 100%

(mean, 93.3%). The predictive value of a referral was

23.3%; this referral percentage did not differ significantly
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staff person or a parent. In conclusion, the authors
argued that parents can accurately prescreen the
development of their children. Despite. the tendency
for parents to overestimate their children's development,
the PDQ screening decreased the need for DDST screening
by nearly 69%.

An interesting variation of the parental estimations

research was a study by Adelman and associates. The purpose
of the study by Adelman, Taylor, Fuller, and Nelson (1979)
was to compare the ratings among students, parents and
teachers of the severity of a ééuééntié problems. The
subjects were 180 students between 6 and 18 years of age

and their parents and school teachers. All students were
drawn from a pool of students who were in contact with the
Fernald facility at UCLA; Fernald is a research, training

and service center focusing on youth with learning or
behaviocral problems. The sample was divided into students
with mild and severe problems. Three questionnaires; which
covered the student's perfcfmance; attitudes, and SéHAGiéi
at and away from school, were given to each student, his/her
parents, and his/her teacher. The seven items included

such areas as general performance in doing school work,

reading and mathematics performance, geétting along with
age peers, and so forth. Likert-type responses were made
to the gquestionnaire items:

46



parents, consistently perceived their probelms as less
severe. Teachers, on the other hand, rated the students

considerably more severe than did the parents. For

in doing school work, 35% of the parents rated the students
"boor" or "very poor;" and 37% of the teachers rated the

perceived themselves more positive compared to standardized
test scores. For the severe group, California Achievement
Test scores showed that compared to age norms in reading,
8l% and 69% Scored 1 or fmoré years and 2 Or more years
pelow, réspectively. However, only 18% of the students
rated themselves as poor and very poor readers. The
authors discussed the findings in a heuristic sense.

In general, they asked: how do such self-disclosure

children's development and judgments made by teachers and

diagnosticians. The subjects were 30 handicapped infants

[ 4?
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sample, the Alpern-Boll Developmental Profile was

used; data from each child's teacher and mother were
gathered. For the infant subgroup, the Bayley Scales
of Infant Development were also used; and for ths
preschool group the McCarthy Scales of Children's
Abilities were also used: In brief, the major findings
were: (1) comparison of mothers' and diagnosticians'
mothers overestimated, significant rs in the .6 to .8
range between mothers and diagnosticians were found;

(2) comparison of mothers' and diagnosticians' scores on

the McCarthy Scales again revealed maternal overestimations,
but rs in the .7 to .9 range were observed; (3) mother-
teacher comparisons on the Develcpmental Profile test

showed correlations in the .4 to :8 range, with mothers

overestimating:. In conclusion, the authors stated that
because of the relatively high degree of maternal

and professional agreement on scored items on the
Developmental Profile (average agreement of 91%), on the
Bayley Scales (76%), and the McCarthy Scales (78%), it could
be interpreted that mothers were fairly accurate in the
estimation of their children's current development. Other
conclusions were that mothers of handicapped children made
developmental assessments that highly correlatad with
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mothers systematically overestimated their children's
performance, and congruency of assessment Was greater

for older preschool children than for the infants.

Seven studies are reviewed here. 1In yearly
chronological order they are as follows: Stedman,

Clifford, and Spitznagel (1969); Blair (1970);

as subjects. Since the children in the present
investigation are also preschoolers; the generatizability

(1969) sought to compare mothers' and teachers' ratings of
17 5=year-olds £rom "disorganized" poverty-level

families. The assessment tool used was the Preschool
Attainment Record (PAR); it measures three major
developmental areas (physical, social, and intellectudl] .
The Attainment Quotient (AQ) is the sum of the three

categories: The method involves the administration of

s
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standardized PAR interviews to the children's mothers and
teachers. It was found that mothers rated their children
Significantly higher thHan did the teachers. Also,
mothers tended to have higher ratings for boys:

Biair (1970), also using the PAR; administered this
instrument to the mothers and teachers of 20 4-year cld
preschool children. The results showed that mothers
rated boys significantly higher than teachers on the
intellectual category; in addition, mothers overestimated
the boys' performance and teachers underestimated. Finally,
no significant differences were found between mothers and

categories;

In a third preschool study in which the PAR was used;
Lederman and Blair (1972) compared the ratings of teachers
and mothers obtained from assessments of 28 kindergarten
children. Results of the comparisons showed that the
mean AQ rating of the mothers was significantly higher
(mean 110.72) than the teachers (mean 107.50). To
determine which type of informant Was more accurate,
the children were administered the Word Knowladge and
NﬁﬁSéfé subtests of the Metropolitan Readiness Test (MRT)
one year after the PAR assessment data were collected.

It was found that the predictive validity coefficients
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ratings compared to the mother ratings (r=.24). The
authors concluded that compared to the fothers, the
teachers were more valid sources of developmental
information of the children. This conclusion is somewhat

categories. The authors noted that the teachers'

ratings of the items in the intellectual behavior category
did not predict MRT any better than the behaviors in the
physical and social category. Given the high intercorrelation
among the three different categories of the PAR and the
high degree of overlap in the factors, it is likely

that the differences in a child's ratings will lack
reliability.

functioning would predict reading achievement a year later
(at the end of kindergarten). During a May "kindergarten
roundup” (information/registration day), parents of

59 children were asked to complete the Minnesota Child
Development Inventory (MCDI). The MCDI is a standardized
instrument using parental observations to assess young
children; it consists of 320 itéms grouped into eight
scales (e.g., General Development, Gross Motor, Expressive
Langtage, Self-Help). Two other MCDI scales, Letters
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previously developed from item inspection of

‘the MCDI,; were also administered. THe MCDI-L and

MCDI-N, which have been found in previous research

to be important as predictors of reading readiness, assess
the parent's report of the child's knowledge of letters and
numbers, respectively.

The resilts of the parents' réports were not made
available to the children's kindergarten teachers. One
year after the administration of the MCDI to the parents,
each child was administered the Wide Range Achievement Test
(WRAT) , a prereading and number test. 3&lso administered

were two group tests: The Lippincott Reading Readiness
Test (LRRT) and the Metropolitan Readiness Test (MRT):

and the three criterion tests. The best single predictor
was MCDI-L, which accounted for 56% of the variance in the
WRAT reading score. Nearly equal predictive power

was found when MCDI scores were correlated with thé two
group tests (LRRT and MRT): Another important finding

was that correlations between MCDI and the achievement

regression technigues by studying the relative
contributions of 18 variables (e.g., age of child,

parent's educational level, classroom teacher). It was
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found that the inclusion of the 18 variables contributed
very 1littlé to improveéd predictiom: -

Raplan and Alatishe (1976) investigated the comparison
(age range was 37-65 months) with the ratings of several
daycare center teachers. ThHe instrument used was the
Vineland Social Maturity Scale (VSMS). Research by

Fromme (1974, and Goulet & Barclay, 1963; cited in

Kaplan & Alatishe, 1976) indicated that the VSMS correlates
high with standard intelligence tests: The VSMS, which
provides a social quotient; was administered to each
mother individually; while the teachers pooled their

estimates (this was done because no one teacher observed
all the children's behavior). The results showed the
consistent pattern of maternal overestimation. The

mean was 114.9, a statistically significant difference of
22.9 points. The correlation between mothers" and
teachers' social guotients was a nonsignificant .24,
This lower than expected corrélation might have been due

to the different procedures used in collecting estimations
from the informants. Teachers were pooled while mothers

-
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The study by Marcus and Corsini (1978); which they
referrsed to as a"parental expectation" study, could easily
be placed under the rubric of estimations research as
defined in the present investigation. 'The purpose of
Marcus and Corsini's study was to investigate the
expectations of mothers and fathers for their 4-year-old
preschoolers in an "achievement-type" setting. Specifically,

subjects were 40 preschoolers and their parents; 20

of the children (10 boys and 10 girls) were from intact

middle-class families, and 20 (10 boys and 10 girls) were
from intact lower-class families. The age range and

mean of the children were 3 years 6 months to 5 years

1 month, and 51:5 months; respectively. For the criterion
memory, and drawing) were used. Each task, except one;

had a series of seven levels designed and pretested so an
average child could succeed until level 4 or 5; basket
throw had ten levels. Each mother and father were
instructed together on the scoring criterion for each task,
but they were asked to make independent judgments. The
parents were instructed that each task was further divided
into thrée major ;iéV§i§;.(éxpéctéd level for below average
child, for average child, and above average child). Actual

scores of the children were also obtained.
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The results showed that there were no significant
differences in performance between boys and girls or
between lower- and middle-class families. 1In fact,

mean scores were nearly identical. For the parental
comparisons; the major findings were: (1) the SES main

effect was significant (p< .009) with the mean expectation

of middle-class parents being higher (%=8.0) than lower-

class parents (X=6.8); cn two tasks (bead design and drawing);
an SES x task interaction was found with the mean expectations
of middle-class parents on the bead design (X=8.95) and
basket throw (%=8:88) being significantly different

(p < :0l) compared to the mean expectation of the

lower-class parents (X=7.20 for bead design, and %=7.03 for
significant, one significant gender x task difference

was found; on picture memory, parents of girls had

higher expectations than parents of boys.

parents, it is reasonable to implicate this type of parent
behavior in the relatively poorer academic achievement

of children from lower SES background. The logic of

associated with lower levels of encouragement of their

children to attempt challenges and/or a lower confidence

S
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in their children to succeed: This "implication” discussed

by Marcus and Corsini should be taken with extreme

caution because of several reasons. First, the nearly
identical performance scores of the middle- and
lower-class children in the study do not support the
contention that the lower expectations of the lower-class
parents are associated with lower performance in their
children. Second, the two significant differences between

the middle- and lower-class parents were not analyzed using

a statistical test of a measure of association (perhaps

omega square could have been used). This means that the
practical or phenomenological significance of the difference
are only guesswork. Third, the authors ignore the wide

body of literature that shows how "teacher expectancy effects"

are related to the poorer performance of lower SES
children.

One of the most important éfﬁaiéé is a recent
investigation by the reknowned developmentalist J: McVicker
Hunt and a colleague. The investigation by Hunt and
Paraskevopoulos (1980) was grounded theoretically in
Hunt's modification of Piaget's theory of "equilibration™®
and "the problem of the match.™ It was theorized that
mothers who hold relatively accurate perceptions of their
children's interests and abilities are more capable of
providing learning situations of interest ("matches") that

are not boring undermatches or emotionally distressful
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overmatches. The subjects were 50 normal Greek
preschool children who ranged in age from 45 to 64
months (mean age of 52 months). Thé mothers were
heterogenous in educational attainment and employment
status. The tests administered to the children and
mothers (simultaneously but in separate rooms) were
96 items taken from the Stanford-Binet; the Peabody

Picture Vocabulary Test; and the Valentine Test. The

As found in previous research, the mothers, as
a whole, overestimated the children's performance. The
mean number of passed items predicted by the mothers
was 68.70, and the mean number of items actually passed
by the children was 52.20. The correlation between the
number of items passed by the children and the number of
items Ehé mothers predicted- their children would pass was
:53. The major finding of the study provided some

confirmation to the authors' hypothesis that there would
be a negative relation. between incorrect maternal
estimates (increased inaccuracy) and the children's
development (decreased passing of items). Incorrect

or false predictions were defined as either
undersstimations or overestimations. The correlation was a
highly significant -.80. More spec’ fically, children

who had mothers who made fewer than 20 false pfédiétiéﬁs
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' performed correctly on nearly twice as many ite

(mean = 75.1) compared to children of mothers who

mean passing score was 38:5): The authors hypothesized
that if mere accuracy were the whole story, then the
numbers of items passed by the children would show the

same correlation with the underestimations as wel

|

with the overestimations. This was not the case,

(V]
0

as a zero correlation between the number of items passed
by the children and underestimations was found, and an
r of -.77 for overestimations was observed.

The authors two major conclusions were: (1) mothers
who hold false information about their children's

capabilities, compared to mothers who hold more

. accurate information, generally fail to provide

development-fostering experiences for their children;
(2) the damaging effects come from overestimations, not
underestimations. Other important and statistically
significant findings were: (i).ﬁEEﬁéfé with more years

worked outside the home made fewer false predictions and
fewer errors of overestimation (r=-.30); (3) the older
mothers (r=.41); (4) finally, it was found that the
correlation between the number of times mothers reported
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spending in the companv of their children and the number

-0of test items passed by the children was near zero. In
conclusion, the parental estimations research by Hunt and
Paraskevopoulos is a very important study because its
findings and interpretations have suggestive pedagogic

impiicaticné for the intéiiéctuéi and affective development

Paraskevopoulos' caveat that the measures of the mothers'

mothers' knowledge of their children's interest and
abilities and the mothers' subsequent interactions with
their children, the following quote captures the major
implication of the study:

...Mothers who are highly ambitious for
their children to_excel should heed the
evidence that their ambitions are
likely to produce demands with which
their infants cannot cope. It is honest,;
accurate observacion of their children's

abilities and interests rather than

false hopes or defensive exaggerations

of demands and expectations that permit

mothers to behave with their infants and

to arrange situations to foster their

development, confidence, initiative, and

trust. (Hunt and Paraskevopoulos,
p. 295).

q
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Conclusions

Based on the preceding literature review of parental

estimations, several conclusions can be drawn. They

of children, intellectual functioning levels
(exceptional and normal populations), social
class, educational attainment levels, and
age of parents.

2. The findings of studies that have investigated

relation between the intellectual functioning
level of children and the parents' overestimations.
That is, as children's intelligence decreases,

parents' overestimations increase.
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4. For the few studies that have investigated
family structural/demographic variables and
accuracy, the trends appear to be that:*
= younger parents are more accurate (compared

to older parents)

- parents with more years of schooling completed
are more accurate

parents of higher social class are more

accurate

- parents of boys are more accurate
- parents who work outside the home are more
accurate

- parents of older children are more accurate.
5. Thére is an inverse relation between incorrect

parental estimates (increased indccuracy) and

children's development (decreased passing Of

test items):

said to be fairly accurate. The observed

cofrélation coefficients range from .2 to .9,

and cluster between .5 and .6.

7 i@hé,ccmpariécné,impiy differences in estimation levels.
For example, if parents are more accurate of boys this means
parents make higher estimations for girls compared to boys
(e.g., Wolfensberger and Rurtz (1971)).

hi
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Compared to other sources (e.g., teachers,

cliniciaris), parents generally make higher
estimations. Also, parents estimations correlate

fairly high with the evaluations of other sources.

There is evidence that parents can be used a
credible and effective evaluators of their

children in prescreening assessument procedures.
The study of parental estimations of families from

culturally diverse groups is clearly absent in

the existing literature.



47

METHOD
The following method section consists of a description

of the subjects; instruments, procedure, and design.

Subjects. The sample consisted of 261 Mexican American
preschool children and their mothers.: The children were
enrolled in 20 preschools in eight towns/cities in Santa
Barbara and Ventura Counties, California. The majority of
the children were enrolled in public school district affiliated
preschools (54.9%); and nearly one-third were enrolled in
‘Headstart preschools (30.7%). The remaining children were
enrolled in church related (3.9%), private nonprofit (5.1%),
and public, not school affiliated, preschools (5.5%) (see
Table 1, Appendix 1). Nearly all the participating preschools
were oriented to serving children of low-income families

Children

Of the 261 children, 41% (n = 107) were boymand 59%

(n = 154) were girls (see Table 2, Appendix 1). Ths mean age
was 55.02 months with a range of 32 to 75 months.

Regarding birthplace, 87% (n = 226) of the children
were born in California, and 12% (n = 31) were born in Mexico.

The remaining 1% (n = 4) were born in Arizona, Colorado; New

V]

Jersey, and Texas {(sse Table 3, Appendix 1).

lBecause 21 of the mothers had two children in the study,

there were actually only 240 participating mothers, not 261.

However, for the sake of simpler statistical analyses and
easier reporting, the n for the mothers will be 261.

6
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Mothers
20 to 60. years (see Table 4, Appendix l). For birthplace,

35% (n = 91) of the mothers were born in California and 59%

(n = 155) in Mexico. The remaining 6% (n = 15) were born in
the USA, other than California (see Table 5, Appendix 1).
The mean length of residency in the USA for the Mexico-

(see Table 6, Appendix 1):
Regarding marital status; 78% (n = 203) of the mothers

were married, 9% (n = 23) were divorced; 6% (n = 15) were
never married, 3% (n = 9) were separated, 3% (o = 9) reported

"other" as marital status, .4% (n = 1) was widowed, and datum

was missing on .4% (n = 1) of the cases (see Table 7;
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Appendix 1): Of the 261 mothers, 80% (a =
father was present in the home, 18% (n = 46) reported the
father was not present, and data were missing on 3% (n = 7)
cases (see Table 8, Appendix 1):

With respect to home language spoken by the mothers,

66% (n = 172) spoke Spanish; 28% (m = 73) spoke English, 6%

tn = 15) spoke Spanish and English; and datum was missing on
one case (see Table 9, Appendix 1J:

Sdcidécdhdmic status data were also collected. For
cducational attainment, the mean number of years of formal

schooling completed by the mothers was 8:6 years with a range

5
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of zero years to college graduate: Nearly 37% (n = 96) had
six years of schooling or less. Sixty-eight per cent (n = 178)
did not graduate from high school; while 24% (n = 62) were
high school graduates, minimally. Only 8% (n = 21) had one
year of college or more, and 1% (n = 2) were college graduates
(see Table 10, Appendix 1). |

The majority of mothers (51%, n = 134) had their formal
schooling in California, while 44% (o = 114) were schooled in
Mexico: Of the remaining 13 mothers; 2% (n = 6) had their
formal schooling in the USA  (other than California), and

~data were missing on 3% (n = 7) of the cases (see Table 1%,
Appendix 1) -

reported working outside the home, and 51% (n = 134) were not
employed outside the hcmé.(these mothers reported homemaker
as occupation). Data were missing on 2% (n = 4) of the cases
(see Table 12, Appendix 1). Of the 123 mothers who reported
being employed outside the hémé;‘ii% (n = 90) worked "full

time;" 16% (n = 20) worked "part time," and 11% (n = 13)

worked "once in a while" (see Table 13, Appendix 1).
Based on the Hollingshead Two Factor Index of Social

Position (Hollingshead & Redlich, 1958), the mean

socioeconomic status of the mothers was extremely low: The
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mean class level of the mothers was 4:5 (5 is the lowest on

a scale of 1-5); the range was 2-5 (see Table 14, Appendix 1).
Fathers

The background data on the fathers were strikingly

similar to the mothers. For birthplace; 19% (n = 44) were

born in California, 69% (n = 159) were born in Mexico; 10%
(n = 23) were born in the USA (other than California), 1%
(n = 2) were born in.Europe (see Table 15, Appendix 1).
The mean length of residency in the USA for the Mexico-born
Table 16, Appendix 1).

Concerning home language spoken hy father, 75%
(n = 159) spoke Spanish, 21% (n = 44) spoke English; and

4% (n = 9) spoke both languages (see Table 17, Appendix 1).

For educational attainment, the mean number of years
completed by the fathers was about a year lower (7.7 years)
compared to the mothers—(8:6-years). The range of educational
attainment for fathers was zero years to post B.A. graduate.

1il1) had six years of

The majority of the fathers (53%, n

'schooling or less. Over three-fourths (76%, n = 161) did not

graduate from high school, while 12% (n = 26) were high

»
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school graduates, minimally. Only 11% (n = 24) had one year
of college or more, while 2% (n = 6) were college graduates
(See Table 18, Appendix 1).

The majority of fathers (67%, n = 137) had their formal
schooling in Mexico, while 31% (n = 64) were schooled in
California. Three per cent (n = 5) had their formal schooling
in the USA, other than California (see Table 19, Appendixl).
Hollingshead Index, was 4.4. The range was 1-5 (see Table 2g,
Appendix 1). Therefore, given the mean social class index of
4.5 for thé mothers and 4:4 for the fathers, the sample in
the present study can be characterized as being from a very

jow socioceconomic background:

Other Family Background Information

: Ihformation was also obtained on the degree and nature
of "others living in the home® (in addition to siblings and
fathers). OFf the 261 mothers, 22% (o = 57) responded "yes"

o "others living in the home," and 77% (n = 200) responded

"no." Data were missing on 2% (o = 4) of the cases (see

Table 21, Appendix 1). The relationshipsof the "others"

varied in the following descending order: other (32%);

mother or father (24%), brother-in-law or sister-in-law (15%),
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nephew or niece (5%), aunt or uncle (3%), and son-in-law or
daughter-in-law (3%) (see Table 22, Appendix 1).

Mothers were also asked to state the number of years
living in theé local area (community). The mean number Of
years was 14; the range was 1-49 years (see Table 23,

Appendix 1): For the "number of years tiving in your present

home," the mean and range were 4 years and 1-24 years,
respectively (see Table 24, Appendix 1). Of the total
respondents, 76% (n = 197) reported they were renting their

home, 23% (n = 60) reported buying, 1% (n = 3) stated they
were boarding with others,; and datum was missing on one case
(see Table 25, Appendix 1).

used in the study: (1) McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities;
(2) maternal version of the McCarthy Scales of Children's
Abilities; (3) Family Data Questionnaire; (4) Henderson

Environmental Learning Process Scale--Revised.

McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities

The McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities (McCarthy,
1972) was selected as the instrument to measure the children's
cognitive abilities. ThHe McCarthy Scales of Children's

Abilities (MSCA) was chosen for seéveral reasons:
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1. The MSCA was developed by McCarthy with young
children's interests and needs in mind. For example, it has
attractive, attenticn-getting materials. it is sequenced to

2. The MSCA vields a broad range of information: In
addition to a global cognitive index, the following domains
ars also assessed: verbal, perceptual performance, guantitative,
memory; and MOtor. .

3. Ethnic minorities such as Native Americans, Asian
Americans,; Filipino Americans; Mexican Americans and Blacks
were inciluded in the standardization sample.

The MSCA was aévéiapéé by Dorothea McCarthy; her goal
was to develop a §éﬁé;%iké; nonthreatening, comprehensive

children: Based on her teaching, clinical experience, and

training of school psychologists; MecCarthy chose the content

of her battery. Coupled with this intuition; she also used

4p0. six scales: Verbal (V), Perceptual-Performance (P);

Quantitative (Q), General Cognitive (GC), Memory (MEM), and



Motor (MOT). The 18 subtests with their corresponding
scale loadings are as follows:
1. Block Building==P, GC
2. Puzzle Solving--P, GC
3. Pictorial Memory--v, GC, MEM
4. Word Knowledge--V, GC
5. Number Questions--Q; GC
6. Tapping Sequence--P, GC, MEM
7. ~ Verbal Memory--V, GC, MEM
8. Right-Left Orientation-=P, GC
9. Leg Coordination--MOT
10. Arm Coordination--MOT
11. Imitative Action--MOT
12. Draw-A-Design--P; GC; MOT
13. Draw-A-Child--P, GC
14. XNumerical Memory--Q,; GC,; MEM
15. Verbal Fiueney--V; GC
16. Counting and Sorting=--Q, GC
17. Opposite Analogies--V, GC
18. Conceptual Grouping--P, GC

Of the 18 subtests,; three subtests (Leg Coordination;
Arm Coordination, and Imitative Action) are éxciusivély Motor.
Thus; they do not load into the General Cognitive Index
(GCI) . When the remaining 15 subtests are considered
altogether; they form the GCI; a global index of overall
intellectual functioning. The relation between V, P, and

Q and the GCI is as follows:

Ly

V + P + Q= GCI
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In summary, the six scales and their respective subtests
(by test number) are:

Verbal Scale--subtests 3, 4, 7, 15, and 17.

Perceptual-Performance Scale--substests 1, 2, 6, 8, 12,

13, and 18.

Quantitative Scale--subtests 5; 14. and 16.

General Cognitive Scale--subtests 1-8 and 12-18.

~ Memory Scale--subtests 3, 6, 7, and 14.

Motor Scale--subtests $-13.

The scoring of the six scales of the MSCA involves the
conversion of the child's raw scecre ta an age-scaled score,
called an Index. For the V, P, Q, MEM, and MOT Indexes, the
mean and standard deviaticn ware arbitrarily set at 50 and
10, respectively. The mean and standard deviation for the
GCI are 100 and 16, respectlvely?

Theé standardization of the MSCA Wéé.Béééa on a nationwide

sample that was stratified on six variables (age, sex;

ethnicxty, geographic region, father's occupation, and urban

versus rural rasidence). The standardization sample included

1, 53256y§ and girls equally divided among ten age intervals

between 2-1/2 to 8-1/2 years. Of the total sample,; 83.5% of
the children were white and 16.4% were ethnic minoritv. The
children, from five different socioceconomic levels, were

selected from four regions of the USAa: Northeast; North

6éntrai South and wWest.3

For more information on how McCarthy determined the

weighting systgm and how the normative table was constructed;

the reader is referred to pages 17-23 in the MSCA manual (McCarthy,

1972).
See Chapter 2 of the MSCA manual for more informaticn on

the standardization of the MSCA.

i Weh



The MSCA is designed to assess the intellectual abilities
of English-speaking children. Because there were a large

student in Spanish and Literature) translated the MSCA.>

In addition to the three reasons cited previously for
young children, comprehensive assessment, inclusion of ethnic
minerities in the standardization sample), there were also

psychometric considerations. In 1978 when the present
investigation got underway, a comprehensive review article

on Eﬁé MSCA was not yet published. However, Alan S. Kaufman,and
Nadine L. Kaufman, leading experts ontheMSCA ;in a book entitled
Clinical Evaluation of Young Children with the McCarthy Scales

(Kaufman & Kaufman; 1977, ; concluded thatthe MSCA was a relatively

sound instrument for young children. This conclusion has

(nearly a decade of research) and comprehensive literature

o WSSéé Appendix 2 for the transiated Spanish version of
the MSCA:
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some criticisms (e.g., lack of social comprehension and
judgment. tasks for school age children), Kaufman (in press)

provided theése encouraging cornclusions:
1. Generally, the GCI is reliable and valid: rThe
correlctions between the GCI and the Wechsler and Binet

scales are in the .70's-.80's range:

2. Factor analytic studies show the profiling nature of
the MSCA to be meaningful, particularly for the GCI, V, Mot,
and P Scales. | |

3. Although there is little empirical support to show
with learning problems, the MSCA has very good validity for
normal children.

4. Based on several studies with Black children,

the MSCA appears to be relatively nondiscriminatory. The
meager evidence on Mexican American and Puerto Rican children
appears bféﬁiéiﬁé;

In conclusion, based on the available empirical evidence,

the MSCA appeared to be==in hindsight==a very good choice to
measure the cognitive performance of the children in the

present investigation.

~3
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The design of the study calléd for the mothers to
estimate the cognitive abilities of their childrén. Thérefors,
it was necessary to develop a versien Of the MSCA so that

1. The maternal version of the MSCA should be
constructed so that the mothers could respond (estimate) item=
by~item to the child's performance. |

2. The mothers' responses (perceptions) should be
structured so that comparative analyses with the child's
responses (realitiss) could be computed:

3. The "aaministration" of the MSCA to the mothers

the corract answer (right versus wrong), but rather the mother
would state whether she believed her child gave the correct
answer during the child's testing:. In other words, the
mother should not be tested:

4. The "administration" of the maternal MSCA should be
done in such a manner that the mother would have a good serse

of what transpired when the child waes tested. Thus, the
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in the same way they were for the child, etc.

5. The maternal version should be so constructed that

the responses of the mothers could be made and Scored within

For the limited and non-English-speaking

mothers, a Spanish translation was made®

MSCA was developed.

®see appendix 3a for the English version and Appendix 3b

for the Spanish version.



Family Data Questionnaire

gathering of family background information.’ The mothers of
the children provided the information by Serving as respondents
in a home interview. The data obtained through this instrument
was used to study the relation between family structural
variables and mothers' estimations: The following data were
gathered through the Family Data Questionnaire: (1) birthdate,
sex; place of birth, and preferred language of child and
ﬁié/ﬁéf siblings; (2) marital status of mother; (3) birthplace
of mother and father; (4) :ength of residency in USA -of
relationship, age, and Séx of person(s), besides parents, who
live in the home; (6) length of residency in the local town/city
and in the present home; (7) renting or buying of home:;

(8) occupation of mother and father (type;, frequency);

(9) schooling attainment of mother and father; (10) location

in the home, outside the home, and to the child (the preschool

child who iz the subject of the study).

’see Appendi% 4a and 4b for the English version and

Spanish version, respectively.
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Henderson Environmental Learning Process Scale

To measure the "family social-psychological variable" of

the home environment; a modified version of the Henderson

Environmental Learning Process Scale was used (HELPS; Henderson;
Bergan, & Hurt, 1972). The HELPS is a structured interview
dsing a Likert-type scaié. The instrument...

...i8 des;gned to measure characteristics of the
home environment that have been found to be related
to tne intellectual and scholastic performance of

young cuildren. It contains items designed to }
elicit (1) qu&ntifxable information on the asplrétion

ievel of the home; (2) range of environmental

stimulation available to the child, (3) parental

guidance or direct teachxng provxded in the family,

(4) range (variability in occupatxonai and educatxonal

the child, and (5) the nature of reinforcement

practices used in the home to influeace the chiid's

behavior. The instrument yields a subscore for each

of these five variables, and a total score.
Administration of the scale requires aporcxlmately 777777
20 minutes. It can be used successfully by interviewers
with limited formal educaticn, but some speclali
training in the use of the scale is required. The
administration procedire is designed to make it
possible to administer the scale to parents who may

have difficulty readlng the lteﬁs. The interviewer

and respondent s;t s*de by si de at a_ téble. Responses

continuum. Eocai adaptations of some items are
advised. .. (Johnson, 1976, p. 783).

8pr. Ronald W. Henderson, developer of the HELPS, served
as a consultant to the preseat lnvestlgatlon and workedfg;gsely
with the. pr1nc1pal lnvestlgator in the revision of the HELPS
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Regarding reliability and validity of the HELPS:

The scale was originally administered to mothers
of 126 first-grade children.: The sixty-six

Mexican-American children in this sample were pre-

dominantly from low-income families, while the

sixty Anglo-American children were predominantly

middle-class. Rellablllty,,computed by the Cronbach:
alpha method, was .71 for the Anglo sample and .74
for the Mexican-American sample. In subsequent
administrations of the scale Cronbach alpha
coefficients of .85 for fifty middle-class
Mexican-American, .74 for £ifty lower-class

Anglo families, .79 for twenty-seven Papago

native American families have been obtained.
Predictive vaixdxty was determined in one
investicgation in which the scale provzded

highly significant predictions of performances

of Mexican-American and &nglo first graders in

the Stanford Early Achievement Test and the

Boehm Test of Basic Concepts.

Further éviaéhéé ‘of predictive validity was inai;atea

of mxgrant and nonmlgrant black and Puerto Rican
urban sixth graders (Johnson,; %976, p: 784).

The development of the HELPS and other instruments of its
type which are designed to measure the hoiie léafhiﬁg environment,
are important steps foward in studying the home environmental
influences on critsrion measures st ch as intellectual
performance and school achievemert. The HELPS and other similar
measures are significant advances in that they go beyond previous
research attémpts which have attempted to study home influénces o
intelligence and achievement. The predominant design in previous
research has been to use socioeconomic status, a summarizing
and gross variable, as the independent variable. This shérteéwing

is discussed by Henderson, et al. (1972).




The theoretical grounding of HELPS is largely derived
from the work of researchers in the early 1960's (Davé, 1963;
Wolf, 1964; cited in Henderson, et al., 1972). Beginning with
the earlier work to the present time, these "environmental |
process variables" (&.4., academic guidance, intellectuality
in the home), have consistently accounted for a substantial
proportion of the variance in criterion measures such as
achievement and iﬁEélli§éﬁéé tests {(Henderson, 1981 j .

One of the advantages of the HELPS is that it can be
adapted for local use. Based on a pilot study of the HELPS
by the principal investigator, it was decided to make some
revisions. The reasons for the revisions were as follows:
(1) thére were some items that were deleted because they were
somewhat sensitive in terms of cultural and socioeconomic
differences (e:.g., item no. 28, "How much do you (or Some other
adult) talk with (CHILD) at mealtime?"; item no. 39, "How often

do you have guests in your home; or visit in the homes of friends
who have more education or better jobs than yourself (your

husband) ?2"); (2) there were some items that were unnecessary

Questionnaire (e.g., item no. 42, "How much schooling have you
had?"); (3) there were some items that were age inappropriate

9"”’ — . I R ™ L LR L A e e e e o~ . .
For a detailed diccussion of environmental process

variables and subsequent research, see the following: Henderson

(1966);  _ Henderson ( 1981 ); Henderson and
Merritt (1968); Henderson, Bergan, and Hurt (1972):
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(e.g., item no. 47, "How often do your children (your child)
come to you with homework problems?"). In addition to the
preceding reasons for content revisions and adaptations;

two procedural changes were made. First, items were clustered
around a common topic (e:g.,; "family's free time activities");
this appeared to improve the continuity of the interview. Secondly
based on the pilot study, acquiéécénCé resulted from the HELPS
questions that dealt with quantitative answers (e.g., questions
that asked "how often..."). 1In order ke prevent acquiescence
and to allow for more discrimination, herice variability; in
answers; the guantitative type questioris were asked in one
complete strand (items 1-25 in revised HELPS;. Furthermore,
the questions were read by the examiner, and the mother did not
see the scale or did she see the examiner ma;k the appropriate
lank on the scale. This procedure improved discrimination.

The HELPS questions that dealt with gqualitative responses (e:g:;
“how important...") were administered as in the HELPS protocoi--
respondents were trained how to respond to the scale, and after
the examiner read the question to the mother, shé marked an

"X" on the blank along the scale; indicating her response

the blanks in the gualitative gquestions that were directly next
to the polar ertremes had qualitative values inserted; the

middle or halfway point on the scale was left blank.

6.3}
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Finally, to gather additional data pertinent to the goals
of the present investigation, the following four questions
were developed for inclusion in the revised HELDS:

36. Do you see any particular &iffé?éﬁééé in the
educational needs of boys and girls? (Elakorate)

37. How much education do you wish (CHILD) to r=ceive?

38. The question I just asked you had to do with

your wishes. We all know that in the real

world we may or may not get what we wish for.

Sometimes there are things that might Help us

or prevent us from getting our wishes. Keeping
this in mind how much education do you think

(CHILD) will complete?

(If parent's response to questlon 38 was lower
than the response to question 37, ask:)

Why do you think that (CHILD) will actually
complete less education than you would like
for him/her to complete?

and pollt1c1ans who believe that the pnesent

needs of Mexican American children. 1In your

opinion; does the present school system

satisfy the needs of Mexican American chllq;Pn°

yes no don't know

(If no) In your opinion, how could the present
educatioral system be 1mproved° .

(If yes) In which ways is the school aystem o
satlsfylng the needs of Mexican American childran?
({If don't know; try probing) Can you think of

one or two ways in which you are satisfied with

the schools in how they teach Mexican American
children?

see Appendix 5a) contains 39 questlons;lo The original HELPS

contains 55 items. As in the HELPS, the HELPS-R

scales contain intermediate points in between polar extremes.

Values are from 5 (highest) to 1 (lowest); 3 is§ the half-way value.

loSéé Appendix 5b for the Spanish translated version of HELPS-R.




Procedure
Beginning October 1; 1978; the first phase in the present
study was to identify the population of preschools in
Santa Barbara and Ventura counties (California) primarily

serving low-income Mexican-American children-

After site identification; research assistants visited
each preschool to explain the project to the director and to

353 parents gave their permission for their children to be
participants.

The MSCA testing of the children began on February 13, 1979
and terminated in early June, 1979. The mésting of the children
was done at their preschools in quiet ar=as. Because of the time
limitations, the three subtests that were loaded exclusively -
with motor items were not administered: Four; trained; femaile;

exXaminers:
to testing for a "rapport establishing time." At that time,

each examiner made herself conspicuous to the children who were

~ 'betailed progress reports which cover the Guration Of
the project are filed with Project Officer; Dr: Maiso Bryant,;
ACYF.



to be tested, by assisting the preschool teacher in instruction
(e.g., reading to a small group) and by speaking individually
to each designated subject and establishing rapport (e.g., "If
you like, I will be back tomorrow to play some more games with
you") : Another important aspect of the raépcrt establishing
time was for the examiner to speak to the child in his/her
preferred and most competent language. Based on examiner
judgment ar determined by the rapport time, teacher judgment, and
the standard MSCA in English or the “ransiated Spanish version:
In order to ensure that non Mexican american chiidren
feel left out, all children who submitted parental permission
slips (n=353) were tested. Of the 353, 33 children were Black
or white, and the remaining 320 were Mexican American children.
Orily the Mexican American data were subsequently analyzed.
Thé children were tested at one setting; testing time
averaged 40 minutes. For the limited-English-speaking
childiren, a child was corsidered a Spanish-tested subject if
his/her responses were in Spanish 75% or more of the time:
A limited-Spanish-speaking child was considered an English-tested
subject if the rzsponses were in English 75% or more of “he time. &

bilingual-tested caild was defined as a child who responded in

English about 50% of the time and in Spanish about 50% of the

time. Finally, the monolingr-~1 ~hildren
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Spanish-tested. The monolingual groups were the predominant
groups: Examiners' notes during tests in combination with a

were tested in Spanish; %1% (n=130) in English, and 5% (n=17)
were tested bilingually.

After test® g each child, the examiner computed the MSCA
scores using standard scoring procedures as outlined in the
manual. Another examiner verified the computations for accuracy.

The second examiner also did an independent verification of the

scores of the Draw-A-Uesign and Draw-A-Child subtests (inter-rater
reliability). If discrepancies were found (which was rare)
the two examiners met and corrected the discrepancy using a
décision rule developed by the principal investi jator. |

The home interviews of the mothers began on July 1, 1979
and were completed on October 31, 197912 The average length of
time that lapsed between the MSCA testing and the home intexviews
was approximately three months: The home incerview lasted abuut
two hours. T=:h home visit involved the administration of
three instruments: (1) Family Data Questionnaire; (2) maternal

version of the MSCA; and (3) the HELPS-R. &t the end of the

lZ"' R . o 9. ¢ @ - N S . e R R R S R | R R
Of the 320 children tested, 261 mothers participated in the
home inteérviews because 59 were lost through attritisn (moved, no
phone numbers, requested not to participate, cancelled interview) .
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of the child's MSCA performance. 1 a simple, straightforward

way, the child's percentile score was explained; no MSCA

scaled scores were mentioned. in éééitidn; the child's highéét

oercentlie score of the three ma1or scales (Vérbai; QﬁahtitatiVé;
and Perceptual-Performance) was mentioned to the mothér. This
was an attempt to emphasize the strengths of the ch:ld. Finally,
if the mother requested any information aon home instructional .
strategies to use with the child, the research assistants were
prepared to offer suggestions developed by the principal and
co-investigator (e.g., reading readiness activities that the
mother could eaééiy use in the home with the child).

Following Fhe administration of the Fanily Daca Quéstionraire,
the mother wes ministered the maternal version of the MSCA
(see Appendix ja z=:d 3b). The English or Spanish version was
gi&én; depending on th= mother's language preference. The
following opening instructions were given to the mother:

Mrs. B ___, on = 1978,

about months ago (GIVE_ PARENT EXACT DATE OF

TESTING), I visited (CH'LD'S) preschool and
gave hHim a te&st t- seée how well he was doing in
some basic kinds of skills, such as recogniziaeg
~olors, counting, and so forth.

Including myvself, there were three other womren who

tested children. 2All together we tested over 300

At the end of our visit today; I wili go over the

results of how _(CHILD) did compared to oth:w

children of his same age: But before we c&c that;

I would like to go through each item of the test

to show you how (CHILD) was tested. As we go

85
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through the téét::ﬁhich”tékés about an hour==1 .__

you think Aiﬁﬂiﬁﬁif dId on each activity. I‘ you

are not sure how welil you think 4LCHILD+4,d1d,

please give answers that you think are the closest.

Do you have any questions? O0.K., let's begin.

After the preceding instructions, the maternal version
of the MSCA was administered according to the directions
in the maternal manual (see Appendix 3a and 3b). The
"administration" of the MSCA to the mother was done in such
a fashion that the actual testing situazkion of the child was
simulated as much as possible (e.g:; seating location oF

examiner and mother; positioning of test materials,; item
order; directions): Following the administration of the
maternal version of the MSCA, the examiner ccmputed(the

maternal est.mations of her child's MbbA serforman The
identical scorlng protncol Used for the children were used in

the maternal version (see Appendlx 3a Pnd 3b) A second

examiner verified the ccmputatlons for accurazy.

PréCéaiﬁg the administration of the maternal version

of the MSCA; the HELPS-R was adminis:tered to the mother

snglish or Spanish HELPS-R was administered. The examiner
introduced the HELPS-R by saying:

Iwgmfa ssistinc researchers in the Canter for
Chicano sStudies at the Lriversity of California
by gathering some informat:ion which may help to

devel>p better educational prografis for parents
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and their young children. We are especially

interested in knowing morz about the experiences
Wh}gh preschool children and their families
have in different kiﬁ&s of communities:. The

people involved in this prgoject hope that such

information will make it possible for them to

help schools improve their programs for
preschool children and their parents.

