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« Each no-go trial was scored on a 0 (full movement) to 3 (no movement)
scale. The final B/A score was the child’'s average score on all the no-go
trials (0-3).

o Parent-reported IC was obtained from the Inhibitory Control subscale from
the CBQ.

e Parents were asked to rate their child on each item, using a 7-point

Likert scale ranging from “extremely untrue” to “extremely true.”
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Further, in order to compare the slopes between the two models for IC, the data
were standardized (see Table 2). The differences in two slopes were calculated
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Results

Figure 1. CBQ (Parent Report) Score Trajectory Figure 2. B/A (Lab Report) Score Trajectory
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The trajectories of scores across time points are presented in Figure 1 (CBQ)
and Figure 2 (B/A).

The linear model indicated significant linear growth in IC from 30 to 42 months for
both parent and lab
Standardized linear

reports of IC (Table 1).
model results (Table 2) indicate that the lab data show

significantly faster growth in children’s IC ( =0.47, SE($)=0.06) compared to the
parents’ reports (f =0.10, SE(3)=0.05) (z=4.61).
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Results

Table 1. Unstandardized Results For Inhibitory Control

| Parentreport | Lab report

time

4.31
0.08

Model for the Variance

Residual

0.25

0.09 <.0001 051 0.15
0.04 0.0354 053 0.07
0.04 0.864 0.09

Table 2. Standardized Results For Inhibitory Control

| Parentreport | | Labreport

Model for the
Means B SE(B) p-value B SE(B) p-value

-0.20

Residual

Key Take-away points

1.

2.

A

0.05
I\/Iodel for the Variance

0.39

011 0085  -0.92 0.14

0.0354 0.06

0.04 0.66 0.07
Discussion

Model for the
Means B SE(B) p-value B SE(B) p-value

Intercept

0.0012
<.001

<.001
<.001

Children show significant increases in IC from ages 30 months to
42 months.
A lab-based measure of IC appears to detect faster growth in IC
than parental reports of temperamental regulation.

N

4

Practice and Policy Implications

§

1. Early childhood educators should be mindful of differences in IC

when working with and setting expectations for individual
children.
Efforts to detect changes in IC among children may be more
efficient when using behavioral measures of IC which detect
k faster growth than using parental report.
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3. Administration of performance measures in early education settings
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laboratory) settings.
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For additional information, contact: Drew White: University of Nebraska-Lincoln Department of Educational Psychology, drewwhite@huskers.unl.edu
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