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SUMMARY
Evaluation Study of the California State Preschool Program

This comprehensive study of the California State Preschool Program has reached
mixed conclusions about the success of the program in meeting its goal of improving
the performance, motivation, and productivity in school of educationally dis-
advantaged children. )

The study involved 35,236 children at 148 selected elementary schools in
educationally disadvantaged areas throughout the state. It was conducted for the
office of the state's Legislative Analyst, by the Center for the Study of
Evaluation (CSE) at UCLA.

The Legislature voted in 1973 (AB 451) to require a study of the Preschool
Program. The study was intended to assist the legislators in determining whether
or in what form to provide for future funding of the program, whose federal
support runs out June 30, 1975,

In the report of theiv study, CSE concluded that the Preschool Program
"probably" was successful in spurring performance and motivation of students.
However, no evidence was found to justify a statement that the program "definitely"
fostered improved performance and motivation. Moreover, CSE concluded that the
Preschool Program probably did not improve the prcductivity of its graduates.

In addition, CSE found no significant difference between the performance,
motivation, or productivity of students who had been enrolled in the Preschool
Program and that of students who had been enrolled in the less costly California
Children's Center program.

For their study, the CSE researchers selected children currently in kinder-
garten, first grade, or second grade who previously had participated for at: least
a year in the State Preschool Program. They then compared scores that these
children registered on various tests with scores of two groups of other children;
thiose who were not graduates of any identifiable Preschool Program and those who
had attended a Children's Center program.

In no case did the graduates of the Preschool Program score significantly
better on tests of performance, motivation, or productivity in kindergarten,
first grade, or second grade than the children who had not been enrolled in a
Preschool Program.K/However, on most of the tests of performance and all of the
tests of motivatiod, the scores registered by the graduates of the Preschool Program
also were not significantly lower than those registered by the children not ex-
posed to the program. That is, on these tests there was no statistically signif-
jcant difference between the average scores of the Preschool graduates and those
of the children who had received no Preschool trairing.

The CSE researchers judged this finding to indicate that exposure to the
Preschool Program probably -- but not definitely -- was associated with some
improvement in student performance and motivation.

The researchers acknowledged that the decision to evaluate in this way the
lack of significant difference between the test scores of the two groups could be
viewed as generous to the Preschool Program. But they noted that there was
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reason to believe that the backgrounds of the students who were enrolled in the
Preschool Program might have been even more educationally disadvantaged than
those of their current elementary school classmates. If that were true, then

the Preschool Program could be judged at least a partial success if it raised the
performance and motivation levels of its graduates up to the levels of their
present school classmates.

Therefore, the CSE researchers decided to give the Preschool Program the
benefit of the doubt and rate it a "probable" success if the test scores of its
graduates were not significantly different from the scores of their elementary
school classmates. The researchers would have rated the program a "definite"
success if the test scores of its graduates were’'significantly superior, on
average, to those of their present classmates.

These problems could have been avoided, the CSE researchers said, had they
been able to use an "experimental" research design. This would have involved
randomly assigning some children to the Preschool Program, some to the Children's
Centers, and some to No-Program, and then following their progress through the
first three years of elementary school. Such an evaluation study would have per-
mitted the researchers to be completeiy confident that their findings were due
solely to the influences of the various Preschool experiences, rather than to
differences in the initial educational capacity of the children. However, that
sort of study would have required more than three years to complete, and the
Legislature wanted the results within one year. Moreover, the Legislature
specifically called for an "after-the-fact" research design which would serve as
a substitute for a three-year "experimental" research design.

The CSE evaluators began their study by selecting a representative state-
wide sample of agencies operating State Preschool Programs. They chose 42 such
agencies, in cities ranging from Redding in the north to San Diego and Calexico
in the south. Heavily represented, of course, were the Los Angeles and San
Francisco areas, the state's leading population centers. The researchers then
jdentified 148 elementary schools attended by graduates of the 42 Preschool
agencies.

Data were collected for 35,286 children attending kindergarten, first grade,
and second grade at the selected schools. The researchers then went thraugh
rosters of each classroom, selecting all the Preschool graduates on whom lnere
was evaluation information and picking an egqual or smaller number o children
who had received no Preschool training. These final samples contained 1,180
kindergarteners who had been enrolled in the Preschool Program and 1,148 who had
not; 977 first graders who were graduates of the Preschool Program and 974 who
were not; and 714 second graders who had attended the Program vs. 712 who had
not. In addition, three more samples were selected of children who had been en-
rolled in a Children's Center program; 146 kindergarteners, 94 first graders,
and 66 second graders.

In seeking measures of the performance, motivation, and productivity of
these children, the researchers took great care to disrupt as little as possible
the everyday activities of their schools. The researchers found they could ob-
tain meaningful and comprehensive data without having to administer a battery of
special tests to the children. In fact, they administered only one such test.
The other data were assembled from scores on tests already administered to all
children in California public schools and from special rating sheets completed
by the children's current teachers.




The CSE analysts noted that it might have been useful to examire other as-
pects of the impact of the Preschool Program, such as its effect on medical or
nutritional supervision of children. But the law mandating the evaiuation study
directed the researchers to concentrate their analysis on performance, motivation,
and productivity.

To measure PERFORMANCE the researchers used scores on two tests administered
statewide. For children in the first grade at the time of the evaluation they
used the Entry Level Test, developed by the California State Jepartment of Edu-
cation to measure immediate recall, letter recognition, auditory discrimination,
visual discrimination, and language development of children. For children in the
second grade the researchers used the Cooperative Primary Test - Reading, which
nad been administered to the students in the Spring of their first grade year.

To perform on this test students must read words, sentences, and paragraohs.

The researchers used two measures of MOTIVATINM: the Attitude to School
Questionnaire (a test devised at CSE in 1970) and children's attendance records,
as maintained by their classroom teachers. Scores on the Ouestionnaire, which
was administered to children by their teachers, were collected for students in
all three grades, as were attendance records.

The Questionnaire recorded student responses to pictures and oral descrip-
tions of various school-related activities. The children responded bv circling
a drawing of a happy, neutral, or sad face.

Although absenteeism has not been widely used in large-scale evaluation
studies as a reflection of student interest in school, the CSE analysts said
they found support for employing it as such in their review of research on
assessing young children.

The researchers decided to define student PRODUCTIVITY not in terms of out-
put of educationally useful products, such as completed homework assignments or
projects, or even puams and scientific experiments, but rather in terms of the
students' devotion to accomplishing tasks. To test this quality the analysts
used a Student Proauctivity Index, on which the children's classroom teachers
were asked to assess each child on a scale of 1 through 7 in terms of such cri-
teria as "pays attention to own activities when other things are going on" and
"stays with job until he/she is finished."

Ar the vast majority of these tests of performance, mctivation, and pro-
ductivity, the CSE analysts found no significant difference between the scores
of tre Preschool Program's graduates and the scores of their classmates. Here
are the principal exceptions:

--On the Cooperative Primary Test - Reading, administered i. the Spring of
the first grade year, the Preschool graduates scored significantlv less well.
than their classmates who had attended no Preschool Program.

--0n the Student Productivity Index, the Preschool graduates scored sig-
nificantly Tess well in each of the three grades than did their classmates who
had attended no Preschool Program.

--Kinderga: ten children who were graduates of the Preschool Program were
absent a significantly greater proportion of the Fall 1973 semester than their




classmates who had attended the Children's Center prcgram. (In the other two
grades there was no significant difference between the absence rates of the
Preschool graduates and those of their classmates.)