I'd like to begin by asking you some guestizns

about (CHILD), and thlngs you do togethe*. There
We know that all children and theéir families ao
things difféféhtly,'éhd we're interested in
knowing your answers. Please answer in the best
way or the closest way you can. If you don't
understand a question, just ask me and I'll try

. ]

to explain it to you. Okay? Let's begin:

Subsequent to the above introduction and Instructlons, the
HELPS-R was administered to the mother. As previously &éééfiﬁé&
and discussed (see page 64); the mother was read the First 25
guestions of the HELPS-R by the examiner. Neither Z&id the
riother see the scering scale.or the eximiner mark the appropriate
location on the scale. Mothers who were not married wars noct

the husband applicable questions (nos. 18, 21, and 24).

|
Qi

sk

1]

After the administzation of question no. 25, the examiner

paused and said:

Now I would like to ask you some questions thac are

a Iittle bit different. Remember, there are no

right or wrong answers. We know that all children

and their families do some :things the same and other

things dlf;e?ently, and we are untnrested in your
particular att tui.es ard opinions -

I am going tc read sach of the following guestions
with you and then I would like you to choose the
answer that best describes vour opinion. If you

©



don't understand the question ask me and I'li
try to explain it.

Each guestion is set up like a scale. I'm

going to read *through the guestion with you,

and then I want you to mark the anstvier which

bast indicates how you would answer this

guestion. Let's start by going through an

exampls.

Following thé above instructions, the examplé ana procédure
used were identical to those used in vhe original EELPS. The
example was shown and read to the mother: The ékaﬁiﬂéf tﬁéﬁ
proceeded to go Eﬁféﬁéﬁ each of the possible answers ﬁakihé
sure the respondent understood +uch category of the scale
(see Aprendix 5a, pages 6-7). After the example guestion
and scoring procedure were explained, the mother was instructed:

The words on the scales for each cf the following

questions are different, but %#he idea is the

same. You place ’Ydi.ii’.'r ”'7'X," in one of the blanks

question. Please answer every gquestion.

The examiner then read, one by ~ie, Questions 26-35, and

gquest.ions (see pages 65 féi description and discussion of
these questions!. This completed the adminstration of thc
HELPS—-R interviei .

The home interview was completed by a report or the child's
HSCA performance and a discussion of helpful suggestions for
mothers to c.rsider when interacting with their children.

&8




RESULTS

research questions are addressed in the present

investigation. In iteration, they are as follows:

1. How do the perceived general cognitive estimations
given by the mothers compare with the actual
general cognitive performances of thneir children?

2. How do theé estimations given by the mothexrs
vary betwean and within the cognitive areas of
the MSCA?

‘st related to mothers' estimations?
4. HLow is the social psycholcyical variable of

me environment related to mothers'

it
(o
M
(o
[o N

In addition to the four above guesticns that deal with
estimation "levels," tiie guestion of "accuracy" is also
addréssed. Finally, subsidiary findings concerned with

the mothers' accuracy of estima%ions for thé children's
[ .

MSCA performance are reported.




two group independent sample t tests with equal and unegual
ns were calculated. The criterion for rejection of the
null hypotheses ("no differences") was the .05 level of
statistical significance. To analyze relations, Pearson

the :05 level of confidence was also +he criterion for
rejection of the null hypotheses:

The following analyses of the four major research
questions are first presented for the level of estimation

and then for the accuracy re-

guestion Number 1: Gener. MSCA Comparison

Table 26 presents the statistical results of the
glcbal question which asked how mothers' estimations cf cheir
childrens general intellectual functioning--as measured by

performance.
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Tabie 26
Comparison of Mean 3CI Scale Scores of Mothers'
Estimations e¢nd Children's Performance

Group n®

1%
1%
o
"

Fh
n
n

Qs
&

Mothers 259 112.38 o 20.25 -
, o 16.94 258 .55% 15.95%
Children 259 95.44 13.72

- ®several mothers were unable to make judgments on
all subtests of the MSCA and/or several children were
unable to complete the MSCA protocol. Therefore, the ns
in the tables in the results section will vary slightly
from 261.

g4 .001;
The mothers' mean GCI scale score estimation was 112.33, and
the mean GCI scale score of the children was 95.44. The
large difference of 16.94 GCI points was highly significar:
(p <.001). This means that the mothers can be characterized
as "overestimators," and that the finding conformed to the
consistent phenomenon of maternal overstimation as reported
in che ewisting literature:
Ccncerning accuracy, one index that can be used (as

ability accuracy."” This form of accuracy asks how well do
mothers' estimations correlate with children's scores; or

more specifically, how well do mothers predict regarding the
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direction and magnitude of the relation. Table 26 shows

moderately high relation. This shows that as children's

GCIs increased; the mothers' estimations also increased

[V
o]

d at a moderately high magnitude. The observed correlation

indicates fair accuracy as defined in the context

(o]

m
w
w

th

g
Hal
[}

predictive ability accuracy index.  Using the other
two indexes of accuracy ("absolute accuracy"” and "statistical
chance accuracy") the mothers were very ihéééﬁf&ié; Since
maternal overestimation was consistent throughout the
analysés, the predictive ability accuracy index will be
presented in Tables 26-47 (global, between, and within

cognitive areas) because it is more meaningful.

Question Number 2: Betweer MSCA Comparisons

Tables 27, 28, 29, and 30 show the t-test and r
guantitative, and Memory Scale Indexes «f the MSCA.

Pabie 27 shows the resiiits of the Verbal Scale.
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Table 27

 Comparison of Mean Verbal Scale Scores of
Mothers' Estimations and Children's Performance

xil
(%1
[¢ 1N
[y
(g
h,
7]
ot
[o
Hh
in
|t

Group n

Mothers 255 .28 o 12.73 . o
o J 7.24 258 .46% 9.85%
Children 25¢  4&. 04 9.21

For tns Verbal area, the mean estimation given by the
mothers was 53.28, and the mean score of the children was
46.04. The difference of 7.24 points was significant
(o <:001). The observed r was .46; significantly different
from zero (p <.001) )

The results for the Perceptuak-Performance Scale are
shown in Table 28- |
Table 28

_ Compariscn of Mean Perceptual-Performance Scale
Scores of Mothers' Estimations and Children's Performance

|n
et

Sroup n X x diff. sd df

Mothers 259 §2.45 . 11.25 o
12.24 258 .48* 18.69%
Children 259 50-21 9.61 -

__M"i 0.0 E

-
A,
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The mean scores for the mothers and children were 62.45
and 50.21, respectively. The mean cifferczuce of 12.24

points is significant at the .00l level. The r of .48
is also significant (p<&.504i).
Table 29 contains the results for the Quantitative

Scale comparison.

Table 29

Comp:rison of Mean Quantitative Scale Scores of
Motiiers' Estimations and Children's Performance

Bl
-
[o M
-
Hh
H
n
[o})
[o})
Hh
L2
|t

Group n

Mothers 259 54.19 . 11.7s

children 255 46.60 8:70

*Egi;éﬁl;
The materiral estimations mean was 54.19; which was 7.59
points higher than the children's mean score cf 46.60.
This difference was significant (p<.00l:;. The r was
.41, significantly different from zero (p< .00l).
The Statistical iesults for t4e Memory Scale

comparison are shown in lable 30.




Table 30
Comparison of Mean Memory Scale  Scores of

Mothers' Estimations and Children's Performance

Group a X % diff. sd df ¢ t
‘Mothers 258 52.46 12.52
B L 7.40 257 .44* 10.13*%*
Children 258 45.06 8.96

p < .001.
As in all previous compari<sons, the mothers overstimated
their children's performar -e. The mean estimation was
52.46 and the mean actual score was 45.06. The difference
of 7.40 points was significant at the .001 level of

confidence. A significant r of .44 was found (p<.001).

Question Number 2: wWithin MSCA Comparisons

This research question is concerned with how the mothers'

estimations might vary within the three test scales of the
Nsea:l Tables 31-3o contain the results of the Verbal Scale
Verbal Memory I, Verbal Memory II, Verbal Fluency, and
Opposite Analogies). Tables 37-43 present the results of

3 __ - A - - N - - -
B “Memory is not considered a "seéparate" area because the
Memory subtests loac¢ into each of the three scales (Verbal,

PérCQPtual;PérfdrménCé; and Quantitative) which in turn
combine to make the GCI.

Noj
i
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the Perceptual-Performance Scale subtest comparisons
(3lock Building, Puzzle Solving, Tapping Sequence,
Right-Left Orientation, Draw-A-Design, Draw-A-Child, and
Aeéﬁééptaai Grouping), and Tables 44-47 have the
Quantitative results (Number Quéstions, Numerical

Memory I, Numerical :emery II, and Cdunting and Sorting).

Verbal Scale Subtests Comparisons
Memory subtest.
Table 31

Comparison of Mean Pictorial Memory Scores of Mothers'
Estimations and Children's Performance

EL
x

(o1
H!.‘
Hh
H .
1]
[o )
'Da
Hh
|l~

jet

Group n

Mothers 258 3.92 5.06 o o
children 258 3.29 1.54

*p_ z .05.
The mean estima+ion by the motiier$ was 3.52. and the
children's mean score was 3:29: The difference of .63
points was Significant at the .05 lavel, and tne observed

r was a very low, positive, yet significamnt .12 (p<L:05):

w
Y




Comparison of the mothers' estimations and the
children's performance on Word Knowledge I & II are

shown in Table 32.

Table 32

Group n X X diff. sda & r ¢t
Mothers 257 15.14 . 3.43

o o 1.39 = 256 .26* 5.47%*
Children 257 13.75 3.25

;g < 901
The mean maternal estimation of 15.14 was 1.39 points
greater than the mean score of the children (13.75); the
difference is significant (p<.001). The observed r
of .26 is alsoc significant beyond the :00% tevei of
confidence.

subtest comparison.

81
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Table 33
Comparison of Mean Verbal Memory I Scores of Mothers'

Estimations and Children's Performance

Group n ¥ X diff. sd df ¢ t
Mothers 257 8.63 ~ 3.08 o

- o - -.07 2586 .35*% =,;34(NS)
Children 257 8.70 3.42

% o
p < .001.
The results of the Verbal Memory I subtest comparison is

onié of two subtests that showed an underestimation on the

The difference of :07 points was nonsignificant. The
£ of :35 was significant at the .00l level.
The results of the Verbal Memiory II subtest comparison

is shown in Table 34.

Table 34
_Comparison of Mean Verbal Memory II Scores of

Mothers' Estimations and Children's Performance

Group n X X diff. sd df = £
Mothers 253 5.81 3.37

o L o 2.19 o 252 .25% 9.22%*
Children 253 3.82 2.74

% o
p<.00L.



The mean difference of 2.19 points between maternal
estimations (X = 5.81) and children's performance (x = 3.62)
was significant (p £.001). The r of :25 was also significant
(p<L:001)-

Table 35 contains the results of Eﬁé'ébtﬁﬁafiééﬁ far

the Verbal Fluency subtest.

Table 35

ComparisSon of Mean Verbal Fluency Scores cf Mothers'
Estimations and Children's Performance

Group n X x diff: sd df r £
-Mothers 257 4:.30 - 6.45 S
S 3:34 o 256 :28* 7;73%*
Children 257 10:96 4,88 :

.

p<&£.001.

The mean estimation of the mothers was 14.30, which was 3.34
points higher than the mean score of the children (x = 10.96);
the differeénce was Significant at the .00l level. The
obseérved r of .28 was also significant (p<.001).

The results of the Opposite Analogies subtest are

shown in Table 36.



Table 36

CompariSon of Mean OppoSité Analogies Scores of
Mothers' Estimations and Children's Performance

Group n X X diff. sd & ¢ £
Mothers 257 8.66 4.60
L L L 2.50 256 .33%* 8.33%
Children 257 6.16 3.59

*

p & .001.
The mean estimation by the mothers was 8:66, and the
children's mean score was 6:16. ThHe difference of 2:50

points was significant (p <:001l); and the r of :33

Perceptual-Performance Scale Subtests Comparisons

Table 37 contains the results of the Block Building

Subtest.

_ Comparison of Mean Block Building Scores of

Mothers' Estimations and Children's Performance

Group n X x diff. sd as r £
Mothers 258 9.11 o 1.66 L o
I I .22 257 .26* 1.91(NS}
Children 258 8.89 1.44

*

p &L :00%: p




The mean difference of .22 points between maternal

estimations (X = 9.11) and children's performance
(x = 8.89) was found to be nonsignificant: The
correlation of .26 was significant (p< :001):

Table 38 contains the results of the Puzzle Solving

subtest.

Table 38

_ Comparison of Mean Puzzle Solving Scores of

Mothers' Estimations and Children's Performance

Group n X x diff. sd df T £
Mothers 258  6.34 o 3.97 S
o , o 2.11 257 .33* 8.23%
children 258  4.23 3.03

p < -001.

The mean estimation by the mothers was 6.34, which was 2.11
points higher than the mean score of 4:.23 performed by the
children; this difference was significant beyond the .001

level. The r of .33 was also significant (p & .001).

i

The results of the Tapping Sequence subtest are presented

in Table 39.

101
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Table 39

Comparxson of Mean Tapping Sequence75cores of

Mothers' Estimations and Children's Performance

Group n i g diff sd éﬁ r t
Mothers 258 3.57 _ .,  2.00
. _ o 1.34 o 257 22% 9.65%*
Children 258 2.23 .51

E < .001

r of .22 was significant (p<.001).
Table 40 contains the results of the Right-Left

Orientation siubtest.

Table 40

Comparlson of Mean Right-Left Orientation Scores of

Mothers' Estimations and Children's Performance

Group n® = % diff. sd df r t
Mothers 80 4.65 o 3.97 - L
o L -1.59 o 79 .11(NS) =-3.08*%*
Children 80 6.24 2.83

Srhe MScrn calls only for children 5 years and above

to be tested on the Right-Left Orientation subtest.

E'< ;01
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The Right-Left Orientation subtest was the other one of

™

mean estimations by the mothers (X = 4.65) was 1.59
goints lower than the meafi score of the children
(X = 6.24); the difference was significant (p<.0l).
The r of .11 was nonsignificant.

Table 41 shows the results for the Draw-A-Design

Table 41

~ Comparison of Mean Draw-A-Design Scores of
Mothers' Estimations and Children's Performance

|%1
»l
Q.
H‘. .
*¢h‘
*.h‘
)]
[o N
[o N
Hh
i
Tu

Group n

Mothers 258  11.19 4.65 S
 5.40 257 .36% 19.34*%
Children 258 5.79 2.86

The mean maternal estimation was 11.19; it was significantly
higher (5.40 points; p<.00l) than the mean of the children's
score (2 = 5.,79). The correlation of .36 was significantly
different from zero (p<.00l1).

Tablé 42 presents the results of the comparison for the

Draw-A-Child subtest.




Table 42

_Comparison of Mean Draw-A-Child Scores of _
Mothers' Estimations and Children's Performance

Group n X X qiff. sd df ¢ t

Mothers 258 10:91 - 4:10

Children 258 8.09 3:99

*5 ¢ .00L.

The mean estimation of the mothers was 10.91, which was

2.82 points higher than the mean of 8.09 scored by the

(p<.001):
The results of the comparison for the Conceptual

Grouping subtest are shown in Table 43:

Table 43

Comparison of Mean Conceptual Grouping Scores of
Mothers' Estimations and Children's Per formance

1l
iRy
o]
H\
Hhl
H
n
[e ]
(o]
Hh
L
|t

Group n

Mothers 257 8.62

[
[\V]
N,
el
IR0}
-

256 .42* 11.91*

RN
o
[V B
.o
o
(9%

Children 257 6.

% , o
p < .00L.

'i
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.
LEW 3
Yo



estimations (x = 8.62) and children's performance

(x = 6.40) was significant (p & .001); the r of

o

2 was significant (p ¢ .001).

Quantitative Scale SubtestS Comparisons

Table 44 shows the results of the Number Questions

subtest:

Table 44
 Comparison of Mean Number Questions Scores of
Mothers' Estimations and Children's Performance

Group n x x 3iff: sd af r t

Mothers 258 8:13 - 3:13 . -
- - 1:.59 257 34* 7.55%
Children 258 6.54 2.74 '

*E < .001.
The mean estimation by the mothers was 8.13, which was 1.59
points higher than the mean score of 6.54 performed by the
children; this difference was significant beyond the .001

g9
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The results of the Numerical Memory I subtest are

contained in Table 45.

Table 45

Comparison of Mean Numerical Memory I Scores of

Mothers' Estimations and €hildren's Performance

Group n X X diff. sd d¢ ¢ £
Mothers 257  5.40 . 2.32 o
) . o .38 ~ 2586 .33*%*% 2 _55%
children 257 5.02 1.86 .
P < .0%.

The mean estimation by the mothers was 5:40; and the mean

core performed by the children was 5.02. The difference

0]

of .38 points was significant beyond the -01 level, and




Table 46

Comparison of Mean Numerical Memory II Scores of
Mothers' Estimations and Children's Performance

X diff. sd df ¢

Group n

%1
"
et

Mothers 254 2.67 3.21
S - B 2.26 253 .28%* 11.47%
Children 254 .41 1.34

*5 ¢ .001.
The mean difference of 2.26 points between maternal
estimations (X = 2.67) and children's performance (% = .41)
was significant.{p < .001) as was the r of .28 (p < .001).
The results of the Counting and Sorting subtest irs

shown in Table 47.

Table 47
Comparison of Mean Counting and Sorting Scores of

Mothers' Estimations and Children's Performance

Group n x x diff. sd df ¢ t
Mothers 258 6.17 2.17

children 258 5.17 1.89

o |
Q)
<
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The mean maternal estimation was 6.17, and the mean
score performed by the children was 5.17. The difference

(p £ :001):

Question Number 3: Family Structural Variables

Tables 48-71 present data that are pertinent to the
third research question, which asked: How are the family
structural variables under study related to mothers'
estimations of their children's actual cognitive
performance? The 21 family structural variables that
were studied are as follows:

1. older mothers vs: younger mothers

2. husband present vs. husband absent

extended family present vs. extended family absent

Ry
L ] .

4. mothers of only one child vs. mothers of two

or more children

5. mothers of boys vs:. mothers of girls
6: Spanish-speaking mothers vs:. English-speaking

mothers

7. mothers of Spanish-speaking children vs. mothers

of English-speaking children



8:
10:
T1.
12.
13.
14.

15.

18.

19.

20.

mothers who worked vs. mothers who did not work
mothers born in Mexico vs. mothers born in USA

fathers born in Mexico vs: fathers born in USZA

Mexico-born mothers of long USA residency vs.
Mexico-born mothers of short USA residency
Mexico-born fathers of long USA residency vs.
Mexico-born fathers of short USA residency
mothers schooled in Mexico vs. mothers schooled
in the USA

in Usa
families who were renting home vs. families
who were buying home

of low occupational status

of low occupational status

mothers of high schooling attainment vs. mothers
of low schooling attainment

fathers of high schooling attainment vs. fathers
of low schooling attainment

mothers of high social class vs- ﬁaEﬁéfé of low
social class

fathers of high social class vs. fathers of low

social class.,

joed
.
Q.
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Table 48 shows the results of MSCA mean scale index .
Score estimation comparisons of the mothers dichotomized
by older mothers (30 years of age or more) and younger

mothers (29 years of age or less):

\3




Table 48

____Comparisons of Younger vs: Older Mothers 95
on Al)l Mean Scale Index Estimations of Children's
Per formdnce
Group n X X aiff. sd ag £
GCI

Older Mothers 93 109.89 - 17.94¢ S

e -3.94 245 =1.49(NS)

Younger Mothers 154 113.83 21.32

Verbal
Older Mothers 93 50.28  11.23 R
o . =471 285 =2.87%**
Younger Mothers 154 54.99 13.22
. Perceptual-Performance

Older Mothers 93  62.13 . 11.35 _ D

o ___ . . __ = .60 __ __ 245 - .41(NS)
- Younger Mothers 154 62.73 11.19

Quantitative

Older Mothers 93 53,73 10.37 -

- o - .74 245 - [47(Ns)

Younger Mothers 154 54.47 12.67

Memory

older Mothers 93 50.35 _ _  10.80 _ .

el o___ __ __ =3.46 . 244 =2.12%

Younger Mothers 153 53.381 13.26

® .
p < .05.
%
p £ .01.

ot
i |
famad |



The results of the older vs. younger mothers subgroup
comparisons revealed that younger mothers estimated

significantly higher performances for the Verbal and

Memory Scales. For the GCI, Perceptual-Performance,
and Quantitative Scales, the younger mothers also
made higher estimations, but they were not significantly

Table 49 presents the index estimations for the
husband present vs. husband absent (husband not living
in Home at the time of the study) subgroup comparisons.

— - —>

" 2por previty, the presentation of data from the
remainder of the tables in the results section will not_
report the mean differences or significance levels. The
reader can refer to the respective tables for these

statistics.
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Table 49
Comparisons of Mothers with Husband Present vs. Mothers
with Husband Absent on All Mean Scale Index Estimations 97

s

Eal

Il
a‘\
-
Hhl
Hhl
0l
ol
[« N}
Hh

et

Group

GCI

Husband Present 202 111:35 - 20.39 S
o ) ) o -5.11 246 -1:53(NS)
Husband Absent 46 1ll6.46 . 20.52

Verbal

Husband Present 202  52:69 12.90
-2.29
lusband Absent 46  54.98 12.69

246 -1.09(NS)

Perceptual-Performance

Husband Present 202 61.84 - 11.45 o
o . . o L -2.64 246 -1.43(NS)
Husband Absernt 46 64.48 10.66

guantitative

Husband Present 202 53.45 11:72
S ) - -2,.83 246 ~1.47 (NS)
Husband Absent 46 56.28 11.98

Memory

Husband Present 201 51.82 . 12.28 o
o . =2.64 __ __ 285 =1.28(NS)
Husband Absent 46 54.46 13.92

| oy
oy
w:




The husband absent subgroup estimated
of their children on each of the five-
of the comparisons were significantly

The comparisons for the extended

higher perfcormances
Scales, but none
different:

family present

W
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Table 50

Comparisons of Mothers with Extendsd Famlly Present vs.
Mothers with Extended Family Absent on All Mean Scale 99
Index Estimations of Children's Performance

Group n x x diff. sd- af t
GCI
Ext. Fam. Pres. 57 110.84 - 21.14 o
- -2.11 249 -.69(NS)
Ext. .Fam. &2bs: 194 112:.95 20:.05
Verbal
Ext. Fam. Pres. 57 52.56 - 11.98
L _ o S - .96 o 249 =~ [49(NS)
Ext. Fam. Abs. 194 53.52 13.07
Cerceptual-Performance
Ext. Fam. Pres. 57 62.42 B 10.95 o
- o o - .11 . 249 - .06(NS)
Ext. Fam. Adbs. 194 62.53 11.47
Quéntltatlve
Ext. Fam. Pres. 57 54.11 o 12.44
o _ o R - .19 . 249 - [11(NS)
Ext. Fam. Abs. 194 58730 11:.54
Memory
Ext. Fam. Pres. 56 51.05 o t2.21
, © =1.96 7 248 -1.02(NS)
Ext. Fam. Abs. 194 53.01 12:.72

Soud |
RN
m\
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' The extended family absent subgroups gave higher
estimations on each §éélé; but the mean differences
were not significantly different.

Table 51 contains the results for the subgroups
of mothers who had only one child in their families
vs. the subgroup of mothers who had two or more

children in their families-

N4
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Table 5]
Comparisons of Mothers Who Had Only One Child vs. Mothers .
Who Had Two or More Children on All Mean Scale Index 101
Estimations of Children's Performance

Group n X X aiff. sd’ df £

GCI
only cne chiid 38 115.37 o 17.19 o
S S 3.1 257  .99(NS)
T™wo + children 221 111.86 20.72

Verbal
only cne child 38 56:03 . 12.75 -

o B 3.22 o 257 1.44 (NS)
™o ¥ children 221 53.8L 12.75
Perceptual-Performance
nly cne child 38 63.97 ~ 10.13
L o 1.78 257  .90(NS)
Two + children 221 62.19 11.44
Quantitative

aily one child 38 57.00 8.76 -
B o ] , 3.29 257 1.60(NS)
Two + children 220 53.71 12:15

Memory
Only one child 38 54:95 - 12.47 S
s o 2.92 - 256 1.33(NS)
Two + children 221 52.03 12.51

o - 117
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The suboroups of mothers who had only one child estimated
their children's cognitive performance higher on all
scale indexes; none of the differences were significant.
of the mothers dichotomized by mothers of boys vs.

mothers of girls.

g



Table 52

Comparisons of Mothers of Boys vs: Mothers of Girls

on All Mean Scale Index Estimations of Children's 103

Performances

Group n % X diff. sd’ ag t
GCI

¥others of Bays 107 111.39  _; 56  20.21 553 _ . go(ns)

Mothers of Girls 148 112.95 20.50

Verbal
Mothers of Boys 107 52.90 13.31 -
S - .63 253 =.39(NS)
Mothers of Girls 148 53.53 12.48

Perceptual-Performance

Mothers of Boys 107 61,09 11:68
-2.18 253 -1.52(NS)
Mothers of Girls 148  63.:27 10:97
Quantitative
Mothers of Boys 107  54.05 10.87
o - .10 253 -.07(NS)
Mothers of Girls 148  54.15 12.48
Memory
Mothers of Boys 107 51.63 o 12.93 o
, S -1.38 252 =.87(NS)
Mothers of Girls 147  53.01 12.38

ok
[T
O
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Aithé&éh none of the mean differences were significant,
performances on all scales compared to the mothers of
boys subgroup.

The comparisons for the Spanish-speaking mothers vs:

Table 53.

A




Comparisons of Spanish-Speaking Mothers vs. English- o
Speaking Mothers on 3211 Mean Scale Index Estimations 105
of Children's Performance

It

diff. sd- ag

E]
"l
E1

Group

Span.-spkg.Mom 168 . 108.80 . l9.57 -
_ , - e -10.67 240 -3.84*
Eng.-spkg. Mom 74: 119.47 :

Verbal

Span.-spkg:Mom 168  50.54 . 11.87 _ . S
S = 7.65 240 =4.48%
Eng.-spkg: Mam 74  58.19 13.02 :

pPerceptual-Performance

Span.~spkg.Mom 168 .61.51 11.70 - -
: ) 240 -1.84(NS)

B L 7 L - 2.91 -
Eng.-spkg. Mom 74  64.42 10.53

Quantitative

Span.-spkg.Mm 168 52.14 . 11.59 o
240 -3.84%

i
(9}
N
=
|

Eng.-spkg. Mom 74  58.35 11.58

Memory

Span.-spkg.Mom 167 50.14 - 1i1.84 o
. - o - 7.20 o 239 -4 .26%
Eng~-spkg. Mom 74 57.34 12:71

"54 .001.
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For all scale indexes, the English-speaking mothers
subgroup's mean estimations were higher than the
Spanish-speaking subgroups mean estimations. These
differences were significant except for the Perceptual-
Performance Scale:

Table 54 §ﬁ5€i§ the results for the mothers of
Spanish-speaking children vs. mothers of English-speaking

children.

v



Comparisons of Mothers of Spanish-Speaking Children vs.
Mothers of English~-Speaking Children on All Mean Scale

Table >4

Index Estimations of Children's Performance

Group n z X diff. sd-  af £
GeI
Span.-spkg childl40 109.52 . 19.29 o
- , o -7.02 241 =2.74%*
Eng~spkg. child.103 116.54 20.35
Verbal
Span:-spkg;child:140  50:84 11,70 -
o - -6.07 241 ~-3:;77**
Png-spkg: child:103  56.91 13.27
Perceptual-Performance
Span~-spkg. child.140 61.98 - 11.51 -
e -1.23 241 = .85(NS)
Eng-spkg. child.103  §3.21 10.75
Quantitative
span.= spkgchild.140  52.44 . 11.54 -
L -3.99 241 -2.70*%
Engrspkg. child.103 56.43 11.18
Memory
Span~spkg.child.139  50.32 12,07 -
~ , o -4.81 240 =3.00%
Engrspkg. child.103  55.13 12.60
% - _
p < .0l.
**,, -
E < <001

107
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As was seei in Table 53, the estimations made by the
English-speaking siubgroups were significantly higher
on all scales, except for the Perceptual-Performance
Scrle.

The comparisons for the subgroup of mothers who were
employed outside the home vs. the subgroup of mothers

who were not employed ars shown in Table 55.

N2




Table 33

Comparisons of Working Mothers vs. Nonworking Mothers on

All Mean Scale
Performance

Index Estimatcions of children's

109

Group

s
Nt
ikt

et

Wﬁﬂ&ﬁgt&fﬁéﬁ

Norwork .rothers

121 19.67
S 249
130 112.59 20.75

~.24 (NS)

Verbal

Working mothers

Nonwork. mothers

121  53.79 12.09
o - 249
130 13:.33

=.61(NS)

Perceptual-Performance

Working mothers

Norwork. mothers

62.60 o 10.99
- .18 -
62.42 1l1.64

121
130

:13(N8)

Working mothers
Norwork. nothers

121 _
=.72

130  54.43

=.48(NS)

Working mothers
Norwork. mothers

120

.
[oe]
wl

130

-54 (NS)
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were significantly different: Workiing mothers gave
very slightly higher estimations on the Verbal,
Perceptual-Performance, and Memory Scales; and
nonworking mothers estimated very slightly higher
performances on the GCI and Quantitative Scales.
Table 56 contains the results of the comparisons
for the mothers born in Mexico vs: mothers born in

the USA subgroups.

v

12¢



in USA on All Mean Scale Index Estimations of children's 111
Performance

Group n X X diff. sd- ag t

Born in Mexico 151 109.64 ~ 19.59 -
o -6.43 252 =2,51%*
103 116.08 20.76

i
]
5
g

verbal

Born in Mexico 151  51.27 11,78
, -4.97 252 ~3.10%*
Born in USA 103 56.24 13.63

Perceptual-Performance

[0}
[y
~3

Born in Mexico 151 61.70 ~ 1l1.66 S
7 -1.54 252 -1.07 (NS)
4 10.78

N

3.

[0, )]

Borm in USA 103

guantitative

Born in Mexico 151  52.38 11.71
Bori in USA 163 56.56 11:50

Bom in Mexico 150 50:79 . 11.90 o
- - 7 -4,03 252 -2,52%
Born in USAa 103 54.82 13.286

b |
QGI




n all scales, the mothers born in the USA subgroup

C!

estimated their children's cognitive performance higher
compared to the mothers born in Mexico subgroup: Except
for the Perceptual-Performance Scale comparison, all
mean differences were significant.

Table 57, the follow-up of Table 56, compared the
mothers who had spouses born in Mexico vs. mothers who

had spouses born in the USA.

\ ’
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Table 57

Comparisons of Fathers Born in Mexico vs. Fathers

113

Born in USA on All Mean Scale Index Estimations of
children's Performance
Group n X % diff. sd- ag t
GCI

Born in Mexico 153 109.16 20.02

, ~-8.93 218 -3.05*%%*
Bom in USA 67 118.09 19.85

Verbal
Bom in Mexico 153 51.59 - 12.44 -
B - - -4.72 218 -2.55%
Born in USA 67 56.31 13.07
Perceptual-performance
Born in Mexico ~ 153  61:12 . 311.71
~3.03 218 =1.82(NS)
Bom in USA 67 64.15 10.55
Quantitative
Bom in Mexico 153 52.33 ~ 11.65 o
B o - -4.19 218 =2.46*
Born in USA 67 56.57 11.60 :
Memory

Bom in Mexico 152 50.95 B 12.2r o

, , . -4. - 217 =2.58%
Born in USA 67 55.57 12.13

-
p< .05
*%
g< <01,



For the fathers; the same findings of the mother

comparisons were revealed: On all scales; mothers
who had spouses born in the USA gave higher estimations;
all differences, except the comparison for the Perceptual-
Performance.Scale, were significant.

The results presented in Table 58 were subanalyses
of the Mexico-born mothers. The estimations of mothers

of long residency in the USa (10 years or more) were

compared to the estimations of mothers of short residency

in the USA (9 years or less).




comparisons of Mexico-Born

Table 58

Mothers of Long USA Residency

vs. Mexico-Born Mothers of Short USA Residency on ALl 115
Mean Scale Index Estimations of Children's Performarnce
Group n X x diff. sd’ df  t

GCI
Iong Residency 80 112.20 .~ 18.96
S o 5.2% o 149 1.62(N8S)
short Residency 71 106.99 . 2G.77

Verbal
Iong Residency 80 52.79 . 12.34 o S
T - o 3.01 149 1.5 (NS)
Short Residency 71 49.78 11.865

Perceptual-Performance
Iong Residency 80 62.80 . 1t.32
e N o 2.22 o 149 1.17(NS)
Short Residency 71 60.58 12.07
guantitative

Iong Residency 80 53.51 ~ 10.98 o o
_ o o o 2.22 149 1.15({NS)
Short Residency 71 51.29 12.75 :

Memory
tong Residency . 80 52:66 11:71
- 3.60 148  1.84(NS)
Short Residency 70 49.06 12.36
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Although the subgroup of mothers of long USA residency
gave higher estimations on all scales, none of the
differences were significant:

Table 59 presents the results of the mothers who
had spouses of long USA residency vs. mothers who had

spouses of short USA residency subgroups.

[ YR
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Table 59
Comparisons of Mexico-Born Fathers of Long USA Residency
vS. Mexico-Born Fathers of Short Residency on All Mean 117
Scale Index Estimations of Children's Performance

lnm
I
(%1
B
(e

Group

diff. sd-

GCzx

Long Residency 84 112.67 o 21.4xr
) ) ) 5.15 : 144 1.54 (NS)
Short Residency 62 107.52 17:77

Verbal

Iong Residency 84 52.99 - 12.91 -

o o ] o L 1.54 o 144 .73 (NS)

Short Residency 62 51.45 11.88
Perceptual-Performance

Iong Residency 84 62.95 . 11.62 -
, B : 3.13° 144  1.65(NS)
Short Residency 62  59.82 16.86

Quantitative

Iong Residency ~ 84  55.18 11.35
Short Residency 62  50.44 11.47

Memory

Iong Residency 83 53.40 ] 12.02 -
L - o 4.30 143  2.19*%*
Short Residency 62 49.10 11.24

- 20f the 153 fathers born in Mexico, length of ©USA
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As was the case of the mothers’ residency comparisons,
mothers who had spouses of iong USA residency gave
higher estimations om all scales. Significant
differences were found on the Quantitative and Memory
Scates.

in the USA subgroups.

134
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Comparisons of Mothers Who Were Schooled in Mexico vs. o
Mothers Who Were Schooled in USA on All Mean Scale 119
Index Estimations of Children's Performance

£d. in Mexico 110 106:70 o 20.68 -
- S -9.66 246 -3:85
Ed. in USA 138  116.36 18.73

%
*|

Verbal

Ed. in Mexico 110 49.36 11.86 _ L
. : o . 246  -4.40%%
Ed. in USA 138 56.23 12.50

Perceptual~Performance

Ed. in Mexico 110  60.23 | 12.36
| -3.68 246  -2.59%
Ed: in USA 138 63:91 10.07

.

Quantitative

Ed: in Mexico 110 51.31 o 12.25 S
o o ~4:92 246  -3.32%%
Ed. in USA 138 56.23 11.06

BEd. in Mexico 110 49.52 72.46
- 25,30 245  -3.34%%
Ed. in USA 138 54.82 12.29

m\
(dv)
o
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in the USA subgroup estimated significantly higher
performarices on all five scales.

Table 61, the follow=-up to Table 60, presents
the results o: the comparisons for the mothers who had

spouses schooled in Mexico vs: the USA:

g



Table 61
Comparisons of Fathers wWho Were Schooled in Mexico vs. o
Fathers Who Were Schooled in USA_on _All Mean Scale 121
Index Estimations of Children's Performance

Group n X x diff. sd daf t
GCI
Ed: in Mexico 133  108:80 -~ 19.83 o
o - o -7.33 198 -2.46*
Ed. in USA 67 116.13 20.11
Verbal
Ed. in Mexico 133 50-83 12:25
- N -5.27 198 ~2.79%*
Ed. in USA 67 56:10 13.33
Perceptual=Performance
Ed. in Mexico 133 61.32 ~ 11.65 N
B o o -1.58 198 - .92(Ns)
Ed. in USA 67 62.90 10.83
Quantitative
Ed. in Mexico 133 52.53 _ . 11.46 _ __ A
, o =2.72 198 =1.55(NS)
Ed: in USA 67 55.25 12:28
Memory
Ed. in Mexico 132 50.55 . 12.04 S
- N o -3.58 197 ~1:95(NS)
Ed: in USA 67 54:13 S 12.71
x o
p<.05.
Y
E(.Ol.
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The subgroup of mothers who had spouses schooled in
the USA.gave higher estimations on all MSCA scales:
Significant differences were found on the GCI and
Verbal Scales.

Tables 62-68 contain family structural data
which can best be categorized as socioeconomic status
data. Tablé 62 presents the estimations Ffor the
subgroup of mothers of families who were renting
homes vs. the subgroup of mothers of families who

were buying homes.

!
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‘Table

62

Comparlsons of Families Rentlng Home vs. Famxltes

of Children's Performance

123

E

Group

Lt

fet

GCI

Renting Home 191

Buying Home 60

112.95
110.78

.72 (NS)

Verbal

Renting Home 191

Buying Home 60

53.37
53.18

.19

<10 (Ns)

Perceptual-Performance

Renting Home 191

Buying Hame 60

62.88
61.37

11.36

249
10.94

.91 (NS)

Renting Home

Buying Home

54.18
54.13

12.01
249

11.25

.03 (NS)

Memory

Renting Home 190

- Buying Heme

52.64

52.45

.19

12.68 o
- 248
12:.13

-10(Ns)

Y

0



124

For all scales, the subgroup of mothers who were from
familieés renting their hHomes made very slightly higher
estimations of their children's performance; none of
the differences were significant.

Table 63 shows the results of the scale score

by high job status (value labels 6 and 7 on Hollingshead
job title) and low job status (value labels 2-5 on

Hollingshead job title).-

Y

 3Refer to pages 49-50 for further description of the
Hollingshead Index.




Table 63

Comparisons of Mothers of High Occupational Status vs.

Mothers of Low Occupational Status on A1l Mean Scale
Index Estimations of Children's Performance

8!
1)
{x)
[oN]
-
Hhl
Hhl
0
o}
u
H

Group

GCI

Hi Job Status 58 116.09 - 15:70

Io Jcb Status 197 111.22 21.31

1.61(NS)

Verbal

Hi Job Status 58 55.71 ~__ 1l0.95 o

1o Job Statis 197  52.59 T 13.20

1.64 (NS)

Perceptual-Performance

Hi Job Status 58 63.59 - 8.63 o
S - - l1.50 253
Io Job Status 197 62.09 11.97

.89 (NS)

guantitative

Job Status 58 56.64° . 9.31 o

b B

Job Status 197 53.38 ] 12.36

1.86(

NS)

Memory

Job Status 58 56.16 7 10.92

B

Io Job Status 197 51.35 12.84

*
p<& .01.
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The subgroup of mothers of high occupational status
estimated higher performances on all scale indexes,
but the only significant difference was found on the
ééiﬁﬁai‘iééﬁ for the Memory Scatie.

Table 64, the follow-up to Table 63, contains
the results of the comparisons for the mothers who

had spouses of high vs. low occupational status.

v
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Table &4

Comparisons of Fathers of High Occupational Status vs. o

Fathers of Low Occupational Status on All Mean Scale

Index Estimations of Children's Performance

Group n X X diff. sd’ df t
GCI
Hi Job Status 76  118.25 .. 20,02
S o 10.54 _ _ 206  3.71%*
Lo Job Status 132 107.71 19.54
vVerbal
Hi Job Status 76 56.92 o 12:79 o
o s L 6.53 206 3.63%*
Io Job Status 132 50.39 12.31 -
Perceptual-Performance
Hi Job Status 76 65.05 - 1l0.19 o
, o L 4.97 206  3.10%
1o Job Status 132 60.08 : 11:64
Quantitative
Hi Job Status 76 55.€3 . 3.6
- o 3:22 206 1:93(NS)
Io Job Status 132 52:.41 10.64
Memory
Hi Job Status 76 56.05 . 12.71
o o 6.49 205 3.80%*
Io Job Status 131 49.56 11.35

* S
"p< .0L.
%* %

p<£-001.

143



128

occupational status, compared to mothers who had
performances; significant differences were found on
all scales except the Quantitative Scale.
Table 65 shows the scale estimations of the
mothérs dichotomized by high échcciiﬁg attainment
(10 years or more) and low schooling attainment (9 years

or less).




Table 65

Comparisons of Mothers of High Schooling Attainment

vs: Mothers of Tow Schooling Attainment on All Mean

Scale Index Estimations of Children's Performance

129

Group

n x x diff: sd- as £

Hi Sch:
1o Sch.

Attain.

Attain.

19.41

19.94

Verbal

Hi Sch.

Io sch.

Attain.

Attain.

124
132

57.06
49,71

12:75
11:74

Perceptual-Performance

Hi sch.

1o Sch.

Attain:

Attain:

124

132

63:73

61.14

1.84(NS).

Quantitative

Hi Sch.

Io Sch.

At’ ta-lI’ a ;Vi.

Attain.

124

132

57.04

51.37

Memory

)

124
131

55.65
49,34

-
R
v
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The subgroup of mothers of high schooling attainment
estimated significantly higher performances of their
children on all scales,except for the Perceptual-
Performance Scale: |

Table 66, the follow-up to Table 65, compared

schooling attainment.




Table 60

Comparisons of Fathers of High Schooling Attainment vs.

131

Group

1
%

et

Hi Sch: A 73 119.74

Lo Sch. 133 107.24

4.49%**

Verbal

73 58.92 11:76
204

133 49.49 11.89

Perceptual-Performance

73 6425 o
o L 204
133 60.85

2.09%

Quantitative

Attain. 73 56.69 ,
204
133 51.90

Memory

73 56:.34 S 11.77

132. 49.52 11.66

*|
*|
*|

4.00




132

The subgroup of mothers of spouses who had higher

Table 67 shows the results for the mothers of high
social class (value labels 1-3 on Hollingshead class
levels) vs. mothers of low Social class (value labels

4=5 on Hollingshead class levels).

