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ABSTRACT 

The Cohesion, Expressiveness, and Conflict subscales from the Family Environment 

Scale were compared to the Languz^e and Social Development subscales from the 

Denver n utilizing a sample of families in treatment for having a substance abusing 

parent. An analysis was conducted to determine the relationship between these variables 

and to explore their relationship to various risk factors the families were experiencing. In 

support of previous research the relationships between the variables was relatively low. 

A ceiling effect may have influenced the results as most of the children achieved high 

scores on their developmental assessments. The results also showed that the 

predictability and discriminant ability of the variables is limited. An initial and 

exploratory analysis was conducted with two new instruments created for the project, the 

Parent Questionnaire and the Child Rating Scale. 
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INTRODUCTION 

If the question were asked "What influence has the greatest effect on children's 

development?", many would answer "the family and home environment". The family is 

generally considered to play an important role in the development of the child including 

cognitive, emotional, and social development (Belsky, 1981). LeFrancois (1986) in his 

text Of Children reports that families tend to be dynamic in nature, not static. This 

dynamic nature is manifested in various ways as families can change with the addition of 

new members and the loss of others. Families can also change in response to pressures 

from social, political, religious and educational environments within society. In the study 

of child development families need to be thought of as a system where each member of a 

family contributes to the composition of the family environment. The influence of the 

family as a system on child development is supported by Glaser, Sayger and Home 

(1993) who state that there is an interdependency of each family member within the 

family system which impacts human growth and development One main component 

within this family system is the parent-child relationship, a relationship which influences 

both parents and children. Klein, Jorgensen, and Miller (1978) discuss the bi-

directionality of parent-child influence and labeled this relationship reciprocal causality. 

All of these outside influences and intemal relationships impact a family causing it to 

remain dynamic. This dynamic nature of families creates an additional challenge for 

those wishing to explore and understand family influences on child development as it is 



difScult at times to hit a moving target Nevertheless, despite these difficulties, 

researchers have attempted to determine the influence that family relationships and home 

environment can have on child development 
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REVIEW OF LrrERATURE 

Child development is a complex topic, one that has filled volumes of books. 

Historically much of the research on child development centered on theories of child 

development For example, Piaget proposed that cognitive development follows a 

predictable pattern where one period is built upon another with most of the 

developmental changes occurring in childhood (Tribe, 1982). The important 

developmental theories, once established, provided a baseline to which comparisons 

could be made. Since then research has tended to focus on why children have difficulties 

in the various developmental processes. Theories were proposed as to environmental and 

biological factors that impact a child negatively. Walker, Greenwood, Hart, and Carta 

(1994) remind us that the transmission of competencies tends to be influenced by a 

combination of biological and sociocultural factors. The biological factors that influence 

children's development include such things as birth defects, premature birth, and disease. 

These biological factors impose a major challenge for those working with children in 

helping them to overcome these obstacles. Educational research has tended to focus on 

the sociocultural factors. The sociocultural factors include the interactions that children 

have with their parents, peers, teachers and other societal influences. Over time 

sociocultural influences that affect a child in a negative way came to be known as risk 

factors. The existence of risk factors in a child's life needs to be considered when 

researching factors that influence child development. To illustrate this need Bradley and 



Caldwell (1984) searched for influences on children's development They found that the 

study of typical demographic variables was not enough. These researchers studied 79 

children and their families 42 of which were African American and 37 being Anglo. The 

family home environment was assessed using the Home Observation for Measurement of 

Environment an instrument designed to measure emotional and verbal responsivity of the 

mother, acceptance of the child, organization of the environment, provisions of 

appropriate play materials, maternal involvement with child, and variety in daily 

stimulation. The obtained measures were analyzed to explore the relationships between 

them and race, gender, and socioeconomic status. The researchers found that a 

substantial amount of the individual variation in family environment is imaccounted for 

after considering the demographic variables. There was a need for further exploration 

and the researchers suggested that a systems model approach be used in future research 

efforts to account for the imexplained variation. 

To explore some of the sociocultural risk factors in an educational setting, Payne 

and Brown (1993) asked elementary teachers to identify characteristics of at risk students. 

The top four responses given by the teachers was unsupportive home environment, 

developmental immaturity especially poor language development, attention problems, 

and poor attitude toward school. In this same study 34 parents/guardians of four year old 

preschoolers involved in a 9-month enrichment experience were asked to complete a 

checklist to determine if their preschoolers were at risk. The checklist contained items 
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that the authors believed were factors that influenced children negatively. The most 

frequently checked items were being economically disadvantaged, single parent, over 

reliance on television to entertain children and lack of stimulation in the home. In a 

different setting Barocas, Seifer, and Sameroff (1985) considered the relation of six 

family risk factors for children found primarily in the home and their influence on 

competent social functioning. These risk factors included negative life events, maternal 

hospitalizations, number of children in the family, maternal psychiatric status, maternal 

cognitive orientation, and single parent family status. Also exploring the impact of risk 

factors was Fendrich, Wamer, and Weissman (1990) who studied 220 children between 

the ages of six and twenty three. The authors examined the relationship of five family 

risk factors for children and their relationship to parental depression. The five risk factors 

included poor marital adjustment, parent-child discord, low family cohesion, affectionless 

control, and parental divorce. Johnson, Glassman, Fiks, and Rosen (1989) studied 62 

children thought to be at risk because of having a substance abusing parent. These three 

studies help illustrate the wide range of proposed risk factors for children and an 

examination of the risk factors in these studies, despite the setting or risk, show that all of 

them are integrally related to the home environment. Thus it seems imperative that the 

home envirormient and family relationships be assessed when determining influences on 

child development. 

A second consideration in the study of risk factors and the influence they have on 
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childen's development is the number of risk factors a child faces in their life. A single 

risk factor may have the potential to negatively influence a child yet as seen above the 

univariate theories of impact may not adequately explain deficits. Many children are 

faced with situations in which multiple risk factors are found. Research has also fociised 

on these children and the multiple risk factors. Rutter (1979) points out that risk factors 

tend to be cumulative in nature and suggests a threshold at which positive adjustment is 

impacted negatively. In Rutter's research it is argued that having no risk factors or only 

one may have a negligible influence on adjustment But Rutter suggests, once the child 

experiences four or more risk factors, the maladjustment rates increase dramatically. Thus 

it would seem to be important to ascertain the number of risk factors in a child's life and 

how they may be influencing the development of the child. Throughout the following 

literature review the impact of four major individual risk factors all related to the home 

environment is explored as well as the interrelationships of those risk factors as they 

relate to child development These risk factors are parental divorce/separation, 

conflict/abuse, being economically disadvantaged, and parental substance abuse. 

Risk Factors 

Divorce/Separation 

One risk factor for children foimd in many homes in the United States is the life 

change event of divorce. A report by the National Center For Health Statistics (1995) 

provides information on the number of divorces in the United States. For the year 1990 



the number of divorces was 1,182,000. This equates to a divorce rate of 4.7 per 1,000 in 

the population. The rate for the year 1993 was 4.6 per 1,000. The impact of divorce is 

found in 1,075,000 children's lives. The rate of children involved in divorce who are 

under eighteen years of age was 16.8 per 1,000 children. Divorce has been recognized as 

a mulit-stage process in which family relationships change beginning with the breakup of 

the marriage and continuing over several years (Wallerstein, 1984). The impact that 

divorce/separation can have on children was illustrated by Brown and Cowen (1988) who 

studied children and events that children found to be upsetting. The authors studied a 

sample of 503 children in the 4th-6th grades. The children were administered a 

questionnaire with twenty-two items assessing stressful events. Because of sensitivity 

issues, child abuse, substance abuse, family violence and criminal behavior were not 

included in the questionnaire. The authors found that the top four events judged as being 

the most upsetting to children were having a parent die, having a parent involved in an 

accident, parents getting divorced, and parents getting separated. Other items on the 

questionnaire, for example, included school suspension, parent losing a job, and child has 

to have an operation. These were seen to be not as stressful for the children. Another 

interesting finding in this study was that the younger children found events to be more 

upsetting than the older children and females found events more upsetting than males. 

Parental divorce may also influence children in how they interact at school. Bowers, 

Smith, and Binney (1992) found that kids that were bullies at school were more likely to 
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come from homes in which the biological father was not there. 

The divorce risk factor is often foimd in combination with other risk factors. For 

example, divorce can negatively impact a child by the affect it has on mothers who then 

communicate less well, are less affectionate and are less consistent in their parenting 

(MacKinnon, 1989). Cummings, Pellegrini, Notarius, and Cummings (1989) report that 

high levels of discord and anger are likely to be found in conjunction with divorce and 

separation. The impact of divorce can also be found in combination with economic 

problems. Weiss (1984) studied over 5000 households to determine the effect that 

divorce had on income. The families were from all economic levels. The researcher 

examined the income levels prior to the divorce and after and found that divorce reduced 

the income for families regardless of economic level. The most extreme reduction was 

found in the higher economic levels in which income for families after the divorce was 

reduced almost to half of what it had been. The middle income level was reduced 

approximately to two thirds and the low income level was reduced to about three fourths 

of what they had been for families prior to the divorce. Another risk factor associated 

with divorce is that of physical abuse and neglect of children. A report by the U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services (1996a) identifies the higher risk of physical 

abuse and neglect associated with children living in single parent homes. The report 

states that children in single parent homes have a 120% greater risk of endangerment due 

to some type of child abuse or neglect than do children in two parent homes. Divorce can 



also influence drug and alcohol use by children. It has also been shown that adolescents 

who live in families with two parents are less likely to use alcohol, cigarettes and illicit 

drugs when compared to adolescents who live in single parent homes (U.S. Department 

of Health and Human Services, 1996b). 

To understand the long term effects of divorce on children, Wallerstein (1984) 

reported on a ten year longitudinal study of responses children had to the separation and 

divorce of their parents. The study began in 1971 with 60 families whose 131 children 

were between the ages of two and half and eighteen at the time of the study. The 

preschoolers in the study were profoundly upset at the time of the divorce and showed 

high incidences of regression, neediness and acute separation anxiety. After 18 months 

the researchers found that the preschool boys in the study, now in school, were troubled 

at school, on the play ground and at home. At the five year follow up the researchers 

found moderate to severe depression in over one-third of the entire sample. At the ten 

year follow up the researchers interviewed 30 of the young people who had been 

preschoolers at the beginning of the study. This sample included 14 boys and 16 girls. 

Most of these young people claimed to have no memories of the family before the 

divorce. Though less burdened than their older siblings these children tended to 

remember scenes of parental conflict, with none of the children mentioning feelings of 

relief associated with the separation. A total of 30% of the children continue to be 

bothered by the divorce which still evokes strong negative emotions. Thus it can be seen 
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that divorce has long term, effects on preschool children. 

Ganong, Coleman, and Mapes (1990) conducted a meta-analysis to investigate 

children's perceptions of individuals from different family forms. The researchers 

reviewed 26 articles and found that individuals from intact families are perceived more 

positively than individuals from other family forms. They found that married adults are 

perceived more favorably than adults with other marital statuses. They also foimd that 

children whose parents are married are perceived more favorably than children whose 

parents are not married to each other. In a similar study of people's perceptions, Kurdek 

and Berg (1987) studied children as they proposed that children are the best reference to 

determine divorce related cognition and affects. The researchers studied 170 children of 

divorced parents with over half of the children living with their mother who was still 

single. The children completed a measure that explored six belief domains: peer ridicule, 

paternal blame, maternal blame, fear of abandonment, hope of reunification, and.self 

blame. The researchers report that the children who lived with their mothers in single 

parent homes had more paternal blame beliefs. They also found that children living with 

a step parent had more feelings of abandonment than the other children. More than half of 

the children completing the measure report that they would be upset if other kids asked a 

lot of questions about their parents. Twenty five percent of the children state that they 

think other children don't understand how they feel about their parents. The researchers 

also found that children with many problematic beliefs regarding divorce tend to be at 



risk for psychological problems such as anxiety, and low self concept. The children also 

report having little social support. Thus it appears that children perceive a stigma 

attached to divorce and the effect divorce has on the family. 