The CSE researchers performed additional analyses to supplement their basic
study. One such analysis concerned the effect of enrichment of elementary school
programs on the performance, motivation, and productivity of kindergarteners,
first graders, and second graders. The impact on children of a successful Pre-
school Program might be "washed out" by an ineffective early elementary school
program. To test for this possibility, the analysis grouped the children in the
study by the degree of enrichment of their elementary school program. Those whose
schools were receiving aid under fewer than three state or federal programs were
classed in the "Low-Enrichment" group, and those whose schools received aid under
three or more such programs (the maximum for any school in the study was seven)
were classified "High Enrichment.”

Perhaps surprisingly, the students in the High-Enrichment schools in no cases
registere I significantly higher performance, motivation, or productivity than those
in the Low-Enrichment schools. In five cases, moreover, the students in the High-
Enrichment classes registered significantly poorer scores than those in Low-Enrich-
ment classes. This finding suggests that the enrichment programs might be detri-
mental to the performance, motivation, or productivity of students, but the re-
searchers--citing sampling limitations--cautioned against drawing such conclusions,
because the s- o00ls receiving more enrichment are likely more in need of it.

Another special analysis performed by the CSE researchers concerned whether
any particular type of Preschool Program proved more successful than other types.
In the past, concern has been expressed that massive evaluation studies of pro-
grams as large as the State Preschool Program fail to discriminate between the
successful and unsuccessful versions of the Program, because they necessarily
deal with averages, Tumping together the results of a good Preschool agency in
one area with a poor one in another.

In an effort to discriminate between the types of Preschools, the researchers
asked administrators of the 42 Preschool aiencies in the study sample to rank five
goals and purposes for Preschool Programs in order of relative importance. The
responses enabled the analysts to divide the Preschool agencies into three groups:
20 which emphasized "Preacademic Ski11s," 11 which emphasized "Socialization and
Interaction Skills,"” and 11 which emphasized "Attitudes to School and Learning."

On almost all the measures of performance, motivation, and productivity
used, there was no significant difference among the average scores of students from
each of the three categories of Preschool Programs. The exception was in absence
rates. In both kindergarten and first grade, children who had attended Preschool
Programs emphasizing Social and Interaction Skills were absent significantly less
often than those who had attended Preschool Programs emphasizing Preacademic
Skills or Attitudes to School and Learning. At the second grade level there was
no significant difference in the absence rate.




INTRODUCTION

In 1965, the California Legislature appropriated funds for a state-wide
pre-school program, to be partly federally funded, by enacting AB 1331, Chapter
1248. The program was based on the Legislature's belief that "the introduction of
voung children to an atmosphere of learning will improve their performance and in-
crease their motivation and productivity when they enter school" (Chapter 3, 1645).
Since the intiation of the State Preschool Program, AB 451 was signed into law
on October 1, 1973, and restated the legislative intent of the Program:

The Legislature established the preschool program
with a strong education component to prepare children for
success in school, and declared that the program consti-
tutes an essential component of public social services.
The Legislature believes that the introduction of young
children of low-income or disadvantaged families to an
atmosphere of learning will improve their performance and
increase their motivation and productivity when they enter
a regular school (AB 451, Chapter 1005, Section 6).

AB 451 also specified the Legislature's intent to investigate whether or not,
and to what extent, "the preseﬁt services delivered under the preschool program
are meeting purposes for which the program was established and whether the
program should be fully funded with state general funds" (Ibid). One component
of the investigation was to be an evaluative study of the State Preschool Program's
success in achieving the objectives of improved performance, motivation, and
productivity of children matriculating through the regular elementary school
system (Ibid, Sec. 7). The Legislature further declared that the evaluation
should include, to the extent possible, "a retrospective analysis" of improved
and sustained motivation, performance, and pfoductivity in the early elementary
years (Ibid).

Evaluation Questions and Evaluation Design

The Center for the Study of Evaluation at the University of California,

Los Angeles, (CSE), was selected to perform the evaluative study. To fulfill
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its responsibility, CSE posed the following specific question that was intended
to mirror faithfully the Legislature's intent, but that was framed in a way

conducive to an evaluation design:

Do children who previously experienced the State Pre-
school Program for at least one year show significantly im-
proved performance, motivation, and productivity in their
subsequent elementary schools when compared with children
whe have either experienced other pre-school programs
(like the california Children's Centers), or have not ex-
perienced a traceable institutionalized pre-school program?

This question called for comparisons among three different groups of

chi]dren,.as illustrated below.

Children experiencing
the State Preschool
Program

Children experiencing
the California
Children's Center
Program

Children with No
Traceable Institu-
tionalized Pre-
school Program

Performance
Motivation
Productivity

Performance
Motivation
Productivity

Performance
Motivation
Productivity

In addition, CSE investigated an important aspect of the same children's
continuing elementary education by asking whether their comparative performance,
motivation, and productivity was significantly affected by the number of enrich-
ment programs, both federal and state, in their elementary schools.

The additional question called for another comparison to be made on the
basis of whether the elementary schools presently educating the children received
high enrichment, many sources of enrichment funding, or low enrichment, few
sources of enrichment funding, or their regular educational programs. The
question adds to the illustration, as below.

To answer these evaluation questions, the comparative performance, motivation,
and productivity of children currently in kindergarten (1972-73 pre-school class),
the first (1971-72 pre-school class), and second (1970-71 pre-school class) grades
in a sample of regular elementary schools throughout California was examined,
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Children experi- | Children experi- Children with No
encing the State | encing the Cali- Traceable Institu-
Preschool fornia Children's | tionalized Pre-
Program Center Program School Program

Children receiving | Performance Performance Performance

low elementary- Motivation Motivation Motjvation

school enrichment Productivity Productivity Productivity

' Children receiving | Performance Performance Performance
high elementary- Motivation Motivation Motivation
school enrichment Productivity Productivity Productivity

using an "after-the-fact" evaluation design. The findings formed the basis for the
retrospective evaluation of the extent to which the State Preschool Program was
successful in achieving its purposes during those years.

CSE also anticipated that the answers to the above primary evaluation questions
might not reflect a clear superiority or clear inferiority of the Preschool gradu-
ates. In this event, the Legislature wou'd not have enough information to make an
unequivocal "yes-no" decision about continued funding. By merging all of the
various Preschool agencies into a single group, treating them as an undifferentiated
program, and seeking a detectable "State Preschool effect," CSE thought it might be
overlooking information the Legislature would find useful.

The answer to the primary evaluation questions, therefore, had to be elabor-
ated, because "State Preschool" in reality consists of a variety of different
programs and approaches. It was perfectly possible, for instance, that "no overall
Preschool effect" would be found, when in fact some Preschool agencies had a strong
positive effect, while others had a strong negative effect, with one cancelling the
other out in an overz1l assessment. The secondary thrust of the evaluation, there-
fore, lay in providing an elaboration of the primary questions. For example, if the
various agencies had different kinds of success, it might have been attributed to
variations in their purposes and methods. Therefore, CSE had each agency classify

itself according to its primary educational purpose. The results of the comparisons
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among the types of agencies were then used to indicate which type had the greatest
effect. This information was offered to the Legislature to enable it to make inter-
nediate funding decisions, even if it decided that the evaluation information was in-
sufficient for a "yes-no" decision. An example of the type of decision it might make
coula be stated as follows, "Fund the program, but mandate the adoption of the
successful methods."