Sy
1324
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Table 67 |
Comparisons of Mothers of High Social Class vs:
Mothérs of Low Social Class on A1l Mean Scale 133
Index Estimations of Children's Performance "

Group n x %X diff. sd af t
GCI
Hi Soc: Class 34 119.18. - 16.13 o o
S - 7.98 252 2.15%
Io Soc. Class 220 111:.20 20.66
Verbal
Hi Soc. Class 34 57.50 . 11.12 o S
] 4.88 252 2.09%
Io Soc. Class 220 52:62 12.93
Perceptual-performance
Hi Soc: Class 34  65:21 - 8.09 o -
- o 3.2¢ 252 1.56 (NS)
Soc. Class 220 61:.97 11.68
Quantitative
Hi Soc. Class 34 57.88 o 9.42 o -
- o 4.40 252 2.04%
Io Soc. Class 220 53.48 12.02
Memory
Hi Soc. Class 34 56.59 11.31 , .
o 4.79 251 2.08%
Io Soc. Class 219 51.80 12:69
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For all scale comparisons, the mothers of high
social class gave higher estimations; the only
difference tnat was noNsignificant was for the
Perceptual-Performance Scale comparison.

The follow-up data for Table 67 is presented in
Table 68. The comparisons are for the mothers of

P
o
o ¥




TPable 68

Comparisons of Fathers of High Social Class
of Low Social Class on All Mean Scale

vs. Fathers

of Children's Performance

Group n x X diff. sd’ af t
Gex
Vr — — — - f;
Hi Soc. Class 21 124.00 ~__ 19.08
. o 13.87 205 3.02%
to Soc. Class 186 110.13 20.02
T T ‘-’;N"
Verbal
f
Hi Soc. Class 21  61.19 7 11.93
- o - 9.36 205 3.23%#
Io Soc. Class 186 51.83 12.64
= - - - —
Perceptual-Performance
_— - ——
Hi Soc. Class 21  66.143 N 9.98 -
, o o 4.74 205 1.82(y5)
o Soc. Class 186 61.40 11.44
— ?;
Quantitative
- - — — v?;
Hi Soc. Class 21 59.90 10.50 o
- o - 7.01 205 2.64%
Io Soc. Class 186 52.89 11.64
"
Memory o
—— — - VT'—
Hi Soc. Class 21 60.19 ~ 11.94 o o
o o S 9.21 204 3.36*#
1o Soc. Class 185 50.98 11.90
— o~
p < .0L.
ex
p & .001:

ol |
.
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estimations on all scales except for the Perceptual-
Performance Scale.
The preceding data presented in Tables 48-68

addressed the guestion of estimation levéls across the

various family structural categories: That is, how
did the various subgroups compare in their mean =
estimation levels of the children's performance? The
next three tables (Tables 69-71) contain data that

attempt to address the guestion of estimation acciracy.

Specifically, did the subgroup comparisons in the 21
family structural variables vary in their accuracy of
estimations?
Table 69, below, compares "congruency Scores” for the

21 family structural variables on the five scale indexes
of the MSCA: & congruency score is defined as the

. difference between the estimation given by the mother
and the child's actual score. The greater the
difference, the less congruent (hence less accurate)

congruent (hence more accurate) the mother is. The data

presented in Table 69 are for mean congruency Scores
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for the various subgroups of mothers. All congruency
scores represent maternal overestimations. The column
labeled “g“ lists the congruency scores for each
difference between the congruency scores for the two
subgroups for each family structural variable. For

example, concerning older mothers, the congruency score

(difference between mothers' estimations and children's

congruency score for younger mothers for the GCI Scale

was 17.25. The difference (g diff.) between younger

and older mothers was .73 points. Thus, in "absolute
accﬁracy“ (absolute differences in the mean congruency
scores), older mothers compared to younger mothers

were more accurate for 3CI estimations. In "statistical
chance accuracy," the .73 difference is nonsignificant.
Therefore, age category of mothers is not related to
accuracy in the case of the statistical chkance accuracy
index. Table 69 shows the comparisons of congruency
scores by these two accuracy indexes for the 21 family

structural variables across the five MSCA scales.
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Comparisonsof Conqruency Scores for Pamily Structural Varxables

Table 69

on Al Mean Scale Index Score Estimations of Children's Performance

6er y PP 0 M
Variabie S - - . o } .

4 Xdiff. X Xdiff. X RdfE. ¥ Xdiff. % Xdiff.
ertetle B8 g 88 LB g My
Younger Mothers 17,25 1.86 12.45 7.46 .29
TR R R RN
Husband Absent 20,30 8:28 13.9 10:26 8.93
Ex: Fam;iy Present ??;63 :2.30 5:32 2344 12,70 g 1,53 - ik 5,88 -3
Ex, Family Absent 17.63 1.76 12,20 7.70 .91
9nly Onfe_ Chl_lnd ) 1697 0 {313 0l ﬂ97 <o 9;@7 219 8.29 Lol
Two or More Children 16,93 1.09 12,28 7.28 1,25
s otios B0 G B g BB p MGy 1B g
Mothers of Girls 15.68 6.39 12,2 6.42 6.92
oSy toters 6 6B R M ML
Eng:-Spky: Mothers  17:23 8.28 1107 8.03 8.2
Span.~Spkq: Children 17.44 1.9 6.93 & 13,00 m 8.02 il .1 1.3
Eng.~Spkg. Children 16,22 7,59 11:37 6.9 6.45
Working Mothers ?ﬁ;?? . ?;89 11l 12,35 13 6. 34 23.23 1.66 £

12,22 6,58 12,16 8.56 6.97

P"@ ‘ing Mothers
ERIC
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Compartson of Congruenc; cores for Panily Structural Variables

1able €9 {cont.]

on K11 Mean Scale Index iuure Estimations of Children's Performance

Variable )
X

6C1

3 dife.

o It

jo<T

PP

| LN

diff.

s

| k>en

Mothers Born in Mexico 16,91
Mothers Born in USA  16.43
Fathers Bom in Mexico 14.86
Fithiets Boifi in USE  19.03
¥othieis of Loiig Kes, 18,89
Mothers of Short Res. 1528
Fathers of Long Res. 15,83
Fathers of Short Res: 1571
Mothers Ed; in Mexico 14.41
Wothers Ed. in USA 18,06
Fathers Ed; in Mexico 15.35
Fathers Bd. in USE 16,70
Faiilies Rent Hoie 17,8
Pamilies Buy Home 13:57
Mothiers of i Oce.  18.35
Mothers of Lo Occ:  16.42

156

18

4,17

3,61

12

-3.65

-1.35

4,27

1:93

-1.70

L
-1:.24
-3,07H
2.3

1,10

- 1,03

12:41

11,69
11,61
12,72
13.2
11,79
11,98
11:58
11,40
12,59
11.79
1133
12.87
10,37
12,93
12,03

L1

147

40

-1.19

16

2,50

190

6.24
8.16

8.85

6.68
7,50
5.34
§:55
8.04
6.82
6.4
1.88
6.15
8,29
7,23

-1.92

a1

2:16

-1.49

36

1.73

1:06

7,74
6.68
6.68
.12
8,03
7,80
8,52
6:03
7.4
1,38
7,25
5,63
7.90
5.83
8,90
6.6

1,06

123

2,49

1.62

2.07

2,01

eET.



Table 69 {cont:)

Comparison of Congruency Scores for Family Structural Variables
on All Mean Scale Index Score Estimations of Children's Performance

ovT.

Variable , } o - R - R .
R AfE. X X aif. X X aiff. X

[

fo<1
o
2
h
™
¢

e N - 5 1a o o o . B o
rathers of Hi Occ:  18:46 535 812 555 129 44 B3l L B
Fathers of lo Occ. 14.71 5.87 11.12 6.91 6.01
fothers of 1 BQ. 12T gg BB g WM e T T
Mothers of Lo E4. 16.29 5.94 12.96 7.22 7.03
Fathers of HLEd, 18T gge M gy MM T g 1Y
Fathers of Lo Ed. 14:77 5.39 12,03 6.38 6.83
tothers of il Class 1868 s ML gy 12850 B g 62
Mothers of Lo €lass 16.53 7.04 12:12 7.33 7.41
Fathers of Hi Class 18:05 2.10 8.76 3.23 11:00 89 7.91 1.16 9.48
Fathers of Lo Class 15.95 6.53 11.89 6.75 6.73

1
[o2]

T a.- Sos S - i3 T L
"All mean differences are nongignificant, unless indicated by an asterisk.

*_ o
p<& 05;

-y
(82 1
O
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Using the absolute accuracy index, the results shown in

Table 69 indicate that mothers who were fore accuraté

(lower
scales

congruency scores) on the majority of the five
can be generally characterized as:

having husband present (5 of 5 scales)

having extended family present (4 Sf 5 scales)
having two or more children (4 of 5 scales)

peirnig a mother of girls (4 of 5 scales)

being Spanish-speaking (4 of 5 scales)

having English-speaking children (4 of 5 scales)
being a working mother (3 of 5 scales)

being born in the USA (4 of 5 scales)

having a short USA residency {if born in Mexico)
(5 of 5 scales)

having a spouse of short USA residency (if spouse
was born in Mexico) (4 of 5 scales)

being schooled in Mexico (5 of 5 scales)

having a spouse who was schooled in the USA (3 of 5 scales)

coming from families who were buying homes (5 of 5 scales)

160
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- having lower schooling attainment (4 of 5 scales)
(4 of 5 scaies)

- being of lower social class (4 of 5 scales)

- having a spouse of lower social class (4 of 5 scales).

However, when using the statistical chance accuracy
index, only 2 of thé 105 mean differences shown in
Table 69 are statistically different (mothers schooled in
Mexico had significantly lower congruency scores for the

Verbal Scale compared to mothers schooled in the USA;

attainment had significantly lower congruency scores for
the Verbal Scale compared to mothers who had spouses
of high scHooling attainment). Therefore, using the
statistical chance accuracy index as an indicator, the
various subgroups of mothers showed no statistical
differences in accuracy of their estimations.

As previously discussed (see results for Tables
26-47), another accuracy index that can be used is
"predictive ability accunacy.” & form of this index
was used for the data analyses presented in Table 70,
which correlates congruency scores with maternal

estimations. A positive correlation would indicate that

i61
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as maternal estimations increase so do CONgruency scores.
That is, as mothers' estimations increase so do the
differences between estimations and actual performances
(congruency scores). The higher the correlation would
indicate that the higher the estimations, the greater the
cornigruéncy score (greater inaccuracy). Thus, Higher
correlations indicate that the higher the mothers
estimate, the more inaccurate they tend to be. The
results of the predictive ability accuracy index for

the 21 family structural variables across the MSCA

scales are shown in Table 70.

v
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Pable 70

Comparisons of Correlations Between Congruency Scores and

Mothers' Estimations by Family Structural Variables

O

B o GCI \ PP
Variable n b

r r

R
]

74

3]
[\§]
[ ]

~
(o]

Older Mothers 76 .70 .73 :
.71

(o)
w
L3

)
o)}

Younger Mothers 118 .76 .72 .
Husband Present® .. . . . data not analyzed . . . . .
Husband Absent . . . . . data not analyzed . . : . .
Ex. Family Present 21 .77 .68 .71 .79 .63
Ex. Family Absent 161 .73 .74 .63 .72 .72

i o . | o % 4 .
Only One Child 22 .32 .66 .45 .28 .68
T™wo or More Children 179 .76 .73 .66 .76 .72
Mothers of Boys 89 .76 279 .67 .63 .76

Mothers of Girls 112 .73 .67 .62 .79 .67
Eng.-Spkg. Mothers 49 .79 .78 .59 .83 .82
Span.-Spkg. Children 119 .77 .73 .71 .74 .75
Eng.=-Spkg. Children 72 .74 .75 .57 .75 .73
Working Mothers 91 .70 .70 .66 .66 .62
Nonworking Mothers 107 .76 .74 .63 .79 .77

.72 .68 :75 .72

w

Mothers Bornm in Mexico 131 .

Mothers Born in USA 70 . .74 .57 .76 .75

o>
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Table 70 (coint.)

Variable n' B

IR
s

R
in
In

Fathers Born in Mexico 141 .71 271 .62 .70 .68
Fathers Born in USA 55 .81 .78 .73 .80 .81
Mothers of Long Res. 65 .78 .81 .65 .71 .75
Mothers of Short Res. 66 .74 .64 .70 .78 .74
Fathers of Long.Res. 77 .77 .77 .59 .73 .74
Fathers of Short Rés. 61 .60 .64 .62 .87 .54
Mothers Ed. in Mexico 98 .73 .67 .69 .74 .72
Mothers Ed: in USA 97 .73 .74 .58 .76 .73
Pathers Bd. in Mexico 131 .73 .76 .65 .72 .70
Fathers Ed. in USa 65 .77 ;77 .64 ;77 .79
Families Rent Home 148 .76 .71 .69 .75 .74
Families Buy Home 53 .68 .76 .44 .71 .63
Mothers of Hi Occ. 37 .52 .72 .33 .38°  .a9
Mothers of Lo Occ. 164 .76 .72 .68 .77 .73
Fathers of Hi Oce: 74 .70 .69 .60 .79 .65
Fathers of Lo Occ. 127 .76 .74 .67 .70 .72
Mothers of Hi Ed. 89 .74 .75 .59 .74 .75
Mothers of Lo Ed: i3 .76 .70 .70 .76 .72
Fathers of Hi Ed. 71 .70 .76 .51 .73 .76
Fathers of Lo Ed. 129 .76 .70 .70 .74 272
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Tabla 78 (cont:)

:/T—%
o a GeI v PP a N
Variable _ﬁ_ b - B B -
- z T r z X

— - TN

T == — = i3 e = —— % L . ! ~.4 &
Mothers of Hi Class 19 .58 .75 .37 -.02 :32
Mothers of Lo Class 182 .75 .72 .65 .77 .73
Fathers of Hi Class 21 .68 .76 .50" .65 .75
Fathers of Lo Class 179 .76 .73 .67 .75 .72

— — — T — N

®This analys.s is for the husband present subset (maximud 2 = 202).
a1l £'s are significant beyond the :001 level unless designatey
otherwise.
since the husband present subset was the sample, the hysband

present vs. husband absent comparison was not analysed.

Thdicates a nonsignificant r.
. o ,
p < .05.
Fx -
p< -01.
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Ons of the major findings that can be concluded from

the correlations of Table 70 is that the estimation
levels of mothers, regardless of subgroupings, were
POsjtively related to congruency scores. That is, as
MOtpers' estimations increased, So did congruency scores.

Henge, as maternal estimations increased, so did

insceuracy: Analysis of the subgroups for each of the
21 ¢amily structural variables revealed that the
chiyacteristics of mothers who were more accurate as
defined by the absolute accuracy index (Table 69) were
Very similar to the characteristics of mothers as
Measured by the predictive ability accuracy index.?

Gengrally sSpeaking, there were some exceptions to the
absgiyte accuracy index patferns listed after Table 69.
The gxceptions of materhal subgroups who were more
aCtyrate on the majority of the five scales were mothers
geNgraliy characterized as:
- having only one child (more accurate on 5 of 5 scales)
- being born in Mexico (3 of 5 scales)

having a spouse who was schooled in Mexico (4 of 5 scales)

TN

o 4Variationé in patterns between the two accuracy indexes
Qre partially due to the nature of the indexes and because the
Sahnje for the results presented in Table 70 is the "husband
Pregyent subsample" and the samplée for the results presented

1n pable 69 is for the total sample.
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- being of higher occupational status (4 of 5 scales)
- having a spouse of higher occupational status '
(4 of 5 scales)
- having higher educational attainment (3 of 5 scales)
- having a spouse of higher educational attainment
(3 of 5 scales)
- being of higher social class (4 of 5 scales)
= having a spouss of higher social class (3 of 5 scales)
A final way of analySing accuracy was to compare the
absolute levels of mothers' estimations with the absolute
levels of the children's actual performance and tc see if
Table 71 below, it was found that for the older vs. younger
mothers subgroups, younger mothers gave higher (but not
significantly higher) estimations of their children's actual
performance (S§ee Table 48 for the statistics). Table 71
also shows that theé children's actual performance was also
higher (but not significantly so) for children of the
younger mothers subgroup.> This indicates that younger

 Sactual children's performance comparisons by subgrouping
for the 21 family structural variables are not tabulated in
this report. If the reader wishes to obtain such data; please

contact the principal investigator:

;1f§7
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children would actually perform higher than the older
mothers counterparts: In addition to the comparisons of
absolute levels, Table 71 also shows whether the
estimation/actual performance levels are significantly
different. For example, in the case of the Verbal Scale
comparison, younger mothers gave significantly higher
estimations compared to older mothers and the children's
actual performance of the younger mothers Subgroup was
significantly Hiij‘héf on the Verbal Scale ébiﬁpéi’éé to the
children's actual performance of the older mothers subgroup.
Again in a post hoc manner, this would indicate retatively
good accuracy on the part of the younger mothers. Table 71
présents the comparisons of mothers estimations and

children's performances using the above procedure.

ok
(p!
10e]
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Table 71

Comparisons of Absolute Levels and Significance Tests of Mothers'

Variable no

Olcder »:‘'hers 93 x

F]
»
»
»
b
b
~
*

Youirde -~ Mothers 154 X

Husband Absent 46 x x X X X X x X x

®
ni
]

EX: Family Presenct 57
Ex. Family Absent 194 X s X x X ,i X
Only One child 38 x  x x X X x X X x
Two or More Children 221 | %

Mothers of Boys | 107

F]
%
]
x .
]
]

Mothers of Girls 148 X X X X
Span.-Spkg. Mothers 168

Eng.-Spkg. Mothers 74 x- x xt x*  x* x x- x x= x
Span:~Spkg: Children 140

Eng:-Spkg: Chiildren 103 x° «x X" x X X x® x € x
Working Mothers 121 % X X X X x
Nomworking Mothers 130 x % % x

Mothers Born in Mexico 151

Mothers Born in USA 103 ¢ xF x® xf d e £ . d

%
%
b
»
]
b




Table 71 (cont.)

Variable

Fathers

Fathers
Mothers
Mothers
Fathers
Fathers
Mothers
Mothers
féﬁﬁéfé

Fathers

Born in Mexico 153

Born in USA

of Long Res.

of Short Res.

of Long Res.

of Short Res.

Ed.
Ed.
Ed.

Ed.

in

in

i

Mexico

Usa
Mexico

Usa

Families Rent Home

Families Buy Home

Mothers of Hi Occ.

Mothers

Fathers

Fathers o

Mothers

Mothers

Fathers ©

Fathers o

of

of

Lo

Occ.

Occ.

y Occ.

67
80
71
84

62
110
128
133

67

W

[+ 3

[o ]

i

]

i

]

i
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Table 71

N o GCI \ PP Q M

Variable n a2 B o o o _
ME2 cP®° MECP MECP MECP ME CP

Mothers of Hi Class 34 2 2 22 o x 23 24 9 &f

Mothers of Lo Class 220

Fathers of Hi Class 21 22 xf o & x x° %= %= £ x©

Fatiners of Lo Class 186

®ME indicates absolute levels of mothers' estimations.

Pcp indicates absolute levels of children's performances.

©The positioning of the "x" indicates which variable had the
highest estimation/performance. Unless indicated by 4, e; or f;

all levels are nonsignificant:

d5 < .05 -
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The results presente&d in Table 71 show that except for
the variables of extended family present vs. absent,
working vs. nonworking mothers, and families renting vs.
buying hemes, mothers were relatively accurate in their
levels of estimations for the family variables across
the five MSCA scales: That is, the accuracy of the
direction of the mothers' estimations was largely confirmed

by the actual performance of the children. Statistically
significant differences in higher estimations and higher
children's perfofmances were frequently found across MSCA
scales for the following family structural variables:
English-speaking mothers, mothers of Engiish-speaking

spouse schooled in the USA, mothers who had a spouse of
high occupational status, mothers of high schooling
attainment, mothers who had a spouse of high schooling
attainment, mothers of high social class and mothers who

nad a spouse of high social class.

et |
~3
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Question Number 4: Home Environmental Variable

Phe fourth research question asked: How is the
home environmental variable related to mothers'

estimations of their children's actual é'o@riitiife’
performance? The home environmental variable is defined
as the mean score obtained by a mother on the HELPS-R
[the siim Score of the 34 scalar items divided by the
number of items (n=34)]. As described previously

(see pages 61-65), the HELP3-R i§ an instrument that
measures home environmental characteristics that are
related to the intellectual and academic performance

of children: Table 72 contains data that provides
further evidence for the predictive vaiidity of the

HELPS (and HELPS-R).
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Correlations Between HELPS-R Mean Scores and

Children's Performance on the MSCA Scale Indexes

Scale Index n® £
Ger 134 .39*
Verbal 134 .36%
Perceptual-Performance 134 .28%
Quantitative 134 .3+
Memory 134 S 34%

~ 3phe sample size for all HELPS-R analyses was
134 subjects. Because the data analyses were done
only on the "“father present" subsample (n=202) and
because the formula for computation of the mean
HELPS-R required that a score be available on each
of the 34 items; the final sample size was further

is positively correlated with the children's MSCA
performance. This means that as the intellectual
environment of the home increases, so does the intellectual
performance of the children. The observed rs are of
moderate magnitude. The iowest r is between HELPS-R and

the Perceptual-Performance £cale Index (r=:28),; and the

nighest r iz between HELPS~R and the GCI (r=:39); all

174



156

Table 73 presents data that addresses the major
concern of research question number four, which sought
to investigate the relation betwzen the intellectual
climate of the home and the level of the mothers'

estimations.

Table 73
. Correlations Between HELPS-R Mean Scores and
Mothers' MSCA Scale Index Estimations of Children's

Performance
scale Index . a z
GCI ' 134 .45%
Verbal 134 .45%
Perceptual-Performance 134 .33%
guantitative 134 .30%
Meriory 133 L43*

* - -
p < .001.
The results of the correlational analyses between HELPS—K

MSCA scales. These findings indicate that as the
intellectual climate of the home increases; so do mothers'

H\
-3
o1
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Thé lowest relation was found between HELPS~R and the
Quantitative Scaie Index (n=:30),; and the highest
relation was between HELPS~R and Verbal Index and GCI
(both rs were .45). All correlations in Table 73 were
significantly different from zero (p < .001).

A follow-up to the data analyses shown in Table 73,
which revealed a positive relation between the HELPS-R
and estimations for the aggregate sample, is presented in
Table 74. The results contained in Tzble 74 are correlations
between HELPS-R and estimations across the family

structural variables.

Table 74
Comparisons of Correlations Between HELPS-R Mean
Scores and Mothers' Estimations by Family
Structural Variables

Variablie n I v PP 2 M

z = E L z
Older Mothers 48 .56 .62 .28% .37%*% 50
Youniger Mothers 83 .40 .36 .35 .28** 38
Husband Present -==w—=~ data not analysed =—=m=====-
Husband Absent = | ===~ea- da*31 not analysed =————w—eee-

(ANY
~J
jop ¥
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Table 74 (cont:.)

Variable

Ex. Fam. Present
Ex. Fam. Absent
Only One Child
Two + Children
Mothers af Girls
Span.=Spkg. Moms
Eng.-Spkg. HMoms
Span.-Spkg. Child.
Evj.=Spkg. Child.
Work. Mothers

M. bora in Mexico
M. born in USA

F. born in Meéxico
F. born in USA

M. of Long Res.

F. of Long Res:

F. of Short Res.

25
109
20
114

65
€5
87
46

..43  .39%* .28% .23

56%% .48%* _41%% -.099
.45 .44 .33 .34 .
.45 .45 J26%  (36%* .42
.48 .48 .40 .29 .46
.41 .42 .32 .33 .44

.35 .36 .32%% .22% .39

,a _

.41 .40 . .28% .39 .48

.48 .49 .38 .24% .39

;42 ;42 :33 - 34 44
d

.47 .45 :38**% (23 L33 %%*

.40 .38 .33 .32 .40
.50 354 :33% .25
.a3%% _42%% 269  [32% .48

.39%  ,g1** _35%% _33% 3g%%*

s47 . .28%* .24 .33%*

T
*
*

.26% .33% <36%* [ 34%

.
L. Y
H‘
*|
*



Table 7¢ (cont:)

Variable n SCL v
' £ L

PP
£ r

Lo T4

M. Ed. in Mexico 65 .40 .40
M. E4. in USA 66 .4

F. Bd. in Mexico 88 .41 .33

F. Ed. in UsaA 44 .48 .50

Rernt Home 103 .43 .42

Buy Home 30 .4G**x _48%*
M. Hi Occ. 27 .02
M. Lo Oce. 167 .51 .52
F. Hi Occ. 57 .43 .38%
F. Lo Occ. ' 77 .43 .48

M: Hi Ed: 62 .42 .34%*
M. Lo Ed. 72 .33%* _38

F. Hi Ed4. 48 :41*%* [ 40%*
FP. Lo EAd. 85 .36 .35

M. Hi. Class 13 .24
M. Lo class 121 .46 .46
F. Hi Class 14 .39 .35
F. Lo Class | 119 .42 .43

414

L36%* | 32%%

* .25%  .30%

* .39 .219

*

.41

%31l correlati~~ ~oefficients

level unless other ~ted.
% - _— .
p<& .05.

*

a,

Denotes a nonsignificant r.

are beyond the
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The findings shown in Table 74 should be interpreted

sizes and of course becaus& of the colinearity among
the variables. The variables that contain comparable
subsample sizes are probably the most meaningful for
interpretation. Comparing those family variables
with similar sample sizes and using the GCI as the
comparative index, it can be stated that the relation
betv'een HELPS-R and maternal estimations generally

- mothers of girls

- mothers of English-speaking children
= hHonworking mothers
- mothers of long USA residency (Mexico-born mothers)
- mothers who had Spouses of long USA residency
- mothers schooled in the USA 7

- mothers of high schooling attainment

Tables 75 and 76 present data that attempt to address
the question of accuracy ip the case ot the relation

between HILPS-R ar.d maternal estimations.




16l

Table 75

Correlations Between HELPS=F Mean Scores

and Congruency Scores

Scale Index a £
Toks ' 134 S21%%
verbal 134 .1g%
Perceptual-Performance 134 .10(NS)
Quantitative 134 .05 (NS)
Metiory 133 .18%

* -
= & .05
k.
p & 01
The data shown in Tabie 75 are correlations between

HELPS~-R mean scores and congruency scores. A positive
relation indicates that as the intellectual climate

of the home increases; so do congruency scores. .n

other words, a positive r indicates that as the intellectual
home environment increases, So does the inaccuracy of the

maternal estimations. The observed rs in Table 75

but of a low .iwgnitude. Two rs (Perceptual-Performance and

Quantitative Scale Indexes) are near zero and are non-
significant. The highest r is between HELPS-R and

180
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Table 76, a follow-up of the aggregate data
analyses presented in Table .5, shows the correlations
between HELPS-R mean scores and congruency Scores

across the family structural variables.

Table 76

eéﬁpa?ié6ﬁ$6f Correlations Between HELPS-R Mean

Scores and Congruency Scores by Family

Structural Variables

variable n & 5 PP Q

L x T E r
Older Mother 48 .27*  .30* .05 .06 .17
Youriger  ther 83 .17 .10 .10 .05 .18*
Husban: Pre.2nt — —————- data not analysed ---me——=—--
Husband Absent =-==== dgata not analysed ==-========
Ex. Fam. Present 25 .09 -.09 -.09 .40* .22
Ex. Fam. Absent 109 .24** _ 24*%%x 13 -.02 L25%%
Only One Child 20 .24 .38 .13 -.26 .27
Two + C€hildran 114 .21* .15 .10 .76 .18%*
Mothers of Boys 60 .24% _27* .04 .14 .21
Mothers of Girls 73 .24% |15 .18 .04 .21%
Span.=Spkg. Moms 93 .19% .15 .13 10 L21%
Eng.-Spkg. Moms 35 .27 .22 .19 ° =.086 .14
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Table 76 (cont.)

Variable

Span:-Spkg. Child 78 .18 .16 .20% -.04 L2L1*
Eng;-épkg; Child 48 .15 .14 -.06 : -.02 .08
Work. Mothers 65 .15 .14 .06 .16 .24 %
Nonwork. Mothers 68 .22%* .20 ;13 -.02 .15
M. born in Mexico 87 .22% .18% .15 .12 .23%
M. born in USA 46 .18 .15 .04 -.03 c13
F. born in Mexico 90 .22%* .17 .16 .11 .19%*
F. born in US.. 41 .20 .25 .02 =.05 .29%
M. of Long Res: 40 .15- .21 .02 -.05 .24
M. of Short Rus. 46 .28%* .20 .24 S21 2c4
F: of Long Res: 40 .z5 .26 .16 .09 .06
F. of Short Res. 46 .13 ;014 .07 .1 .17
4. in Mexico 65 .16 .12 .11 .07 .18
M. Bd. «a UYSA 66 .20 .17 .07 .04 .19
F. ©d. in Mexico 88 .25%* _ 19= .18 .16 L21%
F. BEd. in USA 44 .12 .18 .00 =.12 .20
Rent Home 103 .z20* ;14 .16 .04 ;18*
Buy Home . e .21 27 .08 .11 .20
M: Hi Occ: 27 -.26 -.23 =.21 =,12 =.,12
8

M. Lo Occ. 107 .78
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Table 76 {cont.)

Variable n

(9]
0
]
<\
o
LY
IR O
R =

F. Hi Occ: =7 .17 .07 03 -11 17
F. Lo Occ. 77 .20%* .24 % .11 -.01 ;13
M. Hi Ed:. 62 .21* 16 :13 .01 .13
M. Lo E4d: 72 il .08 ;11 .00 .16
F. Hi Ed. 48 .07 .14 =.02 =.1% .12
F. Lo Ed- 85 .22% .15 17 1l .20%

.20%*

=
B
(o)
0
=
[V}
(1]
(0]
—
N
_!—‘
N
N
*:
* i
N
ol
%
o
(Ve
(]
B

M. Hi Class 13 .02 =.06 .07 .07 .02
F. Lo Class 119 .23** _21%* .12 .02 .20%

3
F. Hi Cclass 12 .04 .07 =.05 .09 -.08

- 2A11 corrélation coetficieérts are -nonsignificant
uriless otherwise noted.
p< .05
*x

p< 01,
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Usirg the same procedure as was done for the Tables 74
results (comparing those family variables with similar
samplé sizes and using the GCI as the comparative index),
the relation between increased BELPS-R scares and

- mothers of EBnglish-speaking children

- working mothers

- mothers of long USA residency (Mexico-born mothers)
= mothers who had spouses of short USa residency

- mothers schooled in Mexico

- mothers of low schooling attainment

bsidiars nalvsis: ongruency aind children's

deals with tha hypothesis offered b, HEunt and

Paraskevopoulus (1980), who argued that there wculd be a

(iricre€ased maternal inaccuracy) and & decrease in their
children's intellectual perforrance (dacreased child
performance). As summarized previously (see pages 40-43)
their study: A highly sigrificant r of -.80 was fou. 7
petween materxrnal accuracy and children's performance.

184
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Table 77 presents data that offers some support

for the Hunt and Paraskevopoulos hypothesis and findings.

Table 77

Correlations Between Congruency Scores and

Children's Performance on the MSCA Scale Indexes

Scale Index n r
GCI } 202 - =.17
Verbal | 202 =31
Percéptual-Performance 202 =.37
Quantitative 202 ~.35
Memory 201 -.35

2s le size is father presen:t subsample.
"D« .00L:
The method used for the analyses shown in Table 77 vas

to ccorrelate -:ugruency scores with children's MSCA
scales; negative and moderateiy high zorrelaticns were

found between congruency scores and children's actual

r was -.37 which was observed between Percepltual=Perfo. ance
and congrusncy scores).  iIn a general sense, the results
indicate that as congruency fcr-as incre@ased (incwsase

-y
o
&t
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inaccuracy), childrens MSCA perxformance decreased.
found in the Hunt and Paraskuvopoulous (1980)

investigation, the findings Q¢ lend support to the
hypothesis that mothers who tend to be less accurate

in their estimations have children who tend to

perform lower on intelligence measures.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, DISCUSSION,
AND CONCLUSIONS
In this final section, the findings are summarized
and discussed and cuniclusions drawn. The format consists

The first research gquestion asked: How do the
perceived general cognitive &stimations given by the
mothers compare With the actual general cognitive
performances of their children? The results for this
question showed that the GOI estimations given by the
mothers (X=112:38) was significantly higher than the
caildren's actual score (x=95:41).

overestimaticn that is reported in the literature.
Since the present investigation is the first parental
«Stimations study of an ethnic minority group, the

firding that Mexican American mothers aiso overestimate




adds new knowledge to our understanding of between-grouo
similarities in parental estimations research. Given
that the subjects in the presént study are considerably
different than subjects in the existing research (low
socioeconomic status, linguistically and culturally
different); it may be that the underlying motive for the

investigation are formulating at this time to help

explain maternal overestimation iS referred to as the
"macro hypothesis."” The MSCA and other standardized
intelligence tests, such as the Stanford-Binet and the
WISC, consist of test items that are rather specific:
Kaufman (1973) analysed the MSCA in terms of Guilford's
(1967; well known structvre of intellect model: Kaufman's
analysis showed a great deal of cunsonance between the
MSCA and Guilford's systems. TFor example, in the Block
Building subtest,; three abilitizs Seem to be involved:
cognition of a figural system, evaluation of figural
§§§téms; and convergent-prcduction of figural relations.

It can be argued that Kaufman's znalyses of the MSCA using
the Guilfcrd modal requires of the child some rather
specific functiocning of the intellactual proceszses; the

type of inisrmetion to be prwcessed, and thz way :che

. 188




170

information to be processed is organized. It can be
further argued that the intéllectual demands of =ie MSCH
are so specific that they can be cor.eptualized as micro
level demands. However, when the “:iGA was "administered "
by the mothes ¢ @ the micro lavel? probably not. It is
more likely «hu® the mother, when estimating her cHild's
performance on each item, was using a gerieric or macro
frame of reference to evaluate her child. Perhaps the
mother was judging her child's performance in a global
manner by relying on two points of reference: (1) her
péféépﬁitiﬁ's of the child's cverall intellectual ability,
and (2) her perceptions of the child's abilities in a
limited and specific (yet macre) sense. For example, in
the Block Building subtest, perhaps the mother was not
esponding in the minute, micyn level cognitive deémands

of each itsm, but rather the mother was relying or a macro
level assessment of the ¢verall brightness of her child plus
her assessment of how her child functions in tasks

related to "block building." ‘fhat is, the mother's macrc
level kncwledge of her child's experiences and skills in
block building tasks provided her with positive transfer in
making her estimation: There is some evidence for this

facilitator

fl

notion of an experiential iass serving as

e
)
&
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(or non facilitator in the case of an underestimation).
It was found that the only MSCA subtest in which mothers
significantly underestimated their children's performance

was in the Right-Left Orientaiiocu subtest. It sceis logical

that a mother's estimation of her child's khowledge of
"right-left” would be one of the lowest of the MSCA
subtests. To a large degree, "right-left” knowledge .is
developmentally influenced and it is a rather difficult
bit of knovipdge for preschoolers to master: Also, along
with the mother's perception cf the difficulty of her

child mastering right-left understanding, she probably

engages very little in right-left teaching situations with

the child nor dces she see him/her play or engage in right-lefi

skills development. In other words, it ie not that the child

does not have some knowledge of right=lef: orientation

(as evidenced by the r&sults of this subtest), but mcihers

may not be attuned to it for chc reasons mentioned above.
Returning to the overestimation phenomenon. the

"macros hypothesis” might be the most logical exglanation to

help explain maternai overestimation. Its ..edibility as

190
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hypothesis is that the relation between accuracy and
estimation might be more apparent than real. That is,
perhaps mothers' estimationsare in actuality more
precise indicators of their children's intellectual

meaningful conceépt. Thi5 notion of "diagnostician
underestimation,"” if valid, could lend considerable

support to the contention that existing assessment instruments
and proceduces (e.g., grade point average, IO, Scholastic
Achievement Tests, Graduate Record Examination, Law Schooil
Aptitude Test, etc.) are relatively poor predictors for

low SES ethnic minority ckildren, youth, and adults.

The second important interpretation of the maternal
overestimation Zinding deals with a point that shouild be of

interest :o educators—-Mexican American mothers have very

their young children. In fact, the mean maternal GCI

estimation of 112.38 was slightly in the "Bright Normal®

13i
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range (GCIs of 110-119). These high perceptions held by the
mother:s are important to note because it is a message:to
educators that Mexican American mcthéré think their

children are guite bright. Several items on the HELPS=R
provide us with furthér evidence that the mothers not

only have high assesstapt: cf their preschoolers'’

-he mothers believe the children
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will do reasonably well in later academic work and that

higher education is important for the children. The HELPS-R
items that lend some support to this contention are as

follows:

- HELPS-R Item No. 1 ("I know it will be some
time before (CHILD) enrolls in the school -
system; but I'd like to get some ideas about
hew you generally expect he/she will do in

school. What kind of letter grades do vou
expect (CHILD) to get in school?")

- 9.6% expected mostly A's

- 23.8% expected mostly B's and A's

- 45.0% expected mostly B's and C't

~ 16.5% expected mostly C'u

- 3.8% expected less than €':
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-~ HELPS-R Item No. 29 ("In your opinion; how

important do you think a college education
will be for (CHILD'S) future?")
- 65.9% said very important
= 28.7% said important
= 3.4% said unlabeled (middle scalar point)
~ 1.5% said not very important
- 0.4% said unimportant

- HELPS-R Item No. 37 ("How much education do

you wish (CHILD) to complete?")

- 21.1% said graduate or professional school
= 64.4% said four years of college
- 2.3% said some college
= 11.1% said high School
-~ 0.4% said eighth grade

fn conclusion, the Mexican Américan mothers in the
present investigation can generally be characterized as
holding very high estimations of their children's
intellectual functioning, as having relatively high to
years, and as having high values and high aspirations of
higher education for théir children. This characterization
should be of interest to those educators who might hold
views that Mexican American parents perceive their children

not to be "academically inciined" or who believe these

parents do not value education.
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In the case of the accuracy issue for research
question number one, it was found that the predictive
ability accuracy index revealed an r of .55 between
It was concluded that the mothers were fairly accurate
in the context of the predictive ability accuracy index.
It is important to note that the observed r of .55 is
of the same magnitude found in most other studies
(correlations clustered between .5 and .6).

Concerning the use of the other accuracy indexes,
it was found that by using the absolute accuracy and

statistical chance accuracy indexes, mothers were very

‘inaccurate: However, given the macro hypothesis
advarnced earlier to explain overestimation (which is
obviously related to the issue of accuracy), any
discussion of accuracy using the above two indexes needs
to be expanded to include the whole issue of competing

hypothéses to explain the pheénomenon of "overestimation."
The issue of accuracy appears to be inextricably
related to future theory building and hypothesis testing

in estimations research. &although it would be premature
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The second reésearch question asked: How do the

Quantitative; and Memory Scale Indexes. Since the

same (0-78; %=50; sd=10), comparisons can be made with
some ease. The mean maternal estimation was highest for
the Perceptual-Performance Scale Index (x=62.45). For the

other three scales, the mean maternal estimations were very
similar (Quantitative, %=54.19; Verbal, %=53:28; Memory,

5=52.46) .

related to the macro hypothesis advanced earlier. It could
be that the mother freguently sees her child engage in

the kinds of perceptual activities (as measured by the
Since these kinds of skills and activities (nonverbal,
visual-motor coordination; fine motor skills, manipulation

of concrété objects) measured by the Perceptual-Performance

1395
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Scale are likely to be more commonly observed by the
mother; she might think that they are easier for her
child to accomplish compared to the other types of activities
on tlie MSCA (e.g., verbal). Hence, the mother gives
higher assessments. There is some evidence for this
nypothesis when the actual performance levels of the
children are compared. The children performed the highest
on the Perceptual-Performance Scale Index (X=50.21) compared
to the 45-46 range on the other scales.

Concerning the guestion of accuracy, the mothers
were inaccurate if one uses the absolute and statistical
charice accuracy indexes. Using these indexes, mothers
were the most inaccurate for the ﬁércéptuai-ﬁerforﬁanéé
Index; and the degree of inaccuracy was about the same for
the other three scales. As was the case for the GCI
comparison, mothers can be judged to be fairly accurate if
the predictive ability accuracy index is used. Highest
accuracy was found for the Perceptual-Performance Index
(r=.48), and the accuracy levels for the three other scales

were very similar (range of rs from .41 to .46).




QnestiQn4Nnmberaz+4awi£ﬁiﬁ4MSEAacomparlsons

The second part of research gquestion number two was
concerned with examining within-area comparisons (subtests).

Within the Verbal area, analyses revealed that on five of
the six subtests the mothers oversestimated and on one subtest

underestimated (Verbal Memory I). Within the Perceptual-=

Performance area, maternal overestimations were found on six

of seven subtests and underestimation on one (Right-Left

Orientation). For the Quantitative area, overestimations
were observed on four of four subtests.

Using absolute mean differences as ways of comparing
estlmatlons within the Verbal Scale, it appéaréa that
rmothers believed thelr children wers fﬁﬁétibﬁihg the highéSt

on the Verbal Fluemcy subtest. Accordingto Kaufman and

Raufman éi977); this subtest (a timed test) assesses verbat.

concept formation, logical élaééifiéaEiéﬁ; creativity

(divergent thinking), and verbal expression. The lowest
estimation (a very slight underestimation) was given on the
Pictorial Memory subtest. This subtest measures short-term
memory (auditory and visual), early language development, and

attention (Kaufman & Kaufman, 1977).