Stolberg and Bush (1985) studied children to aid in the understanding of 

children's divorce adjustment and how divorce may influence children in their acquisition 

of social skills. A total of 82 mothers who had been separated an average of 16.73 

months and their seven to thirteen year old children participated in the study. The authors 

examined the effects of background, adult adjustment, and family history all of which 

were factors that could negatively influence children's post divorce adjustment as it 

related to the acquisition of social skills. The authors report that divorce can have an 

adverse effect on children by disrupting the acquisition of social skills and the 

progression through social relationships. They also found that if the family history 

included overt marital hostility prior to the divorce children had even fewer social skills. 

The authors examined other factors that could have influenced the outcomes. They found 

that factors such as maternal education, maternal employment, and time since separation 

were unrelated to adjustment outcome. This study helps illustrate the impact of having 

two risk factors, divorce and conflict in the home and the added impact they have in 

combination on children's development. These studies help illustrate the impact that 

divorce can have in a child's life and the need to consider this risk in child development 

research. 
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Conflict/Abuse 

Conflict within the home is another area that researchers have investigated to 

explore the impact this may have on children. Conflict in the home generally takes two 

different forms, conflict between a parent and child or conflict between the parents 

including verbal and/or physical conflict 

Conflict between parents and their children has been widely explored and has 

come to the attention of most in the form of child abuse and neglect. A report issued by 

the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (1996a) estimates that as many as 

1,553,800 children were victims of abuse in 1993. This included an estimated 565,000 

children who were seriously injured. Dix (1991) reports from his literature review that 

interactions of conflict between children and their parents can occur from three and a half 

to fifteen times an hour in families with children who are younger. Many negative 

outcomes have been found in children who have been the victims of parental conflict 

Dunn and Brown (1994) found that children raised in families where negative emotions 

are frequently expressed tend to have a poorer understanding of emotions. Suspected 

child abuse was found to be related to outcomes for hospitalized psychiatric children 

(Gabel, 1990). Rivinus et al. (1991) found a higher rate of post traumatic stress syndrome 

and borderline personality disorder in children who had been physically and/or sexually 

abused. 

Physical abuse has also been associated with developmental delays. Parish et al. 



(1985) studied 53 children ages thirty to sixty months who were enrolled in a family 

development center. The criteria the researchers used to include the children in the study 

was the children had to be between the ages of 2.5 to 5 years old, the child must have 

experienced reported physical abuse within the past year, the child must be residing with 

one biological parent, parents must be willing to make a written commitment as to their 

participation in the program, and a caseworker for one of the protective agencies must be 

active with the family. Upon entry into the program, the children were assessed using the 

Learning Accomplishments Profile which provides measures of developmental levels in 

four areas; gross motor, fine motor, social, and language skills. The researchers 

examined the relationship of the criterion variables with the possible developmental 

delays experienced by the children. The researchers found that 83% of the children 

entering the program had moderate to marked developmental delays with the greatest 

delays in fine motor and language skills. 

Investigating the negative impact of child abuse and social interaction among 

children was Main and George (1985) who wanted to see if children who had been 

abused reacted differently to the distress of an agemate than did children who had not 

been abused. The researchers studied 19 disadvantaged toddlers 9 of which had been 

physically abused. All of the participating families suffered from such things as being 

economically disadvantaged, being single parent homes, and living on welfare. The 

severity of abxise in the nine children ranged from severe punishment to skull firactures. 



broken bones and severe bums. The children were observed by a research assistant while 

they attended a day care. The observers recorded the target child's social behavior as 

accurately as possible. Four half hour sessions for each child were recorded over a four 

month period. Following the observations, a separate assistant who had no knowledge of 

the children's abuse status, read through each of the recorded narratives and marked all 

incidents in which a child showed distress by crying, indicating fright or by panicing. 

Two other judges evaluated the target child's responses to the distressed child. These 

judges tended to group the children into two groups one of which had children who 

showed such things as empathy or curiosity to distressed agemates and the second group 

which tended to show fear, physical attack or non-physical aggression. There was a 94% 

agreement rate between the two judges on the classifications. The researchers found that 

no abused toddler exhibited a concerned response to a distressed agemate where five out 

of nine non-abused toddlers showed concern, sadness, or empathy. Eight of the nine 

abused toddlers responded with fear, or other types of angry behavior. Three of the 

abused children responded by physically attacking the distressed child. The judges were 

also asked to report any incidents that they thought was disturbing. Of the 50 incidents 

reviewed, nine were judged to be disturbing and all nine involved abused children. These 

studies illustrate the impact that conflict between a parent and child can have on 

children's lives. 

Conflict between parents and the influence this has on children is an area that has 
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also been explored. Different factors can contribute to conflict in the home between 

parents. For example, Kurdek (1991) found that mothers in high conflict marriages were 

younger than either mothers in low conflict marriages or divorced mothers. The efifect 

that this inter parent conflict can have on children in the home was explored by 

MacKinnon (1989) who suggests that one possible reason that older siblings are more 

abusive in divorced homes is that the older sibling is mirroring the conflictuai relations 

that they have seen in their families particularly the husband-wife structure. This 

behavior can be extended into other situations. Bowers, Smith, and Binney (1992) found 

that children with conflictuai relations at school tend to report low cohesion in their home 

environment. Other effects of inter parent conflict on children was investigated by Jaffe, 

Wolfe, Wilson, and Zak (1986) who found that children who have been exposed to inter 

parent violence have a higher frequency of symptoms of high distress or maladjustment. 

They found that boys exposed to inter parent violence tend to show more external 

(behavioral problems) and intemal (eg. depression, anxiety, lower levels of self 

competence) symptoms or reactions to the violence compared to boys not exposed to 

uiter parent violence. Girls exposed to inter parent violence tend to show more intemal 

symptoms when compared to girls not exposed to inter parent violence. In further 

support of this, Cumminigs, Pellegrini, and Notarius (1989) report that parents who have 

a history of physical hostility or unsatisfying marriages tend to have children who have 

heightened reactivity in response to anger. In fact, these researchers suggest that the 
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process dimensions of the home should be examined as much as the structural dimensions 

as discord in the marriage may affect children more than the actual breakup. To come to 

these conclusions the researchers studied 49 preschool children all from intact homes. 

The mothers of these children rated their own marital satisfaction and were subsequently 

categorized as either having marital satisfaction (58%) or marital distress (42%). The 

mothers also completed a measure assessing inter parent hostility which gives measures 

on reasoning, verbal aggression, and physical aggression. The children were then 

exposed to simulations of angry, friendly, and reconciliation interactions between their 

mother and a research assistant while the children played in the same room. The 

children's reactions to these simulations were coded by observers as 'preoccupation' 

which was characterized by the child decreasing play and having a disruption in the 

quality of affect; 'expressed concern and social support seeking' which was characterized 

by the child showing facial distress, requests to leave, expressing concerns about the 

conflict, talking with the mother, or getting comfort from the mother; and 'accepting 

social responsibility' which was characterized by the child providing physical and verbal 

comfort to the mother, staying near the mother to protect her, inquiring about the 

mother's feelings or defending the mother to the research assistant. The researchers 

examined the data from two different directions. First, the researchers explored the 

relationships between the marital satisfaction and conflict rating of the mothers. The 

marital satisfaction measure was negatively correlated with the verbal and physical 
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conflict measiare or in other words the marital satisfaction dropped as verbal and physical 

conflict increased. Second, the researchers examined the children's reactions to the three 

interactions between the research assistant and their mothers. A comparison of the angry 

and friendly and the angry and reconciliation simulations showed that there were more 

responses from the children to the angry condition. They also found that children from 

homes where the mother rated her marriage as satisfactory reacted to the situations with 

concern and social support seeking behaviors more than children from homes where there 

was an unsatisfactory marriage rating. 

Kurdek (1991) wanted to determine if there was a difference between mothers 

experiencing high marital conflict, mothers experiencing low marital conflict and 

divorced mothers in the way they rate their child's negative behavior and the frequency of 

having enjoyable time with their children. Having access to the National Survey of 

Families and Household data the authors included 1065 married mothers, 198 single, 

separated mothers, and 421 single divorced mothers. The 1065 married mothers were 

categorized as low or high marital conflict based on their responses to items regarding 

marital conflict. The items asked about the frequency of calmly discnssing disagreements 

with their spouse, how frequently shouting occurred and how frequently hitting occurred. 

The categorization resvilted in the low conflict group having a total of204 mothers and 

the high conflict group having 184 mothers. The children ratings were conducting using 

503 boys and 504 girls. Background information was obtained on such things as age. 



race, educational status and number of children living in the household. The child ratings 

completed by the mothers focused on three general ratings and six specific ratings. The 

three general ratings focused on how the child's life was going, how often the parent had 

experienced enjoyable time with the child and how often the parent had an argument with 

the child in the last thirty days. The six specific factors included: child is willing to try 

new things; keeps self busy; is cheerful and happy; loses temper easily; is fearful or 

anxious; and bullies or is cruel to others. The first three can be summed to create a 

Positive Behavior score and last three sum to create a Negative Behavior score. The 

results of this investigation show that the high conflict married mothers and the divorced 

mothers tended to rate their children high in regard to their experienced negative 

behaviors and to rate them low in firequency of enjoyable time spent with their children. 

Wolfe, Zak, and Wilson (1986) examined the influence of inter parent conflict by 

studying mothers and children from shelters for abused women. The children ranged in 

age from four to thirteen and were categorized into three groups based on their exposure 

to marital violence. The first group was composed of 15 boys and 8 girls who had been 

exposed to marital violence in the past six months. The second group was composed of 7 

boys and 10 girls who had been exposed to marital violence in the last six weeks. The 

researchers also used a control group which had 13 boys and 10 girls who had not been 

exposed to marital violence. The researchers focused on seven variables that categorized 

family disadvantage. These included 3 or more children in the home, low socioeconomic 
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status, 3 or more family moves since the birth of the oldest child, if the children lived 

with an aggressive male role model for more than six months, if the family had 

experienced a marital separation in the past two years, if the family had sought help from 

two or more community or social services, and if the family was headed by a single 

parent. The researchers used measures from the Child Behavior Checklist and an 

assessment of stressfiil life events. The researchers found that all three groups differed on 

the family disadvantage index with the children who had been exposed to marital 

violence in the past six weeks scoring the highest, children who had been exposed to 

marital violence in the past six months scoring next and the control group had the lowest 

score. The researchers also found that those exposed to marital violence in the past six 

weeks had the lowest reported social competence rating, fewer social activities, fewer 

interests and had lower school performance. 

Fantuzzo et al. (1991) also studied children whose mothers were in a shelter for 

battered women and proposed that interparental violence particularly impacts preschool 

children. To explore this hypothesis they studied 107 young children and their mothers. 

The researchers chose mothers who were either in a shelter for battered women (n=23) or 

who had children enrolled in a Head Start Center (n=84). The children ranged in age 

from 3.5 to 6.4 years and included 58 boys and 49 girls. All the participating families 

were below the poverty line. Only 55% of the families had both biological parents 

present in the home. Families were asked to complete a Family Information Form, a 
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general information sheet, the Conflict Tactics Scale, a scale used to assess the level and 

type of interparental conflict, and the Child Behavior Checklist, a rating instrument 

providing information as to the extent of a child's behavior problems and social 

competencies. The authors found that moderate levels of conduct problems foimd in 

children were associated with verbal conflict between the parents. If the verbal conflict 

included physical conflict, this was associated with clinical levels of conduct problems 

and moderate levels of emotional problems. The authors report that low income status 

and interparental violence had a cumulative effect on children's adjustment. These 

studies help illustrate the impact that parent-child and parent-parent conflict can have in 

the life of a child and the need to consider this risk in child development research. 