Limitations on the Evaluation

Limitations caused by the evaluation questions. CSE intentionally delimited its

retrospective evaluation of the State Preschool Program by asking questions and seek-
ing answers that conformed to the letter and spirit of the Legislature's requirements
in AB 451. It did not address all of the important questions that might have been
asked about the State Preschool Program. For example, the evaluation did not address
the Program's effects on parental participation or the effects of medical or nutri-
tional supervision.- It did not measure the impact of the Program on the morale or
self-concepts of the children, their parents, or teachers. Further, because this

was an "after-the fact" evaluation, CSE could not directly observe children in the
Preschools to analyze various secondary mental health or social benefits. Many may
find these limitations to be lamentable, but, in fact, their purposeful imposition
provided a much-needed focus to the evaluation of so large a statewide effort.

Limitations due to the evaluation design. In after-the-fact evaluative studies

like the present one, conclusions are drawn about events that have already taken
place and over which the evaluator has had no experimental control. These studies
lack much of the elegance and precision of the traditional research experiment in
which the investigator regulates conditions and directly observes events. If this
evaluation, for example, had involved a more traditional experimental situation,
children would have been raadomly assigned to three pre-school experience groups

and the ~roups would have been monitored over the three years. Random assignment
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and direct observation would have permitted the evaluator to be completely con-
fident that the findings were due solely to the influences of the pre-school
experiences, rather than to systematic differences among the groups of children
experiencing them.

For example, the eligibility and selection standards of the State Preschool
Program (designed to meet political as well as social needs) intentionally attracted
children from families with particular combinations of disadvantaged economic, educa-
tional, and ethnic backgrounds. Because of their family's or subculture's shared
values and attitudes toward education, the children are 1ikely to have responded
to school in uniformly different ways from the children who had other pre-school
experiences. Random assignment to the various pre-school experiences would have
eliminated the prejudicial effects of such selective eligibility standards for the
Preschool Program, but was clearly impossible to have implemented. Therefore, in
conducting this retrospective evaluation, CSE had no choice but to accept the
limitations of the after-the-fact design, and to develop procedures that could
nonetheless provide accurate conclusions.

The evaluation procedures employed incorporated currently available and care-
fully reviewed techniques for selecting, collecting, and analyzing information
in order to ensure arriving at the most accurate and objective conclusions about
the State Preschool Program. The conclusions were based on the measureable per-
formance, motivation, and proeductivity of children in regular elementary schools
throughout the Stice. Nevertheless, it must be repeated that the conclusions of an
after-the fact evaluative study should be interpreted with great care.

Additional limitations. California's State Preschools sometimes receive

funds from one or more additional federal funding sources, like Head Start or
Title 1 (Audit Report, Chapter 10, p. 73). In addition to multiple funding

sources, services and children of the various programs are frequently commingled.




Thus, in arriving at conclusions about the State Preschools, it was sometimes
impossible to account for the effects of other, possibly significant influences.

Another limitation on this evaluation resulted from the fact that some of the
services and children of the State Preschools and of the California Children's
Centers were commingled. Commingling was evidenced by shared space or facilities,
or by children whose names appeared on class lists for both programs. Fortunately
for the purpose of this comparative evaluation, such commingling was uncommon, in-
volving few Preschools and Centers, and thus allowing relatively pure groups of
children to be established on the basis of their pre-school experience. Children
on the records of both programs were eliminated from the study.

The evaluation would have benefited greatly if "improvement" could have been
more precisely assessed for each of the three types of experiences. But such pre-
cision demanded baseline data, or quantitative information on the children before
the start of their pre-school experiences. Such early information on the children's
performance, motivation, or productivity, or even on their socio-economic status
was, however, with few exceptions, unavailable. Without it, CSE could only estab-
lish comparative relationships among the groups of children. It could not
provide information on how far they had moved from their initial positions to their
current accomplishments. Therefore, the evaluation was limited by an inability toﬂ
detect whether or not the State Preschool children had "improved" slightly, but
perhaps not sufficiently to show that their performance, motivation, and produc-
tivity was at, or above, the level of children with other experiences. This
additional limitation, resulting from the lack of baseline data, was addressed in
the formulation of the evaluation hypotheses.

The calendar below describes the sequence of events in which CSE moved from

the evaluation questions to the evaluation study's findings.
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PROJECT CALENDAR

October 19, 1973
Octoter 19,1973

November 19, 1973
November 20, 1973
Noveader 30, .973

Decenver X, 1573

Janunry 10, 1975
January 1T, 1974
Fedbruary &, 1974
Pebruary 15, 1974
February 18, 197
fedbruary 19, 1974
Pebruary 22, 1974

March 3, 2974

March 18, 1974

April 1, 1974
Apri} 5, 9%

April 11, 1974
Aprid 29, 197k
May 1k, 197h

Way 20, 2970

June 1, 1974

June 3, 1974

July 1, 2974
July 31, 197%
August 1-2, 1974

August 26, 1974
August 28, 2974
September &, 197TL

September 15, 1974
September 30, 1974

October 1, 197k

“eeting with Richard ¥W. Brandema and others frca the Office of the Legislative Apalyst.
Letter proposal for the Evaluation Study of AB k51 subestted to Richerd ¥W. Brandema,

Ueeting in Lacramento with Haroid E. Selogue of the Office of the Legislative Analyst
and Tack Housden of the Departmeant of Education.

Ke-1sed evaluaticn design submitted td Dr. Willism B. Nichael of the University of
Southern California for review,

Heeting with Or. Micheel at USC for discussion of possible revision of evaluatian
esign.

Sunpling procedures refined and implesented.

Meeting with Jerry Evans, Legislative Budget Comittee, Office of the Legisletive
Analyst,at UCLA. .

Visit tc Sacramento to obtain Preschoo) Agency PEP 10 Forms.

Neoting vith the Greater Los Angeles Community Action Agency, supervised by John

R. Sheffer and Ella Nomland. Visit to Sacremento to get Recial/Fthnic data i1 Pre-
school Agencies from Department of Kducation, Division of Program Svaivation.

Letter Jointly signed by A, Alan Post and Wilson Riles sent to ‘48 semple elesentary
schools.

School Districts sent copies of Jointly signed letter sand given the names of elemdntary
schools to be visited by CSE staff.

First written comsunicetion vith the sasple Preschool agencies, including Jointly
signed letter, requests for rosters, and Preschool Purpose Survey cerdes.

Letter to 148 ssaple elementary achoole introdicing CSE, reiterating the purpoees of
evaluation Study, and providing information to teachers vhose students are to part-
icipate in etudy.

Meeting with the Governor'e Mdviscry Comaittes on Child Develomment Programe.

Pirst CSE Survey Kit eent to echools, based on roeters aeked for in letture sent on Pebd-
ruary 18 and Februsry 22.

Piret pick up of CSE Survey Kit by CSE field steff.

Vesting vith Dr- Williaa Michael of USC for periodic reviev of etudy design and
procedures.

Requeste for rosters eent to semple Children's Ceaters.
Last get Of CSE Survey Xits sent to esmple elsmencary Schools.

Obtained psychometric information Or Entry Level Test from Drs. Sheppard and
Carlson, Division of Program Fraliation.

Sample agencies sen' & formal note Of apprecietion for their cooperation, ine
cluding ¢ copy of the CSE-ECRC Preschool/Kindergartec Test Evaiuetions.