1. .
comparisons should be 1nterpféEed with caution because the

standardization ranges vary from subtest to subtest and the

subtest scores are raw scores (not scaled by age):
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For the Perceptual-Performance area, the highest
estimation (compared to the children's performance) was
on the Draw-A-Design subteést. This was an interesting

but can be rather difficult for preschool age children- ,
Again, drawing from the macro hypothesis; it could be
that the mothers are more attuned to the play or preschool
activities of their children that involve the drawings of
lines, circles, and various shapes. The interpretation
for the finding of the lower estimations on the Right-Left
Orientation subtest was previously discussed.

for the Quantitative area, the highest level of
the Numerical Memory II subtest. This subtest, "Backward
Series," assesses short-term memory (auditory), attention,
and reversibility (Kaufman & Kaufman, 1977). It appears
that a basal effect was opérative on the part of the
children's performance (mean score :of .41, maximum score

of 5). The difficulty level of thHis sSubtest may have been

138
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("Forward Series"). The mean difference of .38 points
was a sliight overestimation (mothers' %=5.40; children's

%=5.02) -

Question Number 3: Family Structural Variables

This research question asked: How are the family
structural variables under study related to mothers'
estimations of their children's actual performance? As
described in the results section, comparisons for 21 family
structural variables were analysed. Before the discussion
begins, it is necessary to point out that the study of |
environmental or frmily variables are plagued with colinearity
(Rankin, 1981). That is, certain variables tend to co-vary
and thus are not statistically independent (e.g., amount Of

schooling, occupational status). It is possible to disentangle
the colinearity problem by using certain statistical

procedures (e:g., multiple regression). However, the present
investigation was not designed to tackle this problem. Given
that this was the first study of parental estimations in
which Mexican American families were used, the major

nature of the data analyses. Likewise, the erisuing

discussion should be loocked at as very descriptive. The t

199




tests and correlational analyses were simply used to
identify trends and patterns. Therefore, the following
discussions and conclusions of the family structural
variables and the home environmental variables and how
Summarizing the results of the comparisons for the
21 family structural variabies; it was found that certain
patterns of maternal estimations cut across the five MsSCaA
scales. 1In a general sense, a profile of mothers who
estimated their children's performance to be higher
can be characterized as being/having:
- younger |

- an extended family absent
- only one child

- mothers of girls

- English-speaking

English-speaking children

‘nonworking
- born in the USA

- have a spouse of long USA residency if he was born
in Mexico

181
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- having a spouse schooled in the USA
- renting a home
- of higher occupational status

= spouses of higher occupational status

-~ higher schooling attainment
-~ Spouses of higher Schooling attainment

- of higher social ciass

- spouses of higher social cilass

Compressing the above profile; mothers who tended to
give higher estimations were younger, had smaller families,
had girls not boys in the study, were English-speakiné
and had English-speaking children, were nonworking, were born
and schooled in the USA and with higher schooling attainment
(likewise for spouses), and had higher sociocecornomic
status. |

One hypothesis that we advance for this "type" of
mother giving higher estimations of their children's MSCh
performance is linked to a careful analysis of the actual
performance of the children in the study. In a subanalysis

of the data, Valencia, Henderson, and Rankin (1981) analysed

the GCI performance of 190 of the 261 children.? The

2The design called for only monolingual- English-speaking
and Spanish-speaking children plus complete family data (e.g.,
schooling attainment). After eliminating bilingual children
and cases of missing data;,; the sample size numbered 190.
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relation between 13 independent variables (age of child,
sex of child, number of children in the family, birth
order of children, language of test administration;
husband present, schooling attainment of mother, country
of mother's schooling, ééﬁdéliﬁé attainment of father,;

GCI performance was examined. These 13 variables were
reduced using a factor analysis; four independent variables
emerged. USing an MAXR Stepwise miltiple regression
procedure (it generates a new model for each independent
variable entered) ,; it was found that the éiﬁéié best
§fé8i6€6? of GCI performance was a "iéﬁ&ﬁééé/ééﬁééliﬁé"

parent's language, 666ﬁ£f§ of schooling, and schooling
attainment of parents: The best two-factor model added
socioeconomic status (SES) to the GCI prediction (SES,

which contains schooling level information was factorially
distinct). The best three-factor model added family
constéllation (FS; contained birth order and family size).
Finally, the best four—factor model was a residual

{mostly explained by sex of child). The amounts of variance

in GCZ uniquely explained by the best one-two-three-four
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variable models, respectively, were 6.8% for ES, 3.6% for

SES, 2.8% for FS, and .02% for the residual.

Valencia, et al. (1981) concluded that:

. . the most competent children come from L omes
in whlch the dominant language was English; who
were tested in English rather than Spanish; whose

parents were educated in the United States rather

than Mexico, and whose parents had attained the

highest levels of formal education among those

represented in the sampie : . . It appears that

parents who have been esducated in the United

States and who have relatively higher levels of
education may be transmitting to their children
more of the culture of the school than their
Mex1co—educated counterparts. The klnds of
reéflected in intellectual measures sSuch as the
MSCA . . . The present research suggests that the
results of education are passed on by parents to
their children. We interpret the present
results to suggest that skills and concepts

that are implicit in school culture; and in

the content of mental tests, mav be passed on

to children in proportion to the parents' own
exposure to the culture of the school: (pp. 529-~531)
(emphasis added).

structural findings of the present study. It is possible
that one way in which the "skills and concepts" of the
school culturé are "passed on to children" may be in tihe
forms of complex interactions of parent's perceptions

of their children's levels of functioning along with the

parents own "exposure" to and knowledge of the school

3'I'hese percentages are unique contributions. It shouid

be kept in mind that the MAXR procedure generates a new

model for each variable entered. Each successive model is
considered independent of the previous ones.

,‘s\\
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at higher levels on the MSCA. It is likely that these

Lo

responding to the MSCA protocol. That is, perhaps these

and the perceptions they hald of their children's
capabilities: Theoretically, this match might involve
several aspects: First, the match could conceivably

mean higher-estimating mothers know more about the demands
of the MSCA in the areas of "test-taking skills" and

"isst content.” This knowledge is probably translated
their children would perform quite well: Evidence for this
not only comes from the Valencia et al. study, but also

the present investigation (see results presented in Table 71) .
English-speaking childréen, children who had parents schooled
in the USA and with higher schooling levels, and who came
from families of higher social class performed significantly
higher on the MSCA compared to their Spanish-speaking, etc.,

peers. A second way in which the match might be enhanced
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quality of the time of parent-child interactions,
achievement press, and so forth. It could be argued that

a parent not only had knowledge of the behavioral repertoire
of the child (e.g., skills, interests, functioning levels),
but in addition; the parents shaped the repertoire (hence
her own knowledge) of the child: In effect; parents who

have guantitatively and gualitatively higher interactions
with their children will likely produce children who can
better meet the demands of the skills and concepts assessed
on tests like the MSCA. So, it would not be Surprising

to see a positive relation between estimations and the
intellectual climate of the home. Since verv stimulating

homes generally produce very competent children, it makes

performance provides some evidence for this contention
(see Table 73; these results will be further discusssd

under the discussion for research guestion number four).
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Before mcoving on to research guestion number fouls

a few remarks about accuracy and the family éEfﬁEEﬁ%ai
variables are necessary. .As described pfeviousiy, ys ing
the absolute accuracy index for comparisons of family
structural variables, the mothers WhO Were more accyrAta
were opposite of the type described as being higher
estimators (e.g.:, Spanish-speaking mothers were morsa
accurate than English-speaking mothers). Perhaps a mner®
meaningful way to analyse accuracy for family variahl®
comparisons is to use the statistical chance accuraay

index. As stated in the results section, only 2 of the

105 mean differences shHown in Table 69 were étéﬁiétiéétiy
different. It can be concluded that when mean congky@nQy
scoreés are subjected to significance tests, there ane

no differences in accuracy among the 21 family

structural variables: Finally,; it was concluded ﬁh&%
regardless of subgroupings on the family structural
variables, estimation levels were positively related to
éénéfuéﬁé? scores. This means that as the maternal

estimations increased, so did inaccuracy.
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Question Number 4: Home Environmental Variable

The fourth research ciiiéétién asked: How is the home
environmental variable related to mothers' estimations?
The major finding was that the HELPS-R mean scores and
the MSCA maternal estimations were positively correlated:
Correlations ranged from .30 (Quantitative Scale Index)
to .45 (GCI): The significance of this positive relation
meant that as maternal estimations increased, so did the
intellectual climate of the home. The hypothesis
advanced for this finding was that since there is a
tendency for intellectually stimulating homes to produce
more competent children, it makes sense that mothers

who areé identified as having homes of higher intellectual
climates would tend to evaluate their children higher on

by family structural variables. As noted in the results
section (p. 160), the relation between HELPS-R and GCI
maternal estimations appearedtc be Stronger for mothéers who

had girls, had English-speaking children, did not work outside

"% 20"
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the home, had long USA residency if Mexico-born
{also trueé of spouses); were schooled in the USa; and
had higher schooling attainment. As discussed previocusly;
this type of mother also had higher functioning children.
Therefore, the theoretical discussion that appeared in
the section dealing with the third research question
may be appropriate for the present context.

Concerning accuracy, low and positive rs were found

between congruency scores and HELPS-R scores; three of the
fwo were nonsignificant (Perceptual-Performance and
ouantitative). The significance of these correlations
indicated that as the intellectual climate of the home
increased, so did inaccuracy. However, the general patterns
of the correlations were low enough that it can be argued

to the intellectual climate of the home.

One of the most interesting findings of the study was
Eﬁé:aﬁaiysis that correlated congruency scores and the

children's MSCA performance. Negative correlations of low



to moderate magnitude were found. The significance

magnitude, were also found in the study by Hunt and
Paraskevopoulos (1980). Although the instruments, sample,
and paradigm of the present study were different from the
study of Hunt and Paraskevopoulos;, our findings have
provided some support for their contention that mothers
who tend to have high ambitions for their children to
meet. Consequently,; such unrealistic perceptions and

goals may lead to a thwarting of the child's development.

0]

rs

0]

To a small degree, it is possible that these adv
effects may have been operative for the aggregate sample

in the present study.

M&ﬂéf,ﬁéﬁéiﬁéiéﬁé

A number of major conciusions, some tentative and some
firm; can be drawn from the present investigation. Thev

are as follows:
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their children's intellectual performance. Except
for a few exceptions, the overestimations were
found for general intellectual functioning and
between and within the MSCA scales. This pattern
of maternal overestimation is consistent with the
findings in the existing parental estimations
research.

The accuracy of the mothers' estimations varied
according to the accuracy index used. Using the
absolute accuracy and statistical chance accuracy
indexes, mothers were considered to be fairly
inaccurate (for aggregate data analyses). The

For the analyses of estimations by family

structural variables, the statistical chance accuracy
index generally revealed no significant differences
in accuracy. Finally, although there was a positive
relation: between congruency scores and HELPS-R,

the relation was weak. 1In all, it can be concluded
that the mothers were relatively accurate in their
estimations as compared £6 accuracy findings in the

existing research:
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3. Mothers who tended £o give higher estimations
were mothers who were characterized as having
more exposure to the culture of the schools,
hence as having more eXpoSure to concepts and
skills implicit in the culture of the schools.:
A hypothesis was advanced that might explain
how this "exposure" is related to mothers'
estimations and children's performance.

with HELPS-R scores, meaning that as mothers'
ectimations increased, so did the intellectual
climate of the home environment.

5. Congruency sScores weré negatively correlated with

children's performance. This meant there was

a tendency for increased inaccuracy of estimations
to vary with decreased MSCA performance.

several implications for parental estimations research and

for the study of the cognitive development of Mexican

American children. The findings of this study have shown

body of research (e.g.; overestimation; fairly accurate,; some

demographic differences). This could mean that if

:Eg o~
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Mexican American parents are used as sources of data in
of a multi-measurement assessment system, particularly

in the development of a system that allows for culturaily
diverse responses in the assessment process. Concerning the
cognitive performance and development of Mexican American
children, this investigation has raised some tentative but
interesting points. Although the study was designed to

be largely descriptive; we have ventured into the challenging
area of theory building: The hypotheses advanced should

be viewed as seminal and in need of further testing. The
present study has shed some light on the nature of cognitive

development in Mexican American children, and the future

——— study of the cognitive development of_these children

vis=-4-vis estimations research appears to be a worthwhile
focus: What Mexican American parents think of their

children's cognitive abilities and how these perceptions
and aspirations affect behavior should be an integral part

r -t
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DN



194

REFERENCES
Adelman, H., Taylor, L., Fuller, W., & Neison, B.

ratings of the severity of a student's problems.

Educational Research Journal, 1979, 16,

38-41.
Blair, J. R. A comparison of mother and teacher ratings

on the Preschool Attainment Record of four-year-oid

Brophy, J. E., & Good, T. Teacher-student relationships:

causes and consequences. New York: Holt, Rinehart,

and Winston, 1974: -
€aliard,; E. D Achievement motivation of f6ﬁf-§ééf-615§

and maternal achievement expectancies. Journal of

Experimental Education, 1968, 36, 14-23. -

Capobianco, R. J., & Knox, S. IQ estimates and the index

of marital integration. American Journal of Mental

Deficiency, 1964, 68, 718=7zl.

Carey, W. B. A simplified method for measuring infant

temperament. Pediatrics, 1970, 77, 188-194.

Coates, B. White adult behavior toward black and white

children. Child Development, 1972, 43, 143-154.

Colligan, R. C. Prediction of kindergarten reading

success from preschool report of parents.

; 1976, 13; 304~308.




195

Datta, L., Schaefer, E., & Davis, M. Sex and scholastic

aptitude as variables in teachers' ratings of the

Psychology, 1968, 59, 94-101.

Dave€, R. H. The identification and measurement of

environmental process variables that are related to

educational achievement. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of Chicago, Chicago,

Iilinois, 1963.
Dole, A. A. Aspirations of blacks and whites for their

children. _Vocational Guidance Quarterly, 1973, 22,

24=31.
Dopheide, W. R., & Dallinger, J. R. Preschool articulation

screening by parents. Language, Speech, and Hearing

Services in the Schools,; 1976, 7, 124-127

American Journal of Mental Deficiency; 1957, _6_?_,

521-533.

Finlayson; D. S. DParental aspirations and the educaticnal

achievement of children. Educational Research; 1971,

14, 61-64.
Frankenburg, W. K., van Dooninck, W. J., Liddell; T: N:;

& Dick, N. P. The Denver Prescreening Developmental

tatrics, 1976, 57, 744-753.




196

Fromme, D. K. On the use of the Vineland Social Maturity
Scale as an estimate of intellectual functioning.

Journal of Clinical Psychology, 1974, 30, 67-68.

Gordon, I. J. Reaching the young child through parent

education. In B. Spodek (Ed.), Early childhood

education: WN.J.: Englewood Cliffs; 1973:

Gouild, J. The use of the Vineland Social Maturity Scale,
the Merrill-Palmer Scale of Mental Tests (Non-Verbal
Items) and the Reynell Developmental Language Scales
with children in contact with the services for severe

mental retardation. Journal of Mental Deficiency

Research, 1975, 21, 213-226.
Goulet; L: R:, & Barclay,; A: The Vineland Social Maturity
Scale: Utility and assessment of Binet M.A. American

Gradel, XK., Thompson, M.S., & Sheehan, R. Parental and

professional agreement in early childhood assessment.

Manuscript submitted for publication, 1980.

Henderson, R. W. Environmental stimulati

development of Mexicarn-American children: _An

exploratory study. Unpublished doctoral disseration;

University of Arizona, Tucscn, Arizona, 1966.

Henderson, R: W: Home environment and intellectual

in R:; W: Henderson (Ed.), Parent=child

performance.

interaction: Theorv: research; and prospects.

o L AT ATV
New York: Academic sréss; 1981.

215



1c7

Henderson, R. W., & Merritt, C. B. Environmental backgrounds

1968, 75, 101-106:

Henderson, R. W., Bergan, J. R., & Hurt, M. Development
Process Scaleé. Journal of Social Psychclogy, 1972,
88, 185-196.

Hollingshead, &. B:; & Redlich, F. C. Social class and

mental illness: New York: Wiley, 1958.

Hunt; J. McV., & Paraskevopoulos, J. Children's
psychological development as a function of the
inaccuracy of their mothers’ knowledge of their

abilities. Journal of Genetic Psychology, 1980,

136, 285-298.
Hutner, F. C. Mother's education and working: Effect on

the school child. Journal of BPsychology, 1972, 82,

Johnson, O. G. (EQ.) Tests and measurements in child

development II. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1976.

Johnson; G. O.; & Capobianco; R. J. Research project on
severely retarded children. Albany, New York: New
York State, Interdepartmental Health Resources

Board, 1957.




198

Kaplan, H. E., & Alatishe, M. Comparison of ratings by
mothers and teachers on préschool childrem usizng the

Vineland Social Maturity Scale. Psychology in the

Schools; 1976, 13, 27-28.

Kaufman, A. S. Z&nalysis of the McCarthy Scales in terms of

Guilford's structure of intellect model. Perceptual

Kaufman, A. S. An integrated review of almost a decade of
research on the McCarthy Scales. In T:. R. Kratochwill

{Ed.); IT-.

Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum, in press.

Kaufman, A. S., & Kaufman, N. L. Clinical evaluation of

Grune & Stratton, 1977:
Keith, R. A., & Markie, G. S. Parental and professional

Developmental Medicine and Child Neurology, 1969, 11,

735-742,

Leacock, E. Teaching and learning in city schools.

New York: Basic Books; 1969:

""""




Marcus; T: L.; & Corsini; D. A: Parental expectations of

sociceconomic status. Child Development, 1978, 43,

243-226.
McCarthy, D. McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities.

New York: The Psychological Corporation; 1972.
Rankin, R. J: Methodology in environmental ressarch.

In R: W. Henderson (Ed.), Parent-child inteéraction:

Theory, research, and prospects. New York:

Academic Press, 1981.
Reschly, D. J. Nonbiased assessment. In D. J:. Reschly
& G. D. Phye (Eds.), School psychology: Perspectives

and issues. New York: Academic Press, 1979.

Rist, R. Student social class and teacher expectations:
The self-fulfilling prophecy in ghetto education.

Harvard Bducational Review, 1970, 40, 411=451.

Rubovits, P., & Maehr, M. Pygmalion black and white.

Journal of Personality and Social Psvchology, 1973,

25, 210-218.
Schulman, J. L., & Stern, S. Parents' estimate of the

intelligence of retarded children. American Journal

of Mental Deficiency, 1959, 63, 696-698.

Sewell, W. H., & Shah;, V. P, Parents' education and

children's educational aspirations and achievements:




Stedman, D. J., Clifford, M., & Spitznagel, A. A comparison

Tew,

u.s.

of ratings by mothers and teachers on the Preschool

Attainment Record of 17 S5-year-old children:

B., Laurence, K. M., & Samuel, P. Parental estimates
of the intelligence of their psysically handicapped

children. Developmental Medicine and Child Neurology,

1974, 16, 494=500 .

Commission on Civil Rights, Mexican American Education

Report No. 5, Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1973.

Valencia, R. R. Psychoeducational assessment and cognitive

development research needs concerning Mexican American

children: Implications for researchers and policy

makers. Paper presented at The Needs of the 90's:
A Research Conference on Young Children and Their

Relationship of family constellation and schoeling
to intellectual performance of Mexican American

children. Journal of Educational Psychology, 1981,

Wolf,

R. M. The identification and measurement of

s

environm&ntal process variables related to intelligence.

Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Chicago, Chicago, Illinois, 1964:

219



20t

Wolfensberger, W., & Kurtz; R: A. Meaurement of parents’

perceptions of their children's development. Genetic

Psychology Monographs, 1971; 83, 3-92;




ey anat 5317

‘
U e I j,
PR S T '\ zltnr..u

MEXIGEN AMERECBN.MOTHERS' ESTIMATIONS

OF THEIR PRESCHOOL CHILDREN'S COGNITIVE PERFORMANCE

Appendlces'to final technrcai ***** 90-6—&7773ﬁ

- --a —— T s —_——— — P

submitted .to: Administration. for’ Chxidren, Youth, and Families,

office of Human Development Seryices,:U.S. Department of Health;

Education, and Welfare,.July 1981.:Principal Investigator,

Dr. Rlchard R. Valenc;a and Co-Investlgator, Dr. 3osue Crnz, Jre -

Emc"

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



.APPENDIX 1

Subject Information

o)
N




204

Table 1
Types of Preschools Participating in the Study
and Frequencies of Children Enrolled

Type Preschool Schools children
No. . . 8% No.2 $

Church Related 2  10.0 10 3.9
40.0 79  30.7

Q0!

Head Start
10:0 13 5.1

[V}

Private Nonprofit

Public (Not School

(8]

:5
.9

Public (School Related) 35.0 141 54

—t——

Related) 1 5.0 14
7
. b

Total 20 100.0% 257 100.1%

qpreschool type information was missing for four
children.
Brue to rounding, someé total percentages do not equal

100.0%.




Table 2

sex of Children

Sex

Boys
Girls

Total

i
Y
LN

224



Table 3

Birthplace of Children

Birthplace

i

Arizona
california
Colorado
New Jersey
Texas

Mexico

226

Total 261

0:4
86.6
0:4
0.4
0.4

11.9

100.1%

206
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Table 4

Mother's Age
{(in years)

I

20 3
21 4
22 | 13
23 21
24 26
25 20
26 ‘ 17
27 8
28 ) 18
29 28
30 15
31 11

32 14

0 Ul

.
NO O o ur Y

b
(o]
L] L3

w0

W
w
wn
l—l\
N W e OOy W oV N
. L} . L1l LIl . L . . . .l L]
0 b OB R 0N D O NN N D

42

43

48

49

60
Missing Data

[1-Y
o
NN H U W oo Ww N g
W Ol
[ ]
S 00

O O O H O K W e O
LI I

| Y

Total_, : 100:0%

e
Al
SERINY
e
-

226




Table 5

Birthplace of Mother

Birthplace £ %
Arizona 2 0.8
california 9l 34.9
Mississippi 1 0.4
Texas 12 4.6
Central America 1 0.4
Mexico 154 59.0
Total 261 100.1%
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Table 6

Length of Résidency for
Mothers Born in Mexico

buration (in years) £ ' 3
2 4 1.5
3 10 3.8
4 3 1.1
5 7 2.7
6 15 5.7
7 11 4.2
8 13 5.0
9 10 3.8

10 16 6.1
11 5 1.9
12 12 4.6
13 3.4
14 5 1.9
15 2 0.8
16 4 1.5
17 5 1.9
18 8 3.1
19 2 0.8
20 3 .1
21 2 0.8
22 3 1.1
23 1 0.3
24 1 0.4
25 2 0.8
36 1 0.4
Not Applicable 107 41.0
Total 261 99.8%




Table 7

Marital Status of Mother

Status

jrh
0!

Married 203 77
Divorced 23 8
Wwidowed _ 1 0.
Never Married 15 5

4

7

Separated 9 3.2
other " 9 3
3

3
Missing Data 1 0.4

Total 261 99.9%




Table 8

Husband in Home

Yes 208 79.7
No 46 17.6

Missing Data 7 2.7

Total 261 100.0%

230




Table 9

Home Language Spoken by Mother

Language

i

Spanish
English

Both
Missing Data

Total

172

|l
[

261

. 231

212



Table 10

Number of Years of School

Completed by Mother

Duration (in years) £ %
0 7 2.7
1 2 0.8
2 12 4.6
3 10 3.8
4 11 4.2
5 16 6.1
6 38 14.6
7 6 2.3
8 10 3.8
9 22 8.4
10 21 8.0
11 23 8.8
12 (H:5:. Grad) 62 23.8
14 (1 yr. College) 11 4.2
15 (2 yrs. Coilege) 7 2.7
16 (3 yrs. College) 1 0.2
17 (College Grad.) 2 0.8
Total 261 100.0%

' 23p




Table

Last Place Mother

11

Attended School

Place

Itn

Arizona
california
Hawaii
Iliinois
Texas

Mexico
Missing Data

Total

134

214



Table

Mother Employed

12

Piace Employed £ $
Outside Home 123 47.%
Homemaker 134 51.3
Missing Data 4 1.5
Total 261 99.9%
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Table 13

Type of Work Performed by Mother:
Pull, Part-Time or Occasional

oo

Type of Work £

Full-Time 90 34,
Part-Time 20
Occasional 13

Not Applicable 138 52.

Total 261 100:1%
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Table 14

gocial Class of Mother

Hollingshead Index

jHh

High

oWl N

U

Low
Not Applicable

Total

30
49

177

261

236
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Table 15

Birthplace of Father

Birthplace £ %
Alabama 1 0.4
Arizona 2 0.9
california | 44 19:3
fdaho 1 0.4
f11inois 1 0.4
New Mexico 2 0.9
Oregon 1 0.4
Texas 14 6.1
Wisconsin 1 0.4
Central America 1 0.4
Europe 2 0.9
Mexico 158 69.3
Not Applicable 33 =
Total 261 100.0%
R
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Table 16

Length of Residency for Fathers
Born in Mexico

- Duration (in years) £

Ho e

H O W ooy Ul W N
H b

LN o LS £ T Ve B Vo TN U BRSOV« \ VR S

R
wi N

[ o
W o

T
[= T Vo)
[y

oN

22
23
22
25
31
32
33
35
40
Not Applicable

110
Y —

Total 261
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oY U W oMW O 0O O YO ~J!

N oY N m
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W O O OV oV O ©
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Table 17

220

Home Language Spoken by Father

Languagde

£

Spanish
Eriglish

Both

Not Applicable

Total

159
44
49

261

75.0
20:8

4.2

100.0%
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Table 18

Number of Years in School
Completed by Father

Duration (in years) £ %

(o)
N oY
O N
. .

[

I W
o)1
’

N
N
=
o
. '
W K &N O o

I
Lo TR

~OY U s W N
o
wn
« e .
(Vo)

O oo
)
)

1

11 1
12 {H.S. Grad.) 2
-14 (1 Yr. College)
15 (2 Yrs. College)
16 (3 Yrs. College)
17 (college Grad.)
18 (Post BA Grad.)
Not Applicable

O
. ! [
W W & O VO
'_L
o R N NS s s N O
e [] [ L] L J [] e
ol WO R W W TN W o

(62}
for
‘l\

Total 261 100.0%
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Table 19
L,ast Place Father Attended School

Place £ %

california 64 31.1
Hawaii i 0.5
Illinois I 0.5
New Mexico i 0:5
Texas 2 1.0
Mexico 137 66.5
Not Applicable 55 -

Tfotal 261 100.0%

Do
Ha
Jabt
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Table 20

Social Class of Father

I

Hollingshead Index

High 1 2
2

Low
Not Applicable 47

Total 261

245

T ray
i
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Table 21

Other Occupants? £ %

Yes 57 21.8
No 200 76. ¢

6
Missing Data 4 1.5

Total 261 99:9%

;“%345;
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Table 22

Relationship of Others Living in the Home

Relationship £ $
Nephew/Niece 3 5.1
Brother-/Sister= ) L
in-Law 9 15.3
Mother/Father 14 23.7
Mother-/Father- ) o
in-Law 6 10:.2
Aunt/Uncile 2 3.4
" - _'Son-/Daughter- , o
in-Law 2 3:4
5 Distant Relative 4 6.3
Other 19 32.2
Not Applicable 202 -
Total 261 100.0%

&
w
b{ﬂ |




Table 23

Number of Years Living in Local Area

%

Y

Duration (in yeatrs)
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Table 23 (cont.)
Number of Years Living in Local Area

Duration (in years) £ %

=

32
33
34
35
40
49

ol
>

O O O H O M
"

.
b

lHFP oW W

[y

Total 26 100.0%
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Table 24

Duration (in years) £ %

19.5
57 21.8
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Table 25

Rent, Buy, or Board

Dwelling Status

i

(Vo]
~|

Rent 19

(o)
(]

Buy

W

Board

Y

Missing Data

Total 261

75.5
23.0

248



APPENDIX 2

Spanish Version of the MSCA®

1T5§g§1;§§& by Sonia Lomelf. Do not use this
ranslated version without permission of Dr. Richard R.

Valenéié, Principal Investigator.



1. CONSTRUYENDO CON BLOOUES

A) i(Ves estos bloques con los que podemos jugar? Mira. Voy a hacer una
aita. Vamos a ver si td puedes hacer una igual aquf.

p.56

A) No, haz tu torre aqul

B) Vatios a hacerla otra vez

2. CHAIR.

&) Ahora vamos a ver si puedes hacer una silla bonita como esta:

8) iVes esta silla que yo hice? Haz tG una igual a esta:

C) No, ti haz la tuya aqui.

p. 57

D) Vamos a hacerla otra.vez.

3. BUILDINC.

A) Vanios a hacer un edificio/building como este.

B) ¢Ves mi edificio/building? Haz tG uno como &ste aqui

€) No; té haz el tuyo aqui

D) Vamos a hacerlc otra vez.

p.58

4. HOUSE.

torre

A) Ahora vamos a ver si puedes hacer una casa bonita como esta. Ves; estoy

B) Y despuds le pongo el techo asi.
¢) Haz una como la mfa.
D) No, td haz la tuya aqul

E) Vamos a hacerla otra vez.

oo
(1 8
o)



2. RESOLVIENDO ROMPECABEZAS

. CAT,

A) Vamos a ver si puedes juntar estos dos pedazos y hacer um gato.
B) Creoc que si tratas lo puedes hacer:/ Trata de hacerlo; si lo puedes hacer.
€) Ves, lo podemos hacer as%;

D) Ahora hazlo td igual que yo.

p.61
2 .COW.

X) Ahora junta estos dos pedazos y haz una vaca

B) Creo que si tratas 1o puedes hacer.

C) Mira, se hace asf, ientiendes?

p.562

3. CARROT.

4) Ahora pon estos pedazos juntos y haz una zanahoria.
p.63

4. PEAR.

A) Ahora vamos a juntar estos y hacer una pera jugosa.

5. BEAR.

A) Ahora vamos a ver si puedes juntar todos estos pedazos y hacer un oso.

p.65
6. BIRD.
A) Ahora vamos a juntar estos y hacer un pajaros

B) Ese estuvo diffci}/duro. Hiciste muy bien con los rompecabezas/puzzles,

Vamos a hacer algo mis.




3. MEMORIA PICTORICA

p.66

PROCEDURE

A) Te voy a ensefiar unos retratos de cosas. Después los quito para ver de
cuantas cosas te recuerdas: Aqui estdn.

B) Mira con culdado. Tenemos un botén, un tenédor, un paper-clip, un caballo,
un candado y un lipiz.

€) Ahora dime lo-que viste.

D) iY qué mas?

E) Trata de decirme mas.

:%":25355




p.67

4 CONOCIMIENTO VERBAL ( DE PALABRA)

PART I. VOCABULARIO DE ILUSTRACIONES

A)
B)

c)

D)
E)
F)

p.68

Enséfiame la manzana.
(€uil es 1a manzana? / o Pon tu dedo en la manzana.

Enséfiame la manzana.

" &l irbol.

" la viaca.

o

2
m
o
0
o
%3
ot
o]
-3

'/ o ¢C6mo se llama esto?

o
2
111
™
W
m
[
T
[}
Iy
51
m
[ay
H
14
(2l
H
n
(2
o]
-

Pero, {como se llama todo este retrato? (point to picture)

PART II. VOCABULARIO ORAL

A) 4Ahora te voy a preguntar sobre ﬁigunas palabras. Algunas son faciles y otras
son duras; pero quiero que me digas todas las que tii sabes.

B) ¢Qué es una toalla?

€C) Td sabes lo que es una toalla, jverdad? Dime algo de ella.

D) ¢Qué es una toalla? T4 has visto unma toalla,; ;verdad? iqué es?

E) (Has ofdo esa palabra algund vez? _ R

F) Céiic es que la oiste usar antes?

6) S, y iqué quiere decir eso?

H) iQué es una ﬁéfféﬁiéﬁﬁéiﬁﬁ fierro?

I) ;0ué quieres decir con f£iel?

J) iHay algo mAs? o ;Qué mis? o Trata de decirme mis sobre eso, o Trata de
decirme mds sobre esa palabra, o Trata de explicar lo Jue quieres decir.

K) Dime en otras palabras. No se vale usar la misma palabra otra vez:

p.69

L) Escucha con mucho cuidado. ¢Qué gﬁiére‘décir abrigo/chaqueta/saco?

M) ;Qué quiere decir encoger? L

N) 1. toalla 2. abrigo 3. fierros 4. hilo 5: f4brica 6: encoger 7. experto
8. mes 9; concierto 10. fiel .

253




5. PREGUNTAS NUMERICAS

p.76

PROCEDURE

1. ;Cudntas orejas/ofdos tienes?

2. (Cufntas narices tienes?

3. iCuintas cabezas tienes?

4. 5i td tienes dos juguetes y yo te doy uno mids, icudntos juguetes tendrias?

5. Imaginate que tienes cuatro globos. Si la mitad de ellos se te revientan
icudntos te quedan?

6. Si yo tengo seis dulces en cada mano, icufntos dulces tengo con todos?

7. 81 tienes nueve centavos y pierdes dos, icudntos te quedan?

8. Si voy a la tienda y compro una docena de manzanas, icudntas manzanas tengo?

9. Una caja de crayolas/colores cuesta veintinueve centavos y un libro para
cotorear/pintar cuesta veintitrés centavos. iCudntos centavus mas cuestan
ias crayolas que el libro para coloreatr/pintar?

10. Si compras una pelotita por veinte centavos, icudnta feria te darfan de un
délar?

11. Estoy pensando en un nimero secreto: Si lo multiplico por dos y me da ocho,

:de qué némero estoy pensando?
12. Cuatro nifios compartieron/se repartieron doce galletas. Si cada nific recibid

O

~ ei mismo mamero de galletds, scudntas galletas tiene cada uno?

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



6. SUCESION DE DAR GOLPECITOS/PALMADITAS
p.77
A) Mira y pon atencifn, y mira si puedes tocar la misma cancidn.
B) Tid toca eso.
€) No; asi mo. Mira y hazlo como ¥o lo hago. Toca la misma cancidn.
D) Mira y escicha con mucho cuidado '

E) Toca eso o Ahora tdcalo td

4o}
|
o

o




7. MEMORIA VERBAL

PART I. PALABRAS Y ORACIONES

Ahora voy a decir algumas palabras y quiero ver cuantas de ellas me puedes

repetir/decir para atrds. Espera a que 1as diga todas antes de que empieces
a contestar. Escucha.
Di: juguete - silla - luz.
Ahora di: Hifieca - oscuro - abrigo.
" . despuds -~ color ~ chistoso - hoy.:
" . 3zlrededor - porque - debajo ~ nunca:

Y ahora di: La nifia le amarrd una cinta rosada muy bonita a su mufieca antes

de salir.

PART II1. CUENTO

&)

B)

Ahora te voy a leer un cuento chiquito: Escucha con cuidado, y a ver que tan
bien fie lo puedes decir para atrds: No me lo tiemes que decir palabra por
palabra. Nada mds dime el cuento 1o mejor que puedas.

Un dfa, despuds de la escuela, Roberto iba a 1a tienda. En su camino vid a
una sefiora que trafa unas cartas a un buzén. De repente, el aire le Vo018 las
cartas a 1a calle. Roberto gritd, "jYo se las traigol" Mird a los dos lados
¥ vis que no venfan carros. Corrid a la calle y levantd todas las cartas.

La sefiora estaba muy contenta de recibir sus cartas otra vez. Ella le did
1as gracias a Roberto por ser um nific bueno y por haberle ayudado.

Atiora ponte a pensar y td dime el mismo cuento.

Es un cuento muy bonito pero trata de decirme el gue yo te dije.



8. ORIENTACION DE DERECHA E IZOUIERDA
{ Not to be administered to children under &4 years; 10 months, 16 days)
A) A ver si puedes enseflarme tu mano derecha. Levanta la mano derecha.
1. Enséfiame tu mano derecha.
2. (Cudl es tu oreja izquierda?
3. Com tu mano zquierda; toca tu ojo derecho.
4. Pon tu barba en tu mano izquierda.
5. (Cruza tu rodilla izquierda a la derecha.
B) Este nifio se llama Jos&.
5. Enséfame la rodilla izquierda de José.
7. Enséname el codo derecho de Josés:
8. Enséname el pié izquierdo de José / con tu mano derecha.

9. Pon tu manc derecha / en ei hombro derecho de Jos&.

o
or




14. MEMORIA NUMERICA
PART 1. SERIES. DELANTERAS
A) Ahora vamos a ver que bien dices los ndmeros: Escucha: Di dos:
B) Ahora di seis.

C) Ahora di

1. Ahora di: cinco = ocho cuatro - nueve

2. seis-nueve-dos ' cinco-ocho-~tres

3. tres-ocho-ino-cuatro seis-uno-ocho-cinco

4. cuatro-unc-seis-nueve-dos nueve-cuatro-uno-ocho-tres

5 cinco-dos=-nueve-seis-uno-cuatro ocho-cinco-dos-nueve-cuatro-seis

6 ocho-séis-tres-cinco-dos-nueve-uno cinco-tres-ocho-dos-uno-nueve-seis

p. 128

o

A) Ahora quiero que me digas mds nimeros. Esta vez quiero que me los digas al revés
Mira,si yo digo tres-cinco, tu dices cinco-tres. iEntendido? <Qué dices
td si yo digo tres-cinco?
B) N&, dirfas cinco-trés. Yo dije tres-cinco.

C) Para decirlo al revés, tu dirfas cinco-tres: Vamos a tratas otrcs més.

1. Ahora di estos nfimeros al revés: nueve-seis cuatro-unc

2. uno-ocho-tres dos-cinco~ocho

3. cinco-dos-cuatro-nueve seis-uno-ocho-tres

4. Uro-seis-tres-ocho-cinco  seis-nueve=-cinco-dos=ocho

cuatro-nueve-seis-dos-uno- tres-ocho-uno-seis-dos-nuev

o




p. 10.
15. FLUIDEZ VERBAL

1. THINGS TO EAT:

o , , ~ para comer

A) vamos a ver de cuantas cosas diferentesfite recuerdas antes de que yo te diga que pares.
TG sabes, como tortillas y papas:

B) Listo, empieza:

C) Trata dé décirme de cosas para comer.

D)iDe qué otras cosas para comer te acuerdas?

2, ANIMALS.

E) iQué bien' Ahora vamos a.ver de cuantos animales diferentes te puedes acordar antes de
que yo diga que pares. Ti sabes, como gato y 0SO.

F) Listo, empieza. Para.

G) Trata de decirme de algunos animales.

H) ¢De cudles otros animales te recuerdas?

3. THINGS TO WEAR.

1) Ahora trata de decirme de todas las cosas para vestirse antes de que te diga que pares.
TG sabes, como zapatos. Listo,; empieza: Para.

K) iDe qué otras cosas para vestirte te puedes acordar?

4. THINGS TO RIDE.

L) Ahora vamos a ver de cuantas cosas para pasear te aciierdas antes de que yo diga que pares.
Td sabes; como un bus. Listo, empieza.

ip. 130
A) Trata de decirme ide alganas cosas para pasear:

B) ¢De qué otras cosas para pasear te acuerdas?

Pak}
i i
o




16- CONTAR Y CLASIFICAR

p.132 ]

1. A) Aqui estdn los bloques de nuevo. Toma dos de los blogues:
B) Pénlos aquf.

2. Ahora toma tres bloques mis.

3. iCuZintos bloques tienes?

4. Adﬁi tienes unos bloques y aqui tienes unas tarjetas: Pon todos estos
bloques arriba dé las tarjetas. Pon algunos de los blogues en estas tarjetas
y despuds pon el mismo nimerc en esta tarjeta. No olvides usar todos los
bloques; y debes estar seguro de poner el mismo ndmero da bloques en esta
tarjeta comu en esta tarjeta.

F) Ves,; ahora tenemos el mismo niimero aqui y aqui.

5. (Cudntos bloques hay en cada tarjeta?

6. &) Aqui hay mis bloques: Pon algunos de estos bloques en esta tarjeta y
después pon el mismo nimero en esta tarjeta. Usa todos: los bloques.

B) (Estds segiutro/a de que tienes el mismo nusierc de bloqies en cada tarjeta?

C) Est3 correcto:

iCudntos bloques hay en cada tarjeta?

~
L3

Enséhame ¢l segundo bloque de este lado.

K
L]

Ahora enséname el cuarto bloque desde esta punta.

O
.

2860




17. ANALOGTAS OPUESTAS
&) Yo voy a decir algo y quiero ver si tG puedes acabarlo con una palabra que
diga lo contrario de lo que yo diga. Mira. El sol es caliente, iy el hielo

es qué?

B) Debes decir frfo porque frio es lo opuests d= caliente. El sol es caliente;
y el hielo es frio/helado. ientiendes?

¢) Ahora trata este. Tiro la pelota arriba, y después viene ?

B) Muv bien. Ahora ya sabes como hacerlo. Vamos a hacer otra.
E) Abajo, porque es lo opuesto de arriba
F) Yo tiro 1a pelota para arriba, y después viene para abajo.

1. El sol es caliernte, y el hielo es .

2. Tiro 13 pelota para arriba; y después viene para

3. Un elefante es grande; y un ratén es i e

4. El correr es rapido; y el caminar es :

El algoddn es suave, y las piedras son

w
.

[7.135]
v

Un limén es icido/agrioc, y el azfcar es .

fe ]
.

Las plumas son livianas, y las piedras son _ .

fondionibdimsiomteae iy

~
.

La miel es espesa; y el agua es__ .