Economically Disadvantaged 

Growing up in an economically disadvantaged home has also been determined to 

be a risk factor for children. Assessing the affects of this risk factor on children can be 

problematic as mothers in lower socioeconomic status homes tend to report more 

symptom levels than mothers from other levels (Campbell and Ewing, 1990). Despite 

this difiBculty researchers have explored the impact of growing up in an academically 

disadvantaged situation. For example, Flannagan and Hardee (1994) studied 66 mothers 

and their four year old children and found that children from families categorized as 

middle socioeconomic status tend to receive more encouragement for school related 

activity performance independent of teacher assistance than do children from low 



socioeconomic status families. Being economically disadvantaged is often times 

associated with alcohol and drug abuse, divorce, and child abuse (MacKinnon, 1989; 

Kurdek, 1991; Gabel, 1990; Weiss, 1984). The U.S. Department of Health and Human 

Services (1996a) report that children growing up in families where the annual income is 

below $15,000 a year are nearly 56 times more likely to be educationally neglected when 

compared to children in other socioeconomic status groups. They are also 14 times more 

likely to be harmed by abuse when compared to children in other socioeconomic status 

groups. Trickett, Aber, Carlson, and Cicchetti (1991) studied the relationship of 

socioeconomic status and child abuse. The researchers studied families considered to 

have a low socioeconomic status and families considered to be middle socioeconomic 

status. Within these two categories the families were further categorized as being abusive 

or not. From the middle socioeconomic status group there were 21 families considered to 

be abusive and 21 that were not. From the low socioeconomic status group there were 37 

families considered to be abusive and 53 who were not All of the participating families 

were administered the Family Environment Scale to determine the family's psychosocial 

functioning. As would be expected there were significant differences between the 

abusive families and those families who were not abusive on the Family Environments 

Scale's cohesion, expressiveness, and conflict subscales. The abusive families had lower 

scores on cohesion and expressiveness and higher scores on conflict than non-abusive 

families. The interesting finding of the study came when looking at the differences 
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between the low and middle socioeconomic status groups. The researchers found a 

significant difference on the conflict subscale between the socioeconomic groups with 

low socioeconomic status families having more conflict. 

The socioeconomic status of families can also influence a child's education. For 

example Crane (1996) explored the determinants of mathematics test scores in children 

ages five to nine and found that socioeconomic status was able to predict mathematics 

test score when controlling for the effects of home enviroimient and matemal cognitive 

test scores. Walker, Greenwood, Hart, and Carta (1994) point out the persistent 

association of lower academic achievement and early school failure experienced by 

children of poor families. To explore this issue these researchers conducted a ten year 

follow up analysis of a longitudinal study that began with 40 families. Because of 

attrition over the ten years of the study, only 29 families participated in the follow up. 

Children in the families were assessed when they were 7 months old and again at 36 

months with indices reflecting student intellectual ability, spoken language, and 

socioeconomic status. Socioeconomic status was determined by a questionnaire 

completed by the parents. The intellectual ability of the children was assessed using the 

Stanford Binet. A home observation was conducted by trained observers to assess the 

factors that influence the environment in the home and how parents respond to their 

children within that environment. The authors found that children raised in lower 

socioeconomic environments have a lower performance on reading achievement, and 



language as they tend to have fewer early language experiences. 

Pettit, Dodge and Brown (1988) worked with 46 preschool children who were 

from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. In 80% of the cases the children were from 

single parent homes headed by the mother. A total of 54% of the mothers and 30% of the 

children were suspected abuse victims. The researchers attempted to determine the 

relationship between early childhood experience and social competence. The researchers 

used four summary measures: social preference, social status, classroom social skills, and 

classroom aggression. These measures were derived from ratings provided by teachers 

and peers. The teacher ratings were composed of a 24 item checklist completed by the 

teacher and the teacher's aid on each child. Two composite scores were obtained for the 

student's aggressiveness and social skills with peers. The peer ratings focused on three 

activities. In the first activity each student was shown pictures of the other students in the 

class and asked how much they liked to play with that person. In the second activity the 

students were asked to pick the three students that they liked to play with the most and 

the three they liked to play with the least. The final activity involved each student 

naming the three students who cooperated, took turns and were nice the most and the 

three students who started fights, were mean and didn't share. The research design also 

included an individual interview with each student. In the interviews each smdent was 

shown eight vignettes of boys playing in which one boy provokes the other. The students 

were asked what they would do in that situation. Next, four stories similar to the 



vignettes were read to each student and they were asked how they would react. Finally 

each student was administered the Rubin's Social Problem Solving Test This involved 

reading different short stories in which the student had to propose a solution. The final 

step in the research design had trained clinicians interview each of the student's mothers. 

The mother's interviews consisted of four parts. The first was a standard set of questions 

about their child's early life experiences. This included infancy (0-12 months), 

toddlerhood (1-4 years), and in the past 12 months. Next the mothers were read five 

vignettes in which a child misbehaves. The mothers were asked how they would feel if 

this was their child. They were also asked how much discipline they would use, would 

they try to reason with the child, and what they would have done to prevent this from 

happening in the first place. The third part of the interview had the clinician reading four 

stories in which a child was aggressive toward a parent. The mothers were asked for an 

interpretation of the story and the interpretations were coded as being either hostile or 

benign. The last step of the interview had the mothers answer 16 questions on a seven 

point Likert format questionnaire designed to assess maternal endorsement of aggression 

as a solution to interpersonal problems. Results presented by the authors of this extensive 

research project was that children who tended to be socially rejected, as compared to 

socially popular, were growing up in circumstances that were less advantageous because 

of the socioeconomic status of their families. These children had fewer interactions with 

peers and parents that were positive. They were also growing up in environments where 
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physical aggression was both endorsed and practiced by the parents. 

Shaw and Emery (1987) studied 40 mothers, who were separated from their 

spouse, and their school age children. The children included 21 girls and 19 boys who 

ranged in age from five to twelve years. The mean income for these families was $7800 

with 80% of the families having yearly incomes less than or equal to $10,000. The 

families were assessed using the Child Behavior Checklist and the Perceived Competence 

Scale which was designed to evaluate the children's competence in their social and 

cognitive competence. The researchers found that family income was associated with the 

children's perceived social competence. The higher the family income the higher the 

children perceived their social competence. They also found that children from lower 

income families tended to have more internalizing behaviors than children from higher 

income families. These studies help illustrate the impact of being from a family with a 

low socioeconomic status and the need to consider this risk factor in child development 

research. 

Substance Abuse 

Another area widely explored as a risk factor for children is that of having a 

parent that abuses drugs and/or alcohol. In 1994 it was estimated that more than 25 

million people used an illicit drug. During that same year the federal government's 

funding for prevention and treatment of drug and alcohol abuse/use was $4.4 billion 

(Drug and Alcohol Abuse, 1996). The difBculty in stud5dng the impact of having an 
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alcoholic parent on children is that alcoholism is frequently foimd in connection with 

other risk factors. Fitzgerald et al. (1993) reminds us of the comorbidity that is often seen 

with alcoholism. Frequently associated with alcoholism is parental aggression, anti

social behavior, and depression. A report issued by the Substance Abuse and Mental 

Health Services Administration (1996) provides information on the co-occurrence of 

substance use and mental syndromes. For example, the report states that adults with 

major depressive disorders, m comparison to adults not having a depressive episode, were 

more likely to have used cigarettes, illicit drugs, and alcohol. This finding adds to the 

risks faced by children. Freeman and Dryer (1993) suggest that risk factors such as 

substance abuse predispose children to problems and should be identified early to clarify 

opportunities for prevention and early intervention. To explore these risks and their 

relationship with parental alcoholism and the impact this can have on children. Hill and 

Hruska (1992) explored the development of psychopathology ui children who came from 

families with multi-generational alcoholism. These children (high risk) were compared to 

children who were not from families with alcoholism (low risk) using measures from the 

Schedule for Affective Disorders and measures from the Schizophrenia for School Aged 

Children. The researchers found that the high risk group tended to have higher rates in 

major depression, anxiety disorders, attention deficit disorder, conduct disorder, alcohol 

abuse, and multiple diagnoses. Rivinus et al. (1991) studied 109 children admitted to a 

child psychiatric unit. The children ranged in age from four to fourteen with 84 of the 
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children being male and 25 female. A total of 58 children came from families in which a 

parent abused substances, 18 came from homes where they were physically and/or 

sexually abused and 40 had neither backgroimd. The researchers explored which 

symptoms differentiated the three groups. They found that enuresis, anxiety, obsessive 

compulsive symptoms, and learning disabilities all differentiated the children of 

substance abusing parents from the other two groups. Also exploring the relationship of 

parental substance abuse and children's psychpathology was Gabel (1988) who proposed 

a model of four factors predicting successful outcome for children in a hospital day 

treatment program. The four factors in the original model were parental substance abuse, 

severe aggression in the child, suicidal ideation in the child, and suspicions of child 

abuse. The researchers found that all four variables were associated with the child's 

outcome and were additive in nature (the more factors a child had the poorer the 

outcome), with the severe aggression and parental substance abuse being the most 

important (Gabel et al., 1988). To aid in being able to generalize the results, Gabel et al. 

(1990) used the proposed model for children who were in-patients at a psychiatric 

hospital. A total of 74 children's charts were assessed for this study with 45 of the 

children having severe aggressive behavior, 41 having suicidal ideation, 20 had suspected 

child abuse and 40 were from homes with parental substance abuse. Of the 74 total 

children studied, 29 were recommended for home placements and 45 were recommended 

for out of home placements. The resiilts of their analyses showed that of the four original 
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variables the parental substance abuse was the only one significantly associated with the 

outcome of the children with children firom homes with a substance abusing parent 

having less positive outcomes. 

Gabel (1992) also studied 349 discharged children and adolescents firom four 

psychiatric hospitals and found that boys of substance abusing parents tend to be from 

families that are economically disadvantaged and that these boys have a greater liklihood 

of having parents suspected of child abuse. Daughters of substance abusing parents 

showed more severe aggressive/destructive behavior and attention deficit disorder 

diagnosis when compared to daughters of non-substance abusing parents. 

Johnson, Glassman, Fiks, and Rosen (1989) studied children of mothers who had 

abused substances while pregnant. After the children's birth, at a 36-month follow up, 

each child received a physical exam, neurological exam, and the Merrill-Palmer Scale of 

Mental Tests. These children were compared to children who had mothers that had not 

abused substances. The researchers were interested in whether distinct developmental 

patterns could be identified. They found that three patterns emerged. In pattern one there 

were nine students that were drug exposed and four who were not and yet all of these 

children were developing well. Pattern two had ten drug exposed and eleven drug free 

and had average development. The third pattern had seventeen drug exposed and three 

drug free all of which were developing poorly. The differences found between those 

children developing well and those developing poorly tended to be the experiences the 



children received in the home. Those who were developing poorly experienced more 

family disorder including neglect and abuse where the children in pattern one had more 

positive home environments illustrating the need to assess multiple risk factors. These 

studies help illustrate the impact that a substance abusing parent can have in the life of a 

child and the need to consider this risk factor in child development research. 

As can be seen form the studies of these four risk factors, none of them are 

exclusive to the others. In fact, the four can be related and actually may have a 

cximulative negative effect in the life of a child. All four risk factors are directly related 

to the home environment of children. With this in mind it seems important to consider 

these risks, their relationship to the home environment, and how this may impact 

children. It would also seem to be important to determine this influence as early as 

possible in a child's life to provide ample time for corrective action. 