Ohtajned computer print-out with Ent.y Level T:st ecoree from Westinghouee Learn. *
ing Corporatlon,

Agency Purpose Survey completed. Fiald vieite to elementary schools completed.
8ehoo! at & formal note of appreciation for their cooperation, including e
CSE Rementary Test Zvaluation book.

Preechool rosters completed. Children's Centers rostere CONpletel.

Data Analysie cospleted.

Drs. Hoepfner and Pink attended conference 3ponsored by the Early « .ildhood
Project, Evaluation Commission of the States in Boston, Fsi,achuzetts:
*Iaplementing Child Development Programs”.

Preliminary Draft of Pinal Report completed.
Meeting vith Jerry Evans at UCLA.
Reviev of Preliminary Dreft of Pinal Report by Ns. Virginia Biuwn, kiverside

County Schools; Ms. B'llie Switzer, Head Teacher, Franklin Schaul, Modesto,
Dr. Susan Nummedal, Califcrnia State University, Long Beach.

Sumsary of Pinal Report by Paul Steiger, los Angeles Tises.

Reviev of Preliminary Dreft of Final Report by Dr. Willism Michael.

Suhalesion of Final Report of Evaluation Study to Office of Legielative Analyst.

Thank You Letter eent to all partieipents in the evaluation study.
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SAMPLING PROCEDURES

Because the primary focus of this evaluative study was the effectiveness of the
State Preschool Program, the sampling procedures for all three pre-school experience
groups were mainly directed toward ensuring an accurate selection of former State Pre-
school children. In other words, CSE first concerned itself with obtaining a repre-
sentative sample of children who had experienced the State Preschool Program. Next,
children in the other two groups were incidentally sampled, using the State Preschool
children as a reference point. Because of the emphasis on children, no attempt was
made to obtain a representative sample of pre-school programs or elementary schools.

Sampling the State Preschool Children

A multi-stage sampling procedure was developed to identify those children who
had experienced the State Preschool Program. This was necessitated by the fact that
first Preschools had to be selected for the sample, and then the children had to be
traced to their elementary schools, and those schoois, in turn, had to be sampled.
Throughout the discussion of the sampling of State Preschool children, then. it is
important to keep in mind that three different sampiing units were employed: the
State Preschcol agencies, recipient elementary schools, and the children themselves.

Stage I: Agency Sampling Procedure

The initial unit of sar;ling was the agency, defined as an administrative
unit receiving AB 1331 funds that was responsible for running a State Preschool
Program. (Sampling on the basis of Preschools or classes would have complicated
adherence to the three criteria listed below, and would have reduced the 1ikeli-
hood of identifying all Preschool children at the second stage, because many
Preschools feed their children into common elementary schools, particularly in
urban areas. Although the State Department of Education supplied information
that 192 agencies had been funded since 1970, the first year of interest to this

study, a sample size of forty agencies was proposed as a feasible number for
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evaluation. The following criteria formed the basis for a six-step agency
sampling procedure:
a. the length of time each agency was funded

b. the agency's size, based upon the number of children enrolled
c. the agency's geographic location :

Step One
0f all the agencies that were funded by the original AB 1331 Preschool

legislation, only those that the State Department of Education indicated were in

operation for three consecutive years, 1970-1971, 1971-1972, and 1972-1973 were
initially selected for consideration in the study. The selection served the
purposes of permitting comparisons of program success through the years and of
minimizing the number of elementary schools that would receive the children and
consequently require CSE staff visits.

One hundred thirty-five (135) agencies were identified as funded for three

consecutive years.

Alpha Kappa Alpha Sorority

Alpha #lus Corporation gba Lircle Preschool

Al Rock Union Elementary School district
ArCnhocese of Los Angeles

Avvin Union School District

Bonicrd Comwnity Actfon Council

Berkeley Hills Mursery School

Berkeley Unified Scnool Distract

Berryessa tnion School District

Brentwood Union School District

Britten School District

C3)on Yalley Union School District
Calexico Unitred School District
Cairfornia State College, Hayward
Calitorma State University. Los Angeles
Capistreng Unfon Scnool District

Casten Valley Unffied School District
Ceres Unified School District

Chula Vista City Scnool District

Compton Unified School District

Corcoran ynified School District

Cupes tino Elementary School District

Del ¥ase Herghts School District
Departrent of fducation, Diocese of San Diego
Dependency Prevention Comaission (0PC) of
San “ernardino

Oubnotf Center for Child Develupaent and
Educational Therapy, Irc.

Econonic Dpportuntty Board {£0B) of
Riverside

tconowic Dyportunity Comenssion of San Meteo
fducation Progress Center

€scondido Unton School District
Exceptional Chtldren’s Foundation
farrfield-Sufsun Unified School District
Farwersville dchool District

First United Metnhodist Church

Folsom Cordova Unified School District
Freront Unified School District

fresno Lnified School District

Fullerton Elementary School District

falt Joint Unfon School District

Giliroy Unifieg School District

Golets Union School District

Greater Los Angeles Community Action
Agency ( GLACAA)

Hanfora Elesmentery School District

Harbar Area Reterded Chrldren s Foundet:on

THREE-YEAR PRESCHOOL AGENCIES

Hayward Unytired Schowl District
Hemet Unityed School District
Hughson Union School District

County superintendent of Schools-Inyo County

Jefferson Llementary School iustrict
JuruPa Unified School District
kennedv Child Study Center

Kerman-:10yd Union €lementary School Nistrict

xern Corvwnity Colleae District

rern Jotat Unfon High School

Keyea Un1on Flementary School District
La Habra Citv Sghool Dists lct

te Mesa-dpring Yalley scnool District
Leron Grove 5¢hool District

tindsay Unmified Scnoot District

Lod4 Unified School Distr!ct

Yadera Unified School District

Mafundy Institute

Marin Cnunty Superintendent of Schools
Martinez Umifred School District
Marysvitle loint Unified School Gystrict
Hexinley-Roosevelt Union Elementary School
Dretrict

Mendota Unton Mistrict

Meiced County Depart-ent of £ducation
Modesto City Schools

Monrovise Unified Schont Listrict

"other {ode Umon Schnsl District

Mt Diablo Umfied scnool District
Netional School Drutrict

North Secrenento Schuol District
Sorthern California (nild Developrent, Inc
Oakland Unified School District
Cceansade Unified school District
Ontario-"ontciatr Sthool District
Orange Center Schools

Oxnard School District

Pacific Grove Unified Schools

Palerro Union Elementary School District
Palo Alto Unified School District

Palo Verde Union School District

Pasedens Corswnity Services Commssion, Inc
pasadena Unified ggnool District
Patterson Unified School Dlstrict

peter Maurin ‘leiahborhood House, Inc.
Pittsburg Unified School District
Pixley Unfon School Distraict

Placer Community Action touncil, inc.

Ravenswood City School District
Rictmond Unified School Dlstrict

Rio Hondo Area Action Council

R10 School District

Robla School District

Sacramento City Unified School District
Salfnas City School District

San Benfto County Dffice of Education
San Diego Unified School District

san Francisco Community College

San Josc Unified School District

San Juan Unified Sctiool District

San Lorenzo Unified School District

San torenzo Yalley Unified School District
San Lufs Dbispo County Office of Education
San Mateo City Flementary Schools

San ¥sidro School District

Sanger Uniffed School District

Santa Barbara County Schools Dffice

of the Superintendent

santa Clara County Office of Education
Sants Clara Unified School District
Santa Cruz C.A.C.