[« o 0]

La lija/sandpaper es raposa y el vidrio es -

O |

4V}
o)
Tl




APPENDIX 3a

Maternal Version of the MSCA--English




Instructions to Examiner:

The two major points to keep in mind while you are administering the MSCA to
the parent are: (1) you are not testing the parent. You are é?ﬁﬁij assessing how
well the parent thinks her child did. Therefore; try to make the experience for
the parent non-threatening, enaoyab]e, and of course--iﬁféFé§f1ﬁ§. If the parent
appears to be reluctant to state how well she thought her child did, try to get her
to give her closest opinion; (2) because the mather's perceived scores will be
correlated to her child's actual scores, it is 1mportant to administer the test in
the same fashion--as closely as possible--to the actual testing of the child.
Therefore; it is vital you simulate the test1ng situation as close as possible.

Because it is crucial that 311 mothers *ave the sarnie understand1nq of the

natire of the home administration of te MSCA; please state the foTlow1ng intro-

ductory remarks to each mother after you introduce yourse]f and explain why you
are there: ON ___$579, ABOUT MONTHS AGD (give parent
exact date of testing); I VISITED _ (child's)- . PRESCHOOL AND GAVE HIM A TEST TO

SEE HOW WELL HE WAS DOING IN SOME BASIC KINBS OF SKILLS, SUCH AS RECOGNIZING COLORS,
COUNTING; AND SO FORTH.

INCLUDING MYSELF; THERE WERE THREE OTHER WOMEN WHO TESTED CHILDREN. ALL
TOGETHER WE TESTED OVER 300 MEXICAN-AMERICAN PRESCHOOL BOYS AND GIRLS.

AT THE END OF GUR VISIT TODAY, 1 WILL GO OVER THE RESULTS OF HOW
DID COMPARED TO OTHER CHILDREN OF HIS SAME AGE. BUT BEFORE WE DO THAT, I WOULD
LIKE TO GO THROUGH EACH ITEM OF THE TEST TO SHOW YOU HOW _WAS TESTED.
AS WE GO THROUGH THE TEST --WHICH TAKES ABOUT AN HOUR-- I WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU

YOUR THOUGHTS AROUT HOW WELL YOU THINK DID ON EACH ACTIVITY. IF YOU -

ARE NOT TOO SURE HOW WELL YOU THINK DID, PLEASE GIVE ANSWERS THAT
YOU THINK ARE THE CLOSEST. DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS? 0.K., LET'S BEGIN:




Modified McCarthy Maternal Interview

Directions for Administration and Scoring

Subtest 1. Block Building

Materidls

Test

12 1 - inch cubes

Limits
For parents of children below 5 years of age, begin with item 1:
For parents of children who are 5 years and above, begin with item 3. If parents

, pred1ct that the child will pass jtem 3 with a score of 2 (fu11 credit for B&i]diﬁg};

give full credit for items 1 and 2 (5 po1nts), otherwise, administer items 1 and
2 before continuing with 1tem 4; Discontinue after parent predicts failure on 2

consecutive items.

Procedure

1. Tower. Place the 12 blocks on the table and build a 6 b]ock tower. FOR THIS

TASK WE TOLD : SEE THESE BLOCKS WE HAVE TO PLAY WITH? WATCH. I AM
MAkiNé ﬁABiGAI#LLAIOHER;AAtEI!SASEE IF veu eAN MAKE A TONER JUST LIKE IT RIGHT

HOW HIGH DO veu THINK BUILT THE TOWER?;(Bu11d the second tower with '2nd
set of blocks. After the tower is built say:) DO YOU THINK _BUILT THE
TOUER UP TC HZRC (6th block) UP TO HERE (5th block) UP TO HERE (4th block) .UP TO
HERE (3rd block) UP TO HERE (2nd block) OR UP TO HERE (last block)?
(After removing the second tower say: ) LOOK AT THE MODEL AND POINT TO HOW HIGH YOU
THINK ~ ___BUILT THE TOWER: IT DIDN'T MATTER WHET!ER HE/SHEZ BUILT TiiE
TOWER A LITTLE CROOKED.

(enly for the parents who pred1cted the child would not build the entire

tower say:)__ WAS GIVEN A SECOND TRY, HOW DO YOU THINK HE/SHE BUILT THE .
TOWER? S
Then; scramble the blocks.

Score: 3 points for a predicted tower of 6 blocks.

2 points for a predicted tower of 4 or 5 blocks.
1 point for a predicted tower of 2 or 3 blocks:

Maximum item score: 3




Score:

2. Chair. NEXT I SAID TO

Subtest 1/p.2

: NOW LET EE_IF YOU CAN MAKE
A NICE CHAIR JUST LIKE THIS. (In front of the parent; place 2 blocks touching

side by side. Then place a third block on top of the one on the parent's
r1qht making a "chair" in profile view fac1ng toward the parent s left.

THEN WE TOLD : SEE THE CHAIR I MADE? YOU MAKE ANOTHER_ONE
JUST LIKE IT RIGHT HERE: (point to the space between the chair and the mother).

HOW WELL DO YOU THINK _ BUILT THE CHAIR? DO YOU THINK
BUILT THE ENTIRE CHAIR JUST LIKE THIS? OR DID ONLY YSE THESE
TWD £LOCKS ( remove the bottom right block); OR DID _—_ONLY
US™ THESE THWO 'BLOCKS (rer]ace bot to r1ght b1ock and replace top b]eck), OR
DI HE/SUE BUILD SOMETHING DIFFERENT THAN 1'VE SH wn YOuU?

. __WAS GIVEN A SECOND CHANCE TO TRY TO BUILD THE CHAIR. HOW

WELL DO YOU THINK. — — DI10?

Then scramble all of the blocks.
1 point for predicted correct placement of 2 blocks; either horizontally or

Véiticaiiy.

Score:

3. Building. NEXT I SAID: LET'S MAKE A BUILDING LIKE THIS. (Place 4 blocks

in a row touch1ng each other on the sides. Place a fifth block on the second
block_on your left. ) THEM I SAID: SEE MY BUILDING? _YOU MAKE ANOTHER ONE

JUST LIKE IT RIGHT HERE. [{point):

DO YOU THINK BUILT A BUILDING JUST LIKE MINE? OR DID

USE ONLY THESE 4 BLOCKS? (remove top block),

OR DiD ALSO PUT THIS BLOCK ON TOP RIGHT HERE (Rep]ace top b]ock)
AND USE EXTRA BLOEKS ON THE BBTTOM FOR EXAMPLE A 5th BLOCK (Place a 5th b1ock)

OR DID ____BUILD SOMETHING DIFFERENT FROM WHAT I HAVE SHOWED YOU?

Then scramble the blocks.
1 point for predicted correct base of 4 blocks.
1 point for pred1cted correct placement of top block. (even if the base

iN:w
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Subtest 1/p.3

4. HOUYSE. " NEXT I SAID: LET'S SEE IF YOU CAN MAKE A NICE HOUSE JUST LIKE
THIS. SEE, I'M MAKING THE WALLS THIS WAY. (Place 4 blocks in a square with
the two of the blocks pushed slightly to the center to support the top block).

NEXT I TOLD . AND THEN I'M GOING TO PUT THE ROOF OM LIKE THIS.
(P]ace a fifth block over the center space).

DO YOU THINK _ BUILT A HOUSE LIKE MINE (build a house) OR DO
YOU THINK JUST BUILT THE BASE? (take top block off home to
show the base). OR DO YOU THINK__ BUILT A BASE WITH THE RIGHT
NUMBER OF BLOCKS--4--BUT THEY WERE NOT PLACED EVEN (Demonstrate). OR DO YOU
THINK BUILT A ROUSE WITH A 4 BLOCK BASE AND WITH A ROOF
(Demonstrate). OR DO YOU THINK BUILT SOMETHING DIFFERENT

FROM WHAT I'VE SHOWED YOU?

(Gnly for those parents who predicted the child could not build the entire

house, and whose children requ1red a second trial to complete the task, say: )
___________WAS GIVEN A SECOND TRY, HOW WELL DO YOU THINK____

BUILT THE ROUSE?
Score: 2 po1nts fbr predlct1on of correct base.

1 point for 4 biock base, but with 1rregu]ar arrangement

Maximum item score: 3

Maximum test scoré: 10

\v}
]




s”i' | 2’7 E""**]'* ’s*]"'i;ﬁj

Materials
6 puzzles

Test Limits
For parents of children below 5 years of age, begin with item 1.
For parents of children who are 5 and above, begin with item 3. If parents predict
that the child will pass item 3 with a score of 2 (maximum score) give full credit for
items 1 and 2 (2 points); otherwise administer items 1 and 2 before continuing with
jtem 4. Discontinue after predictions of 3 consecutive failures. .

1. Cat. (Place the 2 pieces on the table before the parent in the position shown below):

D 1y AT A DR KV S

Fi

SRR
Gt e s
e E R S

MOTHER EXAMINER
THE NEXT GROUP OF ACTIVITIES I DID WITH -~ WERE PUZZLE SOLVING. FOR THE
FIRST PUZZLE, I SAID TO____ : LET'S SEE IF YOU CAN PUT THESE 2 PIECES
TOGETHER AND MAKE A CAT. |
HAD 30 SECONDS TO TRY TO PUT THE PUZZLE TOGETHER. DO YOU THINK
__DID NOT MATCH THE PIECES TOGETHER AT ALL?

2 - 1 (Demonstrate a few random attempts and
simultaneously say):

HERE ARE A FEW EXAMPLES OF NOT COMPLETING THE PUZZLE AT ALL. OR; DO YOU THINK

Score: 1 point if parent predicts child will succeed. | S
0 points if parent predicts child will nct succeed. - e

Maximum item score: 1 ' PR
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Subtest 2/p.2

2. Cow. (Place the 2 pieces on the table before the parent in the position Shown below):
. : “—’ ”‘ \: '\1%?4"! W XS0 "-r:;az ;ﬁfﬁn," : .-ie‘:::;-‘_s"’:&té'
7. i Fiie.
,‘l' :7 . ‘) ‘—é:
o

Gy

p o LSk [ReR
"W’«F?”.' 4 R, R
T ¥ .. H A A e o
l

X4
u

ke

VA%, ~

..-

S 7PM«:~;§;‘“ T TS I i e

e LI VAL i g T

MOTHER EXAMINER
FOR THE NEXT PUZZLE, I SAID TO— — _: NOW PUT THESE 2 PIECES TOGETHER
0 MAKE A COM .
HAD 30 SECONDS TO TRY TO PUT THE PUZZLE TOGETHER. DO YOU THINK

DID NOT MATCH THE PIECES TOGETHER AT ALL?

2 - 1 (Demonstrate a few random attempts and
simultaneously say):

HERE ARE A FEW EXAMPLES OF NOT COMPLETING THE PUZZLE AT ALL: B8R, DO YOU THINK

COMPLETED—IHE PUZZLE, LIKE THIS?
i - 2 (Demonstiate).

Score: 1 point if parent predicts child will succeed.
0 po,uta if parent predicts ehild will not succeed.

Maximum_item score: 1




3. garrot. (Place the 3 pieces on fore the parent in the position shown below):

MOTHER EXAMINER

NEXT, 1 SAID TO , . NOW, PUT THESE PIECES TOGETHER AND PAKE A CARROT.

HAD 30 SECONDS TO TRY TO PUT THE PUZZLE TOGETHER. DO ¥OU THINK

. pib NOT MATCH THE PIECES TOGETHER AT ALL?

3-2-1 (Demonstrate by pushing the parts

together and simultaneously say):

ARE MANY DIFFERENT WAYS OF NOT PUTTING THE PUZZLE TOGETHER. HERE IS ONE EXAMPLE.

DO YOU THINK COMPLETED THE PUZZLE, LIKE THIS?

%: =
=
2 M
o)
m

1 -2~ 3 (Demonstrate).

OR; Do YOU THINK __ COMPLETED PART OF THE PUZZLE? ONE EXAMPLE OF PUTTING
PARTS OF THE PUZZLE TOGETHER IS LIKE THIS:

- 3 (Demonstrate).

N

(Finally say to parent): O0:K:; DO YoU THINK DID NOT PUT THE PUZZLE

TOGETHER AT ALL; COMPLETED THE PUZZLE, OR COMPLETED ONLY PART OF THE PUZZLE?

score: 1 point for each cut parent correctly predicts child joined.

Mazimum item score: 2 points

269




Subtest 2/p.4

Pear. (Place the 4 pieces on the table before the parent in the position as shown

below):

MOTHER . EXAMINER

I NEXTSAIDTO__ . : NOWLET'S SEE YOU PUT THESE TOGETHER AND MAKE A
NICE FAT PEAR.

HAD 60 SECONDS TO TRY TO PYT THE PUZZLE TOGETHER. DO YOU

TRINK DID NOT MATCH THE PIECES TOGETHER AT ALL?

4 23:22=1 (Demonstrate. say):
HERE IS ONE EXAMPLE OF NOT COMPLETING THE PUZZLE AT ALL. OR, DO YOU THINK - . .
COMPLETED THE PUZZLE, LIKE THIS?

4 -2 -1- 3, clockwise (Demonstrate):

OR, DO YOU TRINK COMPLETED PART OF THE PUZZLE? LET ME SHOW YOU THO
EXAMPLES OF COMPLETING PARTS OF THE PUZZLE. ONE EXAMPLE IS THIS:
4 - 2 - 1, clockwise (Demonstrate):

ANOTHER EXAHPLE IS LIKE THIS:
3 - é; clockwise (Demonstrate).

and say). 0:K., DO YOU THINK -~ ___PUT THE PUZZLE CONPLE*E'Y BACK TOGETHER;
LIKE THIS:

3-2-1¢=3 (Demonstrate).

CR, DO YOU THINK_____ DID NOT COMPLETE THE PUZZLE AT ALL. R, DO YOU
THINK PUT PART OF THE PUZZLE TOGETHER?

(1¥ parent says full completion, ask): DO YOU THINK __ COMPLETED THE
PUZZLE PERFECTLY IN- 20 SECONDS OR LESS? ‘

IIf parent says a. fio complation, stop and record score. I¥ parent says bért

R70



Subtest 2/p. 5
ééﬁﬁ]étiéﬁ; run tﬁFéﬁgﬁ ﬁaftiaT demonstration égéiﬁ)f
4 - 2 -1, clockwise (Demonstrate)
and 7
4 - 2, clockwise (Demonstrate)
Score: 1 point for each cut parent correctly predicts crild joined:

Give 1 bonus point if the child completes the puzzle perfectly in 20 seconds or

less.

5. Bear. (Place the 6 pieces on the table before the parent in the position as shown
below): '

MOTHER - EXAMINER

FOR THE NEXT PUZZLE; I SAID TO ~_: NOW LET'S SEE IF YOU CAN PUT ALL

THESE PIECES TOGETHER AND MAKE A BEAR.
HAD 90 SECONDS TO TRY TO PUT THE PUZZLE TOGETHER: DO YOU THINK

DID NOT MATCH THE PIECES TOGETHER AT ALL’

6-5-4
3-2-1
eft to right)
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Subtest 2/p.6

{Demonstrate. Say): HERE IS ONE EXAMPLE OF NOT COMPLETING THE PUZZLE AT ALL. OR;

DO You THINK COMPLETED THE PUZZLE. LIKE THIS?

6 - 3

4 -1

2 - 5 (Demonstrate)
OR, 00 YoU THINK COMPLETED PART OF THE PUZZLE? LET NME SHOW YOU §
EXAMPLES OF COMPLETING PARTS OF THE PUZZLE. ONE EXAMPLE IS THIS:

1
W,

-

£ B OY
11
[yl

(Demonstrate)

HERE'S A SECOND EXAMPLE:

[+
1
w

2 - 5 (Demonstrate)

A THIRD EXAMPLE IS:

2 (Demonstrate)
NEXT, HERE'S A FOURTH EXAMPLE:
6
2 {Demonstrate)
FINALLY, A FIFTH EXAMPLE IS:
(Demonstrate)
(After this final demonstration, put puzzle parts back in the
-3

-1
- 5 position and say):

N O

J.K., DO YOU THINK. PUT THE PUZZILE COMPLETELY BACK TOGETHER; LIKE TAIS?

3

N
1 '
—

5 (Demonstrate)

N
[}




Subtest 2/p.7

OR, DO YOU THINK o DID NOT COMPLETE THE PUZZLE AT ALL  QR, 00

YOU THINK PUT PAE™ GF THE PUZZLE TOGETHER?

(If parent says full completion, ask): DO YOU THINK __ _ COMPLETED THE
PUZZLE PERFECTLY IN 45 SECONDS OR LESS? (If parent says yes, ask]: DO YOU THINK
COMPLETED THE PYZZLE PERFECTLY IN 30 SECONDS OR LESS?

(If parent says no completion, stop and record. If parent says part completion, run

through partial demonstration again):

6 -3

4 -1

2 (Demonstrate)
and,

6 - 3

.

2 - 5 (Demonstrate)
and,

-3

N B oy

(Demonstrate)
and 5

[V ~ B e N

(Demonstrate)
and;
6
4 (Demonstrate)

Score: 1 point for each cut parent correctly predicts child joined. -
Give 2 bonus points if the parent predicts child completes the puzzle perfectly

in 30 seconds or less.




Subtest 27p.8
6. Bird. (Place the 6 pieces on the table before the parent in the-position as shown
below):

MOTHER EXAMINER

FOR THE FINAL PUZZILE, I SAID TO . NOW PUT THESE PIECES TOGETHER TO
MAKE A BIRD.

TRINK _DID NOT MATCH THE PIECES TOGETHER AT ALL?

6 ~5-148

3-2-1 (Demonstrate. Say):
HERE IS ONE EXAMPLE OF NOT COMPLETING THE PUZZLE AT ALE: QOR; DD YOU THINK
COMPLETED THE PUZZLE, LIKE THIS?

1=3:=T5

2 -6 -84 {(Demonstrate)

OR, DO YOU THINK__ COMPLETED PART OF THE PUZZLE? LET ME SHOW YOU 5

EXAMPLES OF COMPLETING PARTS OF THE PUZZLE. ONE EXAMPLE IS THIS:
1-3-5
2 -6 (Demonstrate)

" HERE'S A SECOND EXAMPLE:
2 26 - —{remonstrate)
A THIRD EXAMPLE 15:
2 (Demonstrate)

NEXT, RERE'S A FOURTH EXA!

(]
|

(Demonstrate)
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Subtest 2/p.9
“ientl Y, A FIFTH EXAMPLE 1S:
1 = 3 (Demonstrate)
(A?téf this final demonstration, put puzzle parts back in the
1-3-5

2 -6-4 position and say):

0:.k.; DO Y6U THINK PUT THE PUZZLE COMPLETELY BACK TOGETHER, LIKE THIS?
1=3-5
2 -6 -4 (Demonstrate)
OR, DO YOU THINK ____ DID NOT COMPLETE THE PUZZLE AT ALL  OR, DO YOU
THINK. PUT PART OF THE PUZZLE TOGETHER?
(1f parents say full completion, ask): DO YOU THINK COMPLETED THE

PUZZLE PERFECTLY IN 60 SECONDS BR LESS? (If parent says yes, ask): DO YOU THINK
COMPLETED THE PUZZLE PERFECTLY IN 30 SEEONDS OR LESS? (If parent

Score:

says part completion; run through partial demonstration again):

1-3-5
2 -6 (Demonstrate,
and,

2:-6 (Demonstrate)
and,
-3-5
2 (Demonstrate)
and,

1-3-5 (Demonstrate)
and;

13 (Demonstrate)
1 point for each cut parent ~orrectly predicts child joined.
Give 2 bonus points if the parent predicts child completed the puzzie perfectly
in 30 secoids or less: 7
Give 1 bonus point if the parent predicts the child completed the 5. zle perfectly



Subtest 3. Pictorial Memory

Materials
1 pictorial memory card (in the Card Book)

Test Limits
Give test to all parents.

Procedire
AFTER THE PUZZLES, I SAID TO— : I AM GOING TO SHOW YOU
A PICTURE OF SOME THINGS: THEN I WILL TAKE IT AWAY AND SEE HOW MANY THINGS YOU
CAN REMEMBER. HERE THEY ARE: (Open the Card Book to the Pictorial Memory Card
and place it on the table in front of parent.)
THEN I SAIDTO . LOOK CAREFULLY. - WE HAVE A BUTTON, A FORK,

~ WAS GIVEN 10 SECONDS TO LOOK AT THE PICTURES. AFTER THE 15
SECONDS I SAID: NOW T o ME WHAT YOU. SAW: HAD 90 SECONDS TO
ANSWER. HOW MANY THINGS DO YOU THINK REMEMBERED?
(open booklet and keep in front of parent for inspection).

Maximum test score: 6




Subtest 4. Word Knowledge

Materials
5 picture vocabulary cards

7 cards for Part 2 with acceptable 1 and ” point answers and nonacceptable

answers;

Test Limits

For parents of children below 5 years of age begin with Part I. Administer

Part II only if parent pred1cts that child received at least 6 points on Part I:
For parents of children who are 5 and above, begin with Part II. If:

parent predi-ts child scored above 0 on both items 1 and item 2 in Part 1I; give

full credit for Part I (9 points). Otherwise, complete administration of Part

II and then administer Part I:

Discontinue testing if parent pred1cts child rece1ved less than 6 points
on Part I: Discontinue testing on Part II after predictivn: of 4 consecutive

failures on that part.
Procedure
Part 1. Picture Vocabulary

Card 1. Turn to Picture Vocabulary Card 1 in the Card Book and place it on tlie

table in front ¢~ narent.

NEXT 1 SHOWED__ __THIS CARD (demonstrate to parent) I ASKED

SHOW ME_THE_ AP}

DO YOU THINK ' SHOWED ME THE APFLE?
DO YOU THINK __SHOWED ME THE TREE?
WHER I ASKED. . : SHOW ME THE HOYSE: DO YOU THINK__ _

SHOWED ME THE HOUSE?

HOW ABOUT THE WOMAN? DO YOU THINK SHOWED ME THE WOMAN?

FINALLY WHEN I ASKED

: SHOW ME THE COW. DO YOU THINK__ SHOWED

ME THE COW?

Present cards 2-5 orie at a tim R
whAT

Cards 2-5 ..
— — NEAT [ ShOwc.w

FOUR GARBS, ONE AT A TIVE AND ASKED.

1S THI®? WHEN I ASKED

-~ —TO TELL ME WHAT THIS YAS \show parent

TOLD ME CORRECILY? ACCEPTABLE

pictura of ‘1°ck); 55 YOU THINK

RESPONSES WERE SUCH AS CLOCK OR WATCH, OR TIE TOC.
WHEN 1 ASKED 70 TELL ME WHAT THIS WAS (show mwiher picture of

sa11boat) BO YCY THINK

TOLD ME CORRECTLY? ACCEPTABLE RESPGNSES

WERE WORDS LIXE SAILBOAT OR SHIP:
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Subtest 4/p.2

WHEN T ASKED . TO TELL ME WHAT '::i§ WAS (show mother picture of flower);

DO YOU THINK TOLD ME CORRECTLY? ACCEPTABLE RESPONSES WERE WORDS LIKE
FLOWER, OR NAME OF A CERTAIN FLOWER LIKE ROSE GR DAISY.

@@EN I ASKED. _  T0 TELL ME WHAT THIS WAS (show mother p*cture of purse),
DO YOU THINK TOLD ME CORRECTLY? ACCEPTABLE RESPUNSES WERE WORDS LIKE

PURSE; OR HANDBAG; OR BAG.
Score: 1 point for prediction of each correct response.

Maximum score on Card 1: 5

Maximum score on Cards 2-6: 4

Maximum score on Part I: 9

part II. Oral Vocabulary

NONALAMAGOlNG,TO ASK YGU ABOUT SOME WORDS SOME OF THEM

FIRST; 1 ASKED _ . WHAT IS A TOWEL? WHAT DO YOU THINK
ANSWERED? PRESCHGOL CHILDREN OFTEN GIVE DIFFERENT ANSWERS WHEN ASKED TO EXPLAIN
WORDS. HERE ARE SOME POSSIBLE ANSWERS CHILDREN MIGHT GIVE (show mothers the
5x7 cards):  NOTICE THAT THERE ARE 3 GROUPS G PCSSIBLE ANSWERS WITH 2 EXAMPLES

IN EACH GROUP. WHICH GROUP OF ANSWERS B0 YOU THINK HAS THZ KIND OF ANSWERS
GAVE WHEN I ASKED HIM/HER: WHAT IS A TOWEL?

NEXT I ASKED —: WHAT_IS A COAT? WHAT DG YOU THINK I
ANSWERED? ({show mother next 5x7 card and ask:) WHICH GROUP OF ANSWERS D@ Y5U
THINK HAS THE KIND OF ANSWERS_ __ GAVE WHEN I ASKED HIM/HER: WHAT IS A COAT?

MEXT 1 ASKED . WHAT IS A TGCL? WHAT DO YOU THINK__

"ANSWERED? (show mother next 5x7 card and ask:) WHICH GROUP OF ANSWERS DO YOU
THINK HAS THE KIND OF ANSWERS__ _ GAVE WHEN I ASKED HIM/HER: WHAT IS A TGOL?

NEXT 1 ASKED . WLAT IS THREAD? WHAT DO YOU THINK ~
ANSWERED? (show mother next 5x7 caid and ask:) WHICH GROUP OF ANSWERS DO You
THINK HAS THE KIND OF ANSWERS &\VE WHEN 1 ASKED HIM/HER: WHAT 'S THREAD?

NEXT I ASKED . WHAT IS A FACTORY? WHAT DO YOU THINK

ARSWERED? (show mother next 5x7 card and ask: :) WHICH GROUP OF ANSWERS DO ?EU

THINK HAS THE KIND OF ANSWERS_ __ ;f?fg: WIIEN 1 ASKED HIM/HER: WHAT IS A FACTOR'
<. .




Scare:

Subtest 4/p.3

NEXT I ASKED . WHAT IS A SHRINK? WHAT DO YOU THINK
ANSWERED? (show thé mother next 5x7 card and ask:) WHICH GROUP OF ANSWERS Do YOU
THINK HAS THE KIND OF ANSWERS  GAVE WHEN I ASKED HIM/HER: WHAT IS A SHRINK

NEXT I ASKED. __ : WHAT 1§ AN EXPERT? WHAT DO YOU THINK
ANSWERED? (show mother next 5x7 card and ask:) WHICH GROUP OF ANSWERS DO YOU

THINK HAS THE KIND OF ANSWERS __GAVE WHEM I ASKED HIM/HER: WHAT IS AN EXPERT

NEXT I ASKED . WHAT IS MONTH? WHAT DO YOU THINK___ ANSWERED?
(show mother next 5x7 card and ask:) WHICH GROUP OF ANSWERS DO YOU THIKK HAS THE

KIND OF ANSWERS GAVE WHEN 1 ASKED HIM/HER: WHAT 1S MONTH?

NEXT I ASKED _ WHAT IS A CONCERT? WHAT DO YOU THINK
ANSWERED? (show mother next 5x7 card and ask:) WHICH GROUP OF ANSWERS DO YOU
THINK HAS THE KIND OF ANSWERS.__ _ __  GAVE WHEN I ASKED HIM/HER: WHAT IS
A CONCERT?
NEXT I ASKED__ : WHAT IS LOYAL? WHAT D6 YOU THINK
ANSWERED? (show miother next 5x7 card and ask:) WHICH GROUP OF ANSYERS DO YCU
THINY HAS THE KIND OF ANSWERS GAVE WHEN I ASKEL HIM/HER: WHAT IS
LOYAL ?

2,1, 0 points according to scoring standards set in child manual {p.70).



Subtest 5. Number Questigns

-;-777| I' - 03 l
Begin with item 1 for all parents. Discantinue after prediction of 4

consecutive failures.

Procedure
NEXT I ASKED SOME NUMBER QUESTIONS.

1. WHEN I ASKED . HOW MANY EARS DO YOU HAVE? DO YOU THINK HE; SHE
TOLD ME THE RIGHT ANSHER; 2?

2. 1 ASKED____ : HOW_MINY NOSES DO YOU RAVE? DO YOU THINK HE/SHE TOLD
ME, 1?

3. THEN 1 ASKED ' : HOW MANY HEADS DO._YOY HAVE? BO YOU THINK __
TOLD ME THAT HE/SHE HAD ONE HEAD?

4. THEN I ASKED: __: 1F YOU HAVE 2 TOYS AND I GIVE YOU ONE MORE, HOW
MANY TOYS WILL You HAVE? DO YOU TRINK HE/SHE TOLD ME 37

5. TREN I SAID TO . SUPPOSE_YOU AD.4 BALLOONS. IF HALF OF THEM BROKE,
HOW MANY WOULD BE LEFT? DO YOU THINK THAT HE/SHE CORRECTLY RESPONDED BY SAYING 2?

6. NEXT I SAID T0__ : IF I HAVE THREE PIECES NF CANDY IN EACH HAND,
HOW MANY PIECES DO I HAVE ALTOGETHER? DO YOU THYMK HE/SHE SAID THE CORRECT
ANSWER, 6 PIECES OF CANDY?

7: ?HEH i éAib ?6- : ié vau HAVE é bE&ﬁiEsmAﬁﬁngssfzgcﬁ THEM;

8. NEXT I SAID: IF I WENT TO TRE STORE AND ééUéHf A DOZEN AﬁﬁLEé?i Héﬁrﬁéh? APPLES
WOULD THAT BE? DD YOU THINK._ _ __ ___ TOLD ME THERE WERE 12 APPLES?

9. NEXT I TOLD _ . A BOX OF CRAYONS €OSTS 29 €ENTS AND A CBLORING BOOK
COSTS 23 CENTS. HOW MUCH MURE PO THE CRAYONS CQST THAN . THE COLORING BOOK? DO
YOU THINK HE/SHE TOLD ME & CENTS?

16 IN THE NEXT PROBLEM I SAID: IF YGU BUY 2 TOY BAL! FGX 20 CENTS, HOW MUCH €Y
SHOULD YOU GET FRCWM A DOLLAR BILL? DO YOU THINK CORRECTLY RESPONDED
BY SAYING .80 CENTS?

11. THER I SAID: I AM THIFXING OF A SECRET NUMBER. IF 2 TIMES THE NUMBER 1S 8;
WHAT IS THE NUMBER? [@ YOU THINK H’/SHE TOLD ME THE NUMBER WAS 4

12. Im THE FINAL PRCS Lsﬁ I éAiB fﬁ = i@MRACHiLDQEQASHAREE 1¢ COO?iES* iF

'.70 YOU THINK HE]v i.L CORRECTLY ANSWERED 3?
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Subtest 5/p.2
Score: 1 point for each ﬁFédiCtéd correct response

Maximum test score: 12

Note: If parent pred1Cts that child passed 9 or more jtems on numbers questions,
he/she should be g1ven full credit (9 points) for Counting and Sorting (Test 16)

[ RY




Subtest 6. TAPPING SEQUENCE

Materials
Xylophone
Mallet

Test Limits

Begin with item 1 for all parents. 1€ parent pred1cts that child will correctly
piay the tune on any one of 3 trials, proceed with items 2- 8, and discontinue
after 2 consecutive failures.

Place the xylophone in front of the parent. I TOLD WATCH AND LISTEN
VERY CAREFULLY AND SEE IF YOU COULD PLAY THE SAME TUNE I DO-

WHEN- 1 PLAYED THIS SEQUENCE (considering the largest key as number 1, tap the
keys sharply with the mallet, about one tap per sequence; in the sequence for

jtem 1: 1-2- 3- 4), DO YOU THINK THAT — — — CORRECTLY REPRODUCED ALL OF THE
PATTERN? SCME OF IT? OR DID JUST HIT THE KEYS IN A RANDOM MATTER?
If the parent predicted that the child did not reproduce the correct sequence
DO YOU THINK COULD PLAY THE CORRECT SENUENCE AFTER 2 or 3
TRYS IF I SHOWED AGAIN?
Score: 2 points 1f parent predicts the sequenc ctly repraluced.
1 po1nt i% parent pred1cts child repvos ity part ot the sequence.
0 points if parent predicts child czanot . roduce sequence.

Maximum_item score: 2

1¥ parent predicts child played item 1 correctly (i.e. received 2 points for best

trial) continue with items 2-8, demonstrating each sequence. For each item:
NEXT I TOLD . WATCH AND LISTEN VERY CAREFYLLY AND SEE IF YOU
CAN PLAY THE SAME TUNE I DO. THIS TIME HE/SHE HAC ONLY ONE TRY. DO YOU THINK
CORRECTLY PLAYED THIS TUNE?
(Before playing tune number 2.say:)
B0 YOU THINF HE/SHE CORRECTLY PLAYED THIS NEXT TUNE? (Do this beforc each of the
remaining 1imes):
(2) 1-3-3
(3) 2-4-1
(8) 4-1-2-3
(5) 2-3-1-8
(6) 1-4-3-2-3
(7) 8-2-3-1=2
(8% 1-2-4-3-2-1 o




Subtest 67p.2
Score: 1 point for each nredicted correctiy Fébfbaacéa sequence.

Maximum test score: 2




subtest 7. Verbal Memory

Materials
6 cardQ wiih Wordé ﬁfiﬁfé& on Eﬁéﬁ (PéFE I)

Test Limits
Begin with Part I for all parents. Discontinue predictions of 3 consecutive
failures. If parent predicts child earned 8 or more points (out of 38) on
Part I; give Part II.

Procedure
Part 1. Words and Sentences
NEXT I SAID SOME WORDS AND ASKED TO SEE HOW MANY OF THEM HE/SHE
REMEMBERED. THIS IS WHAT I TOLD. .. : NOW I AM GOING TO SAY SOME WORDS

AND I WANT TO SEE HOW MANY OF THEM YOU CAN SAY AFTER ME. WAIT UNTIL I HAVE

FINISHED SAYING ALL THE WORDS BEFORE_YOU START TO ANSWER. LISTEN.

WHEN I SAID THESE WORDS TO (present first 3x5 card and say words:)

TOY--CHAIR--LIGHT; HOW MANY WORDS DO YOU THINK CORRECTLY REPEATED,
AND DO YOU THINK THE: CORRECT WORDS WERE REPEATED 7N THE CORRECT ORDER?

DID NOT HAVE THIS CARD TO LOOK AT. HE/SHE HAD TO DO IT
FROM MEMORY,; OKAY? FOR THE 1st CARD HOW MANY WORDS DO YOU THINK - —

CORRECTLY REPEATED? (After parent response say: ) DO YOU THINK THE CORRECT

WORDS REPEATED WERE REPEATED IN THE CORRECT ORDER? (If parent says no ask her: )
WHAT WAS THE ORDER THAT YOU THINK_ . _ GAVE?

__peabAprcéédurémféigi£é§§gix4;
2. doli-dark-coat
3. after-color-funny-today
4. around-because-under-never

score for itsiis 1-4: Score 1°point for each word predicted to be correctly repeated.

FOR THE NEXT WORDS I ASKED ___TO SAY:

5. THE BOY SAID G0GD-BYE TO HIS DOG EVERY MORNING BEFORE HE WENT 70 SCHOO:.

I GAVE = PGINTS IF HE/SHE REPEATED THE KEY WORDS YOU SEE UNDER-

[ TNED ON THIS CARD (Read words to mother) HOW MANY OF THESE KEY WORDS DO YOU

————————— _ REPEATER. It DIGR'T MATTER iF THEY WERE LUT GF SEQUEHCE.

THINK
6. NEXT 1 READ THE FOLLOWING SENTENCE 11 B — . THME GIng ’IEB A_PRETTY

—— N S - b mrm— -

£{NF_RIBBON OM LR B3tk FTFORE SHE WENT OUT (Repeat dirsctivis 1o siv-sts).

e i e S ———— |
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Subtest 7/p.2

Score for items 5 and 6: Based on the prediction of the reproductior of key words.

Give 1 point for each key word repeated.

Maximum score on Part I: 30

Part I1. Story

NEXT I READ A STORY AND ASKED.____ . ___ 76 TEEL iT BAEK TO ME.

HE/SHE DIDN'T HAVE TO REPEAT 1T NBRD FOR WORD., i SHE WAS JUST SUPPOSED TO TELL

IT AS BEST HE/SHE COuLD. THESE ARE THE INSTRUCTIONS I GAVE

NOW I AM GOING TO READ YRU A LITTLE STORY. LISTEN;QAREEULL¥17ANDANLAHILL SEE
HOW WELL YOU CAN TEi: #EZ%AGK,IQ ME. YOU DON'T RAVE TO TELL IT BACK TO ME _
WORD- FOR-WORD. _ JUS? _FEil. #E THE STORY AS WELL AS YOU CAN.

""" DA ER S HOB WAS WALKING TO THE STORE. ON THE WAY, HE SAW A
WOMAR CARRYING SOMEALETIERSAIOAAAMAILBQX*A,SbﬁﬂENtY ‘THE WIND BLEW THE WGMAN'S
LETTERS INTO THE STREET. BBb SHOUTED, "I'LL ‘GET THEM FOR YOU:" HE LOOKED BOTH
WAYS AHD SAW .THAT_THERE WERE NO CARS COMING: HE RAN INTO THE STREET AND PICKED
UP ALL OF THE LETTERS. THE WOMAN WAS_VERY HAPPY TQ GET HER LETTERS BACK: SHE
THANKED BOB_FOR BEING SUCH A KIND AND RELPFUL BOY.

"WHEN 1 ASKED T6 TELL THE STORY BACK TO ME AS WELL AS HE/SHE
COULD; DO You THINK REMEMBERED OR MENTIONED:

1. "THE STORY WAS ABOUT A BOY?
‘Acceptable words he/she coul? have used are words like Bob; Tom (or any other
boys names); guy; 1ittle boy: Any words like those were correct.”

2. “THERE WAS & WOMAN IN THE STORY?
_could have used words 13ke woman, lady, mother, grandmothar or

a name like Mrs. Garcia."
3.  STHAT THE STORY WAS ABQUT LETTERS?
eonid have used words like Jetter, mail, poo*t card.”

4. “THE BOY WAS ON HIS WAY TO SOME KIND OF STORE? |
For example could have said that the boy was walking; going. rurning
to the store, the supermarket or grocery store."

(Y
.

"THAT THE BOY MET SNMEONE?
could have used words 1ike saw, met, came across, looked at."

6. "THAT SOMETHING WAS BLOWN AWAY? S
L could have said tie ind blew Something or something *av."

7. WIYAT THE BOY LET THE WCMAN KNOW HE IS GOING TO HELP HER?
— could have said the boy shouted, yeiled "I'11 get them; pick

them u0; %inc ther for you. " s




Subtest 7/p.3
THAT THE BOY WAS CAREFUL BEFORE G0.NG INTO THE STREET, OR THE GUTTER OR ROAD?
For example, the boy was careful to look both ways to see if there were cars
coming."
"THAT THE BOY EITHER WENT AFTER, PICKED UP OR RETURNED THE WOMAN'S LETTERS?"

“THAT THE WOMAN WAS HAPPY OR GLAD THAT THE BOY GAVE HER Ti'E LETTERS?"
"THAT THE WOMAN THANKED THE BOY FOR BEING KIND OR HELPFUL?"

Score: 1 point for each item predicted to be remembered

Maximum score on Part II: 11




Subtest 8. Right - Left Orientation

Materials
Picture of a boy (in the Card Book)
Test Limits
Only administ~r this subtest to parents whose child is over age 5 (6VéF 4 years,
10 noniths, 16 days). , ‘ :
Begin with item 1. Discontinue after failure on 5 consecutive items. To
fail a 2-part item (e.g., items 3, 8, and 9), the parent has to predict O on
buth parts of the item; otherwise the item is considered passed.

Procedire .
(Sit on the same side as the parent; ktut first explain that when you tested
_you were sifting oppu:iite her child).
NEXT I ASKED SOME JUESTIONS TO SEE IF HE/SHE KNEW HIS/HER
RIGHT FROM LEFT. THE FIRST QUESTIOM I ASKED _ _WAS:
1. SHOW ME YOUR RIGHT HAND.
DO YOU THINK SHOWED ME 1.iS/HER RIGHT HAND? (demonstrate)

2. NEXT I ASKED : WHICH 1S YOUR LEFT EAR? :
DO YOU THINK— — — - SHOWED ME HIS/HER LEFT EAR? (demonstrate)

3. I THEN TOLD___: TOUCH YOUR RIGHT EYE/WITH YOUR LEFT HAND:
HEVE, WAS ASKED TO DO TWO THINGS. (demonstrate) DO YOU THINK
____ CORRECTLY DID BOTH, ONLY ONE; GR NONE?

4. NEXT I TOLD : PUT YOUR CHIN IN YOUR LEFT HAND. 7
DO YOU THINK PUT HIS/HEP. CHIN I HIS/HER LEFT HAND? (demonstrate)

5. FOR THE NEXT ACTIVITY I SAID TO : CROSS YOUR LEFT KNEE OVER YOUR
R IGHT ONE.
DO YOU THINK CROSSED HIS/HER LEFT KMEE OVER HIS/HER RIGHT ONE?
{demonstrate)

6. (Turn to the last card; Roger; in the Card Book and place it on the table in fron
of the parent and you).
FOR THE NEXT ACTIVITIES I SHOWED THIS PICTURE OF A BOY, AND I ASKED
MORE RIGHT-LEFT QUESTIONS.

__FIRST I SAID TO . THIS BOY'S MAME IS ROGER, SHOW ME ROGER'S LEFT

DO YOU THINK_____ _ _SHOWED ME ROGER'S LEFT KNEE? (demonstrate)
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Subtest 87p.2

AFTER THil, . ASKED . SHOW ME_ROGER'S RIGHT ELBOW.
B0 YOU THINK ___SHOWED ME ROGER'S RIGHT ELBOW? (demonstrate)

NEXT; 1 SAID TO . SHOW ME ROGER'S LEFT FOOT/WITH YOUR RIGHT HAND.