Assessment of Home Environment 

Many instruments have been used in the study of home environments. One of the 

most widely used is the Family Environment Scale which has been used in over 100 

published articles. Moos (1990) described the development of the Family Environment 

Scale. The test developers began by defining at the outset constructs they wanted to 

measure and then selected items that were conceptually related to the construct. Thus 

they felt that face and content validity were built in to the instrument. They began with an 

item pool of 200 items which were pilot tested. The final items chosen for the instrument 
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were selected based on 5 empirically derived criteria- The first criterion was that the item 

split should be as close to .50 as possible. Second, items should correlate highly with the 

subscale to which it belongs. Third, each subscale should have an equal number of items. 

Fourth, the subscales should not be highly correlated with each other. Fifth, each item 

and each subscale should have the ability to discriminate between various groups. Based 

on the pilot test the 200 item pool was reduced to 90 items. The 90 items can be scored 

and smnmed to create ten subscales which provide measiires on the ten original 

constructs. The ten subscales are based on a three dimensional conceptualization of 

families. Each dimension includes related subscales. The first dimension is the 

Relationship dimension. The subscales included in this dimension are Cohesion, 

Expressiveness, and Conflict. The second dimension is the Personal Growth dimension. 

The subscales included in this dimension are Independence, Achievement Orientation, 

Intellectual-Cultural Orientation, Active-Recreational Orientation, and Moral-Religious 

Emphasis. The final dimension is the System Maintenance dimension which includes the 

Organization and Control subscales. A Family Relations Index can be computed by 

using the Relationship index. Scores on the Cohesion and Expression subscales are 

sununed and then the score from the Conflict subscale is subtracted to provide the Family 

Relations Index score. 

Oliver, May, and Handal (1988) give three possible reasons for the broad 

acceptance of the Family Enviroimient Scale. The first is that the Family Envirormient 
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Scale was designed to be comprehensive in nature and it is designed to measure what 

expert judges claim are relevant aspects of family environment The second reason is that 

the psychometric properties appear promising and third, the conceptual interface between 

family enviroimient and individual personality theory give it a theoretical grounding and 

appeal. Because of the wide spread use of the Family Environment Scale, the results of 

research focusing on the psychometric properties is varied. A variety of methods have 

been used with just as many results. Foreman and Hagan (1984) reviewed the literature 

for measures of total family fimctioning that had available psychometric properties and 

subsequently reviewed the Family Environment Scale. They found that the Family 

Environment Scale subscales do measure aspects of family functioning. They also found 

that the scale has established concurrent validity and that the underlying multi

dimensional structure is stable across samples. 

To examine the factor structure of the Family Environment Scale Kronenberger 

and Thompson (1990) administered the Family Environment Scale to 109 families who 

had chronically ill children. Using the ten subscales the authors conducted a factor 

analysis and reported a three factor solution. The authors report that the first factor, 

which they labeled Supportive, had high loadings with the Cohesion (.44) and 

Expressiveness (.77) subscales though the Cohesion subscale loadings were fairly evenly 

split between factor 1 and factor 2. The Intellectual-Cultural Orientation and Active-

Recreational Orientation subscales also had significant loadings on Factor 1 with loadings 
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of .76 and .59 respectively. Factor two, labeled by the authors as Conflicted, had 

significant loadings with the Conflict (.93) and Organization (-.74) subscales. The 

Cohesion subscale loaded -.53 on this factor. The third factor, labeled Controlling, had 

high loadings with Control (.86), Achievement (.53) and Moral-Religious Emphasis (.46). 

Oliver, May, and Handal (1988) also found a three factor solution when they used 

the adult normative sample data of the Family Environment Scale creators. This sample 

was composed of 534 normal and 266 distressed families. Using the ten subscales in 

their factor analsyis the researchers foimd that the first factor labeled Conflict vs. 

Cohesion, had high factor loadings with the Cohesion (.59), Conflict (-.84), and 

Organization (.46) subscales. Factor two, labeled Control vs. Expressivness, had high 

loadings with the Expressivness (-.63) and Control (.71) subscales. The third factor, 

labeled Activities, had high loadings with the Intellectual-Cultural Orientation (.67) and 

the Active-Recreational Orientation (.63) subscales. 

Fowler (1982) administered the Family Environment Scale to 64 subjects. Using 

the ten subscales of the Family Environment the authors found a two factor solution. The 

first factor focuses on control and organization and the other with interpersonal 

relationships within the family. The Achievement Orientation, Active Recreational 

Orientation, Organization, and Control subscales loaded on the control and organization 

factor. The Cohesion, Expressiveness, Conflict, Independence, Intellectual-Cultural 

Orientation and Moral-Religious Emphasis subscales loaded on the interpersonal 



relationships factor. After correcting for social desirability the results were the same. 

Boake and Salmon (1983) replicated Fowler's study with a similar two factor solution. 

The only difference was with the Active Recreational Orientation and the Moral-

Religious Emphasis subscales which switched factors. 

Waldron, Sabatelli and Anderson (1990) approached the factor analysis of the 

Family Environment Scale in a slightly different way. The prior studies listed here used 

the subscale scores in the factor analytic exploration. Waldron, Sabatelli and Anderson 

used the 90 items of the Family Environment Scale in their analysis. The authors utilized 

two separate samples to determine the factor structure. The samples consisted of 366 

employees and 462 students at the University of Connecticut Each of the subjects 

completed the Family Environment Scale. A separate factor analysis was conducted 

with each group. After examining the relationships between the extracted factors for the 

two groups, and after examining the scree plot, a 5 factor solution was suggested. Items 

were kept for each factor if the loading was .30 or greater. The first factor was labeled as 

Help, Support and Expression. This factor contained twelve items seven of which were 

firom the Cohesion subscale. The second factor labeled Control and Organization had a 

total of fifteen items. Five items were firom the Control subscale and seven items firom 

the Achievement Orientation. The third factor labeled Conflict had ten items with six of 

the items firom the Conflict subscale. The fourth factor had a total of ten items with eight 

items firom the Intellectual-Cultural Orientation subscale. The authors labeled it 



Active/Intellectual Pursxiits. The final factor labeled Religious Emphasis haH seven items 

all of which were firom the Moral-Religious Emphasis subscale. The researchers also 

examined the reliability of the Family Environment Scale and found reliability estimates 

ranging firom .43 to .77. 

In other studies where the Family Environment Scale was used, the scale 

demonstrated the ability to differentiate between children foimd to be behavior problem 

kids and those found to be non-behavior problem children. Kronenberger and Thompson 

(1990) used the Missouri Children's Behavior Checklist which is a 70-item 

dichotomously scored assessment of behaviors seen in a child during the past six months. 

This assessment provided a way to categorize 109 children as being either behavior 

problem or non-behavior problem children. The categorizations were then used to see if 

there were differences between the groups on the subscales of the Family Environment 

Scale. The authors found a significant difference on three of the ten subscales. Cohesion 

F(l, 107) = 5.66, p<.05, Expressivness F(l,107) = 4.73, p<.05, and Conflict F=(l>107) = 

11.34, p<.01. These happen to be the subscales that make up the Family Relations Index. 

This shows that children with behavior problems tend to come fi-om homes that they see 

as being less cohesive, having less expression and having higher conflict than children 

not from such homes. 

Creasy and Jarvis (1988) examined the convergence of the Family Environment 

Scale with the Network of Relationships Index. The Network of Relationships Index 



44 

assesses an individual's relationships with each family member and has two dimensions, 

social support and negative interactions. The authors studied 28 children from intact 

families and had them complete the Network of Relationships index and the three scales 

of the Family Environment Scale that comprise the Family Relationship dimension. Of 

the eighteen possible correlations, seventeen were significant ranging from a low of .32 to 

a high of .69. This helps illustrate, for example, that children who reported having high 

cohesion and expression in their families with low levels of conflict indicated that they 

had positive social support from their fathers and mothers. This study helped show the 

convergent validity of the Family Environment Scale. 

Sines (1984) was concerned with the possible dependence of personality meastores 

and dimensions in the environment To explore this issue. Sines administered the 

Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory and the Family Environment Scale to 185 

college freshman. Sines found that the 10 subscales of the Family Environment Scale 

were not redundant with the 13 variables measured by the Minnesota Multiphasic 

Personality Inventory. Correlations between the Relationship dimension subscales of the 

Family Environment Scale and the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 

subscales ranged from .01 to .37. For example the correlations between the 

expressiveness subscale of the Family Environment Scale and the 13 scales of the 

Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory range from .02 to .31. Sines also attempted 

to predict subscale scores on the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory by using 
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the three subscales of the Relationship dimension from the Family Environment Scale. 

Sines foiind that between 9 and 36% of the variance could be accounted for by the 

multiple regression model. This study helps illustrate the divergent validity of the Family 

Environment Scale. 

Kleinman, Handal, Enos, Searight, and Ross (1989) explored the effectiveness of 

the Family Environment Scale and how it relates to adolescent distress. The authors 

categorized the 966 participants into low, medixim or high groups based on their scores on 

the Family Environment subscales. The authors made comparisons using the low, 

medium and high scoring adolescents on the Family Environment Scale subscales as the 

independent variables, scores on the Langner Symptom Survey and the General Health 

Questionnaire as the dependent variables and controlled for the demographic variables. 

Employing a post hoc analysis correction technique for multiple comparisons, they found 

that the Family Environment Scale indicators on the Conflict and Cohesion subscales are 

related to distress in white adolescents. The Expressiveness subscale was also related to 

distress in white adolescent males but not females. 

Glaser, Sayger, and Home (1993) found that the Family Environment Scale 

successftilly differentiates between families that are functional, distressed, and abusive on 

the Family Relations Index. The authors administered the Family Environment Scale to 

46 families comprised of 15 families who had open cases with child protective services 

(abusive), 15 families who were clinic-referred from a local school for child-behavior 
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problems (distressed), and 16 families who were recruited from local schools and did not 

meet the criteria for either distressed or abusive families (functional). A comparison of 

these groups show that the Family Environment Scale can differentiate between the 

groups on the Family Relations Index F(2,45) = 4.83, p<.05. The mean scores for the 

groups show a continuum of responses related to the severity of problem with the 

functional group having the highest mean score (mean=61.88), the distressed second 

(mean=43.53) and the abusive third (mean=31.67). A post hoc analysis using the Duncan 

Multiple Range test revealed a significant difference between the fimctional group and 

abusive group. 

One explanation for the wide range of research results was proposed by Roosa and 

Beals (1990) who remind us that analyses may be different for different families 

experiencing different distress levels. Thus it becomes the researchers responsibility to 

carefully examine the obtained results in light of the subject's individual and familial 

characteristics and to include the environmental presses in their lives. Despite the 

cautions that some have given, the Family Environment Scale has been recommended for 

use by many including both individuals asked to review the Family Environment Scale in 

the 12* Mental Measurements Yearbook. They support its continued use with the 

stipulation that caution be used when using the instrument with non-traditional families 

or non-majority cultures. Lloyd states: 
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The Family Environment Scale is a well-constructed measure of family social 

structure that allows for multiple perspectives and for consideration of multiple 

aspects of the family system. The psychometric properties are sufficient to make 

this a valid instrument for group research. (Conoley and Impara, 1995). 

Assessment of Child Development 

In the study of children's development an instrument that has been used with 

success is the Denver Developmental Screening Test. The Denver Developmental 

Screening Test was first published in 1967 and was revised in 1990 culminating in the 

Revised Denver Developmental Screening Test or Denver II. The Denver II is a measure 

designed to rapidly assess developmental progress in children so that children with 

performance deficits can be referred for further evaluation. The instrument is designed 

for children firom birth to age six. Scores are obtained in four areas, social, fine motor, 

gross motor and language development. The test is individually administered by a 

trained tester. The test has 125 items which a child can pass or fail based on their ability 

to complete a task. The child is then compared to current age norms. The strengths of 

the Denver II is that it is easily administered and scored. Miller and Sprong (1986) did a 

qualitative comparison and also examined the psychometric properties of four preschool 

screening instruments one of which was the Denver Developmental Screening Test. Of 

the ten psychometric criteria used, which were chosen firom the Standards for Educational 

and Psychological testing, the authors suggested that the Denver was satisfactory in eight 
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including: 1) the test manual describes the standardization sample well so that the test 

user can determine the appropriateness of use with a particular population, 2) test 

administration procedures are described in sufficient detail to enable users to duplicate 

the administration and scoring procedures used during the standardization, 3) the test 

manual supplies information about special qualifications required of the test examiner, 4) 

the use of quantitative methods in item selection, 5) has evidence of concurrent validity 

reported in the test manual, 6) predictive validity studies conducted and published though 

not foimd in the test manual, 7) test-retest is also not in the manual but the authors found 

other studies illustrating this property, and finally 8) inter-examiner reliability was found 

in other studies. 