Santa Marta School District

Santee School District

Shesta County Superintendent of S¢huols
Sonca County Offfce of*Educatlon

South Bay Uniun School District
stanislaus County Departsent of Education
Stockton Unified School District
“unnyvale school District

Teleqraph Mil} Keighborhood Association
Tulare County Department of Education
Turlock Joint Unton School District
Uikian Unified School District
University of Southern Catifornia
vallejo City Unified School District
ventura County tiead Start Preschool
Program

vitla Esperanie

Hashington Unified School Distaict
Weaver Preschool

Westminster School District

Nhiszan School District

Willits Unified School District

Yubs City Umfied School District

Q
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Step Two

The purpose of selection during this step was to ensure at the outset repre-

sentation of the largest receivers of AB 1331 funds and thus, the major Preschool
programs. It was decided that the inclusion of all agencies with a total enroll-
ment of 250 or more children would satisfy this purpose. Ten agencies were selected
in this fashion. Three of them, Dependency Prevention Commission (DPC) of San
Bernardino, Equal Opportunity Board (EOB) of Riverside County, and Greater Los Angeles
Community Action Agency (GLACAA), were later identified as meta-agencies (umbrelia
agencies with administrative authority over one or more agency). Sampling within
each met.a-agency was then necessary. However, agency names for the respective meta-
agencies were not available during this sampling step.
The ten agencies selected in Stap Two were:

Compton Unified School District

Dependency Prevention Commission (DPC) of San Bernardino

Economic Opportunity Board {EOB) of Riverside County

Fresno Unified School Distr:ict

Greater Los Angeles Communit Action Agency (GLACAA)

Oakland Unified School District

Richmond Unified School District

San Diego Unified School Dist.rict

Stockton Unified School District
Tulare County Department of Edication

Step Three
A11 agencies not selected in Step Twc were plotted on a map of California.

Those located in oui]ying areas were select2d for the sample so that it would be
geographically representative. Six agencies were added:

Calexico Unified School District

County Superintendent of Schools - Inyo County

Northern Californie Child Developmer-t, Inc.

Shasta Couwuty Superintendent of Schools

Ukiah Unified School District ’

Yuba City Unified School District

Of the remaining agencies on the map, several geographic clusters were visu-

ally apparent. Sampling was performed within these clusters with the following
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exceptions: (a) clusters containing the metropolitan areas of San Francisco-
Dakland, Los Angeles, and San Diego were excluded because Step Two sampling yielded
agencies in these areas, and (b) clusters containing the three meta-agencies iden-
tified in Step Two were also excluded because sampling within them would occur when
their respective agency names became available.

Ten geographic clusters containing 43 agencies remained, from which 12 agencies
were selected on the basis of district size and number of Preschool classrooms.

Arvin Union School District

Santa Cruz County C.A.C.

Goleta Union School District

Hemet Unified School District

Oceanside Unified School District
Oxnard School District

Palermo Union Elementary School District
Modesto City Schools

San Luis Obispo County Office of Education
Santa Maria School District

Sonome County Office of Education
Sacramento City Unified Schoecl District

At this point 28 agencies had been chosen.

Step Four

Twelve additional agencies were needed to complete tne projected sample. They
were selected randomly, using a table of random numbers, from all agencies not

already chosen:

Archdiocese of Los Angeles

Exceptional Children's Foundation

Monrovia Unified School District

Rio School District

Roble School District

San Benito County Office of Education

San Lorenzo Valley Unified School District
San Ysidro School District

Cupertino Elementary Unified School District
Ventura Cournty Community Action Agency
Villa Esperenze

Weaver Preschool

At this point forty agencies had been chosen.
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Step Five

Following Step Four, agency names became available for two meta-agencies (DPC

of San Bernardino and EOB of Riverside County). Two three-year agencies were
selected within DPC of San Bernardino, and two three-year agencies within EOB of
Riverside County in order to represent district size and geographic area. These
four agencies were substituted for their two meta-agencies, thereby increasing the
samele size to 42.

At this time it was also learned that one agency (the Barstow Unified School
District) had been funded for fewer than three years. Victor School District was
then selected as its replacement because it satisfied the criteria by which the
Barstow Unified School District had been originally chosen.

Step Five agencies were:

Del Rey Foundation
Needles Unified School District
Palo Verde Unified School District
Yictor School District
Step Six
Following Step Five, the agency names for GLACAA became available and one of its
three-year agercies (Los Angeles County Unified School District) was chosen on the
basis of geographic representativeness and number of classrooms. This agercy was
substituted for GLACAA. The sample size remained unchanged. At this point, however,
a representative from Los Angeles County Unified School District informed CSE that
the District was also an umbrella agency. Consequently, a replacement agency from
the GLACAA list, the Latin American Civic Association, was selected on the same
basis.

The geographical distribution of the final sample of 42 agencies is reproduced

in Figure 1.

In order to establish the extent to which the sample of 42 agencies charac-

terized the population of 226 agencies, they ware compared in terms of their




Figure 1

Map of Geographic Distribution of Sample of Forty-Two State Preschool Agencies

racial and ethnic compositions because of the importance of these factors to

the ideals of compensatory education and because infcrmation about race and
ethnicity was accessible. To obtain the information, a letter was sent to the
heads of all 226 agencies, requesting that they describe the numbers or per-
centages of children that were American Indian, Black, Oriental, Spanish
American, or Other White (racial/ethnic categories and names adopted from
statewide stﬁtistica] reports). The letter, completed and returned by 221
agencies, is reprinted in Figure 2.

The results of the comparison between the sample and the population State
Preschcol agencies are given in Table 1.

Communications with the Preschool agencies. Initial contact with the 42

sample agencies was made by telephone in order to introduce CSE. explain the
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figure 2

Letter Sent to State Preschool Agency Population Requesting Racial/€ehmic Infomatron

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA. LOS ANGELES

SEREILEY * BATIS * AVINT ¢ LUl ANGALES * RATIMEDE - M4 SO * SAN FRANCICO SAMTa BARBARS * 344T4 CRT

CUNTER YOR THE STIDY (b &
LCLALRADG TS 3 HUDE WP BIAN A TION
LOB ANGLLAN Lall7ORNIA  warle

The Cffice of the Legislative Analyst of the State uf Caliturnia hag
contracted with the Center for the Stud, of Evaluation at UCLA for tne
Purpose of evaluating the effectiveness Of the State Preschool Proyréa
(A3 1331), Because your agenly Mas recetved funds fur the Progrim me dre
requesting data on the racial cooposition of the preschoc] children in
#0ur grograa for the Purpose of COMIring cur sasple with the total of
a1l the funded progress.

" for your conventence, this form has been especiaily prepared fur you
to f11]1 in the apPropriate information. ue anticipate that most agencies
will obtain the data from the most recent Annual Statistical Report, Chilg
Oevelopment Centers, Dut whatever the source or method used, it should
represent the total of all state funded Preschool children y.ir anency has
responsibiiity for. Only children wno are reciprenss of the State Preschool
Progres should be included.

rican E sartyu ther
indran Black D - tel servcén __ knite
iucder

of
Children
Percent

of
Chilgren

You =ay f1l1 in either the nusl2r of children 1n esch Group or the
percentage of cr:’dren 1n each groud for toth {f avatfadle).