. (FPR THIS ACTIVITY, __1{AS ASKED TO DO TWO THINGS. (demonstrate}

DO YOU THINK  CORRECTLY DID BOTH, ONLY ONE, OR NONE?

: PUT_YOUR_RIGHT HAND/ON ROGER'S RIGHT SHOULDER.
AGAIN, WAS ASKED TO DO TWO THINGS. (demonstrate). DO YOU THINK
 CORRECTLY DID BOTH, ONLY ONE; OR NONE?

score: 1 point for each item (c» &g sart of an itei having 2 parts) answered

correctly.

Maximum test score: 12

2E8



Subtest 12. Draw-A-Design

Materials

Drawing Booklet ,

Pages with 2; 1 and O point responses for each item
Jest Limits

Begin with item 1 for all parents: B1scont1nue after predictions of 3 consecutive
failures: If parent predicts child earned 1 or more points on Draw-A-Design, give Draw-
A=Child (Test 13). IF parent predicts child received no credit on Draw-A-Design, proceed

to Test 14.

NEXT I SHOWED_ SOME DESIGNS AND THEN ASKED HIM/HER TO MAKE DRAWINGS
LIKE THE DESIGNS: THERE WERE NO TIME LIMITS. I SAID TO : LET'S SEE YOU
MAKE YOUR DRAWINGS DOWN HERE: (Point to the blank bottom half):

THE FIRST DESIGN I SHOWED. _ WAS A EIRCLE. (Show parent picture of
item 1 in Drawing Booklet). WHICH ONE OF THESE DRAWINGS DO YOU THINK IS MOST LIKE THE

ONE _DREW? (Present to the parent the card with d1fferent circle draW1ngs)

scare: go according to criteria set in MSCA manual (p:99).

Repeat procedure with items 2-9. Use scoring on pps. 101-111 in manual.

Maximum test score: 19




Subtest 13. Draw-A-Child

Materials
Drawing Booklet. .~
1 short pencil (4-6 inches long) with no eraser _
Pages with 2, 1, and O responses for each part of drawing
Test Limits ,
Administer only if parent predicts child earned 1 or more points on Draw-A-Design.

Procedure

AFTER THE DESIGN DRAWINGS, I ASKED_____ TO DRAW A BOY/GIRL (depending on
‘sex of child): THIS IS THE KIND OF PENCIL HE/SHE USED. (Show parent): THERE WAS NO
TIME LIMIT. THIS IS WHAT 1 SAID TO . LET'S SEE YOU_DRAW A BOY/GIRL ON
THIS PAGE: (Show page to parent). DO IT AS NICELY AS YOU CAN: BE SURE TO MAKE ALL OF
HIM/HER. :

WHICH ONE OF THESE DRAWINGS DO YOU THINK IS MOST LIKE THE HEAD THAT ____ DREW?
OR DO YOU THINK DID NOT DRAW A HEAD AT ALL? (Present to parent page with

di fferent head drawings):

Score: go according to criteria set in child manual {pps. 113-114)

A
——

Repeat procedure with hair, eyes, nose, mouth, neck; trunk, arm and hands, attachment
of arm, legs and feet: (Scoring on pps. 114-121).

Maximum test score: 20




Subtest 14. Numerical Memory

Materials
1 card with numbers 1isted for each item (Part I) trial 1 and 2

1 card with numbers 1isted for each item (Part II) trial 1 and 2
o
Begin with Part I for all parents. Discontinue after predictions of failure on both
trials of any item: If parent predicts child earned 3 or more points.on Part I, give
Part II and discontinue after predictions of failure on both trials of any item.

part I: Forward Series

Procedure
NEXT WE DID A NUMBER MEMORY ACTIVITY FIRST wE wENT THRGUGH TRIAL RUNs I §Aib TO

NOW SAY 6.
THIS WAS JUST A WARMUP. NEXT I ASKED TO REPEAT SOME NUMBER SEQUENCE.
FIRST, I ASKED HIM/HER TO SAY 5-8. (Present card with number sequence for item 1, but

tel1 parent child was not shown card) D0 YOU THINK CORRECTLY REPEATED THIS
SEQUENCE OF 5-87?
(If parent predicts child could not repeat sequence, say: ) TGAVE— — A

SECOND CHANEE WITH 2 MORE NUMBERS: 4-9. (Show parent the card): DO YOU THINK

CORRECTLY REPEATED THIS SEQHENGE OF 4-9?

Repeat procedure with items 2-6.

Trial 1 Trial 2
2. 6-9-2 5-8-2
3. 3-8-1-4 6-1-8-5
4. 4-1-6-9-2 9-4-1-8-3
5. 5-2-9-6-1-4 8-5-2-9-4-6
6: 8-6-3-5-2-9-1 5-3-8-2-1-9-6

Score: 2 points for prediction of correct repetition on trial 1

1 point for prediction of correct repetition on trial 2

Maximuim Score on Part I: 12

Part II: Backward Series )
Procedure

NEXT I ASKED_. TO SAY SOME MORE NUMBERS, BUT BACKWARDS. - THIS IS WHAT I SAID
TO . NOW I WANT YOU TO SAY MORE NUMBERS. THIS TIME I. WANT YOU TO ‘SAY THEM

BACKWARDS. FOR EXAMPLE, IF I SAY 3-5, YOU WOULD SAY 5-3. D0 -You UNBERSTAND? WHAT DO_YOU
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subtest 14/p.2

'SAY IF I SAY 3-5?

THIS WAS A WARMUP. THEN I ASKED - T0 REPEAT SOME NUMBER SEQUENCE BACK-
WARDS. FIRST I ASKED HIM/HER TO SAY THESE NUMBERS BACKWARDS: 9-6. (Show parent the card)
BO YOU THINK CORRECTLY REPEATED THIS SEQUENCE BACKWARDS? THAT IS; D1D HE/SHE
SAY 6-97

(1f parent predicts child could not predict sequence backwards, say:) I GAVE_—
A SECOND CHANCE WITH TWO MORE NUMBERS: 4-1. ({Show .parent the card): DO YOU THINK__

CORRECTLY REPEATED THIS SEQUENCE BACKWARDS? THAT 1S DID HE/SHE SAY 1-4?
Repeat procedure with items 2-5.

Trial 1 Trial 2
1. 9-6 3-1
2. 1-8-3 2-5-8
3. 5-2-4-9 6-1-8-3
4. 1-6-3-8-5 6-9-5-2-8
5. 4-9-6-2-1-5 3-8-1-6-2-9

Score: 2 po1nts for predictions of correct repe+1t1on on trial 1
1 paint for prediction of correct repetition on trial 2

Maximum score on Part Il: 10

&V,
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Subtest 15.  Verbal Fluency

Materials
4 cards with examplés of acceptable and non acceptable responses .
Test Limits
Give the entire test to the parent
Procediire ,
NEXT, I ASKED TO NAME AS MANY THINGS THAT HE/SHE COULD IN A SHORT PERIOD OF
TIME.
THE FIRST ACTIVITY HAD TO DO WITH "THiNGS To EAT:" THIS IS WHAT 1 SAID TO
LET'S SEE HOW MANY DIFFERENT THINGS TO EAT YOU CAN THINK OF BEFORE I SAY STOP. YOU
KNOW, LIKE BREAD AND POTATGES. READY, 60O.
HAD 20 SECONDS TO NAME DIFFERENT THINGS TO EAT. HOW MANY THINGS TOQ EAT

DO YOU THINK NAMED? HERE ARE EXAMPLES OF 2 GROUPS OF POSSIBLE ANSWERS.
(Show parent 3x5 card and read the examples: Point to the first group and say: :) HOW
MANY DIFFERENT THINGS TO EAT LIKE THESE DID..— —  __ NAME, IF ANY? (Next, po&int

to the second group and say: ) HOW MANY DIFFERENT THINGS TO EAT LIKE THESE DID
NAME, IF ANY?

NEXT; I SAID TO : GOOD FOR YOU. NOW LET'S SEE HOW MANY DIFFERENT_ANIMALS
YOU CAN THINK OF BEFORE I SAY STOP. YOU KNOW, LIKE CAT AND BEAR. READY, GO.

AS BEFORE, - - - . HAD 20 SECONDS TO NAME DIFFERENT KINDS OF ANIMALS. HOW
MANY DIFFERENT ANIMALS DO YOU THINK NAMED FROM THE FIRST GROUP? AND THE
SECOND GROUP? HERE ARE SOME EXAMPLES OF TWO GROUPS OF POSSIBLE ANSWERS. (Show parent

the 3x5 card and read the examp]es Repeat procedure as in "food").

AFTER THE ANIMAL ACTIVITY, I ASKED : NOW TELL ME ALL THE THINGS TO
WEAR _THAT YOU CAN THINK OF BEFORE I SAY STOP. YOU KNOW, LIKE SHOES. READY; GO.
AGAIN, HAD 20 SECONDS TO ANSWER. HOW MANY DIFFERENT THINGS TO WEAR DO
YOU THINK NAMED FXOM THE FIRST GROUP? AND THE SECOND GROUP? HERE ARE SOME
EXAMPLES OF TWO GROUPS OF POSSIBLE ANSWERS. (Show parent the 3x5 card and read the
examp]es)

FINALLY, I SAID TO__..__ __ _ : NOW LET'S SEE HOW MANY DiFFERENT THINGS TO
RIDE YOU CAN THINK OF BEFORE I SAY STOP. YOU KNOW, LIKE BUS. READY, GO.
AS BEFORE, AAD 20 SECONDS TO ANSWER. HOW MANY DIFFERENT THINGS TO RIDE
DO YOU THINK - NAMED FROM THE FIRST GROUP? AND THE SECOND GROUP? HERE ARE

SOME EXAMPLES OF THE TWO GROUPS OF POSSIBLE ANSWERS. ({Show parent the 3x5 card and
read the examples).
score: 1 point for each predicted acceptable response up to a maximum of 9 for each item.

Maximum test score: 36
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Subtest 16. Counting and Sorting

Materials
10 1-inch cubes
2 pieces of cardboard; each 5 X 8 inches

Test Limits

PrdtédUres
(P]ace 8 blocks on the table in random order; between the parent and the examiner).
THE NEXT GROUP OF ACTIVITIES I DID WITH __ HAD TO DO WITH CONTINUING

AND SORTING BLOCKS.

1. FOR THE FIRST ACTIVITY; I TOLD HERE ARE THE BLOCKS AGAIN. TAKE
2 OF THE BLOCKS AND PUT THEM HERE. (Point to a place near the parent but away from
the rest of the blocks).

DO YOU THINK TOOK 2 OF THE BLOCKS AND PUT THEM HERE? (Demons-
trate to parent).
2. NEXT, I SAID TO :  NOW, TAKE 3 MORE BLOCKS:
D0 YOU THINK . _ _TOGK 3 MORE BLOCKS? (Demonstrate to parent).
3.  AFTER THAT, I ASKED . HOW MANY BLOCKS DO YOU HAVE?
DO YOU THINK CORRECTLY ANSWERED "5"7?

4. (Gather up the blocks. Place two pieces of cardboard in front of parent. Then hiété
4 blocks in a rows according to the following diagram, between the parent and card-

board).

|
A
)
-]

TREN; I SAID TO - __: HERE_ARE SOME BLOCKS (point) AND HERE ARE SOME

CARDS: PUT ALL OF THESE BLOCKS ON THE CARDS. PUT SOME OF THESE BLOCKS ON THE CARD
(point) AND THEN PUT THE SAME NUMBER ON THIS CARD (point): REMEMBER TO USE ALL THE
BLOCKS? AND BE SURE TO PUT THE SAME NUMBER OF BLOCKS ON THIS CARD (point) AS ON THIS

CARD ‘p01nt).‘ . s
DO YOU THINK __ CORRECTLY PLACED 2 BLOEKS ON EACH CARD? !Demonstrdte to
parent) SR
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Score:

Subtest 167p.2

AFTER THIS, I ASKED : HOW MANY BLOCKS ARE THERE 'ON EACH CARD?

DO YOU THINK CORRECTLY SAID "2"?

(After parent responds to the iast question; place 10 blocks in a row; ac-
cord1ng to the following d1agram, between the parent and the cards).

THEN, I SAIDTO - — - HERE _ARE SOME MORE BLOCKS: PUT SOME OF THE BLOECKS

ON THIS CARD (point) AND THEN PUT THE SAME NUMBER ON THIS CARD (point). USE ALL-THE

BG You THINK PUT 5 BLOCKS ON EACH CARD? (Demonstrate to parent).
NEXT, I ASKED _ : HOW. MANY BLOCKS ARE THERE ON EACH CARD?

DO YOU THINK _ CORRECTLY SAID "5"7

(Gather up the blocks and the 2 pieces of cardboard. Then place 8 biocks in a
stra1ght 1ine leaving about 1/2 inch between blocks):

THEN, I POINTED BEYOND THE LAST BLOCK ON —— ' LEFT (demonstrate to parent)
AND SAID: SHOW ME THE SECOND BLOCK FROM THIS END.

DO YOU THINK ____ POINTED TO THE CORREET BLOCK? (Demonstrate to parent).
THE LAST BLOCK ACTIVITY WAS THIS: 1 POINTED TO THE END OF THE LINE AT
RIGHT AND AS I DID I SAID: NOW SHOW ME THE FOURTH BLOEK FROM THIS END.
DO YOU THINK POINTED TO THE CORRECT BLOCK? (Demonstrate to parent):

1 point for each correct response.

Maximum test score: 9




Subtest 17. Opposite Analogies

Materials
9 cards listing acceptable and non acceptable responses; one for each item
Test Limits
Begin with item 1 for all parents. If parent predicts child answered at least 1 of the
first 2 items correctly; proceed with items 3-9 and discontinue after prediction of 3
consecutive failures on these items. '
Procedure
For each item, give a slight vocal stress to the key word (printed in italics) but do
for item 2).
1.  THIS NEXT ACTIVITY DEALS WITH OPPOSITE MEANINGS. I READ A SENTENCE TO
NAME AND ASKED HIM/HER TO FINISH IT WITH A WORD THAT MEANS JUST THE OPPOSITE OF WHAT
I SAID:
THIS IS HOW I STARTED. I SAIDTO._ : I AM GOING TG SAY SOMETHING; AND I WANT
TO SEE IF YOU CAN FINISH IT WITH A WORD THAT MEANS JUST THE OPPOSITE OF WHAT I SAY.

LISTEN. THE SUN IS "HOT;" AND ICE IS WHAT?

e —

HERE ARE EXAMPLES OF TWO GROUPS OF POSSIBLE ANSWERS. (Show parent 3x5 card and read
the exampies. Point to the card and say:) WHIEH GROUP OF ANSWERS DO YOU THINK
HAS THE KIND OF ANSWER GAVE?

2. NEXT, I SAID TO __ _ . I THROW THE BALL "UP," AND THEN IT COMES

HERE ARE EXAMPLES OF TWO GROUPS OF POSSIBLE ANSWERS. (Show parent 3x5 card and read
the examples. Point to the card and say:) WAICH GROUP OF ANSWERS DO YCU THINK
HAS THE KIND OF ANSWER ~ _GAVE?

3. THEN; I SAID To_ © AN ELEPHANT IS "BIG," AND A MOUSE IS_ :

HERE ARE EXAMPLES OF TWO GROUPS OF POSSIBLE ANSWERS. (Show parent 3x5 card and read
the examples. Point to the card and say:) WHICH GROUP OF ANSWERS DO YOU THINK

HAS THE KIND OF ANSWER . __GAVE?
4.  AFTER THIS, I SAID TO__ : RUNNING IS "FAST," AND WALKING_IS

HERE ARE EXAMPLES OF TWO GROUPS OF POSSIBLE ANSWERS. (Show parent 3x5 card and read

the examples. Point to the card and say:) WHICA GROUP OF ANSWERS DO YOU THINK
HAS THE KIND OF ANSWER ~GAVE?

5. NEXT, I TOLD_ __ _ _ 't COTTON IS "SOFT,” AND ROCKS ARE

HERE ARE EXAMPLES OF TWO GROUPS OF POSSIBLE ANSWERS. (Show parent 3x5 card and read
the examples. Point to the card and say:) WAICH GROUP OF ANSWERS DO YOU THINK

HAS THE KIND OF ANSWER _ GAVE?
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6. NEXT, I SAIDTO .. : A LEMON IS "SOUR," AND CANDY-IS ————

HERE ARE EXAMPLES OF TWO GROUPS OF POSSIBLE ANSWERS. (Show parent 3x5 card and read
the examples: Point to the card and say:) WHICH GROUP OF ANSWERS DO YOU THINK
HAS THE KIND OF ANSWER GAVE?

7. THEN, I SAID TO . FEATHERS ARE "LIGHT," AND STONES ARE

HERE ARE EXAMPLES OF TWO GROUPS OF POSSIBLE ANSWERS. (Show parent 3x5 card and read
the examples. Point to the card and say:) WHICH GROUP OF ANSWERS DO YOU THINK
HAS THE KIND OF ANSWER _ GAVE?

8. NEXT, I TOLD . SYRUP IS "THIEK;" AND WATER IS -

HERE ARE EXAMPLES OF TWO GROUPS OF POSSIBLE ANSWERS. (Show parent 3x5 card and read
the examples: Point to the card and say:) WHICH GROUP OF ANSHERS DO YOU THINK
HAS THE KIND OF ANSWER GAVE?

9.  FINALLY, I SAID TO . SANDPAPER IS "ROUGH," AND GLASS IS

HERE ARE EXAMPLES OF TWO GROUPS OF POSSIBLE ANSWERS. (Show parent 3x5 card and read
the examples: Point to the card and say:) WHICH GROUP OF ANSWERS DO YOU THINK
HAS THE KIND OF ANSWER GAVE?

Score: 1 point for each predicted correct response.

Maximum test score: 9

ur




Subtest 18. Conceptual Grouping

Materials
Set of 12 blocks == 6 squares and 6 circles, each shape provided in 3 colors (red;
yellow; blue) and 2 sizes per color. Piece of cardboard, 5x8 inches.

Test Limits

Begin with item 1 for all parents: Discontinue after predictions of 4 consecutive

failures. |
Procedire

(Place the cardboard in front of parent. The

parallel to the edge of the table nearest the

long edge of the cardboard should be

parent. Place the blocks on the table).

1. (pPLace the 2 blue sguares on the cardboard in:this order: (from your left to right)
littie, big. Be sure the edges of the squares are parallel to the edges of the

cardboard).

1 BEGAN BY SAYING TO - - - : SHOW ME THE LITTLE ONE. DO YOU THINK

POINTED TO THE LITTLE BLOCK? (Point to the Tittle block).

I THEN ASKED . NOW_FIND THE BIG ONE: DO YOU THINK POINTED

To THE BIG BLOCK?

Score: 1 point for prediction of correct identification of both blocks:

Maximum item score: |1
Remove the 2 blue squares. Place the 3 small circles on the cardboard in this order

2.
¢from your left to right): yellow, red, blue.
1 ASKED . SHOW ME THE RED ONE. DO YOU THINK HE/SHE POINTED TO THIS ONE?
{Point to red one).
THEN; I SAID: NOW SHOW ME THE YELLOW ONE. DO YOU THINK HE/SHE POINTED TO THE YELLOW

ONE? (Point to yellow one):
AFTER THAT, I ASKED . ___ . FIND THE BLUE ONE: DO YOU THIWK HE/SHE POINTED
T0 THE BLUE ONE? (Point to the blue one).

Score:
Maximum item score: 1

(Remove the 3 small circles. Piace the large red circle and square on the
in this order (from your left to right): circle, square. Be sure that the
square are parallel to the edges of the cardboard):

cardboard

3.

edges of the




Subtest 18/p.2

NEXT; I ASKED : FIND THE SQUARE ONE. DO YOU THINK HE/SHE POINTED
TO THE SQUARE ONE? (Point to square one).
THEN, I SAID: SHOW ME THE ROUND ONE. DO YOU THINK HE/SHE POINTED TO THE ROUND ONE?

{Point to round one).

Score: 1 point for prediction of correct identification of both shapes.
Maximum_item score: 1
4. (Scatter all of the 12 blocks randomly on the table, before the parent):
I PUT THESE BLOCKS IN FRONT OF _ . AND ASKED: NOW I HAVE SOME MORE TQ SHOW

YOU. SEE ALL OF THESE? FIND ALL THE §§UAREAQNE54AND,PUI THEM RIGHT HERE ON THIS
CARD. (P01nt)

THERE ARE 6 SQUARE BLOCKS. (Put 6 square blocks on card):. HOW MANY OF THESE 6
BLOCKS, IF ANY, DO YOU THINK PUT ON THE CARD?
NOTICE THAT THERE ARE 6 BLOCKS LEFT THAT ARE NOT SQUARES. HOW MANY, IF ANY, OF

THESE (point) DO YOU THINK _PUT ON THIS CARD (point) BY MISTAKE?

Subtract thé number of wrong choices from the number of right choices. Record

Score:
negative values as 0. Then use the following system to obtain the child's score:
Right Minus Wrong Score
6 2
5 1
0-4 0

Maximum item score: 2

5. Y(Rescramble all of the b]ocks) .
NEXT, I ASKED . NOW_FIND ALL THE BIG YELLOW ONES AND PUT THEM ON THE
CARD. REMEMBER; FIND ALL THE BIG YELLOW ONES.

THERE ARE 2 BIG YELLOW BLOCKS (Put them on the card). HOW MANY OF THESE TWO BIG YEL-

LGW BLOCKS DO YOU THING PUT ON THE CARD?

NOTICE THAT THERE ARE 10 OTHER BLOCKS THAT ARE NOT BIG YELLOW BLOCKS. HOW MANY, IF
ANY; OF THESE (point) DO YOU THINK ——_ _  PUT ON THIS CARD {point) BY MISTAKE?

Subtract the number of wrong choices from the number of rignt choices. The child's
If this results in a negat1ve value, recorc

Score:
score is the number of rights minus wrongs.
it as 0.

Maximum item score: 2 BE A
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6. (Rescramble all the blocks).
NEXT,ﬁi SAIDTO-— -+ NOW SEE HOW MANY RIG ROUND RED ONES YOU CAN FIND-
REMEMBER YOU'RE LOOKING FOR Bic ﬁéb 6NE§

SINCE THIS IS THE ONLY BIG ROUND ONE, AND/OR DO YOU THINK HE/SHE PICKED OUT OTHER
BLOCKS?

Score: 1 point if prediction is that the big round red block is the only one chosen.

Maximum item score: 1

7. (Place the small blue square and all of the 1arge blocks except the large blue square
(a total of 6 b1ocks) on the cardboard in a random fashion. Scramble remaining blocks
and place on table).

NEXT, I ASKED : WHICH ONE ON THE CARD (point toward the card) DOES NOT GO
WITH THE OTHER ONES ON THE CARD?

DO YOU THINK - PICKED BUT JUST THE SMALL BLUE SQUARE (p1ck it out)
SINCE THIS IS THE ONLY BLOCK THAT IS SMALL AND/OR DO YOU THINK HE/SHE PICKED BUT Gfﬁgﬁ

BLOCKS?

Score: 1 point if the child selects only the small blue square

Maximum item score: 2

8. (Use the same blocks as for item 7, but remove the small blue square from the cardboard).

THEN, I SAID TO . WHICH ONE HERE (point to the scrambled blocks) GOES
BEST :WITH THE ONES ON THE CARD?- FIND IT AND_PUIAlIAONAIHEACARB
0O YOU THINK PICKED OUT JUST THE LARGE 'BLUE SQUARE (p1ck it out)

SINCE THIS IS THE ONLY BLOCK THAT IS BIG AND GOES BEST WITH THESE OTHER BIG ONES
(po1nt to card) AND7OR DO YOU THINK HE/SHE PICKED OUT OTHER BLOEKS?

Score: 1 point if the child selects only the large blue square.

Maximum item score: 1

(Remove the biocks from the cardboard. Arrange the large red and blue circles and the
small red and blue squares’ on the cardboard as shown in Child Manual (p 138) Scramble
the other blocks and place them near the parent).

, B 6
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Subtest 18/p.4

NEXT WAS THE LAST ACTIVITY. FOR THIS ACTIVITY, I SAIDTO___ :  WHICH.TWO
FROM HERE (point to the scrambled blocks) &0 BEST WITH THE ONES OM THE CARD. FIND
BOTH OF THEM AND PUT THEM ON THE CARD.

DU YOU THINK. ______PICKED uUP THE LARGE YELLOW CIRCLE (pick it up and p]ace
on card next to other 2 circles) SINCE THIS BLOCK GOES BEST WITH THESE TWO OTHER
LARGE CIRCLES AND/OR DO YOU THINK HE7SHE PICKED UP ANOTHER BLOCK OR BLOCKS?

00 YOU THINK _ PICKED UP THE SMALL YELLOW SQUARE (pick it up and place
it on card next to other 2 squares) SINCE THIS BLOCK GOES BEST WITH THE OTHER BLOCKS

ON THE CARD AND/OR DO YOU THINK HE/SHE PICKED UP ANOTHER BLOCK OR BLOEKS?

Score: 2 po1nts 1f the parent pred1cts child selected both correct blocks (]arge yellow
1 point if the parent predicts 1 correct block and 1 jncorréct block, or no other
blocks

0 points if the parent pred1cts child selected more than 2 blocks (even if the 2
correct blocks are 1n61uded), or if parent selects 2 incorrect blocks.

Maxifmum item score: 2




APPENDIX 3b
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The two maaor po1nts to keep in mind while you are administering the MSCA to
the parent are: (1) you are not testing the parent. You aré simply assessing how
well the parent thinks her child did. Therefore; try to make the experience for
the parent non-threatening, enjoyable, and of course--interesting. If the parent
appears to be reluctant to state how well she-thought her child did; try to get her
to give her closest op1n1on, (2) because the mother's Qerce1ved scores will be
correlated to her child's actual scores; it is important to administer the test in
the same fash1on--as c]oseJy as poss1b1e--to the actual test1ng of the ch1]d.

Pecause it is crucial that a]] mothers have the same understanding of the

nature of the home administration of the MSCA, p]ease state the fbl]ow1ng intro-
ductery remarks to each mother after you introduce yourself and explain why you

are there:

EL DE 1979, HACE MESES (give parent exact date of testing); YO
VISITE LA ESCUELA DE_ Y LO(LA) EXAMINE PARA VER LO BIEN QUE ESTA APRENDIENDO
ALGUNAS DE LAS DESTREZAS BASICAS,POR EJEMPLO, RECONOCIMIENTO BE COLORES; CONTAR Y DEMAS.
OTRAS TRES MUJERES Y YO EXAMINAMOS A TODOS LOS NIROS. EN TOTAL FUERON 350 NINOS Y
NINAS MEXICANO-AMERICANOS.
AL TERMINAR ESTA VISITA, VOY A REPASAR LOS RESULTADOS DE

__EN COMPARACION
CON LOS OTROS NINOS Y NIRAS DE LA MISMA EDAD. PERO ANTES QUISIERA REPASAR CADA SECCION

DEL EXAMEN PARA QUE Ué?éo VEA LA FORMA EN QUE. - FUE EXAMINADO(A).

CUANDO REPASEMOS EL EXAMEN; QUE TARDARA MAS O MENOS HORA Y MEDIA, QUISIERA PREGUN-
TARLE COMO ES QUE USTED PIENSA QUE AIZO EN CADA ACTIVIDAD. SI NO ESTA

SEGURA DE LO BIEN QUE HIZO __, POR FAVOR DEME LA RESPUESTA MAS APROPIADA.
STIENE ALGUNA PREGUNTA? BUENO, COMENCEMOS.




Modified McCarthy Maternal Interview

Directions for Administration and Scoring

Materials
12 1 - inch cubes

Test Limits
For parents of children below 5 years of age, begin with item 1.
For parents of children who are 5 years and above; begin with item 3. If parents
predict that the child will pass jtem 3 with a score of 2 (fu]] credit for Bu11d1ng),
give full credit for items 1 and 2 (5 po1nt4), otherwise, administer items 1 and 2
be fore continuing with item 4. Discontinue after parent predicts failure on 2

consecutive items:

o
1. Tower. Place the 12 blocks on the table and build @ block tower. PARA ESTA
ACTIVIDAD SE LE DIJO A . :VES ESTOS BLOQUES CON LOS QUE PODEMOS JUGAR?

WIRA. VOY A HACER UNA TORRE ALTA: VAMOS A VER SI TU PUEDES HACER UNA IGUAL. AQUI.
" (Point ot the space between the tower and the mother) ,

ZQUE TAN ALTA PIENSA UD. QUE HIZO LA TORRE? (Build the second tower
with 2nd set of blocks. After the tower is built say:) ¢PIENSA UD. QUE_____

HIZO LA TORRE HASTA AQUI (6th block) HASTA AQUI (5th block) HASTA AQUI (ath block)
HASTA AQUI (3rd block) HASTA AQUI (2nd block) O HASTA AQUI (last block)?

(After removing the second tower say:) MIRE Et MODELO Y APUNTE HASTA QUE ALTURA

PIENSA UD. QUE_____ HIZO LA TORRE. NO IMPORTA SI EL/ELLA HIZO LA TORRE

YN POCO TORCIDA/CHUECA.
(Only for the parents who predicted the child would not build the entire tower

say:)  TUVO OTRA OPORTUNIDAD MAS iCOMO PIENSA UD. QUE HIZO LA TORRE?

Then scramble the blocks.
po1nts for a predicted tower of 6 blocks.

points for a pred1cted tower of 4 or 5 blocks:
point for a predicted tower of 2 or 3 blocks:

Score:

= N W

Max1mumgltemgsééiéi 3
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Score:

Sibtest 17p.2

2. Chair: LUEGO LE DIJE A ' ; PAHORA VAMOS A VER SI PUEDES HACER
UNA SILLA BONITA COMO ESTA. (In front of the parent, place 2 blocks touching

side by side. Then place a th1rd block on top of the one on the parent s right,
making a "chair" in prof11e view facing toward the parent's 1eft) LUEGO LE DIJE

A . ¢VES ESTA SILEA QUE YO HICE? HAZ TU UNA IGUAL A ESTA.

(Point to the space between the chair and the mother) ¢QUE TAN BIEN PIENSA UD.

QUE __HIZO LA SILLA?Z PIENSA QUE . _HIZO LA SILEA ENTERA
ASI? ¢ 0 QUE UNICAMENTE USO ESTOS DOS BLOQUES (remove the bottom right block);

0 QUE © UNICAMENTE USO ESTOS DOS BLOQUES (replace bottom right block
and Fébiété top Eibck);i:O QUE F1Z0 ALGO DIFERENTE DE LC QUE LE

HE MOSTRADO A UD:?
(enly for those parents who predicted the child could not build the entire chair;
and whose children requ1red a second trial to complete the task, say: )

TUVO OTRA OPORTUNIDAD MAS PARA HACER UNA SILLA. ¢QUE TAN BIEN PIENSA UD. QUE
_ _ HIZO?

Then scramble all the blocks:
1 point for predicted correct placement Gf 2 blocks, either horizontally or
vertically:
1 point for predicted correct placement of the third block.

Maximum item score: 2

Score:

3. Building. LUEGO DIJE: VAMGS A HACER UN EDIFICIO COMO ESTE. (Place 4 blocks in
a row touching each other on the sides: Place a fifth block on the second block on
your left.) LUEGO DIJE: ¢VES MI EDIFICIO? HAZ TU UNO COMO ESTE AQUI. (point).

SPIENSA UD. dUE  HizO UN EDIFICIO IGUAL QUE EL MIO? O QUE

UNICAMENTE aso ESTOS 4 BLOQUES. (remove top block).

0 QUE TAMBIEN PUSO ESTE BLOQUE AQUI ARRIBA (replace top block) Y ABAJO usd BLOQUES .
DE MAS, POR EJEMPLO UN QUINTO BLOQUE {place 5th b1ock) d0QUE_

HIZO ALGO DIFERENTE A LO QUE LE HE MOSTRADO A UD:?

Then scramble the blocks.
1 point for predicted correct base of 4 blocks.
1 point for predicted correct placement of top block. (even if the base contains

an incorrect number of blocks).

Maximum item score: 2
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Subtest 1/p:3
4. Hoise. LUEGO DIJE: AHORA VAMOS A VER SI PUEDES HACER UNA CASA BONITA COMO
ESTA.. VES, ESTOY HACIENDO LAS PAREDES ASI. (place 4 blocks in a sguare with the
two of the blocks pushed slightly to the center to support the top block). LUEGO

LE DIJE A . Y DESPUES LE PONGO EL TECHO ASI. (place a fifth
block over the center space).

¢PIENSA UD. QUE HIZO UNA CASA COMO LA MIA (build a house) © PIENSA
UD. QUE- _— -  UNICAMENTE HIZO LA BASE? (take top block off home to
show the base). O PIENSA UD. QUE __HiZ0 LA BASE USANDO EL NUMERO

CORRECTO DE BLOQUES--4--PERO LOS COLOCO DISPAREJOS (Demonstrate). O PIENSA QUE

HIZO UNA CASA CON UNA BASE DE 4 BLOQUES Y CON UN TECHO
(Demonstrate).é 0 PIENSA UD. QUE HIZ0 ALGO DIFERENTE DE L© QUE LE HE
MOSTRADO A UD.?

(0n1y for those parents who pred1cted the child could not build the entire house;,

and whose children required a second trial to compiete the task; say:) -

TUVO OTKA OPORTUNIDAD MAS PARA HACER UNA CASA. ¢QUE TAN BIEN PIENSA UD. QUE
— LA HIZO?

Score: 2 points for prediction of correct base.
1 point for préd1cticn of correct placement of top block.
1 point for 4 block base; but with irregular arrangsment.

Maxifum item score: 3




Subtest 2. Resolviendo Rompecabezas

Materials
6 puzzles

Test Limits
For parents of ch11dren below 5 years of age, beg1n with item 1.
For parents of children who are 5 and above, begin with item 3. If péréhts
pred1ct that the child will pass item 3 with a score of 2 (maximum score) g1ve
full credit for jtems 1 and 2 (2 p01nts)' otherwise administer items 1 and 2

be fore continuing with item 4. Discontinue after predictions of 3 consecutive

failures:
1. cat. (Place the 2 pieces on the table before the parent in the position shown
below):
MOTHER EXAMINER
EL SIGUIENTE GRUPO DE ACTIVIDADES QUE HICIMOS Y YO FUE RESOLVER
ROMPECABEZAS. PARA EL PRIMER ROMPECABEZAS LE DIJE A :  VAMOS A

VER SI PUEDES JUNTAR ESTOS DOS PEDAZOS Y HACER UN GATO.
TUVO 30 SEGUNDOS PARA TRATAR DE JUNTAR EL ROMPECABEZAS. ¢PIENSA
UD. QUE ~ _NO PUDO JUNTAR NINGUNO DE LOS PEDAZOS?

2 = 1 (Demonstrate a few raindom attempts

and s1mu1taneous1y say):

AQUI HAY ALGUNOS EJEMPLOS DEL ROMPECABEZAS INCOMPLETO.2 O PIENSA UD. QUE___

EBMPLETO EL ROMPECABEZAS DE LA SIGUIENTE MANERA?

1-2 (Bemonstrate)

0 points if parent pred1cts child will not sicceed.
Maximum item score: 1

30%




2. Cow. (Place the 2 pieces on the table before the parent in the position showr
below):

MOTHER EXAMINER

PARA EL ROMPECABEZAS SIGUIENTE LE DIJE A_ .~ . : AHORA JUNTA ESTOS D0S _
PEDAZOS Y HAZ UNA VACA.

___TUVO 30 SEGUNDOS PARA TRATAR DE JUNTAR EL ROMPECABEZAS:éPIENSA
Ub: QUE NO PUDO JUNTAR NINGUNO DE LOS PEDAZOS?

2 - 1 (Demonstrate a few random attempts
AQUI HAY ALGUNOS EJENMPLOS DEL ROMPECABEZAS INCOMPLETO:Z 0 PIENSA UD: QUE
COMPLETO EL ROMPECABEZAS DE LA SIGUIENTE MANERA?

1 - 2 (Demonstrate)

Score: 1 point if parent predicts child will succeed:
o points if parent predicts child will not succeed.

Maximum item score: 1




Score:

Subtest 2/p:3

3. carrot. (Place the 3 pieces on the table before the parent in the position shown

below) :

MOTHER EXAMINER
LUEGO LE BIJE A . AHORA PON ESTOS PEDAZOS JUNTOS Y HAZ UNA
ZANAHORIA— I TUVO 30 SEGUNDOS PARA TRATAR DE JUNTAR EL ROMPE-
CABEZAS. & PIENSA UD. Quzggggggg,, , NO PUDD JUNTAR NINGUNO DE LOS PEDAZOS?

3-2-1 (Bemonstrate by push1ng the parts
together and.simultaneously say):

HAY MUCHAS MANERAS DE NO JUNTAR EL ROMPECABEZAS. AQUI HAY

ub. QUE _ _COMPLETO EL ROMPECABEZAS ASI?

i - 2 - 3 [Demonstrate)
0, PIENSA UD: QUE COMPLETO SOLO PARTE DEL ROMPECABEZAS? UN EJEMPLO
DE COMO PONER LAS PARTES DEL ROMPECABEZAS JUNTAS, ES ASI:

3 - 3 (Demonstrate)

(Finally say to parent): 0.K. ,cPIEﬂSA UD. QUE______ _ NO JUNTO LAS PARTES
DEL ROMPECABEZAS PARA NADA, QUE COMPLETO EL ROMPECABEZAS; O QUE SOLO COMPLETO PARTE
DEL ROMPECABEZAS?

1 point for each cut parent correctly predicts child joined.

Maximum item score: 2 points s

-
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Sibtest 2/p-4

4. pear: (Place the & pieces on the table before the parent in the position shown

below): o
5 e e
MOTHER EXAMINER
 LUEGO LE DIJE A .. . AHORA VAMOS A JUNTAR ESTOS Y HACER UNA PERA JUGOSA.
TUYO 60 SEGUNDOS PARA TRATAR DE JUNTAR EL ROMPECABEZAS. ¢PIENSA UD.
QUE _ _ __NO PUDO JUNTAR NINGUNO DE LOS PEDAZOS?

4 -3 -2-1 (Demonstrate. Say):
AQUI HAY EJEMPLO DE COMO NO COMPLETAR EL ROMPECABEZAS. 0 ¢PIENSA UD. QUE___
COMPLETO EL ROMPECABEZAS ASI?
4-2-1-3. clockwise (Demonstrate)
DE COMO COMPLETAR EL ROMPECABEZAS. UN EJEMPLO ES EL SIGUIENTE:
4 =2 -1, clockeise (Demonstrate)
OTRO EJEMPLO ES EL SIGUIENTE:
4 = 2, clockwise (Demonstrate)

and say): O.K.,0PIENSA UD. QUE______ _ JUNTO TODAS LAS PARTES DEL ROMPE
CABEZAS ASI!:

4=2=1- 3 (Demonstrate)

0, PIENSA UD. QUE NO COMPLETO EL ROMPECABEZAS PARA NADA, O PIENSA UD
QUE JUNTO PARTES DEL ROMPECABEZAS?

(1f parent says full completion, ask): ZPIENSA UD. QUE_ _ COMPLETO EL
ROMPECABEZAS EN EXACTAMENTE 20 SEGUNDOS O MENOS?

(1f parent says a no completion, stop and record score: If parent says part
completion, run through partial demonstration again):
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(Cemonstrate. Say):: AQUI HAY EJEMPLO DE COMO NO COMPLETAR EL ROMPECABEZAS. 0

¢PIENSA UD. GQUE COMPLETO EL ROMPECABEZAS ASI?
6 - 3
4 -1
2 - 5 {(Demonstrate)
9; ¢PIENSA YD. QUE CONPLETO UNA PARTE DEL ROMPECABEZAS? PERMITAME
MOSTRARLE 5 EJEMPLOS DE PARTES COMPLETAS DEL ROMPECABEZAS. UN EJEMPLO ES EL SIGUIENTE:
6 - 3
4 -1
2 (Demonstrate)
AQUI ESTA EL SEGUNDO. EJEMPLO:
6 - 3
4
2 - 5 {Demonstrate)
EL TERCER EJEMPLO ES:
6 - 3
4 -
2 (Demonstrate)
SIGUE EL CUARTO EJEMPLO: i
6
)
2 (Demonstrate)
FINALMENTE; UN QUINTO EJEMPLO ES:
6 - ’ -
4 (Demonstrate)

(After this final demonstration; put puzzle parts back in the

6 -3
4 -1 7
2 - 5 position and say):
0.K:.; EPIENSA UD. QUE JUNTO EL ROMPECABEZAS COMPLETAMENTE ASI?
6 - 3
4 -1
2 = 5 (Demonstrate)
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Subtest 27p:5

4 - 2 - 1; clockwise (Demonstrate)
and
4 - 2, clockwiseé (Demonstrate)
Score: 1 point for each cut parent correctly predicts child joined.
Give 1 bonus point if the child comp]etes the puzzle perfectly in 20 seconds or

less:

Maximum item score: 5 (4 cuts, plus poss1b1e bonus point for speed)

Bear. (Place the 6 pieces on the table before the parent in the position as shown

5. 7
below):
MOTHER EXAMINER
PARA EL SIGUIENTE ROMPECABEZAS, LE DIJE A . AHORA VAMOS A YER SI PuEBE§

JUNTAR TODOS ESTOS PEDAZOS Y HACER UN 0SO.
~ TUVD 90 SEGUNDOS PARA TRATAR DE JUNTAR EL ROMPECABEZAS. & PIENSA

UD: QUE __NO JUNTO LOS PEDAZOS PARA NADA?
6 -5 -4
3-2-1

(left to right)
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“Subtest 2/p.7

0, ¢PIENSA UD. QUE NO COMPLETO EL ROMPECABEZAS PARA NADA? O, ¢PIENSA
UD. QUE JUNTO SOLO PARTE DEL ROMPECABEZAS?