The Revised Denver Developmental Screening Test has been the focus of much 

research. Camp, vanDoomiack, Frankenburg, and Lampe (1977) conducted a study that 

assessed preschool children using the Denver Developmental Screening Test and later 

functioning in school. The researchers found that 88% of the four to six year old children 

they assessed, who scored as being abnormal, may be expected to have problems in 

school. The researchers also found that one third of the students assessed as being 

normal later had problems in school. The authors argue that it is more acceptable to miss 

a few children with potential problems in the initial screening than to encounter a large 

number of false positives. The authors remind us that learning problems developed once a 

child attends school tend to be evolutionary in nature and have many contributing factors 
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including situational variables which would be difficxilt to pre-screen for. 

Diamond (1990) studied 92 children entering kindergarten. Each child was 

assessed using the Revised Denver Developmental Screening Test and classified as either 

normal or at risk. The longitudinal study examined the relationship between the initial 

screening and subsequent need for special help in grade school. The authors found that 

the Revised Denver Developmental Screening Test classified seventeen children as at 

risk, twelve of which ended up needing special help. Unfortunately, of the 27 total 

students who ended up needing additional help, fifteen of those had been classified as 

normal. The strength of the screening is obvious though the false negatives found are of 

concern. The 12"" Mental Measurements Yearbook suggests that despite some 

psychometric weaknesses the instrument fulfills an important role for both practical and 

research purposes (Conoley and Impara, 1995). 



METHODS 

This study attempted to explore four commonly found risk factors and the 

relationship they have with the home environment and the language and social 

development of preschool children. The risk factors include divorce/separation, 

conflict/abuse, economically disadvantaged, and parental substance abuse. To examine 

these risk factors a checklist of risk factors was used. To assess the home envirormient of 

the participating families the Family Environment Scale was used. To determine the 

language and social development of the children the Denver n was used. Prior research 

has tended to focus on the influence of risk factors in children's lives when the children 

were school aged. Prior to attending school, children are less observable to community 

professionals. Yet preschool aged children also experience these risk factors. This study 

attempted to explore the relationship these risk factors have with the home environment 

of preschool age children and the social and language development of these children. 

Instruments 

The Family Environment Scale (Moos and Moos, 1986) is an instrument 

developed to measure the social-environmental characteristics of all types of families. 

Respondents make a judgement as to whether statements are true or false about their 

family. The focus of this study was on the family environment specifically on the inter 

relationships among family members. The three subscales of the Family Environment 

Scale that constitute the Family Relations Index were utilized to assess the family 
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environment of the participants. These subscales include the conflict, cohesion, and 

expressiveness scales. The second edition of the Family Environment Scale manual 

(Moos and Moos, 1986) reports the internal consistency reliability of these subscales as 

Cohesion = .78, Expressiveness = .69, and Conflict = .75. The two month test-retest 

reliability for the scales is Cohesion = .86, Expressiveness = .73, and Conflict = .85. 

The Denver n was designed to screen children in four developmental areas. The 

areas of focus in this study were the language and social development of the children. 

These two areas seem to be areas that would be most sensitive to the influence of family 

environment and risk factors. Thus the language development and the social development 

subscales of the Denver n were used. The Denver II screening manual (Frankenburg and 

Dodds, 1990) reports the mean examiner reliability for the screening items as .99 with a 

range of .95 - 1.00. The mean seven to ten day test-retest reliability for the screening 

items is .90 with a range of .50 - 1.00. 

The Child Rating Scale is a scale that was created for the Pasos Adelante project. 

The scale consists of ten statements to which the parent rates the child in four areas: 

Social Competence (3 items). Communication Skills (3 items). Coping Strategies (3 

items) and General Happiness (1 item). Responses to the questions are in a Likert scale 

format with five responses ranging from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree (see 

appendix A). 

The Parent Questionnaire is a scale that was created for the Pasos Adelante 
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project. The Parent Questionnaire contains ten items designed to assess four 

characteristics of relationsiiips between parent and child that is completed by the parent: 

Closeness (3 items). Involvement (3 items), Discipline (2 items), and Stress (2 items). 

The instrument utilized a Likert scale format with five responses ranging firom Strongly 

Disagree to Strongly Agree (see appendix B). 

Procedure 

This study attempted to replicate and expand a study conducted by DeMoja 

(1993) who stodied 38 admitted substance abusing parents and their three to five year old 

children. The parents in DeMoja's study were administered the three scales of the Family 

Relationship Index of the Family Environment Scale, the Conflict, Cohesion, and 

Expression subscales, to gain insight into the family characteristics. The children were 

assessed using the Denver II to evaluate their social and language development. DeMoja 

found low correlations between the variables on the two assessments ranging from .01 to 

.15 (see table 1). 
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Table 1 

DeMoja's Correlation matrix 

Subscales: Fine Motor Gross Motor Language Social 

Cohesion -.14 -.08 -.01 -.09 

Expressiveness .11 .11 .01 .15 

Conflict .09 .14 .11 .08 

These data show low relationships between the family environment and the development 

of the child as measured by these instruments. 

The current study attempted to investigate the relationship that family risk factors 

have with the home environment and children's development as measured by these 

instruments. Because the Child Rating Scale and Parent Questionnaire were developed 

for the project it was also necessary to examine their psychometric properties. An 

attempt was made to determine if the scales used could differentiate the presence of risk 

factors in families. Bamett, Hall and Bramlett (1990) remind us of the importance of 

assessing parental functioning as disturbances in childhood have complex links across 

behaviors and factors. For example, parent coping and stress tend to be related to 

learning experiences that children have. Barocas, Seifer, and Sameroff (1985) suggest 

that when examining parental influence that a joint examination of all factors should be 

taken as an analysis of isolated single factors (parental, child, environmental) would 

prove less fruitful. Greenwald (1990) encourages the use of multiple predictors in 



research of high risk children. Boake and Sahnon (1983) state that traditional 

psychological assessment fails to consider environmental factors on behavior. By using 

the Family Environment Scale, the Denver II, the Child Rating Scale, the Parent 

Questionnaire and the risk factor assessment, these issues are addressed. 

Research Questions 

1. What are the relationships between the subscales of the Family Relations Index 

from the Family Environment Scale, the social and language development 

subscales of the Denver H, the subscales of the Child Rating Scale, and the 

subscales of the Parent Questionnaire? 

2. What are the psychometric properties of the Child Rating Scale and the Parent 

Questionnaire? 

3. Can the social and language development of the children as measured by the 

Denver 11 be predicted using the subscales of the Family Relations Index from the 

Family Environment Scale, the subscales of the Child Rating Scale and the 

subscales of the Parent Questionnaire? 

4. Can the language development and social development of the children as 

measured by the Denver II, the subscales of the Child Rating Scale, the subscales 

of the Parent Questionnaire, and the subscales of the Family Relations Index from 

the Family Environment Scale differentiate families with divorced/separated 

parents or parents who never married? 



5. Can the language development and social development of the children as 

measured by the Denver H, the subscales of the Child Rating Scale, the subscales 

of the Parent Questionnaire, and the subscales of the Family Relations Index from 

the Family Environment Scale differentiate families in which the children have 

been abused? 

6. Can the language development and social development of the children as 

measured by the Denver H, the subscales of the Child Rating Scale, the subscales 

of the Parent Questionnaire, and the subscales of the Family Relations Index from 

the Family Environment Scale differentiate families who are economically 

disadvantaged? 

Subjects 

Subjects were families participating in the Pasos Adelante project at the La 

Frontera agency located in Tucson, AZ. To be eligible to participate in the project, 

families had to have a child approximately three and five years in age who was 

determined to be at risk because they have a parent who is currently or in the past has 

abused substances. A total of 121 children matched with a parent were involved in this 

study. A majority of the participating parents were female (96%). A total of 54% of the 

parents were Anglo, 37% were Hispanic, 7% were Native American and 2% were African 

American. A total of 36% of the parents were single parents, 35% were married, and 

30% were separated or divorced. The gender of the children was fairly evenly split with 
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46% being female and 54% being male. The ethnicity of the children was reported as 

50% Anglo, 36% Hispanic, 7% Native American, 5% African American, and 2% Asian. 

The children ranged in age from 28 months to 78 months with the average age being 

48.31 months (s=l 1.10). As part of the intake process, each child participating in the 

project was assessed using the Denver U. The parents were asked to complete the Family 

Relations Index from the Family Environment Scale, the Child Rating Scale and the 

Parent Questiormaire. The parents were also asked to report the number of risk factors 

that they experienced themselves and the number of risk factors that their children now 

experience in the home. The testing of the children and parents was administered by 

trained testers. Bilingual testers were available when needed. Test results were collected 

and returned to a central location. The data were analyzed using the Statistical Package 

For the Social Sciences (SPSS). To explore the psychometric characteristics of the Child 

Rating Scale and the Parent Questionnaire a Cronbach's alpha analysis was performed to 

examine the internal consistency of items. To explore the construct validity and factor 

structure of the Child Rating Scale and the Parent Questionnaire an exploratory factor 

analysis was conducted using a varimax rotation and selecting eigenvalues greater than 

one. To examine the concurrent validity of the Child Rating Scale and the Parent 

Questionnaire a correlation analysis was conducted with the Family Relations Index from 

the Family Environment Scale and the social and language subscales from the Denver H. 

To determine the predictive nature of the Family Relations Index, the Child Rating Scale, 



and the Parent Questionnaire on the social and language development of the participating 

children two separate regression analyses were conducted using a stepwise introduction 

of the predictors and examining the change in variance accounted for by the model. To 

explore the ability of the language development, social development, the Child Rating 

Scale, the Parent Questionnaire and the Family Relations Index to differentiate between 

families with separated/divorced parents and intact families a discriminant function 

analysis was conducted. A discriminant function analysis was also used to explore those 

same variables and their ability to differentiate families experiencing conflict and those 

families which are not and families who are economically disadvantaged and those who 

are not. 
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RESULTS 

Descriptive Statistics 

As part of the program intake process the parents completed a questionnaire 

indicating risk factors their children have experienced. All of the participating children 

have a parent who currently uses or has used substances as that is a requirement for 

participation in the program. This study focused on three additional risk factors that 

parents indicated: child abuse/conflict, socioeconomically disadvantaged, and single 

parent families. Of the 121 participating children 28% are reported to be victims of abuse 

or neglect. A total of 72% are reported to be living in homes which the parents consider 

to be economically disadvantaged. 65% of the children have parents who have been 

separated/divorced or never married- An examination of the total number of risk factors 

that a child had, including having a substance abusing parent, revealed that 11% had only 

one, 26% had two, 50% had three and 13% had all four risk factors. 

The parents completed the Cohesion, Expressiveness, and Conflict subscales from 

the Family Environment Scale. Each of the items is scored as either one or zero based on 

the true or false response to the items. The Cohesion subscale has nine items. The mean 

score obtained on the Cohesion subscale was 6.93 with a standard deviation equal to 1.95. 

The Expressiveness subscale also has nine items and the mean score for the subscale was 

5.69 with a standard deviation equal to 1.90. The Conflict subscale, with nine items, had 

a mean of 4.25 with a standard deviation of 2.01. 