A self-addressed, postage paid envelcce hes deen i~cluded. e would
greatly appreciate receipt of this information as scon as POssInle. Thank
you for your Cooderation.

Sincerely,
. 4t Pl e
(pcsileam u)auoy//’a
74
Jdrllies A, Conmiff, Jr.

Researcn Associate, Californis
Preschool Evaludtion Project

purposes of the evaluation study, and

that were likely to have received the

tavle )

Cowparison of 42 Sampis State Preschod) Agencies with 221 ltate
rreschool Agencies on the Basis of Their Racial and Etrair {omusitinn

{Sarple) {Papulaticn)

42 Agencies 22) ﬂencic\
Aaerican Indian .37 2.22
Blacy 22.10 21.78
Uriental 144 l.06
M4nish Anerican RIS 35.87
uther Wnite 40 2¢ 31.20

phcné call was followed by a letter to the administrator of each agency
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most former Preschool students.



restating the purposes of the evaluative study, and asking for Preschool rosters

for 1970-1971, 1971-1972, and 1972-1573. This letter is given in Figure 3.

Frgure 3

introdurcory tetzer to State Preschce] Agency Adnimistrators

UNIVERST.Y OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANCELES

— —
OFABEY  GAVIS ¢ MVINE + LOD oNCELAP * BSVERERE © G420 BMING + G4 PRANCEOR @ ANTA BARSASA * ne 574 CRFE
.

CENTES POR THE STUSY OF BYoLUATION
UCLe CRABLATE SCHOOL OF EIRR 4 TI0M
108 ANCELEA, CALIPBNIA  $OS2e

Thank you very such for helping us obtain the information we need to
conduct the California Preschool Eveluation Profect In connaction with
A3 451. Mow that we are beginning our study, we wil® ba contacting some
of the elementary schools served by tha State Prescrool Programs (AB 1331). 2
One of our first steps will be to send thé enclosed latter to school
principals throughout California. We are sending e copy of it to you for
your information only. Hopefully, the letter clearly expleins the alas
and gurposes of our project.

We are elso enclosing three self-addressed, postcard ranking foras for
you to f111 out. As you cen tell from them, we are interested In detemin-
ing the particular orientation of your Preschool progra® for each of the
three years, 1970-1971, 1971-1972, and 1972-1973  We would appreciate your
f111ing out the postcards and promptly returning them to us. We realize
that you may not have been involved in the State Preschoo) Program during
211 of those years, but we hope that you can make some Judgments sbout the
ortentation during each of the previous years, or ask someone who was in-
volved at that time to make the rankings for you, In additfon, 1f you hava
nat already sent us class rosters for aach child attending all preschools
durinj the three y2ars, please do S0 as $00n as possidble.

Thank you ajein for your cooperation.

Sin.erely yours,

Ralph Roepfner
Otrector

Arlene Fink

Assistant Dtrector

California Prischooi fvaluatton
Project

Enclosure

Included with the above letter were the Agency Preschool Purpose Survey
postcards, which are described in the next section on Measures of Preschool
Agencies, asking the agency administratorsto rank each of the five possible pre-
school purposes in connection with their own program's goals during 1970-71,
1971-72, and 1972-73, and a copy of a letter about the study addressed to the
elementary school principals in the sample signed by Wilson Riles, the State
Superintendent of Public Instruction, and A. Alan Post, the Legislatjve Analyst.

After CSE received the rosters from all 42 agencies, a letter of gratitude
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was sent out, accompanied by a compiimentary copy of the CSE-ECRC Preschool/

Kindergarten Test Evaluations. A copy of this letter is reproduced in Figure 4.

Figure 4

Thank fou Letter Sent by CSE to State Preschool Agencies

UNIVERSITY OF CAIIFORNIA LOS ANGLIES

SERLALEY = Bavis ¢ LByl 1 | LB AACELES * RIVESRBE ¢ BAN SIECO ¢ BAN FRAVGIKO @ SANTA BARBARA * 42T a CWUT

CERIER FOR THE STULY OF K1 at8aTION
1CLa CRAUL ATE SLAGUL OF KOLE aTION
Loy aNGALAS s aLIFORAIA  guode

Thank you very much for helping us obtain the information we need
for our Caltfornia Preschool Evaluation Project. Your preschool agency
has supplied us with 1ists of elementary schools currently attended by
your former students. class registers of your former students, and
postcards fndicating the nature and emphasts of your program during the
three years we are studying. MWe are very grateful for the efforts you
and your staff have extended in providing us with this tnformatton, and
we would 1tke to thank you formally. We hope that the enclosed CSE
Preschool/Xindsrgarten Test Evaluation book will serve as & token of
our appreciation and that you will ftnd the book useful.

We are well aware that our avaluation findings may hava a direct
bearing on ycur program, $o 25 5¢An a5 we have completed our Study, we
will share our report to tha Legtslative Analyst with you. He hope
that you find ft an accurate reflection of Caltfornta"s preschools.
and that it w11l provide you with some tnformation about your own program.

Once again, thank you for your generous help

Slnce;: N

E’ é : /;
Ralph Mbepfner, r;:tor

&7'_,&,“ juu(.
Arlene Fink. Assistant Dtrector
Caltfornia Preschool Evalustion Project

A formal letter of appreciation, signed by Mr. Riles and Mr. Post was

also sent to each agency. This letter is reprinted in Figure 5.

Stage II: School Sampling Procedure

The purpose of the school sampling procedure was to select regular ele-
mentary schools, containing State Preschool children formally enrolled in the
42 agencies selected in Stage I,

School sampling consisted of three steps:

1. Identification of the elementary schools that had enrolled the

largest numbers cf former State Preschool children.
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figure §

Thank You Lettc Sent by Mr Riles and Mr Post 10 Participants 1n the Study

wasos wm
Supertansten: of P laoresios @

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

711 CANTOL MALL SACRAMINTO $36i¢

October 1, 1974

Dear

We want to thank you for participating in the evaluative study
of the State preschool Program undertaken by the Center for the Study
of Evaluation at UCLA for the Office of the Legislative Analyst.

The study required the assistance of many individuals and
organizations throughout the state - teachers, aides, principals,
children's centers staff, school district persoanel, and the staff
of sponsoring agencies. We are very grateful for your cooperation
and hopeful that the findings of the Stuy will Justify the time and
effort you contributed to fit.

The results af the study will be reported to the Legislature
on Novesber 1, as directed by Assecily 8111 451 of 1973. This report
w111 de reproduced in sufficient number to be available for a1l who
perticipated,

Once agafn, thank you for your contribution to this study and
to the work of the Legisloture in dealing with important questions
about education in California.

Sincerely, ~
“r~

son NTTes
Superintendent of Public\Instruction

(| FYY P e Th
K. Alan Post
Legislative Analyst

2. Selection of schools that were representative of their respective
agencies in enrollment size
3. Selecticn of schools that were representative of their respective
agencies in racial and ethnic composition.
Step One
The heads of State Preschool agencies wera contacted by telephone and were
requested to nominate up to eight elementary schools that were most 1ikely to
have received the largest numbers of former AB 1331 preschoolers. A telephone
interview form was developed for the purpose of obtaining this and additional

information required for the study. The form appears in Figure 6.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

figure 6

Telephone interview Form to Obtain Elementary School Sasple

— 2. ldentify yourself and us to the agency director:

Contact Person____
Teleghone No __ Dates Contacted

AGENCY_TELEPHONE CALLS

ALEN .

the following information should be obtained or communicated during the fnftfal contact
with the Agency Coordinator.