(If parent says Full conp]et1on, ask): <EPIENSA-UD. QUE COMPLETO EL ROMPE=

EABEZAS EN EXACTAMENTE 45 SEGUNDOS O MENOS2 (If parent says yes, ask): &PIENSA UD.

QUE__ COMPLETO EL ROMPECABEZAS : PERFECTAMENTE EN 3Q:SEGURDOS O MENOS?

(1f parent says no completion; stop and record If parent says part completion, run

through partial demonstration again):

6 =3
4 -1

2 (Demonstrate)
and

6-3

2 = 5 (Demonstrate)
(Demonstrate)

2 (Deronstrate)
and
6
4 (Demonstrate)
§Egrgz 1 point for each cut parent correctly predicts child joined.

Giva 2 bonus points if the parent pred1cts child completes the puzzie perfectly

in 30 seconds or 1&ss. .
Give 1 bonus point if the parent pred1cts child completes the puzz]e perfectly

in 31—45 seconds.

Maximum item score: O (7 cuts, plus 2 possible bonus points for speed).
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Subtest 2/p.8

MOTHER EXAMINER

PARA EL ULTIMO ROMPECABEZAS, LE DIJE A~ : AHORA VAMBS A JUNTAR
ESTOS Y HACER UN PAJARO.

o TUVO 120 SEGUNDOS PARA TRATAR DE JUNTAR LOS PEDAZOS DEL
ROMPECABEZAS. ¢PIENSA UD: QUE NO JUNTO LOS PEDAZSS PARA NADA?

4
- 1 (pemonstrate. Say):

6 -5
3-2

AQUT HAY UN EJEMPLO DE COMO NO COMPLETAR EL ROMPECABEZAS. O ¢PIENSA UD. QUE
: COMPLETO EL ROMPECABEZAS ASI?

1-3-5 _
2'- 6 - 4 (Demonstrate)

0, ¢PIENSA UD: QUE COMPLETO PARTE DEL ROMPECABEZAS? PERMITAME MOSTRARLE

5 EJEMPLOS DE PARTES COMPLETAS DEL ROMPECABEZAS. UN EJEMPLO ES EL SIGUIENTE:
1-3-5
2-6 (Demonstrate)

AQUI ESTA EL SEGUNDO EJEMPLO:

(Demonstrate)

L]
[+ R &)

EL TERCER EJEMPLO ES: i

{Derionstrate)

>3

SIGUE EL CUARTO EJEMPLO: B -
(Demonstrate)
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Subtest 2/p.9

FINALIENTE, EL QUINTO EJEMPLO. ES:
i - 3 (Demonstrate)

(After this final demonstration, put puzzle parts back in the
1-3-5
2 -6 =14 position and say):

0.K.; ¢PIENSA UD. QUE JUNTO EL ROMPECABEZAS- COMPLETAMENTE, ‘ASI?

1-3-5 :
. 2 -6 -4 (Demonstrate)
0, ¢PIENSA UD. QUE ) NO COMPLETO EL ROMPECABEZAS PARA NADA? 0, ¢PIENSA
UD. QUE . . ____COMPLETO PARTE DEL ROMPEEABEZAS?
(1f parents say full completion, ask): yp. PIENSA QUE.__ '  COMPLETO EL ROMPE-
CABEZAS PERFECTAMENTE EN 60 SEGUNDOS © MENGS? (If parent says yes, ask): ¢PIENSA
QUE COMPLETO EL ROMPFCABEZAS PERFECTAMENTE EN 30 SEGUNDOS 0- VENES? ( f
parent says part comp1et1on, run through part1a1 demonstration again):
1-3-5
2 -6 (Demonstrate)
and,
1-3
2-6 (Demonstrate)
and,
1-3=5
2 (Demonstrate)
and,

1-3-5 (Demonstrate)
‘1 =3 (Demonstrate)

Score: 1 point for each cut parent correctly predicts child joined.
Give 2 bonus po1nbs jf the- parent predicts child completed the puzz]e perféct]y

in 30 seconds or less: )
Give 1 bonus point if the parent predicts the child completed the puzzle perfectly

in 60 seconds or less.
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Subtest 3. Memoria Pictografica

Materials
1 pictorial memory card (in the Card Book)

I’ | i . 3 l
Give test to all parents.

Procedure
DESPUES DE LOS ROMPECABEZAS, LE DIJE A : TE VOY A ENSENAR UNOS RETRATOS
BE COSAS. DESPUES LOS QUITO PARA VER DE CUANTAS COSAS TE RECUERDAS. AQUI ESTAN.
(Open the Card Book to the Pictorial Memory Card and place it on the table in front
of parent.)
EN SEGUIDA LE DIJE A : MIRA CON CUIDADO. TENEMOS UN BOTON, UN TENEDOR,

UN PAPER-CLIP, UN CABALLO, UN CANDABO Y UN LAPIZ.
TUVO 10 SEGUNDOS PARA VER LOS RETRATOS. BDESPUES DE 15

SEGUNDOS YO DIJE: AHORA DIME LO QUE VISTE. _TUVO 90 SEGUNMDOS
PARA CONTESTAR. &¢DE CUANTAS COSAS PIENSA UD. QUE SE RECORDO?
(Open booklet and keep in. front of parent for inspection).

Score: 1 point for prediction of each object correctly recalled.
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Subtest 4. Conocimiento de Palabras

Materials

5 picture vocabulary cards
7 cards for Part 2 with acceptable 1 and 2 answers and nonacceptable answers.

Jest Limits

For parents of children below 5 years of age'begin with Part I. Administer Part 11
only if parent predicts that child received at least 6 points on Part I.

For parents of children who are 5 and above, begin with Part II. If parent predicts
child scored above O on both items 1 and item 2 in Part 1I, give full credit for

part 1 (9 points). Otherwise, complete administration of Part II and then administer
Part I.

Discontinue testing if parent pred1cts child received less than 6 points on Part I.
Discontinue testing on Part II after predictions of 4 consecutive failures on that

Procedure

Part 1. Vocabulario de Ilustracidnes
Cérd 1. Turn to Picture Vocabulary Card 1 in the Card Bdék and p1ace it on the
table in front of parent

LUEGD LE MOSTRE ESTA TARJETA A ' (Demonstrate to parent) LE DIJE A
ENSERAME LA MANZANA.

¢PIENSA UD: QUE . _ ME MOSTRO LA MANZANA?

ZPIENSA UD. QUE _______ME MOSTRO EL ARBOL?

CUANDO LE PEDI A ENSENAME LA CASA. &PIENSA UD. QUE.___ ) ME

MOSTRO LA CASA?

:QUE TAL LA MUJER? &PIENSA UD. QUE___ __ ME MOSTRO LA MUJER?

FINALMENTE, CUANDO LE PEDI A . MUESTRAME LA VACA. ¢PIENSA UD. QUE

__ ME MOSTRO LA VACA?

Cards 2-5. Present cards 2-5 at a time.

LUEGO LE MOSTRE 4 TARJETAS A , UNA POR UNA Y LE PREGUNTE: &QUE ES ESTO?
CUANDO LE PEDI A QUE ME DIJERA QUE ES ESTO (Show parent picture of clock)

¢PIENSA UD: QUE ME CONTESTO CORRECTAMENTE? LAS RESPUESTAS ACEPTABLES

FUERON COSAS COMO RELOJ DE PARED O DE PUNO, 0 TIC TOC.

CUANDO LE PEDI A QUE ME DIJERA QUE ES ESTO (Show mother p1cture of

sailboat); ZPIENSA UD: QUE ME CONTESTO CORRECTAMENTE? LAS RESPUESTAS

ACEPTABLES FUERON COSAS COMO BARCO DE VELA; O BARCO: _
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Subtest 4/p.2

CUANDO LE PEDI A QUE ME DIJERA QUE ES ESTO (Show mother
picture of flower), ZPIENSA UD. QUE_ _ __ ME CONTESTO CORRECTAMENTE?
LAS RESPUESTAS ACEPTABLES FUERON COSAS COMO FLOR, O EL NOMBRE DE CIERTA FLOR
POR EJEMPLO ROSA 0 MARGARITA.

CUANDO LE PEDI A ~_QUE ME DIJERA QUE ES ESTO (Show mother picture
of purse); ¢PIENSA UD:. QUE ME CONTESTO CORRECTAMENTE? RESPUESTAS
ACEPTABLES FUERON BOLSO, BOLSA, O BOLSA™DE MANO.

Score: 1 point for prediction of each correct response.

Maximum score on Card 1: 5

Maximum score on Cards 2-5: 4

Maximum score on Part I: 9

Part II. Vocabulario Oral

Procedire
“LE DIJE A _ _ _ : AHORA TE VOY A PREGUNTAR SOBRE ALGUNAS PALABRAS.
ALGUNAS SON FACILES Y. OTRAS SON DURAS, PERO_QUIERO_QUE ME DIGAS TODAS LAS QUE TU
SABES:
PRIMERO LE PREGUNTE A : ¢QUE ES UNA TOALLA? &¢QUE PIENSA UD. QUE_

CONTESTO? LOS NINOS DE ESCUELA PRE-PRIMARIA POR LO GENERAL DAN RESPUESTAS

DISTINTAS CUANDO SE LES PIBE QUE EXPLIQUEN PALABRAS. AQUI TIENE UD. ALGUNAS DE LAS

POSIBLES RESPUESTAS QUE LOS NIROS PUEDEN DAR (Show the mothers the 5x7 cards).

TOME NOTA DE QUE HAY TRES (3) GRUPOS DE POSIBLES RESPUESTAS CON DOS (2) EJEMPLOS
EN CADA GRUPO. ¢&CUAL BE ESTOS GRUPGS PIENSA UD. QUE TIENE LA CLASE DE RESPUESTAS

QUE DIO CUANDO LE PREGUNTE: QUE ES UNA TOALLA?

A CONTINUACION LE PREGUNTE A : ¢QUE ES UN ABRIGO? ¢QUE PIENSA UD.

QUE _ CONTESTO? (Show mother next 5x7 card and ask:) &CUAL DE ESTOS
GRUPOS PIENSA UD. QUE TIENE LA CLASE DE RESPUESTAS QUE___ _ D10 CUANDD LE
PREGUNTE: QUE ES UN ABRIGO?

LUEGO LE PREGUNTE A : :QUE ES UN FIERRO7UNA HERRAMIENTA? 'ééUE PIENSA
UD. QUE CONTESTO? (Show mother 5x7 card and ask:) &CUAL DE ESTOS
GRUPOS PIENSA UD. QUE TIENE LA CLASE DE RESPUESTAS QUE DIO CUANDO

LE. PREGUNTE: QUE ES UN FIERRO/UNA HERRAMIENTA?

DESPUES LE PREGUNTE A : &QUE ES HILO? ¢QUE PIENSA UD. QUE

CONTESTO? (Show mother 5x7 card and ask:) ¢CUAL DE ESTOS GRUPOS PTENSA Ub. QUE

TIENE LA CLASE DE RESPUESTAS QUE DIO CUANDO LE PREGUNTE: QUE ES HILO?
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Score:

Subtest 4/p.3

LUEGO LE PREGUNTE A : ¢QUE ES UNA FABRICA? ¢QUE PIENSA UD. QUE
CONTESTO? (Show mother 5x7 card and ask:) &¢CUAL DE ESTOS

GRUPOS PIENSA UD. QUE TIENE LA CLASE DE RESPUESTAS QUE DIO CUANDO LE

PREGUNTE: QUE ES UNA FABRICA?

A CONTINUACION LE PREGUNTE A_— : {QUE ES ENCOGER? ¢QUE PIENSA UD.

QUE CONTESTO? (Show mother 5x7 card and ask:) &CUAL DE ESTOS GRUPOS

PIENSA UD. QUE TIENE LA CLASE DE RESPUESTAS QUE DIO CUANDD LE

PREGUNTE: QUE ES ENCOGER?
LUEGD LE PREGUNTE A .~ ____: (QUE ES UN EXPERTO? ¢&QUE PIENSA UD. QUE

_ CONTESTO? (Show mother 5x7 card and ask:) &CUAL DE ESTOS GRUPOS
PIENSA UD. QUE TIENE LA CLASE DE RESPUESTAS QUE DIO CUANDO LE

PREGUNTE: QUE ES UN_EXPERTO?

DESPUES LE PREGUNTE A . (QUE ES UN MES? ¢QUE :PIENSA UD:. QUE

_ CONTESTO? (Show fiother 5x7 card and ask:) &CUAL DE ESTOS ERUPOS
PIENSA UD. QUE TIENE LA CLASE DE RESPUESTAS QUE DI0 CUANDD LE
PREGUNTE: QUE ES UN MES?

LUEGO LE PREGUNTE A . : "iQUE ES UN COMCIERTO? ZQUE PIENSA UD: QUE
 CONTESTO? (Show mother 5x7 card and ask:) ¢CUAL DE ESTOS GRUPOS

PIENSA UD. QUE TIENE LA CLASE DE RESPUESTAS QUE__ _ D10 CUANDO LE

PREGUNTE: QUE ES UN CONCIERTO?

DESPUES LE PREGUNTE A . ¢QUE ES FIEL? &QUE PIENSA UD. QUE

CONTESTO? (Show mother 5x7 card and ask:) ¢CUAL DE ESTOS GRUPOS PIENSA UD. QUE

TIENE LA CLASE DE RESPUESTAS QUE_______ DIO CUANDO LE PREGUNTE: QUE ES FIEL?

2. 1, 0 points according to scoring standards set in child manual (p.70).
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Subtest 5. Preguntas Numéricas

Begin with item 1 for all parents: Discontinue after prediction of 4 consecutive

failures.

Procedure

10.

11:

A CONTINUACION LE HICE ALGUNAS PREGUNTAS NUMERICAS A ;
CUANDO LE PREGUNTE A : :CUANTAS OREJAS TIENES? &PIENSA UD. QUE EL/ELLA

ELLA ME CONTESTO LA RESPUESTA CORRECTA,; 27

LE PREGUNTE A . CUANTAS NARICES TIENES? ¢PIENSA UD. QUE EL/ELLA

ME CONTESTO, 1?

LUEGO LE PREGUNTE A . iCUANTAS_CABEZAS TIENES? ¢PIENSA UD. QUE

ME DIJO QUE TIENE UNA CABEZA?

LUEGO LE PREGUNTE A . 2SI TIENES 2 JUGUETES_Y TE DOY UNO MAS, CUANTOS
JYGUETES TENDRIAS? ¢PIENSA UD.QUE ME DIJO 37

DESPUES LE DIJE A:-. - IMAGINATE QUE TIENES CUATRO GLOBOS. SI LA

MITAD DE ELLOS SE TE REVIENTAN (CUANTOS TE QUEDAN? ¢PIENSA UD. QUE EL/ELLA CONTESTO
CORRECTAMENTE ; DICIENDO 27

LUEGO LE DIJE A _ _ . ST YO TENGO SEIS DULCES EN CADA MAND, &CUANTOS
DULCES TENGO CON TODOS? ¢PIENSA UD. QUE EL/ELLA DIJO LA RESPUESTA CORRECTA; 6
DULCES?

DESPUES LE DIJE A : . §I TIENES NUEVE CENTAVOS Y PIERDES DOS;
¢CUANTOS_TE QUEDAN? ¢PIENSA UD. QUE EL/ELLA ME CONTESTO CORRECTAMENTE 77

LUEGO LE DIJE A . SI yOY A LA TIENDA Y COMPRO UNA DOCENA DE MANZANAS,
iCUANTAS MANZANAS TENGO? ¢PIENSA UD. QUE _ME DIJO QUE TENDRIA 12 HANZANAS?
A CONTINUACION LE DIJE A . UNA_CAJA_DE CRAYOLAS/COLORES CUESTA VEINTI=

RUEVE CENTAVOS Y UN LIBROAEARAAEOLOREAR]PINTAR CUESTA VEINTITRES CENTAVOS. ¢CUANTOS
CENTAVOS MAS CUESTAN LAS CRAYOLAS QUE EL LIBRO PARA COLOREAR/PINTAR? ¢PIENSA UD. QUE

ME DIJO 6 CENTAVOS?
SARA EL PROXIMO PROBLEMA LE DIJE: SI COMPRAS UNA PELOTITA POR VEINTE CENTAVOS,
{CUANTA FERIA TE DARIAN DE UN DOLAR? ¢PIENSA UD. QUE ___EONTESTO

CORRECTAMENTE DICIENDO .80 CENTAVOS?
LUEGO LE DIJE: ESTOY PENéANDQAENAUNANUNERe SEERETG §i L6 FULTihLitcgpbagnas Y HE

PARA EL ULTIMO PROBLEMA LE DIJE A . CUATRO NINDS COJPARTIERON/SE

REPARTIERON 12 GALLETAS, SI CADA NINO RECIBIO EL MISMO NUMERO DE GALLETAS, LCUANTAS

GALLETAS TIENE CADA UNO? ¢PIENSA UD. QUE EL/EELA CONTESTO CORRECTAHENTE 3?
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Subtest 6. Sucesidon de dar Golpecitos/Palmaditas

_ L
Xy1ophone
Mallet

Test Eimits
Begin with item 1 for all parents. If parent predicts that child will correctly
play the tune on any one of 3 trials, proceed with items 2-8, and discontinue after
2 consecutive failures:

Procedure

Place the xylophone in front of the parent. YO LE DIJE A . : MIRA Y

PON ATENCION Y MIRA SI PUEDES TOCAR LA VISMA CANCION

1-2-3-4), ¢PIENSA UD. QUE REPRODUJO CORRECTAMENTE TODO EL MODELO QUE
YO LE PRESENTE? ¢PARTE DE EL? &0 PIENSA UD: QUE | LE D10 A LAS TECLAS
AL AZAR?

If the parent predicted that the child did not reproduce the correct sequence ZPIENSA
UD. QUE TOCARIA LA SEQUENCIA DESPUES DE 2 o 3 VECES SI LE MUESTRO DE NUEVO?

Score: 2 po1nts 1f parent predlcts the sequence was correct]y reproduced

0 points if parent predicts child cannot reproduce sequence.

Maximum item score: 2
If parent predicts child p1ayed item 1 correct]y (i.e. received 2 p01nts for best
trial) continue with items 2-8, demonstrating each sequence. For each item.
LUEGO LE DIJE A . MIRA-Y PON ATENCION, Y MIRA SI PUEDES TOCAR LA
MISMA CANCION. ESTA VEZ Et]EttA SOLO TUVO UNA OPORTUNIDAD. &PIENSA UD. QUE___
TOCO LA CANCION CORRECTAMENTE?
(Before p1ay1ng tune number 2 say: )
¢PIENSA UD. QUE EL/ELLA TOCO ESTA CANEION CORRECTAMENTE? (Do this before sach of
the remaining times).

(2) 1-3-4

(3) 2-3-1

(4) 4-1-2-3

(5) 2-3-1-4

(6) 1-4-3-2-3

(7) 4-2-3-1-2 LA

(8) 1-2-8-3-2-1 321 v )




Materials
6 cards with words printed on them (Pa’i‘t I)
1 card with Story printed on it (Part II)
- Test Limits
Bégﬁi with Part I for all p’éiﬂéhtﬁ D1scont1nue pred1ct1"o’h’§ of 3 consecutive failures.
If parent predicts child earned 8 or more pomts (out of 36) on Part I; give Part II:

» o
Part I. Palabras y Oraciones
A CONTINUACION LE DIJE UNAS PALABRAS A . Y LE PEDI ME DIJERA CUANTAS SE
RECORDABA. ESTO FUE LO QUE LE DIJE A : AHORA VOY A DECIR ALGUNAS

PALABRAS Y QUIERO VER CUANTAS DE ELLAS ME PUEDES REPETIR/DECIR PARA ATRAS. ESPERA A
QUE LAS DIGAS TODAS ANTES DE QUE EMPIECES A CONTESTAR. ESCUCHA.

CUANDO LE DIJE ESTAS PALABRAS A — (Present first 3x5 card and say words:)
JUGUETE-SILLA-LUZ; $CUANTAS PALABRAS PIENSA UD. QUE REPITIO CORRECTAMENTE,
Y PIENSA UD. QUE LAS PALABRAS CORRECTAS FUERON REPETIDAS EN EL ORDEN CORRECTO?

_ NO TUVO ESTA TARJETA ENFRENTE DE EL/ELLA. TUVO QUE HACERLO DE MEMORIA
:DE ACUERDO? DE LA PRIMERA TARJETA ¢CUANTAS PALABRAS PIENSA UD. QUE REPITIO CORRECTA-
MENTE? (After parent response say:) ¢PIENSA UD. QUE LAS PALABRAS CORRECTAS FUERON
REPETIDAS EN EL ORDEN CORRECTO? (If parent says no ask her:) ¢EN QUE ORDEN PIENSA UD.
QUE_ . ________DIJO LAS PALABRAS?

Repeat procedure for items 2-4.
mufieca-oscuro-abrigo.
después-color-chistose —hoy.
alrededor-porque-debajo-nunca.

w. N

450

Score for items 1-4: Score 1 point for each word predicted to be correctly repeated.

PARA LAS PALABRAS SIGUIENTES LE PEDI A QUE DIJERA:
5. EL NINO LE DECIA ADIOS A SU_PERRO CADA MARANA ANTES DE IRSE A LA ESCUELA:

YC LE DI PUNTOS A_ ST EL/ELLA REPITIO LAS PALABRAS PRINCIPALES QUE UD.

VE SUBRAYADAS (read words to mother) &CUANTAS DE ESTAS PALABRAS PRINCIPALES PIENSA

UD. QUE REPITIO? NO IMPORTA SI NO LAS DIJO EN ORDEN.

6. LUEGO LE LEI LA SIGUIENTE ORACION A : LA NINA LE AMARRO UNA CINTA
ROSADA MUY BONITA A SU MURECA ANTES DE SALIR.

(Repeat directions to parents).




Subtest 7/p:2

Score for items 5 and 6: Based on the prediction of the reproduction of key words. Give

1 point for each key word repeated:

_Maximum score on Part I: 30

Part

II. Cuento

LUEGD LE LET UN CUENTO A Y LE PEDI QUE LO REPITIERA. EL/ELLA NO TUVO

QUE REPETIRLO PALABRA POR PALABRA. SOLO TUVO-QUE REPETIRLO LO MEJOR POSIBLE. ESTAS

SON LAS INSTRUCCIONES QUE LE DI A
AHORA TE VOY A LEER UN CUENTO CHIQUITO:. ESCUCHA CON CYIDADO, Y A VER QUE TAN BIEN

ME LD PUEDES DECIR PARA ATRAS. NO ME LO TIENES QUE DECIR PALABRA POR PALABRA. NADBA
MAS DIME EL CUENTO LO.MEJOR QUE PUEDAS.

"UN DIA, DESPUES DE LA ESCUELA, ROBERTO IBA A LA TIENDA: EN SU CAMINO Vi0 A UNA

SENORA QUE TRAIA CARTAS A UN BUZON. DE REPENTE, EL AIRE LE VOLO LAS CARTAS A LA CALLE:

ROBERTO GRITO, "iYQ SE LAS TRAIGD!" MIRO A LOS DOS LABOS Y Vi6 QUE NO VENIAN CARROS.
CORRIO A LA CALLE Y LEVANTO TODAS LAS CARTAS. LA SERORA _ESTABA MUY CONTENTA DE

RECIBIR SUS CARTAS OTRA VEZ. ELLA LE DIO LAS GRACIAS A ROBERTO POR SER UN NIRO MUY

BUENO Y POR HABERLE AYUDADO.
“CUANDO YO LE PEDI A QUE ME REPITIERA EL CUENTO DE LA MEJOR MANERA

POSIBLE, ¢PIENSA UD. QUE _SE RECORDO DE O MENCIONG EL HECHO DE QUE:

EL EUENTO ES SOBRE UN NINO?
Palabras aceptadas que é1/7ella pudo haber usado fueron palabras como Roberto; Tomas

(o cualquier otro nombre de n1nos), muchacho, nifio. Palabras de esa clase fueron

aceptadas como correctas."
HAY UNA MUJER EN EL CUENTO 7
_.__pudo haber usado palabras como mujer; sefiora; madre, abuela o un

nombre eome Sefiora Garcia."

QUE EL CUENTO ES SOBRE CARTAS
~ pudo haber usado palabras como carta, correo, tarjeta."

QUE EL NINO IBA EN CAMINU A LA TIENDA
Por ejemplo, __pudo haber dicho que el nifio iba caminando, corriendo a

la tienda, al supermercado o a la tienda de comestibles:'

QUE EL NIRO SE ENCONTRO CON ALGUIEN 7
pudo haber usado palabras como vid, encontrd: mird.

QUE ALGO VOLO
.__pudo haber dicho.que el viento vold a1go o que algo vo]o.

QUE EL NINO LE DIJO A LA SENORA QUE LE IBA A AYUDAR

se las encuentro:”



Subtest 7/p.3
"QUE EL NINO TUVO MUEHO CUIDADO EN IR A LA CALLE, A LA CUNETA, AL CAMINO
Por ejemplo; el nifio tuvo mucho cuidado en ver a los dos lades de la calle a ver si
venian carros."
"QUE EL NINO PERSIGUIO, RECOGIO, O REGRESO LAS CARTAS A LA MUJER"
"QUE LA MUJER SE ALEGRO PORQUE EL NINO LE DIO LAS CARTAS"

"QUE LA SERNORA LE DIO LAS GRACIAS AL NINO POR SER TAN BUENO O POR HABERLA AYUDADO"

Score: 1 point for each item predicted to-be remembered

Waximum score on Part 1I: 11




Subtest 8. Orientacidn de Derecha e Izquierda

.

Picture of a boy (in the Card Book)
Test Limits

only administer this subtest to parents whose child is over age 5 (over 4 years; 10
months ; 16 days). .
Begin with item 1. Discontinue after failure on 5 consecutive items:. To fail a 2-
part item (e.g., items 3, 8, and 9), the parent has to predict O on both parts of the
item; otherwise the item is considered baSSéd;

Procedure
(Sit on same side as the parent, but first explain that when you tested _ _
you were sitting opposite her child).
LUEGO LE HICE UNAS PREGUNTAS A PARA VER Si EL/ELLA SABE SU DERECHA Y SU

.~ IZQUIERDA. LA PRIMERA PREGUNTA QUE LE HICE A - _ ~_ FUE"
i ENSERAME TU MANO DERECHA:

¢PIENSA UD. QUE_  ME MOSTRO SU MANO DERECHA? (Demoastrate)

2. LUEGC LE PREGUNTE A : ¢CUAL ES TU OREJA I1ZQUIERDA?
¢PIENSA UD. QUE ME MOSTRO SU OREJA IZQUIERDA? (Demonstrate)
3. LUEGO LE DIJE A — - — —: CON-TU MANO IZQUIERDA, TOCA TU 0JO DERECHO:
EN ESTE CASO LE PREGUNTE DOS COSAS A . (demonstrate) &PIENSA UD. QUE
HIZO LAS DOS COSAS CORRECTAMENTE; SOLO UNA ; O NINGUNA?

4, LUEGO LE DIJE A : PON TU BARBA EN TU MANO IZQUIERDA. 7
¢PIENSA UD. QUE._ PUSO SU BARSA EN SU MANO I1ZQUIERDA? (demonstrate)

5. PARA LA PROXIMA ACTIVIDAD LE DIJE A : CRUZA TU RODILLA IZQUIERDA A
LA DERECHA. S
¢PIENSA UD:QUE CRUZO SU RODILLA IZGUIERDA SOBRE LA RODILLA DERECHA?

- {Demonstrate)
6.  (Turn to the last card; Roger; in the Card Book and place it on the table in front
of the parent and you). .
PARA LAS PROXIMAS ACTIVIDADES LE MOSTRE A 'ESTE RETRATO DE UN NINO, ¥ LE
PREGUNTE MAS SOBRE DERECHA E IZQUIERDA.
PRIMERO LE DIJE A : ESTE NINO SE LLAMA ROGELIO. —ENSERAME LA RODILLA
IZQUIERDA DE ROGELIQ. '
¢PIENSA UD. QUE - ME MOSTRO LA RODILLA IZQUIERDA DE ROGELIO?

(Demonstrate).
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Score:

Subtest 8/p:2
DESPUES DE ESTO LE PREGUNTE A : ENSERAME EL CODO DERECHO DE ROGELIO.
¢PIENSA UD. QUE —ME MOSTRO EL CODO DERECHO DE ROGELIO? (Demonstrate):

LUEGO LE DIJE A : ENSERAME EL PIE IZQUIERDO DE ROGELIO CON TU MANO

DERECHA.

PARA ESTA ACTIVIDAD LE PEDI A DOS COSAS. (demonstrate). <PIENSA UD.
QUE HIZO LAS DOS COSAS CORRECTAMENTE, SOLO UNA, O NINGUNA?

FINALMENTE LE DIJE A- . PON TU MANQ DERECHA EN EL HOMBRO BERECHO DE

ROGELIO.

OE NUEVO, LE PREGUNTE DOS COSAS-A .- _ . . (Demonstrate). ZPIENSA UD. QUE

HIZO LAS DOS COSAS CORRECTAMENTE, SOLO UNA, O NINGUNA?

1 point for each item (or each part of an item having 2 parts) answered correctly:

Maximum test score: 12
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Subtest 12. Dibujar-un=Disefic

Test

Drawing Booklet
Pages with 2; 1 and O point responses for each item

Procedure :

Score: go according to criteria set in MSCA manual (p.99).

Eimits

Begin with item 1 for all parents. Discontinue after predictions of 3 Consecutive
failures. If parent predicts child earned 1 or more points on Draw-A-Design, give
Draw-A-Child (Test 13). If parent predicts child received no credit on Draw-A-Design,
proceed to Test 14. '

Y LE PEDI QUE ME DIBUJARA UNOS DISEROS
IGUALES. NO TUVO LIMITACIONES. YO LE DIJE A_ _ _:VAMOS A VER.HAZ TUS
DISENOS AQUI. (point to the blank bottom half):

LUEGO LE MOSTRE UNOS DISEROS A

EL PRIMER DISENO QUE LE MOSTRE A~ . _FUE UN CIRCULO. (Show parent pictire
Gf item 1 in Drawing Booklet): ¢CUAL DE ESTGS DIBUJOS PEINSA UD. QUE SE PARECE MAS
At QUE HIZO 2 (Present to the parent the card with different circle

drawings).

Repeat procedure with items 2-9. Use scoring on pps. 101-=111 in manual.

Maxifuf test score: 19




Subtest 13. Dibujar-un=Nifio

Materials
Draw1ng Book]et

Pages with 2, 1, and O responses for each part of draw1ng

Test Limits .
Administer only if parent pradicts child earned 1 or more points on Draw-a-Design
Procedure
DESPUES DE LOS DIBUJOS DE DISENOS, LE PEDI A QUE DIBUJARA UN NINO/UMA
NIRA (depending on sex of child). NO HUBO LIMITACION DE TIEMPO. ESTO FUE LO QUE LE
DIJE A . VAMOS_A VER. AHORA DIBUJA UN NINO/UNA NIRA EN ESTA PAGINA.
(Show page to parent). HAZLO LO. MAS BONITO QUE PUEDAS. ASE L0/LA DIBUJES
COMPLETO(A).
(CUAL DE ESTOS DIBUJOS PIENSA UD. QUE SE PARECE MAS AL DIBUJO QUE HIZO
! DE LA CABEZA? ¢0 PIENSA UD:. QUE ' NO DIBUJO UNA CABEZA PARA NADA? (Present
| page with different head drawings).

Score: go according to criteria set in child manual (pps. 113-114)

Repeat procedure with hair, eyes, nose, mouth, neck, trunk, am and hands, attachment of
of arm, legs and feet. (Scoring on pps: 114-121):

Maximum test score: 20
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Subtest 14. Memoria Numérica

Materials
1 card with numbers 1isted for each item (Part 1) trial 1 and 2
i card with numbers listed for each item (Part II) trial 1 and 2

Test Limits
Begin with Part I for all parents. Discontinue after predictions of failiure on both
trials of any item. If parent predicts child earned 3 or more points on Part I; give

Part I: Series Delanteras
Procedure
LUEGO HICINMOS UNA ACTIVIDAD DE MEMORIA NUMERICA: PRIMERO PRACTICAMOS. PRIMERO LE
DjJE A : AHORA VAMOS A VER QUE BIEN DICES LOS NUMERQS. ESEUCHA. DI
DS. ‘(pause). AHBRA DI SEIS. . ‘
ESTO FUE PRACTIEA:. LUEGO LE PEDI A . QUE REPITIERA ALGUNAS SEQUENCIAS
DE NUMEROS. PRIMERO LE PEDI QUE DIJERA 5-8. (Present card with number sequence for
item a, but tell parcnt child was not shown card) &PIENSA UD. QUE .
REPITIO LA SEQUEMCIA DE 5-8 CORRECTAMENTE?
(1f parent predicts the child could not repeat sequence, say:) _TUVG OTRA
OPORTUNIDAD CON OTROS DOUS NUMEROS: 4-9. (Show parent the card). ¢PIENSA UD. QUE

_ _ REPITIO ESTA SEQUENCIA DE.4=9 CCRRECTAMENTE?

Repeat procedure with items 2-6.
Trial 1 Trial 2
6-9-2 5-8-3

w N

3-8-1-4 6-1-8-5

4-1-6-9-2 9-4-1-8-3
5-2-9-6-1-4 8-5-2-9-4-6

Oy U1 &

8-6-3-5-2-9-1 , 5-3-8-2-1-9-6

Score: 2 points for prediction of correct repetition on trial i

1 point for prediction of correct repetition on trial 2

Maximum score on Part I: 12




Subtest 14/p.2

Part II: Series al Revés

o
LUEGO LE PEDI A ____QUE DIJERA ALGUNOS NUMEROS; PERO AL REVES. ESTO FUE LO
QUE LE DIJE A : AHORA QUIERO QUE ME DIGAS MAS MUMEROS. ESTA VEZ QUIERO QUE

ME LOS DIGAS AL REVES. MIRA, SI YO BIGO TRES-CINCG, TU DICES CINCO=TRES. ¢ENTENDIDQ?
¢QUE DICES SI YO DIGO TRES=CINCO?

ESTO FUE PRACTICA. LUEGO LE PEDI A QUE REPITIERA ALGUNAS SEQUENCIAS DE
NUMEROS AL REVES. PRIMERO LE PEDI QUE DIJERA ESTOS NUMEROS AL REVES: 9-6. (show parent
the card) EPIENSA UD. QUE REPITIO ESTA SEQUENCIA AL REVES CORRECTAMENTE? ES

OPORTUNIDAD A-—__ CON OTROS DOS NUMEROS: 4-1. (show parent the card). IPIENSA
UD. QUE REPITIO ESTA SEQUENCIA AL REVES CORRECTAMENTE? ES DECIR; ¢DIJO 1-47
Repeat procedure with items 2-5:
Trial 1 Trial 2
1. 9-6 4-1
2. 1-8-3 2-5-8
5. 5=2=4=9 6=-1-8-3
4. 1-6-3-8-5 6-9-5-2-8
5. 4-9-6-2-1-5 3-8-1-6-2-9

score: 2 po1nts for pred1ction of correct repet1t1on on trial 1

Maximum_score on Part 1I: 10




Subtest 15. Fluidez Verbal

Materaa S
4 cards with examples of acceptab]e and non acceptab]e responses
Test Limits
Give the entire test to the parent
Procedure :
LUEGO LE PEDI A QUE NOMBRARA TANTAS COSAS €OMO PUBIERA EN POCO TIEMPO.
.LA PRIMERA ACTIVIDAD TUVO QUE VER ©ON uCGSAS PARA COMER." ESTO FUE LO QUE LE DIJE
A : VAMOS A VER DE (.ANTAS COSAS DIFERENTES PARA COMER TE RECUERDAS ANTES
DE_QUE YO TE-DIGA QUE PARES: TU SABES, COMO TORTILLAS Y PAPAS: LISTO; COMIENZA/EMPIEZA.
. #Avo 20 SEGUNDOS PARA NOMBRAR COSAS DIFERENTES PARA COMER. ¢CUANTAS

COSAS PARA COMER BIENSA UD. QUE . NOHMBRO? AQUI TIENE UD. EJEMPLOS DE DOS

GRUPOS DE RESPUESTAS POSIBLES: (Show parent 3x5 card and read the examples. Point to

the first group and say:) <CUANTAS COSAS DIFERENTES PARA COMER COMO ESTAS, NOMBRO

, SI ES QUE NOMBRO ALGUNAS7 (Next, point to the second group and say: )
¢CUANTAS COSAS DIFERENTFS PARA COMER COMO ESTAS NOMBRO _, SI ES QUE NOMBRO
ALGUNAS?

. LUEGO-LE DIJE A.: iQUE BIEN! AHORA VAMOS A VER DE CUANTOS ANIMALES DIFERENTES
TE PUEDES ACORDAR ANTES DE QUE YO DIGA QUE PARES: TU SABES, COMO GATO Y 0S0:LISTO;

EWPIEZA. ,
cOMO LA VEZ ANTERIOR, - . TuUvo 20 SEGUNDOS PARA NOMBRAR DIFERENTES €LASES DE
ANIMALES: ¢CUANTOS ANIMALES DIFERENTES PIENSA UD: QUE NOMBRO DEL PRIMER

GRUPO? &Y DEL SEGUNDO GRUPO? AQUI TIENE UD. EJEMPLOS DE DOS GRUPOS DE RESPUESTAS
POSIBLES: (Show parent the 3x5 card and read examples. Repeat procedure as in " food").
DESPUES DE LA ACTIVIDAD DE ANIMALES. LE PEDI A : AHORA TRATA DE DECIRME

DE TBBAS LAS COSAS PARA VESTIRSE ANTES DE Q;E TE DIGA QUE PARES. TU SABES, COMO ZAPATOS.

LISTO, EMPIEZA. )
DE NUEVO, TUVD 20 SEGUNDOS PARA RESPONDER: ¢CUANTAS COSAS DIFERENTES

PARA VESTIRSE PIENSA UD. QUE IMER

NOMBRO DEL PRIMER GRUPO? &Y DEL SEGUNDO GRUPO’
AQUI TIENE EJEMPLOS DE DOS GRUPOS DE POSIBLES RESPUESTAS. (Show parent the 3x5 card
and read the examp]es)

POR ULTIMO LE DIJE A . AHORA VAMOS A VER DE CUANTAS COSAS PARA PASEAR
TE ACUERDAS_ANTES DE QUE YO DIGA QUE PARES. TU SABES, COMO UN BUS. LISTO, EMPIEZA.
COMO ANTES, TUVO 20 SEGUNDOS PARA CONTESTAR. ¢CUANTAS COSAS DIFERENTES
PARA PASEAR PIENSA UD. QUE _____NOMBRO DEL PRIMER GRUPO? ¢Y DEL SEGUNDO GRUPO?

AGUI TIENE EJEMPLOS DE DOS GRUPOS DE POSIBLES RESPUESTAS: (Show the parent the 3x5

card and read examples).
§Eﬁre 1 po1nt for each predicted acceptable response up to a maximum of 9 for each 1tém.

Max1muLtesu 36 331




subtest 16. Contar y Clasificar

Materials
10 1 inch cubes
2 pieces of cardboard, each 5x8 inches
est Limits
If parent pred1cted that child passed 9 or more:items on Number Quest1ons (test 5)
give full credit (9 po1nts) on Eeunting and Sort1hg Otherwise, administer Counting

and Sert1ng; beg1nn1ng with item 1. Discontinue after pred1ct1ons of 4 consecutive
faiiuféé;

Prgcedure
(P1ace 8 blocks on the table in random erder, between the parent and the exam1ner)

EL PROXIMO GRUPO DE ACTIVIDADES QUE HICE CON TUVO QUE VER COMTAR .Y CLASIFICAR
BLOQUES.
‘1: PARA LA PRIMERA ACTIVIDAD LE DIJE A _ : AQUI TIENES LOS BLOQUES;DEANUEﬂofAIDMA
DOS DE LOS BEOQUES Y PONLOS AQUI (po1nt to a.place near the parent bt away from the

rest of the blocks).
EPIENSA UD. QUE TOMO LOS 2 BLOQUES Y LOS PUSO AQUI? (Demonstrate to parent).

2. LUEGO LE DIJE A _ : AHORA TOMA TRES BLOQUES MAS.
¢PIENSA UD. QUE ~_ {0MO TRES BLOQUES MAS? (Demonstrate to parent).
3. DESPUES DE ESO LE PREGUNTE A __: ¢CUANTOS BLOQUES TIENES?
ZPIENSA UD. QUE— CONTESTO CORRECTAMENTE "5"?

4 (Gather up the blocks. Place two pieces of cardboard in front of parent: "Then place 4
blocks in a row, accord1ng to the fb11ow1ng diagram, between the parent and cardboard).

I

LUEGO LE DIJE A : AQUI TIENE57UNOSABL0QUES,lp01nt) Y AQUI TIENES UNAS TARJETAS.

PON TODOQ4E$IQSABLOOUES ARRIBA DE EAS ?AR&E}ASAAPGNAALGUNOS DE LOS BLOQUES EN ESTAS

BLOQUES, Y DEBES ESTAR SEGURO(A) DE PONER El MISMO NUMERQ DE BLOQUES EN ESTA TARJETA

(point). Oﬂg:gﬂ:gégA,TARQE!A (po1nt)

¢PIENSA ‘UD-QUE PUSO CORRECTAMENTE LOS DOS BLOQUES EN CADA TARJETA? (demonstrate

to parént) -
5.  DESPUES DE ESTO LE PREGUNTE A . ¢CUANTOS BLOQUES HAY EN CADA TARJETA?
¢PIENSA uD. QUE DIJO CORRECTAVENTE "2"’

""" , according to

5;@/ I S
Yoo
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Subtest 16/p.2

N -B-0-N-B-N:0-F-F |

LUEGO LE DIJE A : AQUI HAY MAS BLOQUES. PON ALGUNOS DE ESTOS BLOQUES EN
ESTA TARJETA (point) Y DESPUES PON EL MISMO. NUMERO EN ESTA TARJETA (point). USA TODOS
LOS BLUQUES.