The descriptive statistics were also calculated on these three subscales for those 

children experiencing three or four risk factors. The Cohesion subscaie mean was 6.61 

with a standard deviation of 2.10. The Expressiveness subscaie mean was 5.57 with a 

standard deviation of 1.98. The Conflict subscaie mean was 4.40 with a standard 

deviation of 1.76. 

A second instrument used by the program and completed by the parents was the 

Parent Questionnaire. Each item in the Parent Questionnaire has a Likert scale response 

format which is scored from one to five associated with Strongly Disagree to Strongly 

Agree. The responses to each item are presented in table 2. 



Table 2 

Item Responses to the Parent Questionnaire 

SD D U A SA 
1.1  feel  c lose  to  my chi ld .  0% 4.2% .8% 27.7% 67.2% 

2.1  spend a  lot  of  t ime playing with my chi ld .  1.7% 11.8% 3.4% 58% 25.2% 

3. My child often disobeys me. 22.7% 37% 10.9% 25.2% 4.2% 

4.1  can relax even when I  am under stress .  32.8% 353% 5% 252% 1.7% 

5. It is difScult for me to stay interested when I 
play with my child. 2.5% 11.6% 12.6% 47.9% 19.3% 

6.1  try to  praise  my chi ld  when we play.  2.5% 2.5% .8% 42.9% 51.3% 

7. When my child shows ofif, I try to ignore it 2.5% 21.8% 16% 45.4% 14.3% 

8. Stress really gets me down. 28.6% 42.9% 5.9% 21.8% .8% 

9. My child is too demanding. 17.6% 26.1% 7.6% 37% 11.8% 

10. My child is well-behaved. 4.2% 16% 17.6% 53.8% 8.4% 

Four subscales from this measure were obtained. The Closeness subscale, with three 

items, had a mean of 11.69 and a standard deviation equal to 1.79. The Involvement 

subscale, with three items, had a mean of 11.30 with a standard deviation of 2.25. The 

Discipline subscale, with two items, had a mean of 5.97 with a standard deviation of 1.83. 

The Stress subscale, with two items, had a mean of 4.51 with a standard deviation of 

2.02. 

A third assessment used in the program was the Child Rating Scale also 

completed by the parent. The scale is composed of ten items with a five point Likert 

response scale. The responses to each item are presented in table 3. 
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Tables 

Item Responses to the Child Rating Scale 

SD D U A SA 
1. My child shares toys when playing with others. 2.5% 30.8% 15% 43.3% 8.3% 

2. My child follows directions. 0% 242% 22.5% 45.8% 7.5% 

3. My child expresses choices to others. 2.5% 14.2% 11.7% 53.3% 18.3% 

4. My child pays attention to questions from adults. 2.5% 20.8% 16.7% 52.5% 7.5% 

5. My child can get a drink of water on his/her own. 1.7% 8.3% 5% 57.5% 27.5% 

6. My child can get materials he/she wants to use. 0% 10% 10.8% 52.5% 26.7% 

7. My child shows the ability to get along with other 
children. 2.5% 12.5% 15% 52.5% 17.5% 

8. My child seems to express himselfilierself to me and 
to other children. .8% 9.2% 13.3% 46.7% 30% 

9. My child seems to cope with new problems that occur. 3.3% 28.3% 21.7% 40.8% 5.8% 

10. My child is a happy child. 0% 6.7% 16.7% 48.3% 28.3% 

The items are scored to create four subscales. The Social Competence subscale had three 

items and had a mean of 10.31 and a standard deviation of 2.39. The Communication 

Skills subscale had three items and had a mean of 11.08 with a standard deviation of 2.48. 

The Coping Strategies had three items and had a mean of 11.14 with a standard deviation 

of 2.03. The General Happiness subscale had one item and had a mean of 3.98 and a 

standard deviation of .85. 

As part of the program the children were assessed by trained testers to determine 

the language and social development of the children. The Social development subscale of 
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the Denver II has 25 items and the items the children passed were summed for a total 

subscale score. The mean score for the subscale was 23.30 with a standard deviation of 

1.69. The scoring for the Langu£^e development subscale is scored the same way and 

has a total of 39 items. The mean for the subscale was 34.03 with a standard deviation of 

4.49. 

Descriptive statistics were also calculated on the Denver II for those children 

experiencing three or four risk factors. The Social development subscale mean was 23.20 

with a standard deviation of 1.76. The Language development subscale mean was 33.72 

with a standard deviation of 4.30. 

Correlation Analvsis 

A correlation analysis was conducted to assess the relationships between the 

Cohesion, Expressiveness, and Conflict subscales from the Family Environment Scale, 

the social and language development subscales from the Denver 11, the Social 

Compentence, Communication Skills, Coping Strategies, and General Happiness from 

the Child Rating Scale, and the Closeness, Involvement, Discipline, and Stress subscales 

from the Parent Questionnaire. Correlations ranged from a low of -.002 between 

Expressiveness from the Family Envirotmient Scale and Social development from the 

Denver II to a high of .563 between Coping Strategies and Communication Skills from 

the Child Rating Scale (see table 4). A total of 42 of the possible 78 correlations were 

significant at the .05 level though many of these correlations were not meaningful. 
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A second correlational analysis was conducted with the total number of risk 

factors the children were experiencing with the assessed family environment and child 

development The number of risk factors a child was experiencing was determined by a 

risk factor checklist that the parents/guardians responded to by checking yes if the child 

had experienced that risk factor. The checklist was then scored and summed to determine 

the total number of risk factors experienced by the children. The total number of risk 

factors had a correlation of -.051 with Social development, -.038 with Language 

development, -.142 with Cohesion, -.079 with Expressiveness, and .033 with Conflict. 

Of the five possible correlations none were significant 



Table 4 

Correlation of subscales from the Family Environment Scale. Denver II. Child Rating Scale and the Parent Questionnaire 

Coh Exp Con CIo Inv Dis Str Soc Lan Hap SC CS 

Coh 

Exp An* 

Con -.433* -.256* 

Clo .198» .266* -.221 • 

Inv .423* .360* -.309» .462» 

Dis .205' .3I6» -.198» .282* .397* 

Str .286* .266* -.269* -.038 .232* .141 

Soc -.029 -.002 -.007 .048 -.042 251* .033 

Lan -.013 .074 ,029 .023 .044 .234* -.006 .511» 

Hap .217* .128 -.254» .367* .32 !• .295^ .141 .075 -.037 

SC .023 .184* -.151 .232* .199* .244* .112 .211» .152 .478* 

CS .100 .093 -.078 .186* .028 .154 .148 .246* .145 .455* .553 • 

GST -.059 .053 -.055 .193* .110 .126 .043 .332* .099 .455* .508* .563 • 

note: Coh=col»esion, Exp=expressiveness, Con=connicl, Clo=closeness, lnv=involvement, Dis=discjpline, Str=Stress, Soc=Social, 
Lan=Language, Hap=Happiiiess, SC=Social Compentence, CS=Communication Skills, CST=Coping Strategies. 
* p<.05 



Psychometric Properties 

To assess the psychometric properties of the Parent Questionnaire and the Child Rating 

Scale a reliability analysis using Cronbach's alpha was conducted. For the ten item 

Parent Questionnaire an alpha of .649 was obtained with item correlations ranging from a 

low of -.005 to a high of .507 (see appendix C). The ten item Child Rating Scale 

obtained alpha was .851 with item correlations ranging from a low of. 182 to a high of 

.636 (see appendix C). To assess the construct validity of the Parent Questionnaire and 

the Child Rating Scale an exploratory factor analysis was conducted. Using the Kaiser 

criterion of selecting eigenvalues greater than unity the factor analysis of the ten items in 

the Parent Questionnaire resulted in a three factor solution accoimting for 57% of the 

variance. The three factors were rotated using a varimax rotation and the factor loadings 

are presented in table 5. 
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Table 5 
Rotated Factor Loadings of the Parent Questionnaire 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Subscale 
PQl .782 .055 .001 Closeness 
PQ2 .791 .062 .090 Involvement 
PQ3 .022 .736 .101 Discipline 
PQ4 .054 .066 .825 Stress 
PQ5 .519 .152 .090 Closeness 
PQ6 .723 .097 -.026 Involvement 
PQ7 .031 .392 -.610 Closeness 
PQ8 .128 .298 .756 Stress 
PQ9 .221 .694 .145 Involvement 
PQIO .136 .764 -.128 Discipline 
bold indicates higtiest loading for variable 

Using the Kaiser criterion of eigenvalues greater than unity the factor analysis of the ten 

items in the Child Rating Scale resulted in a one factor solution which was verified by 

examining the scree plot The one factor accounted for 43.5% of the variance. The factor 

loadings are presented in table 6. 



Table 6 
Factor loadings for the Child Rating Scale 
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Factor 1 
CRl 
CR2 
CR3 
CR4 
CR5 
CR6 
CR7 
CR8 
CR9 
CRIO 

.560 

.698 

.695 

.712 

.500 

.563 

.725 

.794 

.628 

.662 

Though the data and scoring suggested by the authors of the Parent Questionnaire and the 

Child Rating Scale was not supported by the factor analysis residts the decision was made 

to conduct all other analyses using the authors suggested scoring. This was done as the 

resiilts of the factor analysis, being exploratory in nature, may have been an artifact of the 

sample used. The divergent and convergent validity of the Parent Questionnaire and the 

Child Rating Scale can be examined by observing the correlations of the subscales within 

each instrument with the Cohesion, Expressiveness, and Conflict subscales from the 

Family Environment Scale and the Social and Language development subscales from the 

Denver 11 (see table 4). For example the correlation between the Involvement subscale 

from the Parent Questionnaire and the Cohesion subscale of the Family Envirormient 

Scale is .423. This demonstrates that the variables are assessing similar constructs that 

converge but are separate. The Involvement subscale is not highly correlated with the 
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Langu^e (r=.04) or Communicatioii (r=.03) subscales which demonstrate the divergent 

validity of the scale. 

Regression Analysis 

A regression analysis was conducted to determine if the children's social and 

language development could be predicted by the linear combination of the three subscales 

from the Family Environment Scale, the four subscales from the Child Rating Scale, and 

the four subscales from the Parent Questionnaire. In predicting the social development 

of the children with all eleven independent variables entered in the model, the model 

resulted in an R value of .427 and an R^ value of. 183. The AN OVA table indicating how 

well the model fit the data show an F (11,106) = 2.15, p=.023. Utilizing a stepwise 

method of entering the independent variables resxilted in three of the independent 

variables being included in the model with an R value of .395 and an R^ value of. 156. 

The three independent variables included in the model were Coping Strategies, 

Discipline, and Involvement. The ANOVA table associated with this model indicated an 

F (3, 114) = 7.03, p=.001 which included the constant. The beta weights are presented in 

table 7. 
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Table 7 

Social Development Standardized Beta Coefficients 

Variable: Beta: 

Coping Strategies 
Discipline 
Involvement 

.286 

.267 
-.190 

In predicting the language development of the children the eleven independent variables 

resulted in an R value of .320 and an R^ value of. 102. The ANOVA table associated 

with this model indicated an F (11,106) = 1.20, p=.370. Utilizing a stepwise method of 

entering the independent variables resulted in only one variable being entered that being 

the Discipline subscale from the Parent Questionnaire. This resulted in an R value of 

.211 and an R^ value of .044. The ANOVA table associated with this model indicated an 

F(l, 116) = 5.39, p=.022. The standardized beta coefiBcient associated with Discipline 

was .211. As with any statistical examination of development, an important factor to 

consider is the age of the subjects since developmental maturity occurs as children 

increase in age. A regression analysis was conducted with both the social and language 

development of the children that utilized a stepwise selection of the independent variables 

and included the variable age. For the social development of the children the stepwise 

regression resulted in three variables bemg included in the model with an R value of .558 

and an R^ value of .311. The independent variables selected for the model included age. 

Coping Strategies, and Discipline. The associated ANOVA table show an F(3, 114) = 
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17.15, p=.001. The standardized beta weights are presented in table 8. 

Table 8 

Social Development Standardized Beta Coefficients with Age 

Variable: Beta: 

Age .435 
Coping Strategies .333 
Discipline .214 

The language development was also examined with the age variable included. The 

stepwise procedure resulted in three variables being selected for the model with an R 

value of .586 and an value of .344. The independent variables selected included age. 

Discipline, and Communication Skills. The ANOVA table associated with the model 

show an F(3, 114) = 19.91, p=.001. The standardized beta weights are presented in table 

9. 

Table 9 

r.anguage Development Standardized Beta Coefficients with Age 

Variable: Beta: 

Age .546 
Discipline .222 
Communication Skills . 162 



piscrimiqant An^ysis 

To determine if the measured variables could differentiate families with the risk factor of 

having a single parent compared to families with two parents, a discriminant analysis was 

conducted. Twelve independent variables were used in the analysis including the 

Cohesion, Expressiveness and Conflict subscales of the Family Enviroimient Scale, the 

Closeness, Involvement, Discipline, and Stress subscales from the Parent Questionnaire, 

the Social Competence, Commimication Skills, Coping Strategies, and General 

Happiness from the Child Rating Scale, and the Language and Social development of the 

children as measured by the Denver n. Because of the dichotomous nature of the group 

variable one discriminant function was derived. This resulted in an eigenvalue of. 1038 

and a cannonical correlation of .3067. The discriminant function was able to correctly 

classify 66.10% of the cases. The standardized discriminant function coefficients and 

group centroids are presented in table 10. 
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Table 10 

Standardized Discriminant Function Coefficients for Single Parent 

Variable: Coefficient: 
Cohesion .814 
Expression -.501 
Conflict -.006 
Closeness .448 
Involvement -.647 
Discipline -.111 
Stress .074 
Social Competence -.084 
Communication Skills .218 
Coping Strategies .012 
Social Development -.237 
Language Development .692 

Group Centroids: Group 0 = .438 Group 1 = -.233 

These same twelve independent variables were used to differentiate families 

where children had experienced the risk factor of being abused in the home. Once again 

one discriminant function was obtained. The eigenvalue associated with this function 

was .1291 and the cannonical correlation was .3382. The discriminant function was able 

to correctly classify 68.97% of the cases. The standardized discriminant function 

coefficients and group centroids are presented in table 11. 
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Table 11 

Standardized Discriminant Function Coefficients for Conflict 

Variable: Coefficient: 
Cohesion -.407 
Expression .720 
Conflict -.104 
Closeness .426 
Involvement .280 
Discipline -.621 
Stress .109 
Social Competence -.132 
Communication Skills -.477 
Coping Strategies T280 
Social Development .192 
Language Development -. 170 

Group Centroids: Group 0 = .215 Group 1 = -.590 

The same twelve independent variables were used to differentiate families 

experiencing the risk factor of being economically disadvantaged. One discriminant 

function was obtained with an eigenvalue equal to .1233 and the cannonical correlation 

equal to .3313. The discriminant fimction was able to correctly classify 62.07% of the 

cases. The standardized discriminant function coefficients and group centroids are 

presented in table 12. 
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Table 12 

Standardized Discriminant Function Coefficients for Economically Disadvantaged 

Variable: Coefficient: 
Cohesion .466 
Expression -.203 
Conflict .492 
Closeness .122 
Involvement .548 
Discipline -.132 
Stress .210 
Social Competence .433 
CommunicatioQ Skills -.667 
Coping Strategies -.378 
Social Development .406 
Language Development -.165 

Group Centroids: Group 0 = .564 Group 1 = -.215 
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DISCUSSION 

An initial examination of the data was conducted to examine the descriptive 

statistics obtained. The Family Environment subscale results indicated that the cohesion, 

expressiveness, and conflict in the home of substance abusing parents was similar to that 

found in the homes of normal families as reported by Moos and Moos in 1986 (see table 

13). 

Table 13 

Comparison of Substance Abusing Families and Normal Families 

Normal Parents Substance Abusing Parents 

Subscale: Mean Standard deviation Mean Standard Deviation 
Cohesion 6.61 1.36 6.93 1.95 
Expressiveness 5.45 1.55 5.69 1.90 
Conflict 3.31 1.85 4.25 2.01 

For example, the mean score and standard deviation on the Cohesion subscale for the 

normal fanulies was 6.61 and 1.36 respectively. The obtained mean and standard 

deviation from the substance abusing families in this study was 6.93 and 1.95. This 

comparison indicated that the Cohesion, Expressiveness, and Conflict subscales from the 

Family Environment Scale may be limited in their ability to differentiate families with 

substance abusing parents and those considered normal. These results should be viewed 

with caution as the number of risk factors a child had experienced was a judgement made 

by the parent/guardian of each child and was not validated. This self report data may 
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have influenced the observed results. The only check available was the risk factor of 

having a substance abusing parent as that was a requirement to participate in the program. 

All of the parents/guardians did check this factor as being a risk to their children. 

The language and social development of the children as measured by the Denver 

n was also examined. The obtained mean score of the children's language development 

was 34.03 with a standard deviation of 4.49. The highest score possible on this subscale 

is 39 which 21% of the children achieved. Over half of the children achieved a score of 

36 or above. The mean score for the social development of the children was 23.30 with a 

standard deviation of 1.69. The highest possible score on this subscale is 25 which 31% 

of the children achieved. A total of 52% of the children scored a 24 or 25. These results 

indicate that there may be a ceiling effect on these subscales as many of the children 

achieved at or near the top score. This ceiling effect limited the variability found in the 

top scorers and may have attenuated the observed relationships. This ceiling effect may 

also limit the ability of the Denver n to accurately differentiate children with higher 

scores. Since the instrument is used as a screening instrument to detect poor development, 

indicated by a lower score, this problem may be minimal if the children truly have no 

developmental problems. 

The data was also examined to see if the total number of risk factors a child was 

experiencing had any relationship with the assessed family environment or child 

development. The total number of risk factors a child had experienced was determined 
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by the risk factor checklist Parents checked either yes or no to each presented factor 

indicating a presence or absence of the risk factor in the child's life. The risk factor 

checklist was then scored and simimed to determine the total number of risk factors 

experienced by the children. The results indicated that the total number of risk factors 

experienced was not related to these variables as low correlations were found between the 

risk factors and the home environment and child development assessments. The 

differences in actual obtained mean scores between children experiencing three or four 

risk factors compared to the group as a whole found differences of less than one on the 

Social and Language development and the Cohesion, Expressiveness, and Conflict 

subscales. 

An integral part of the analysis of the data was the correlational analysis that aided 

in an understanding of the relationships between the variables. The correlational analysis 

was also a partial replication of an earlier study conducted by DeMoja (1993) and thus 

satisfied the recommendation of Thompson (1996) of external replication. A comparison 

of the correlations between the Cohesion, Expressiveness, and Conflict subscales from 

the Family Environment and the Social and Language subscales from the Denver II with 

those that DeMoja reports seemed to give validity to the results with the correlations 

being similar and none of them in either study being significant (see Table 14). 



Table 14 

Comparison of Obtained Correlations with DeMoja's Result 
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Subscales: Language Development Social Development 

DeMoja Obtained DeMoja Obtained 

Cohesion -.01 -.01 -.09 -.03 

Expressiveness .01 -.00 .15 -.00 

Conflict .11 -.02 .08 -.01 

These results suggested that there is no relationship between the language and social 

development of children and the cohesion, expressiveness and conflict found in the home 

as measured by these instruments. A further examination of the obtained correlations 

tended to support the instruments individually. The Cohesion, Expressiveness, and 

Conflict subscales of the Family Environment Scale all related to each other with 

significant correlations. The data indicated that higher rates of cohesion in the home 

were related to higher expressiveness in the home and lower rates of conflict. As the 

cohesion in the home declined there were higher rates of conflict and lower rates of 

expressiveness. An inspection of the relationships between the cohesion in the home and 

the measures from the Parent Questionnaire and Child Rating Scale indicated that as 

cohesion in the home increased there were higher rates of involvement and general 

happiness of the children. The higher rates of cohesion were also related to less stress in 

the home. The correlational analysis of the Language and Social subscales also showed 
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that the subscales were related to each other. Beyond that relationship the social and 

language development of the children tended to have small correlations with the 

measured variables from the Family Environment Scale, Parent Questionnaire, and Child 

Rating Scale and if significant had little practical significance. These results were 

probably due to the lack of variability found in the assessment of the language and social 

development of the children. Not surprising was the finding that age was significantly 

correlated with both language and social development. The correlation between age and 

social development was .327 and the correlation between age and language development 

was .450. Though these correlations indicate a moderate degree of relationship it does 

support the developmental/maturational process children go through; as children become 

older they tend to do better on the social and language tasks required of them in the 

Denver n. 

The correlations of subscales from the Parent Questionnaire showed that as 

parents were more involved in their children's lives they tended to have more cohesion in 

the home, have more expression, better discipline and less conflict in the home. The 

Child Rating Scale subscale correlations indicated that the child's Social Competence 

was related to the Commimication Skills and Coping Strategies the children had. An 

interesting finding was that the rated happiness of the child was related to a number of 

variables including the child's Commimication Skills, Coping Strategies, Closeness, 

Involvement and age of the child. 
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As part of the intake process families were required to complete two instruments 

that were created for the program. These instnmients were the Parent Questionnaire and 

Child Rating Scale. The ten item Parent Questionnaire had a low alpha reliability with 

item correlations ranging from a low of -.005 to a high of .507. The three factor solution 

from the factor analysis did not support the four subscales the authors created. The 

Closeness subscale was designed with questions one, five, and seven. The Involvement 

subscale was designed with questions two, six, and nine. The Discipline subscale was 

designed with questions three and ten. The Stress subscale was designed with questions 

four and eight. The first factor with the associated items and subscales is presented in 

table 15. 

Table 15 

Factor One of the Parent Questionnaire 

Item: Subscale: 
Q1 Closeness 
Q2 Involvement 
Q5 Closeness 
Q6 Involvement 

The questions in this factor with the highest factor loadings were "I feel close to my 

child", "I spend a lot of time with my child", and "I praise my child when we play". The 

factor might be labeled Parental Involvement. The second factor with the associated 

items and subscales is presented in table 16. 
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Table 16 

Factor Two of the Parent Questionnaire 

Item: Subscale: 
Q3 Discipline 
Q9 Involvement 
QIO Discipline 

The items with the highest factor loadings were "My child often disobeys me"and "My 

child is well behaved" . This factor might be labeled Parental Perceptions of Behavior. 

The third factor with the associated items and subscales is presented in table 17. 

Table 17 

Factor Three of the Parent Questionnaire 

Item: Subscale; 
Q4 Stress 
Q7 Closeness 
Q8 Stress 

The items with the highest factor loadings include "I can relax when I am under stress" 

and "Stress really gets me down". This factor might be labeled Stress. Though the data 

and scoring provided by the test authors did not fit the factor analysis results obtained in 

this study, the decision was made to conduct all other analyses using the author's scoring 

as the factor analysis results, being exploratory in nature, may have been an artifact of the 

sample. 

Some interesting findings were found when examining the responses to individual 
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items. An overwhelming majority of parents agreed or strongly agreed to the statement 

that they feel close to their children. A majority of parents also indicate that they 

disagree with the statement that their children often disobey them. Interestingly enough, 

there were 11% of the parents that were undecided about this statement. Two other 

statements also had many parents indicating undecided in response to the statement. 

These statements included "It is difficult for me to stay interested when I play with my 

child" and "When my child shows ofiFI try to ignore it." A possible reason for the 

undecided responses may be the possibility of parents feeling differently depending on 

the specific situation they are in with their child. 