¢PIENSA UD. QUE PUSO 5 BLOQUES EN CADA TARJETA? (Demonstrate to parent).

LUEGO LE PREGUNTE A : 2CUANTOS BLOQUES HAY EN CADA TARJETA?
¢PIENSA UD: QUE___ CONTESTO CORRECTAMENTE DICIENDO “5"?

straight 1ine leaving about 1/2 inch between blocks):
LUEGO SERALE MAS ALLA DEL ULTIMO BLOQUE A LA IZQUIERDA DE (Demonstrate to
parent) Y LE DIJE: ENSENAME EL SEGUNDO BLOQUE DE ESTE LADO. |
¢PIENSA UD: QUE SENALO EL BLOQUE CORRECTO? (Demonstrate to parent):

LA ULTIMA ACTIVIDAD CON LOS BLOQUES ES LA SIGUIENTE: LE sEﬁALE ELrﬁiN 66 LA ?jLA -
A LA DERECHA DE Y AL MISMO TIEMPO LE DIJE: AHORA ENSENAME EL CUARTO BLOQUE
DESDE ESTA PUNTA. :

¢PIENSA UD. QUE SERALO EL BLOQUE CORRECTO? (Demonstrate to parent).

Scors: 1 point for each correct response.

Maximum test score: 9
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Subtest 17. Analogfas Opuestas

9 cards 1isting acceptable and non acceptable responses, one for each item
Test Limits
Beg1n with item 1 for all parents. If ﬁéFéﬁt ﬁféLitts cﬁ{id éhsWéréd at 1ea$£ 1

of 3 consecutive failures on these items.

Procedire |
For each item, give a slight vocal stress to the key word (pr1nted in 1ta11cs) but
do not use gestures to illustrate the item content (e.g. avoid upward and downward
motions for item 2).

1. ESTA ACTIVIDAD QUE SIGUE TIENE QUE VER €ON ANALOGIAS OPUESTAS. LE LEI UNA ORACION A
- Y tE PEDI QUE LA TERMINARA CON UNA PALABRA QUE SIGNIFICA LO OPUESTO DE

LO QUE YO LE DIJE.

ESTA ES LA MANERA EN QUE COMENCE. LE DIJE A : YO VOY A 6ECIR4ALGOAXAQDIERO
VER SI TU PUEDES ACABARLD CON UNA PALABRA QUE DIGA LO CONTRARIO BE LO QUE YO DIGA.
MIRA. EL SOL ES"CALIENTE: &Y EL HIELO ES QUE?

AQUI TIENE EJEMPLOS DE DOS GRUPOS DE POSIBLES RESPUESTAS. (Show parent 3x5 card and

read the examp]es Point to the card and say: ) (CUAL GRUPO DE RESPUESTAS PIENSA UD.
QUE TIENE LA CLASE DE RESPUESTAS QUE ..___DIO?

2. LUEGD LE DIJE A ______: YO TIRO LA PELUTA “ARRIBA" Y. DESPUES VIENE
AQUI TIENE EJEMPLOS DE DOS GRUPOS DE POSIBLES RESPUESTAS. (Show parent 3x5 card and
read the examples. Point to the card and say:) ¢CUAL GRUPO DE: -RESPYESTAS PIENSA UD QUE

TIENE LA CLASE DE RESPUESTAS QUE___ D197
3. LUEGO LE DIJE A . UN_ELEFANTE ES “GRANDE" Y UN RATON ES .

AQUI TIENE EJEMPLOS DE DOS GRUPOGS DE POSIBLES RESPUESTAS. (Show parent 3x5 card and

read the examp]es Point to the card and say: ) (CUAL GRUPO DE RESPUESTAS PIENSA UD.
QUE TIENE LA CLASE DE RESPUESTAS QUE —DI0?

4. DESPUES DE ESTO LE DIJE A— Et_gg_ggg;gg;gﬂg;gg;g:sL CAMINAR ES .
AQUI TIENE EJEMPLOS DE DOS GRUPOS DE POSIBLES RESPUESTAS: (Show parent 3x5 card and

read the examp]es Point to the card and say:) ECUAL GRUPO DE RESPUESTAS PIENSA UD.

QUE TIENE LA 'CLASE DE RESPUESTAS QUE__ _ DI10? -
5. LUEGO LE DIJE A ELAALGQQGN4557$UAVE Y LAS PIEDRAS SON

AQUI TIENE EJEMPLOS DE DOS GRUPOS DE POSIBLES RESPUESTAS. (Show parent 3%5 card and

read the examp]es Point to the card and say: ) (CUAL GRUPO DE RESPUESTAS PIENSA UD:

QUE TIENE LA CLASE DE RESPUESTAS QUE S . DIO?




Subtest 17/p.2
6. LUEGO LE DIJE A : UN LIMON ES "ACIDO/AGRIO" Y EL AZUCARES —— - . —.
AQUI TIENE EJEMPLOS DE DOS GRUPOS DE POSIBLES RESPUESTAS. (Show parent 3x5 card and

read the examples. Point to the card and say:) &¢CUAL GRUPO DE RESPUESTAS PIENSA UD.
QUE TIENE LA CLASE DE RESPUESTAS QUE __ _ pig?

7. LUEGO LE DIJE A . LAS PLUMAS SON‘LIVIANAS®Y LAS PIEDRAS SON
AQUI TIENE EJEMPLOS DE DOS GRUPOS DE POSIBLES RESPUESTAS. (Show parent 3x5 card and
read the examples. Point to the card and say:) ¢CUAL GRUPO DE RESPUESTAS PIENSA UD:
, QUE TIENE LA CLASE DE RESPUESTAS QUE DIO?
8. LYEGO LE DIJE A . LA MIEL ES"ESPESA"Y EL AGUA ES s
AQUI TIENE EJEMPLOS DE DOS GRUPOS DE POSIBLES RESPUESTAS. (Show parent 3x5 card and
read the examples. Point to the card and say:) ¢CUAL GRUPO DE RESPUESTAS PIENSA UD.
QUE TIENE LA CLASE DE RESPUESTAS QUE____ DIO? -
9.  FINALMENTE LE DIJE A : LA LIJA/SANDPAPER ES "RASPOSA* Y EL VIDRIO ES
AQUI TIENE EJEMPLUS DE DOS GRUPOS DE -PCSIBLES RESPUESTAS: (Show parent 3x5 card and
read the examples: Point to the card and say:) ZCUAL GRUPO DE RESPUESTAS PIENSA UD.

QUE TIENE CA CLASE DE RESPUESTAS QUE___  DIO?

Score: 1 point for each predicted correct response.

Maximum test score: 9




Subtest 18. Agrupacidn Conceptial

Materials
Set of 12 blocks--6 squares and 6 circles, each shape provided in 3 colors (red;
yellow; blue) and 2 sizes per color. Piece of cardboard, 5x8 inches.

Test Limits
Begin with item 1 for all parents: Discontinue after predictions of 4 consecutive
failures.

Procedure
(Place the cardboard in front of parent. The long edge of the cardboard should be
paraliel to the edge of the table nearest the parent: Place the blocks on the table).

1. (Place the 2 blue squares on the cardboard in this order: (from your left to right)
little, big. Be sure the edges of the squares are parallel to the edges of the card-
board).
COMENCE DICIENDOLE A 7 : ENSENAME EL PEQUERO. ZPIENSA UD. QUE__ - - - -
SENALO EL ELOQUE PEQUENO? (Point to the 1ittle block):
LUEGD LE PEDI A - AHORA ENCUENTRA EL GRAMDE. ¢PIENSA UD. QUE_
SENALO EL BLOQUE GRANDE?

Score: 1 point for prediction of correct identification of both blocks:

Maximum item score: 1

22. Remove the 2 blue squares. Place *he 3 small circles on the cardboard in this order
{ from your left to right): yellow, red, blue.

LE PEDI A - ENSERAME EL ROJO. ZPIENSA UD. QUE EL/ELLA L3 SEHALO?

LYUEGD LE DIJE: AHORA ENSENAME EL AMARILLO.  &ZPIENSA UD. QUE EL/ELLA SENALO EL AMARILLO?
(Point to the yellow one):

DESPUES DE ESO LE PEDI A . ENCUENTRA EL AZUL:. ¢PIENSA UD. QUE EL/ELLA
SERALO EL AZUL? {point to the blue one).

Score: 1 point for each prediction of correct identification of all 3 colors.

Miximum item score: 1

3. {Remove the 3 small circles. Place théiiargé red circle and square on the cardboard
in this order (from your left to right): circle, square. Be sure that the edges of
the square are parallel to the edgrs of the cardboard):
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Subtest 18/p.2
LUEGO LE PEDI A . ENCUENTRA EL CUADRADO. ¢PIENSA UD. QUE EL/ELLA

SERALO EL CUADRADO? (Point to the square one):

LUEGO LE DIJE: ENSERAME EL REDONDO. ¢PIENSA UD. QUE EL/ELLA SENALO EL REDONDO ?
(Point to the round one):

§c0ré: 1 point for prediction of correct jdentification of both shapes.

Maximum item score: 1

4. (Scatter all of the 12 blocks randomly on the tab]e before the parent).
PUSE ESTOS BLOQUES ENFRENTE DE Y LE DIJE: AHORA TENGO MAS QUE ENSERARTE. ZVES
T0D0S ESTOS? ENCUENTRA TODOS_LOS CUADRADOS Y PONLOS EN ESTA TARJETA. (Point)-
HAY 6 BLOQUES CUADRADOS. (Put 6 square biocks on card): ¢CUANTOS DE ESTOS 6 BLOQUES,
SI ALGUNO; PIENSA UD: QUE PUSO EN LA TARJETA?-
TOME NOTA DE QUE HAY 6 BLOQUES DE MAS QUE NO SON EUADRADOS. &CUANTOS DE ESTOS, SI
ALGUNO, DE ESTOS (point) PIENSA UD. QUE PUSO EN ESTA TARJETA (point) POR ERROR'/

ERRONEAMENTE ?

Scoré: Sibtract the number of wrong choicec from the number of right choices. Record
negative values as 0. Then uéé the following system to obtain the child's score:

Right Minus Wrong cor
6 2

5 1

0-4 0

Maximum item score: 2

5. (Rescramble all of the blocks). o
LUEGD LE PEDI A_____ _ : AHORA HALLA TODOS L0S AMARILLOS GRANDES Y PONLOS EN ESTA

TARJETA: No SE TE OLVlBtAHALLARATODOS LOS AMARILLOS GRANDES.
HAY 2 BLOQUES AMARIELOS GRANDES (Put them on the card): &CUANTOS DE ESTOS DOS BLOQUES

AMARILLOS GRANDES PIENSA UD: QUE__ PUSO EN LA TARJETA?

TOME NOTA DE QUE RAY 10 BLOQUES MAS QUE NO SON AMARILLOS Y+GRANDES. ZCUANTOS, SI ALGUNO,
DE ESTOS (point) PIENSA UD: QUE PUSO EN ESTA TARJETA (p01nt) POR ERROR/ERRO=
NEAMENTE?

Score: Subtract the number of wrong choices from the number of right choices. The child's
score is the number of rights minus wrongs: If this results in a negative value,
record it as 0.

Maximum item score: 2




Subtest 18/p:3 =

6. (Rescramble all the blocks).

LUEGO LE DIJE A : AHORA VE CUANTOS ROJOS REDONDOS Y:GRANDES PUEDES HALLAR.
NO_SE TE OLVIDE, ESTAS BUSCANDO LOS.ROJOS REDONDOS.
¢PIENSA UD: QUE ESCOGIO SOLO EL BLOQUE GRANDE Y REDONDU (pick it out)
YA QUE ESTE ES EL UNICO GRANDE Y REDONDO, Y/0 PIENSA UD. QUE EL/ELLA ESCOGIO OTROS
BLOGUES?

Score:

Maximum item Score: 1

7. (Place the small blue square and all of the large blocks except the large blue square
(a total of 6 blocks) on the cardboard in a random fashion. Scramble remaining blocks.
and place on the table):

LUEGD LE PREGUNTE A : ¢CUAL DE ESTOS EN LA-TARJETA (point toward the card)
NO VA CON LOS DEMAS EN LA TARJETA?
| ZPIENSA UD. QU _ ESCOGIO SOLO EL CUADRADO AZUL (pick it out) YA QUE ES EL
; UNIcO BLOQUE QUE ES PEQUEND Y70 PIENSA UD. QUE EL/ELLA ESCOGIO OTROS BLOQUES?

“Score: 1 point if the child selects only the small blue square

Maximum item_score: 2

(Use the same blocks as for item 7, but remove the small blue square from the cardboard).
LUEGO LE DIJE A : :CUAL DE ESTOS VA MEJOR CON EL RESTO EN LA TARJETA? (point

to the scrambled blocks) HALLALO Y PONLO EN LA TARJETA.

EPIENSA UD. QUE ESCOGIO $OLO EL CUADRADO GRAMDE Y AZUL (pick it out) YA QUE
ESTE ES EL UNICO BLOQUE QUE ES GRANDE Y QUE VA CON EL RESTO DE ESTOS OTROS GRANDES

(point to card) Y/0 PIENSA UD. QUE EL/ELLA ESCOGIO OTROS BLOQUES?

8.

Score: 1 point if the child selects only the large blue square:

1

9. (Remove the blocks from the cardboard:. Arrange the large red and blue circles and the
small red and blue squares on the cardboard as shown in Child Manual (p.138):. Scramble

the other blocks and palce them near the parent).




Subtest 18/p.4

LUEGO HICIMOS LA ULTIMA ACTIVIDAD. PARA ESTA ACTIVIDAD LE DIJE Af
iCUAL DE ESTOS DOS AQUI (point to the scrambles blocxs) A M CON
LA TARJETA? HALLA LOS DOS_Y PONLOS EN LA TARJETA.

© ;PIENSA UD. QUE________ FSCOGIO EL CIREULO GRANDE Y AMARILLO (pick it up and place

on card next to other 2 .circles) YA QUE ESTE BLOQUE VA MEJOR CON ESTOS 0TROS 03S
CIRCULOS GRANDES Y70 PIENSA UD. QUE EL/ELLA ESCOGIO OTRO BLOQUE U OTROS BLOQUES?
¢PIENSA UD. QUE ESCOGIO EL CUADRADO PEQUERO Y AMARILLO (pick it up and
place it on card next to other 2 squares) YA QUE ESTE BLOQUE VA MEJOR CON LOS OTROS
BLOQUES EN LA TARJETA ¥/O PIENSA UD. QUE EL/ELLA ESCOGIO OTRO BLOQUE O BLOQUES?

2 points if the parent predicts child selected both correct blocks (large yellow
circle and small yellow square)
1 point if the parent predicts ! correct block and 1 incorrect block, or no other
b]ocks
0 p01nts 1f the parent pred1cts child se1ected more than 2 b10cks (even if the 2

2
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FAMILY DATA QUESTIONNAIRE

Please provide the following information on the children in your family.
Child's

Child Sex Birthdate Children Living in Home Place of Birth Preferred Language

1 S

2
3 _ R _ _
4

(82
|
i

. - o

7 _ - R

8 —— S _

(Use reverse side if additional space is needed:)

Where were you born? / What is your ethnic background?

1f outside of U:.5:: How iong have you lived in the United States? R

How ol1d are you? R

Are you presently married? VYes No  _ If no, are you __ Divorced
:—widovl R,
~ Never Married

____Other

Is your husband present in the home?

Where was he born? (Whether present or not) R

1f outside of U:S.: How long has he lived in the United States? -

Are there any other persons, besides your husband and children who Tive in your home?
Yes No

If yes,: What are their ages and relationship to you?
Relationship Age Sex

nnn—s
o




7. A. How long have you lived in the area?

B. How long have you lived in your present home?

8. Are you renting or buying your dwelling? - renting _____buying

9. Are you presently employed? Yes No

10. Do you work full-time , part-time ___ , once in awhile _ 7
Employer Job Title

Job description ("What do you do?"):

If no, : How long have you been unemployed?.

11. Is your husband presently employed? Yes - __ No-

12. Does he work full-time—__, part-time—___ ; once in awhile
Employer Job Title

If no, : How long has he been unemployed?

What is his usual occupation?

13. What is the highest grade of formal Schooling which you completed?
567891011 12 College: 1 yr. 2 yrs. 3 yrs. & yrs. Grad School
id you last attend school? (Do not count Adult Education or Night School)

15. What is the highest grade of formal schooling completed by your husband?

16. Where did your husband last attend school? (Do not count Adult Education or

Night School) B

17. (If applicable) How many of your children have graduated from high school? ____
College?
342

i




18.

20.

What is the language most often spoken

Yourself?

in the home by:

Your husband?

What is the language most often spoken

outside the_home by:

Yourselfz

Your husband?

What is the language most often spoken

is the subject of the study) by:

Yourself?___

to your child (the preschool child who
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CUESTIONARIO DE DATOS FAMILIARES

1. Por favor de la siguiente informacign sobre ios hifos. en<su.familia.

% . Fécha-de,  Nifos que tugar de Idioma Preferi
Nifo(a) Sexo Nacimiento Viven en Casa : ' Nacimiento del pifn 2

1 B

HWw N
I

1,1
|

fos] ~ [s)]
|

2. :Pénde nacid usted? - 7 iCual es_su nacionalidad?

1§ outside of U.S.: &Cudnto tiempo tiene de vivir en Los Estados Unidos?

3. iCudntos amos tiene usted?

4. (Esta casada actualmente? Si —_No—_____Sino, es usted ___Divorciada

—Viuda

—_Nunca se ha
casado

___0Otro

5. iSe encuentra en casa SU.€sposo?. —__ -

Qv
Ql

iDénde nacid 817 (Encuéntrese presente o no) I

If outside of U.S.: é&Cudnto tiempo tiene 81 de vivir en Los Estados Unidos?

6. ¢Hay otras personas, aparte de su esposo ¥ niNos que viven en su casa?
57 No
If yes,: ¢&Cudles son las edades y el parentesco con usted?

parentesco Edad Sexo




7.A. éCudnto timepo tiene de vivir en el drea de

12.

13.

14,

15.

16:

BiCuinto tiempo tiene de vivir en esta casa? - -
iEsta pagando alquiler o es dueNa de su casa? . alquiler dueRa

(Esta trabajando actualmente? ST _ No

¢Trabaja usted todo el tiempo —, parte del tiempo , de vez en
cuendo ?

Patrén Titulo de trabajo
Descripcion del trabajo (iQué hace usted?) .

If no,: <¢Cudnto tiempo tiene de estar sin trabajo?

Cudl es su ocupacion usualmente? S

[T

iSu esposo se encuentra empleado? ST No

¢Trabaja todo el tiempo —, parte del tiempo ; de vez en
cuando — 7 ‘
patrodn Titulo de trabajo

Descripcion del trabajo (iQué hace usted?)

If no,: é&Cudnto tiempo tiene de estar sin trabajo? _

iCual es su ocupacidn usualmente?

iCudl es el grado mas alto de educacién formal que usted terming?
1234567891011 12 Colegio: 1 aNo 2 aNos 3 aNos 4 aNos Escuela Graduada
:D6nde fue usted a la escuela la @ltima vez? (Dc not count Adult Education or

Night School)

iCuil es e] grado mas alto de educacidn que su esposo terming?
1234567891011 12 Colegio: 1 ako 2 aNos 3 aNos 4 aRos Escuela Graduada
:D6nde fue Su esposo a 1a escuela la G1tima vez? (Do not count Adult Education
or Night School) .

Lo
K,
s 3



17. {If applicable) ¢Cudntos de sus hijos se han graduado de la escuela
secundaria? iColegio?
18. ¢Qué idioma se habla con mas frecuencia en la casa por:

usted?

Su esposo?

19. ¢Qué idioma se habla con mds frecuencia fuera de la casa por:

_ -usted?

su esposo?

20. &En qué idioma se la habla con mds frecuencia a su niRo(a) (the preschool child
who is the subject of the study) por:

usted?

. SU esposo?

Y
L Y
~3
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HELPS

INTERVIEN SCHEDULE

Introduction

Hello, my name is . 1 am assisting researchers in the Center
for Chicano Studies at the University of California. by gather1ng some information which
may help to develop better educational programs for parents and their young children.
We are especially interested in know1ng more about the experiences which preschoo]
children and their families have in different kinds of commun1t1es The people involved
in this proaect hope that such information will make it poss1b1e for them to help schools
improve their programs for preschool children and their parents.

'd 1ike to begin by ask1ng you some questions about (EHIEB), and th1ngg you do
Eéﬁéiﬁé? There are no "right" or "wrong" answers to these questions. We know that all
children and their families do th1ngs differently, and we're interested in knowing your
answers. Please answer each que~tion as well as you can. If you are not sure; please
answer in the best way or the closest way you can. If you don't understand a: question;

just ask me and 1'11 try to explain it to you: Okay? Let's begin.

1. 1 know it will be some time before (CHILD) enrolls in the scnoe] system; but I'd 1ike
to get some ideas about how you genera]]y expect he/she will do in school. What kind
of letter grades do you expect (CHILD) to get in schoo1?

Tess than C's mostly C's mostly B'S with Mostly B's with mostly A's
some C's some A'S

Preface: Next, I would like io ask some questions about your family's free time activities:
5 Besides the activities at preschool, how often does (CHILD) go to some educat1ona1 place
such as a museum, a children's play, or story hour at the 1ibrary?

once a year about twice about 3-4 times about gnggfg[ at least
or less a year . a year twice a month once a week

3. Besides preschool field trips, how often does (CHILD) go to some recreational place
Such as a Zoo, a park, or the beach?

once a year about twice about 3-4 times about once or at least
or less a year a year 349 twice a month once a week

Q




4. About how often do you take (CHILD) on a trip out of town?

once a year about twice about 3-4 times about once or
or less a year a year twice a month

On these trips what kinds of places did you visit?

5. About how
‘shooping, for example, shopping for clothes

about once
a week

about fwice
a month

about once

less than ibout
a month

once a month

6. About how often does (CHILD) see you reading? (anything)

Tess than _ about twice about once about twice

twice a month a month a week

7. About how often

book?

about once
a week

less than
twice a nionth

a month

8. About how often do you or any other person read to (CHILD)?

Tess than
once a week

about twice about 3-4

about once a DI :
a week . times a week

a week

9. Does (CHILD) have any of his/her own books?

1 yes 3 no
About how many books does he/she have?

850

about twice
a week

é]m6;E4é§;ry
day

would you say that (CHILD) sees you reading a novel, or some other

day

almost evefy
day



Can you name some specific titles or the content of the books?

10. About how often does (CHILD) ask you to play games with him/her?

Tess than _ about once about twice about once aTmost every -

once a month a month a month . a week day

What kinds of toys and games does (CHILD) have?
(Attempt to get respondent to name specific toys and games)

11. About how many newspapers and different types of magazines (give examples) do you
have in your home? (These neadn't be subscriptions)

12. About how often do you read the newspaper?
Tess than about twice about once about twice almost every
twice a month a month a week a week day

13. About how often do you watch the news on television?

Tess than about twice about once about twice almost every

twice a month a month a week a week S day

14. About how often do you talk to (CHILD) about things he/she has seen on TV?

]e§§7thaﬁrtwicé about twice about once about twice almost every

a month a month a week a week day

15. About how often do you suggest that (CHILD) watch some educational TV program such
as Sesame Street, Captain Kangaroo; or Villa Alegre?
less than twice  about twice about once about twice almost every
a '{n'o”n'th' a month a weekggi a week day
a ,
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16. How often do you attend social gatherings? (eg: family gatherings; dances; church
activities):

Tess than once about once about twice about once about twice

a month a month a month a week a week

17. How many a;gahiiatiahs ahdi'o'r ciubg ao you be113h§ to? (eg: Service clubs; PTA; Church

0 N 2 3 7 or wore

18. (IF APPLICABLE) How many organizations and/or clubs does your husband belong to?

{(eg: Service clubs, PTA, Church groups, Community political organ1zat1ons, unions)

-0 - 1 2 3 4 or more

19. Haw 6ftéh db yéu také part in a community action or political activity? (eg: Casa

Tess than _ about once about twice about once about once
once a year a year a year a month a week

50. Pbout how often do you discuss (CHILD'S) preschool progress with his/her teacher?

once a year about twice about once about twice about once
or less a year a month a month a week

in school?

Tess than twice about twice about once about twice almost every
a month a month a week a week day

52. What are some of the things that (CHILD) does that you praise and approve of?

1 2 ad
Jg

m |




Tl
w

What are some of the ways you show your approval?

23. Have you helped (CHILD) to use words and sentences correctly?

O yes [ no

Could you please give some examples of how you do this?

About how often do you help (CHILD) to use words and sentences correctly?

Jess than twice about twice about once aﬁbﬁt,twiCé - almost every

a month a month a week a week day

24. (IF APPLICABLE) How often does (CHILD) help his/her father when he is working around
the house? (help can also be a "play-help")

Tess than once about once about_twice about once about twice
a month a month a month a week a week

25. When you are working around your house, how often does (CHILD) help?

Tess than once about once about twice about once about twice

a month a month a month a week a week
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Now 1 would 1ike to ask you some questions that are a little bit different. Remember
there are no right or wrong answers. We know that all children and their families do
some th1ngs the same and other things differently, and we are interested in your particular

I am going to read each of the f011ow1ng questions with you and then I woild 1ike
you to choose the answer that best describes your op1n1on If you don't understand the
question ask me and I' " try to exp1a1n it.

Cach question is set up like a scale. I'm go1ng to read through the question with
you; and then I want you to mark the answer which best indicates how you would answer the

question. Let's start by going threugh an examp]e.

EXAMPLE :
How important do you think it will be for (CHILD) to graduate from high school?

very important important ) not very unimportant
important

(Interviewer points to extremes of scale and reads them out loud. Interviewer then points
to the intermediate choices and exp1a1ns thet they describe answers "in between" the

extremes . )




(Interviewer explains that if "very important" tells best how the parent would answer

the question, she would mark the answer like this sample.)

e X _
very important important not very unimportant
important

(Interviewer then goes through all of the possible answers, making sure that the respon-
dent. understands each category of the scale. The middle category is left unlabelled on
‘ach question. The interviewer should explain that this answer lies halfway between the

two extremes of the scale:)

Response Sample #2

. , - X _

very important important not very unimportant
important

Response Sample #3

] X

very important . important not very unimportant
important

Response Sample #4

X —— _

very important important not_very unimportant

important

Response Sample #5 .
Very jmportant important not very
important

Gnimportant

The words on the scales for each of the following questions are different, but the
idea is the same. You place your "X in one of the blanks along the scale to show how you

PLEASE ANSWER EVERY QUESTION.

355
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26. When (CHILD) has a chance to choose what to do around the house; how often does
he/she choose to 1ook at a book oF a magazine?

almost always quite often - not often never

27. 1f (CHILD) asks a you a question you can't answer, how often do you try to find the
answer by looking in a book?

never not often quite often almost always

28. How often does (CHILD) play that he/she is grownup?

very often often not often never

29. How often dces (CHILD) play house?

never not often often very often
/’

30. 1In your opinion, how important do you think a college education will be for (CHILD'S)

future?

unimportant not very important very important
important

_ when he/she started attending preschool?

Preface to 31: How old was

31. How important was it to you to help (CHILD) learn anything about his/her numbers or
to print his/her name before he/she started preschool?

imporfant not very unimportant

very important
important

37. How important was it to you to help (CHILD) learn or recognize a few letters or
simple written words before he/she started preschool?

unimportant not very. ] important very important
important wTes s

336




32. About how often co you tell your friends or family members about some “smart" or "cute"
thing -(CAILD) has said or done?

very often often not often never

3. When (CHILD) goes someplace with you, how important is it to you to try to point out
things which he/she may not have noticed before?

very important important not very unimportant
important

35. How often do you explain to (CHILD) what steps must come first, second, and so on; in
doing something that i¢ new for him/her.

never not often often very often

o
CJ;(‘ f
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Now on these questions, just tell me the answer in your own words.

36. Do you see any particular differences in the educational needs of boys and girls?
(Elaborate)

37. How mich education do you wish (CHILD) to complete?

38. The question I just asked you had to do with your wishes. We all know that in the real
world we may or may not get what we wish for. Sometimes there are thiﬁgs that might
help us or prevent us from getting our wishes. Keeping this in mind how much education
do you think (CHILD) will complete?

(1f parent’s response to question 38 was lower than the response to question 37)

Why do you think that (CHILD) will actually complete less ediication than you would like for
him/her to complete?

39. There are many Mexican-American parents, teachers; and po11t1c1ans who believe that the
present school System (K1ndergarten through sixth grade) is not meet1ng the educational
needs of Mexican-American childven. In your opinion, does the present school system

sa+1sfv +hs needs of Mexican-American ch1ldven?

g yes £ no £t don't know
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(If no) 1In your opinion, how could the present educational system be improved?

(If yes) In which ways is the school system satisfying the needs of Mexican-American childrer

(I1f don't know, try probing) Can you think of one or two ways in which you are satisfied
with the schools in how they teach Mexican-American children?

359
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HELPS
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Introdiccisn
|

Quisiera comenzar haciéndole algunas preguntas sobre y sobre las cosas
que ustedes hacen juntos (as). E5tas preguntas no requieren respuestas “correctas" o

caré. ¢De acuerdc? Comencémos.

1. Yo s& gue todavia falta tiempo para que sea matricilado{a) en el sistema
escolar, peru quisiera tener una idea de c6mo espera ud. que &1/ella funcione en la
escuela. ¢Qué calificaciones/notas espera ud. que saqgue?

mznos de C principaimente C principalmente B principalmente B principalmente A

con algunas C con algunas A
Prefacio: Ahora quisiera hacerle algunas preguntas sobre las actividades de su familia

durante los ratos libres:
2. Ademds de las actividades en la escuela pre-primaria, ¢cada cudnto va _

a algin sitio educacional como a un museo, una obra teatral para nifios, c a 1a hora de

cuentos en la biblioteca?

una vez al alrededor de dos alrededor de 3-4 alrededor de una por lo_menos una

ano veces al afo veces al afio o dos veces al vez a la semana
mes

3. Ademas de las excursiones escolares, écada cuanto va ' a algin sitio de

recreacion como un zooldgico, un parque; o la playa?

una vez al alrededor de dos alrededor de 3-4 alrededor de una por lo menos una
afio veces al ano veces al afno o dos veces al vez a la cemana
mes

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



4. {(Cada cuanto lleva ud: a en viajes fuera de la ciudad?

una vez al alrededor de dos alrededor de 3-4 alrededor de una por lo_menos ung

ano veces al afo veces al afio o dos veces al vez a la semana
mes

{Qué sitios visita cuando hace estos viajes?

5. ¢&Cudntas veces lleva ud: a__ , las tiendas cuando va de compras? (cualquier

clase de conpras; por ejemplo, ropa, comida, muebles; etc:)

.menos_de una alrededor de una al rededor de dos airededor de una alrededor de
vez al mes vez al mes veces al mes vez a la semana dos veces a
la semana

6. ¢Cuantas veces lave

menos de dos alrededor de dos alrededor de una alrededor de dos casi todos
veces al nies veces al mes vez a la semana veces a la semana los dias
7. iCuantas veces dirfa ud. que___ la ve leyendo una novela u otro 1ibro?
menos de dos alrededor de dos alrededor de una alrededor de dos_ casi todos
veces al mes veces al mes vez a la semana veces a la semana los dias
8. ¢Cudntas veces le lee ud. o cualquier otra persona & S )
menos de una alrededor de una airededor de dos  alrededor de 3-4  casi todos
vez a la vez a la semana veces a la semana veces a la semana los dias
semana
9. ¢iTiene__ sus propios 1ibros?
B yes =
¢EbTo cuantos 1ibros tiene &1/ella?__
R . 380 o ———im———
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¢Puede dar algunos titulos especificos de los 1ibros o su contenido?

10. iCémo cuantas veces le pide gue juegue con €l/ella?
menos de una alrededor de una alrededor de dos alrededor de una alrededor de
vez al mes vez al mes veces al mes vez & la semana . dos veces a

la semana

(Attempt to get respondent to name specific toys and games) .
11. &Cémo cuantos periddicos y revistas distintas tiene ud. en su casa? (no tienen que

'i2. ¢ cada cuinto lee ud: &l periddico?

menos de dos alrededor de dos alrededor de una alrededor de dos  casi _todos
veces al mes veces al mes vez a la semana veces a la semana los dias

13. itada cuanto ve ud. las noticias en la televisidn?

menos de dos alrededor de dos alrecedor de una alrededor de dos casi todos

veces al mes veces al mes vez a la semana veces a la semana los dias

14. ¢Cémo cuantas veces ie habla ud. a de las cosas que él/ella ha visto
en 1a televisidn?

menos de dos alrededor de dos alrededor de una alrededor de dos  casi todos

veces al mes veces al mes o vez a la semana veces a la seman los dias

w
s
€D
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15: ¢Cudntas veces le sugiere ud: a_ qie vea un programa educacional en la
television, como Sesame Street, Captain Kangaroo, o Villa Alegre?

menos de dos alrededor de dos alrededor de una dlrededor de dos casi todos
veces al mes veces al nmes vez a la semana veces a la semana los dias

16. iCada cuanto asiste ud. a reuniones sociales? (ejemplo: reuniones familiares, bailes,

actividades de 1a iglesia).

menos de una alrededor de una alrededor de dos alrededor de una alrededor de
vez al mes vez al mes veces al mes vez a la semana dos veces a

la semana

17. ¢A cudntas organizaciones pertenece ud.? (ejemplo: clubs de servicios, PTA, grupos
de iglesias, organizaciones politicas de la comunidad; sindicatos/uniones)

I 1 2 3 4 or more
18. (IF APPLICABLE) ¢A cuantas organizaciones o clubes pertenece su esposo? (ejemplo:

clubs de servicios, PTA, grupos de iglesias, organizaciones polfticas de la comunidad,

sindicatos/uniones)

0 ' 1 | 2 — 3 7 or more

19. éiCada cuinto participa ud. en alguna accign de la comunidad o alguna actividad polfitica?

(ejemplo: Casa de la Raza; Concilio; etc:)

menos de una alrededor de una alrededor de dos alrededor de una alradedor de
vez al ano vez al afo veces al afio vez al mes una vez & la
semana

20. ¢CSmo cuantas veces discute ud. el nrogreso de _-en la escuela pre-primaria

con la/el maestra(o)?

una vez al alrededor de dos alrededor de una alrededor de dos alrededor de
afio o menos - veces al afio vez al mes veces al mes una vez a la
~ 4 semana

364
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. 21. (IF APPLICABLE) iCdmo cuantas veces discute ud. el progreso de__ - - —en la
escuela pre-primaria con su esposo?

menos de dos alrededor de dos alrededor de una alrededor de casi todos
veces dl mes veces al mes vez a la semana dos veces a 105 dias

la semana

22. iCuales son algunas de las cosas que hace de 1as que usted estd orgullosa

y €an J1as cualés usted estd de acuerds?

iCudles son las formas en gue usted le muestra su aprobacién?

23. ¢Le ha ayudado usted a 4 Usar palabras y oraciones correctamente?

£ vyes O no
!Me podria dar ejemplos de cdmo ha hecho esto?
¢Cada cudnto le ayuda usted a a usar palabras y oraciones correctamente?
menos. de dos  alrededor de dos - alrededor de uma. . alrededor de “casi todos
veces al mes: veces al mes . vez @ la semana dos veces a los dias
la semana
4. (IF APPLICABLE) :Cada cudnto le ayuda a su padre cuando este se

encuentra trabajando en la casa? (la ayuda puede ser "de juego")

‘menos de una alrededor de una alrededor de dos alrededor de airededor de
vez al mes vez al mes veces al mes una vez a la dos veces a
semana 1a semana

365




25. Cuando usted estd trabajando en su casa, iCudntas veces le ayuda ?

menos de una alrededor de una alrededor de dos alrededor de alrededor de

vez al mes vez al mes veces al mes una vez a la dos veces a
semana la semana

ERIC
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Ahora quierc hacerle algunas preguntas sobre cosas diferentes. Recuerde que
no hay respuestas correctas o incorrectas. Todos sabemos que todos los nifios ¥y sus
familias hacen cosas distintas y Cosas iguales; y nosotros estamos interesados en
su,act1tud part1cu1ar ¥y su 0p1n1on persona1

Voy a leer cada una de las siguientes preguntas con usted ¥ deSpues qu1ero que
usted esceJa 1a respuesta que describe mejor su op1n1on. Si usted no ent1ende la
pregunta, por favor digame y ;2 <¢ 1a exp11care.

Cada pregunta es como una escala: Voy a leer las preguntas con usted; ¥ quiero
que usted marque la respuesta que describa mejor la forma en que usted contestaria.

Comencemos con un ejemplo.

.EJEMPLO:
£Qué tan importante es para usted que__ se gradue de la escuela secun-
daria?

muy 1mportante importante - sin mucha_ sin

importancia importancia

(Interviewer points to extremes of scale and reads them out loud. Interviewer then
po1nts to the intermediate choices and explains that they describe answers “in

between" the extremes.)

.
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Ejemplo de Respuesta #1 e P
.\'..q

(Interviewer explains that if "very impartant” tells best how the parent would answer
the question, she would mark the answer like this sample.)

sTn mucha .- sin importancia
importancia

X 7 ,
muy impcrtante importante.

(Interviewer then goes through 211 of the possible answers, making sure that the respon=
dent understands each category of the scale. The middle category is left unlabelled on

Ejemplo de Respuesta #2
muy impotante importante sin mucha sin importancia.

importancia

Ejemplo de Respuesta #3

muy importante- importante- sin mucha.. sin importancia
importancia

Ejempio de Respuesta #4
X )
muy importante importante sin mucha - sin importuncia

‘importancia

Ejemplo de Respuesta #5
X

muy importante importante sin mucha sin importancia

importancia

The words on the scales for each of the following questions are different, but the
idea is the same. You place your "X" in one of the blanks along the scale to show how you
would answer the question.

v POR .FAVOR CONTESTE TODAS LAS PREGUNTAS.
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26. Cuando tiene la op: cunidad de ayudar en la casa, iCudntas veces

Nno muy a nunca
menudo

27. Si 1é hace una pregunta qué usted no puede contestar &Cuantas vaces

nunca no muy a muy a menudo casi Siempre
menudo

28. &Cudntas veces juega__ @ gue es una persona mayor?

muy a menudo a menudo no muy a menudo nunca

29. éCada cudnto juega_  casita?

- “no muy a a menudo muy a menudo

nunca

30: En su opini6n éCudn importante piensa ud. que serd la educacidn universitaria

para el futuro de ?

sin importancia Sin mucha importante muy importante.

importancia

Preface to 21: éCudntos afios tenfa___ cuando comenzd ir a la escuela pre-primaria?

31. éQué importancia tuve para usted que aprendiera sobre niimeros o a

escribir su nombre antes de que comezara ir a la escuela pre-primaria?
sin mucha. sin importancia
importancia

importanfé

muy importante
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32. &Qué importancia tuvo para ud: el.a;udarle a a que aprendiera a
reconocer unas pocas letras o palabras simples escritas antes de que comenzara

la pre-primaria?

sin importancia sin mucha_ importante muy
importancia : , importante

33. ¢C6mo cada cudnto le dice usted a sus amigos o miembros de la familia sobre las
cosas que hace o dice——__que son "inteligentes" o "graciosas"?

muy a menudo a menudo " no muy a menudo nunca
© 34, Cuando ~_ sale con usted ¢Qué importancia tiene para usted el decirie a
d17e11a sobre cosas en 1as Gué no se haya fijado anceriormente?
Tuy importante importante sin mucha sin
importancia importancia
35. <¢Cudntas veces le explica usted a sobre los diferentes pasos que Si
tienen que tomar para hacer algo que &1/ella nunca ha hechc anteriormente?
nunca no muy a a menudo muy a menudo

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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palabras,

36. ¢Ve usted algunas diferencias en las necesidades en la educacidn de nifios y nifias?

(Elabore)

37. {Cudnta educacidon desea ud. que.reciba/o complete?
33. La pregunta que le acabo de hacer tiene que ver con sus deseos. Todos sabemos

de que en la vida real unas cosas se alcanzan y otras no: Muchas veces hay

cosas que no nos dejan realizar nuestros deseos. Teniendo esto en cuenta,
¢Cuinta edu acidén piensa ud:. que __ 1legard a completar?

(If parent response to question 38 was Tower than the response to question 37)
iPor qué piensa ud. que completard menos afos de educacidn de los que

a usted le gustaria que é17ella completara?

39. Hay muchos padres Mexicano-Americanos, maestros, politicos, que creen que el
sistema de educacidn actual (de Kinder hasta el sexto grado) no satisface las
acesidades de los nifios Mexicano-Americanos; En su opinidn, ¢Piensa ud. que el
<istema de ducaciGn actual si satisface las necesidades de los nifios Mexicano-
Amme ricanos ?

0O si 30 3 no sé

ERIC
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(if no) &n su opinién, ¢En que forma se podria mejorar el sistema de educacidn
actual? '

{(if yes) ¢En que forma o formas satisface el sistema de educacidn las necesidades
de los ninos Mexicano-Americanos?

(it don't know, try probing) ¢Puede ud. pensar en una o dos cosas con las que ud.

se encuentra satisfecha en cuanto a la forma en que se le ensefia a 10s
nifos Mexicano-Americanos?