The Child Rating Scale had a moderately high alpha reliability with item 

correlations ranging from a low of. 182 to a high of .636. This tended to show that the 

items were measuring a similar construct which was validated by the one factor solution 

from the factor analysis. The questions in the Child Rating Scale tend to examine the 

children's social interactions and the child's ability to act independently. Based on the 

questions this factor might be labeled Social Maturity. The three items with the highest 

factor loadings include "My child pays attention to questions from adults", My child 

shows the ability to get along with other children", and "My child seems to express 

himselfherself to me and to other children". Interesting findings were found when 

examining the responses to individual statements. In nine of the ten items found in the 

Child Rating Scale, 10% or more of the parents responded undecided to the statements. 
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This undecided response went as high as 23% for one statement That statement was 

"My child follows directions". As with the Parent Questionnaire the undecided responses 

may be due in part to the different situations the parents may find themselves in with their 

children. Items to which there was a great majority of parents indicating agree or 

strongly agree tended to be items of a specific nature. For example, 85% of the parents 

indicate that they agree or strongly agree with "My child can get a drink of water on 

his/her own". One finding of interest was that 17% of the parents were undecided on 

whether or not their child was happy. 

The initial regression analyses were attempts to predict the children's language 

and social development as measured by the Denver H from the three subscales of the 

Family Environment Scale, the four subscales of the Child Rating Scale, and the four 

subscales of the Parent Questionnaire. The stepwise method of selecting which of these 

variables were the best predictors of the social development of the children residted in 

three of the eleven variables being selected. Though these were determined to be the best 

predictors the model only accounted for 16% of the variance in the social development 

which is quite low. In predicting the langiiage development of the children an even 

poorer result was found. Using the stepwise selection only one variable entered the 

model accounting for only 4% of the variance in language development. Most of the 

variance in both models was unaccoimted for. Once again, these results may be due to 

the lack of variability found in the predictor variables. 
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Because of the correlations of the children's age with the language (r=.45) and 

social (r=.33) development of the children a second regression analysis was conducted 

using the original eleven variables and adding the variable of age. In predicting the social 

development of the children three variables again entered the model though the age 

variable replaced the earlier entered Involvement subscale. At step one the age variable 

entered the model and accounted for 14% of the variance. The Coping Skills variable 

was entered next and added an additional 13% of the variance. The third variable was 

Communication Skills which added 2% to the model. The total model now accounted for 

31% of the variance in the social development of the children. The prediction of the 

language development of the children also improved with the addition of the age variable. 

The stepwise method selected three variables for the model including age, the original 

variable Discipline, and Communication Skills. At step one the age variable entered the 

model and accounted for 26% of the variance. At step two the Discipline variable was 

included which added 6% to the variance accounted for. The Communication Skills 

variable accounted for an additional 2% making the total model able to accoimt for 34% 

of the variance. Both of these analyses illustrate the importance of considering the 

developmental maturity of children of increasing age when examining the social and 

language development of children. 

The present study attempted to determine if the measured variables from the 

Family Environment Scale, Denver n, Child Rating Scale, and Parent Questionnaire 
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could differentiate families experiencing individual risk factors. The fibst risk factor 

examined was that of having a single parent home. With all of the variables entered in 

the model an eigenvalue of .1038 was obtained which is quite low. The discriminant 

function was only able to correctly classify 66% of the cases. A total of 65% of the 

families participating in the study had a single parent. Of those families the discriminant 

fimction was able to accurately classify 66% of them as belonging to the single parent 

group and mis-classified 34% of them as not belonging to single parent families. Those 

families who did not have single parents the discriminant function correctly identified 

66% of them as not being from a single parent family and mis-classified 34% of them as 

being single parent families. The obtained cannonical correlation was .3067. This 

measure gives a degree of association between the discriminant scores and the groups and 

is equivalent to eta. The square of the coefficient represents the proportion of total 

variance attributable to differences among groups in this case 9%. 

The second risk factor examined was that of the children being abused or 

neglected. With all of the variables entered in the model an eigenvalue of. 1291 was 

obtained. Once again this was quite low. The discriminant function was only able to 

correctly classify 69% of the cases. A total of 27% of the participating families indicate 

that the child has been a victim of abuse or neglect. The discriminant function was able 

to correctly identify 74% of those families and mis-classified 26% as being families 

whose children have not experienced the abuse or neglect. Of the 73% of those families 
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whose children have not experienced abuse or neglect the discriminant function correctly 

classified 67% and mis-classified 33% as being families who have children who have 

been abused or neglected. The obtained cannonical correlation was .3382. This measure 

gives a degree of association between the discriminant scores and the groups and is 

equivalent to eta. The square of the coefiBcient represents the proportion of total variance 

attributable to differences among groups in this case 11%. 

The last risk factor examined was that of families being economically 

disadvantaged. With all the variables entered in the model an eigenvalue of .1233 was 

obtained. The discriminant fimction was able to correctly classify 62% of the cases. A 

total of 71% of the families in the study indicate that they are economically 

disadvantaged. Of these families the discriminant fimction was able to correctly classify 

61% and mis-classified 39% as being not fi-om economically disadvantaged families. Of 

those families not indicating being firom economically disadvantaged families the 

discriminant fimction correctly classified 66% and mis-classified 34% as being fi-om 

families who were firom economically disadvantaged families. The obtained cannonical 

correlation was .3313. This measure gives a degree of association between the 

discriminant scores and the groups and is equivalent to eta. The square of the coefficient 

represents the proportion of total variance attributable to differences among groups in this 

case 11%. 
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Implications 

The study of risk factors, home environment and child development is a complex 

task. The results from this study suggest that the home enviromnent and child 

development is minimally related to each other and the risk factors foimd in the home. 

The higher rates of development found in the children may be a result of the resiliency of 

children to the risk factors they face in the home. Since the families had assessed home 

enviroimients similar to normal families these normal home environments may be 

compensating for the risk factors the children are experiencing. This result would be 

similar to the results found by Wadsby and Svedin (1993) who found that the impact of 

divorce was mediated by social and familial surroundings and support. The risk factors 

experienced by the children in the study are prevalent in society and society has 

attempted to aid people in these situations in various ways including the program the 

families were in. The findings may also be a result of the program using the Denver II, 

which is strictly a screening instrument, in the assessment of child development. This 

lead to many of the children obtaining high scores. The lack of psychometric properties 

of the Denver n also need to be considered as was pointed out by Conoley and Impara 

(1995). 

The results found in relation to the three subscales from the Family Environment 

Scale suggest that the families in the study, who were experiencing a minimum of one 

risk factor, have home environments similar to the normal families that Moos and Moos 



studied in the scale's standardization study. Those that reviewed the Family Environment 

Scale suggested using some caution when assessing families with the instrument which 

they labeled as non traditional or non majority cultures (Conoley and Impara, 1995). 

The two new instruments created for the project had some strengths and 

weaknesses. The subscales suggested by the test authors were not confirmed in this 

study. 

Recommendations 

Thompson (1996) suggested some approaches to be used in all research 

endeavors. These included the reporting of effect sized and external replicability efforts 

as these lend validity to the research process. An attempt was made to report effect sizes 

and a partial replication was reported in the current study. Further replication should be 

undertaken in this area of research including the reporting of effect sizes. Local norms 

may need to be developed when using the Family Environment Scale in consideration of 

the non-majority cultures. The Parent Questionnaire may need to be rescaled and the 

subscales renamed. The same is true of the Child Rating Scale and both instruments 

should examine other reliability and validity indices not explored in the current study. 

These might include test-retest reliability, and content, construct and criterion validity 

studies. Based on the number of undecided responses given to the statements the 

individual questions may need to reworded to direct the parents toward more specific 

situations. Another possibility would be to delete the undecided option from the 



questionnaire response format tlius forcing the parents to indicate a choice. 

An important expansion of the current study would be to further assess the extent 

of children risk factor experience. For example, the economically disadvantaged risk 

factor could be assessed using an option on the intake form to which parents could 

indicate a salary range. This would provide a better measure of economic risk as 

compared to the cxjrrent study which simply asked Lf the family was economically 

disadvantaged. This would aid the validity of risk factor assessment. Other familial and 

societal support factors should also be explored to determine the compensation 

components that may limit the negative impact of risk factors. The identification of such 

assets could potentially benefit children in various risk factor situations including home 

environment and child development 

A final consideration in further research would be the examination of ethnicity 

factors. In this study 54% of the participating children were anglo which indicates that a 

large number of the children belong to ethnic minorities. An analysis should be 

conducted to determine if any differences exist between the different ethnic backgrounds 

on the responses to the different assessments being used. This would provide useful 

information not only for the specific ethnic backgrounds but would also provide 

information for any potential biases in the assessment procudures. 



Appendix A 
The Child Rating Scale 
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Child Rating Scale 

Name: Date; 

Agency: Tester: 
First Name Last Name 

Directions: The Child Rating Scale is designed to obtain information about child 
behaviors related to the purposes of the Pasos Adelante Program. Please indicate if you 
Strongly Disagree (SD), Disagree (D), Undecided (U), Agree (A), or Strongly Agree 
(SA) with each statement. 

1. My child shares toys when playing with others. SD D U A SA 

2. My child follows directions. SD D U A SA 

3. My child expresses choices to others. SD D U A SA 

4. My child pays attention to questions from adults. SD D U A SA 

5. My child can get a drink of water on his/her own. SD D U A SA 

6. My child can get materials he/she wants to use. SD D U A SA 

7. My child shows the ability to get along with other 
children. SD D U A SA 

8. My child seems to express himselfilierself to me and 
to other children. SD D U A SA 

9. My child seems to cope with new problems that occur. SD D U A SA 

10. My child is a happy child. SD D U A SA 



Appendix B 
The Parent Questionnaire 
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Parent Questionnaire 

Name: Date: 

Agency; Tester: 
First Name Last Name 

Please indicate whether you Strongly Disagree (SD), Disagree (D), Undecided (U), Agree 
(A), or Strongly Agree (SA) with each statement. I will circle the appropriate response as 
I read each statement with you. 

1.1  feel  c lose  to  my chi ld .  SD D U A SA 

2.1  spend a  lot  of  t ime playing with my chi ld .  SD D U A SA 

3. My child often disobeys me. SD D U A SA 

4.1  can relax even when I  am under stress .  SD D U A SA 

5. It is difficult for me to stay interested when I 
play with my child. SD D U A SA 

6.1  try to  praise  my chi ld  when we play.  SD D U A SA 

7. When my child shows off, I try to ignore it SD D u A SA 

8. Stress really gets me down. SD D u A SA 

9. My child is too demanding. SD D u A SA 

10. My child is well-behaved. SD D u A SA 



Appendix C 
Item Correlations for the Parent Questionnaire and Child Rating Scale 
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95 

Items: Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 
Q2 .477 
Q3 .152 .067 
Q4 .076 .089 .075 
Q5 .199 .377 .112 .059 
Q6 .474 .369 .099 .071 .201 
Q7 -.005 .040 .094 -.273 .054 .045 
Q8 .071 .214 .192 .507 .186 .103 
Q9 .206 .236 .386 .126 .187 .181 
QIO .143 .131 .363 -.016 .127 .213 
note: n = 119 

Item Correlations from the Child Rating Scale 

Items: Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4Q5Q6 Q 7  Q 8  Q 9  

Q2 .435 
Q3 .232 .400 
Q4 .257 .399 .548 
Q5 .182 .305 .335 .233 
Q6 .253 .324 .260 .281 .369 
Q7 .521 .432 .360 .521 .258 .314 
Q8 .331 .430 .636 .538 .338 .404 .487 
Q9 .280 .391 .386 .447 .200 .289 .347 .395 
QIO .265 .442 .308 .330 .252 .335 .456 .526 .392 
note: n = 120 

-.172 
.091 .231 
.272 .152 .387 
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