1. Ask for the current ccordinator (head of al1} of the State Preschoals.

California Preschool Evaluation Project, WLA

Working with the State Oepartment of Education and the Office of the
Legislative Analyst for the Legislature

Purpose: To find out how successful State Preschools are

3. Find out whether agency was funded during 1970-1971, 1971-1972, 1572-19732
4. Ask for the nusber of preschool locations for edch year:
1970-1971
19711972
1972-1973
5. Ffor each year, which elementary schools did the Preschool children go to?
The 1970-71 Preschool chilGren went to the following elementary schools:

The 1971-72 Preschool children went to the following elementary Schools:

—

The 1972-73 Preschool children wen® to the following elementary 3chools.

(WOTE: 1f the Agency Coordinator Cannot give you 3 1ist of the elementary $chools,
ask for the names of the parson(s) at the head of esch preschool location and the
address of the location for each of the three years, (Phone numbers would be helpful.}

§. Tell Agency Coordinator that we will ba sending him/her a questionnaire for
more informetion. .

7. Ask him how we can obtain class rosters for each preschool class at each
preschool location for each year. if Agency Ccordinator fmplies that he/she hasy

ask them to send them to us.

In brief, the interview form enabied the interviewer to:

b I
2.

Check that the agency had been funded for the past three years
Request the names of the recipient elementary schools contain~
ing the largest numbers of former AB 1331 children for each of
the three years

Notify the agancy that CSE would be forwarding a‘questionnaire
requesting additional information about the agency's Preschool
objectives

Request Preschool rosters for each of the three years.
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The elementary schools nominated by the agency heads were checked against

data in the 1973 California Public School Directory to ensure that they en-

rolled in kindergarten, first and second grade students since the AB 1331 recip-
jents in this study were in those grades at the time of sampling. In a few
cases, scheols originally nominated by agencies were replaced at the request of

the district or agency. These changes included:

1%
—

n St-eet in Blshup replaced Olancra in “nyo Cuuntly belanse Olwicun reefved
~v AR 1331 children

Sunnysiope vas selected > represent San reuitu since the .ther achools iu U e
Holllster District had not Feceived Ab 1331 children telc. tre thi-d sra‘e

Cook replaced Bruce for Senta Muris because it recerves = re *reschues hiliven
than Bruce, whlch is a larger schcol.

John J _Doyle replaced Belleview ir Tulure &t the dist=f. ‘. riduess since
Relleviev received fewer, less representstive children than Doste,

Pierpont replaced Sheridan Way in Ventura bLecause herf la. way 1< 1ov ur
Tnterzedlate School.

In Sacramento, Pruit Hidye, Jedediuh Smith and vk Hidge rep.wce? \ed & Flttes,
Bear Flag und Coloma beceus¢ they have larder ,opuleticns <f ex-treschivlers

Redwocd Valley tn Ukiah was ndded since (aljetila es pot harr o Flrdessstien
Redwood kindergarten students g¢ to Calpella.

Step Two

Representation in terms of size of enrolament was provided by selecting
two large and two small schools from the lists of recipient schools nominated
by each Preschool agency. There were, however, exceptions to this policy.
Some agencies had nominated four or fewer recipient schools. When this happened,
all the nominated schools were selected. Other exceptions were those where
enrollment sizes were so homogeneous that it was impossible to meaningfully
distinguish between large and small schools. In these cases, racial/ethnic
composition became the selection criterion. Thus, the sequence of Steps Two
and Three in the school sampling was sometimes reordered.

Recipient regular elementary schools were included only if theu: racial/
ethnic compositions were similar to that of their "feedér" Preschools. The

racial/ethnic composition of the recipient schools was obtained from the
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1970 Directory of Public Elementary and Secondary Schools in Selected Districts:

Enroliment and Staff by Racial/Ethnic Group. The racial/ethnic composition of

the Preschools in each agency was obtained from the 1972-73 Statistical Report
which each agency had filed with the State Department of Education.

One hundred forty-eight'élementary schools were selected for the sample.
They are listed by Preschool agency and located by school district. A map of
their location by‘district is provided in Figure 7 to graphically illustrate

their geographical representativeness.

Figure 7
Hap of Geographic Location of 148 Sample Elementary >chools by District

In order to establish the degree of similarity between the 148 sample
schools and the sample and population agencies, the schools and agencies were
compared in terms of their racial and ethnic composition. The State Department

of Education provided CSE with copies of the current ethnic composition of the
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

148 SAMPLE ELEMENTARY §

AN B 3 A
wige oo
L3 L ' e my .
I Eomata
P rrel b v cgr,
EUEE B N SN B Tt
Af. W . s enob Distr o
T2 T3 k. ™ntar,

S ORI e L DECTRICT

Laita (U UNtied Suhoot Lostrict
v 3 tlemntar,
L Livnoenc ar
‘T SOD b.emantify
~ wCme

anva cpat CoRmNTeY ACTION AGENCY
“a)e 0 Vavley soint Unified School Distr

St dor thimntaty
tads vistlict tlerentary

sarte Cruz Crty Elerentary School Dastrint
ault Llumntaty
laucel Llcmentary

COMPTON UNIFIED SCHOOL OISTRI.T

Compton Unitied Schoor District
Henry k  Lungfellow Elemeitaty
Ardella 8 Ti:bby Elementary
J F Xeanedy Elementaty
Laucel Street Elexentary

NEEDLES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Needles Unified School District
D Street Elcmentary
urace Henderson Elementary
Vista Colorado Llementary

VICTOR SCHOOL OISTRICY
Victor $chool Diserice
el Rey Elementatv
Duselt Knolls Elemntary
tewin Elemyntacy
Patk View Flementaly

PALO YEROE UNIFEED SCHOOL OISTRICY

Palo Verde Unifired Schoc! District
Felix 3 Appleby Llementaty
Nargaget White Elementaty
Ruth Brown Slementaty

OEL_REY FOUNDATION

Descrt Sands Uns fled School Districe
Martin Van Buren Llementary
Theodore Roosevelt Llementary
Palm Viev Llementaty
valley View Elementary

EXCEPTIONAL CHILOREN'S FOUNDATION

tus Angeles Unifiad SEhool Dastrict
Alta Loms flementary
Saturn Street Llementary
S4th otrect Elementary
122nd >troet Zlemantaty

FRESND UNIFIED SCHOOL OISIRICT

Fresno inified School Dlstrict
Neaton Llcmentary
lane Llementary
Lincoln Elementary
Tvilman Llementary

GOLETA UNTON SCHOOL OISIRICT

Guleta Unlon School District
Coathedrel Caks Elemantary
£l Camino Elemantary
Goleta Elemuntary
La patera Blemuntaty

LATIN AMERICAN CIVIC ASSOCIATION

Los Angeles Unlfied School District
Hart Street Elementary
C'Melveny Llementary
Pacoima Elementary
San pernanso Elementssy

HEMEY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Hemet Unifled School Oistrict
hemut Elementary
Lictle Lake Elementery
Ramons Elemsntary
whittier Llemantery

COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS- INYQ COUNTY

tone Pine School District
twrinye Elemntary

813h0p Unlon Elementery Schoo) District
tim >treet Llamentery

e PN

TR T

o LR .
PAaLd L bae s
Te we WELytt cwrT tary
[ N VBRI ST
Mucr1e @ WRiTied Scrool Dot oact

frad sans Llemuntet,
Viytlowms Blerebtary
4untoe LinTentaty

Fljmoutt Llementary

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA CHILD DEVELOPMENT, INC,
Plumas Unified School District
veeenville Clementary

Red Bluff Union Elementary School District
Jackson Heights Elementaty

Susanviile Elemeatary School District
wcainley Eiementaly

Westwood Unified School District
Fletcher walker Elamentary

OAKLAND UNIFLEOD SChOOL OISTRICY

Qakland Unified School Districe
Lockwood Elementary
Melrose Llementary
kalph J. Bunche Elementary
Stonehurse Blementary

OCEANS10E UNIFIED SCHOOL OISTRICT

Oceanside Unifled School District
Ditmar Llementary
laural Elementary
Labdby Llemantary
Nission Elementary

OXNARD_SCHOOL DESTRICY

Oxnard School Diserice
Juanita Elementary
Xemale Clementary
Marina West Elomentary

PALERMO UNION ELEMENTARY SCHOOL OISIRICY
Droville City Elenentary School Districe

Lastside Flementary
Oakdele Heighte ELlementery

Palarmo Unlon Elementary School District
Helan M. Wilcox Blementaty
Falermo Elementary

RICHMOND UNIFIEO SCHOOL OISTRICY

Richmond Unlfied School District
Sayview Llamntary
Cortez Zlementary
Linzoln Zleww.taty
pares flementarty

RID SCHOOL_OISTRICT

Ri0 School District
£1 Rio Elementary
R10 Plaza Elementary
Ric Real Llemantary

ROBLA SCHOOt OISIRICY
Rio Linda Unlon Elementeary School District
Aerohavan Llementaty
Fruitvale Clementary
Aobla Schqot District
Robla Elomentaty
Teylor Streec Llementaty

SACRAMENTO CI1TY UNKIFEED SCHOOL OISTRICY

Sacramento City Unifled School District
Feyit Ridge Llementary
Jedediah Smith Klementaty
Oak Ridge Elementary
Ethel Phillips Elementary

SAN BENITO COUNTY OFFICE OF EQUCATION

Hollistar Elementary School District
Sunnyslcpe Llemerisry

SAN OIEGO UMIFIED S.- - . DISIRICT

San Dlego Unified School Biiirict
selboa Elemcntary
sandini Elementary
Crockett Clementsry
Stockton Llementary

SAN LORENZO VALLEY UNTFIED SCHOOL OISIRICY

San Loranzo.Velley Uniflad Schoo! District
soulder Creek Elementary
Qvarl Hollow Elementary
San Ltorenzo Elementary

L Y S AT T SRVERR RN I A
Lé Le N L owstal Umit e chwul o Tt
Crosa termertaly
A, M e italy

LuCid Mar Un foed Senool District
Yatyalol Hat.we Elementaly
Moo tlerentary

SAN YLIDRO SCHQOL DISTRICT

San Ysidro School Dsstrict
Beyer Elemsntary
Smythe blementary
wWislow Llementaty
La Mirade Elementary

CUPERTIHO UNIOR ELEMENTARY SCHOCL OISIRICY

Cupertino Union Etementary School District
foylc Llementary
.atdon Catu Llumentary

SARTA MARIA SCHOOL OISIRICT

Senta Harva School District
Alvin Asenud Llementary
Cook Elementar:
rarclawn Llamentary
Calvin C. vaxloy Elcmentary

SHASTA COUNTY SUPERINTENOENT OF SCHOOLS

Cascada Union Elanentery School District
verde Vale Llementsry
Neadow lLane E£lemincaty

fedding €lementery School District
Manzanita Elementery
Sycamore Elementary

SONOMA COUNTY OFFICE OF EOUCATION

Petaluma City Elementary School Desirlct
Cherey Valley Elementary
Velley Vista Llementaty

Sonoma Valley Unifled School Pistrict
£l Verano Llementacy
Sessarini Clementary

STOCKTON UNIFLED 5.HOOL OESTRICT

Stockton Unified School District
Grent Elemantary
Xing Llementary
Teft Llementary
Teylor Llementary

TULARE COUNTY OEPARIMENT OF EOUCATION

Cutlar=Orosi Joint Unif'ed School District
Cutler Elementary

Portarville Elementary School District
John Jay Doyle Elemuntary

wWoodlake Uniflad School Diserict
wWoodleke Elumentaty

Pleasant Yiew Elementury School District
Pleasant View Elementary

UKIAIL UNIFIED SCHLOL DISTRICT

Ukiah Unified School District
Celpulla Llementary
Frank leuk Elementary
Odk Nanotr Elemantaly
Yokayo Livmentdly
Recwood Valley Llem.ntary

LEATURA, COUNTY_ SOMIITY ACTI COIMISSION

Oxnard Schood District
Rawng Fleta NtalY

vVenrura Lnitied School Yistract
tinfoont Elemd Ataty
t I Foster Flerwntury

Simy Valley Unsfied Schicol Distract
Park tiew Llurwntary

YILLA ESPERANZA

Pasadene Unified Schood Distract
Hamilton Primary
Jeffarson 1 £mary
ROOSwvelr Llumentary

WEAVER PRESCHOOL

Weaver Unson Elementary Schoul Jisteact
Weavuvr Livruntary

1UBA C1TY UNIEIED SCHOM UISTRICT

Yuba City Unified School District
Briaq Strout tlamyntery
Park viow Elementary
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The similarity between the school and agency

elementary schools in the sample.
samples and the school sample and the agency population can be seen in Tables

2 and 3. In no case did the percentage point difference exceed 14.68 points,

and this happened for the category "Other White." This particular sampling
discrepancy is understandable in terms of the flow of children from the socio-
economically restricted Preschools to the somewhat more integrated public
schools. Further, the category "Other White" is admittedly vague, often serving
as a repository for children whose racial and ethnic membership seems difficult

to establish.

Table 2

Compartson of 42 State Preschool Agencies with 148 Sample
Eiementary Schools on the Basis of Their Racial and Ethnic Compodition

(Sarnle) {Sample)
42 Agenciey 148 Schools
American Ingisn 4.3 95
Blaci 2210 18.07
Oriental 14 91
Spanish American 3175 26.02
Other Wmite 40.20 s 88
Table 3
Cumparison of 143 Sample Elerentary Schusls with 221 State
Prescnool Ayencies on the Basis of Thear Racial and ftinic Composition
(Sarple) (Population)
148 Schoels 221 Agenies
Averican indian .95 .22
Black 18 07 2178 2
firiental 9N 306
Spanish Arerican 26 02 35 87
Otner white 51 88 3720

Communications with the Elementary Schcols

From the beginning of the study, CSE accepted its responsibility to keep
all participants informed of the purposes of the study and their roles in it.

Each phase of the sampling and data collection was therefore accompanied by

personal and written communications trom CSE staff.
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The principals of the 148 sample elementary schools were notified of the
study, introduced to CSE, and informed of the demands to be made on them and
the teachers and students in their schools in a letter jointly signed by
A. Alan Post and Wilson Riles. This leiter is reproduced in Figure 8.

This letter was also sent to the Superintendents of each district contain-
ing elementary schools in the sahple. It was believed that the purposes of the
study and the possible interruptions to the normal classroom routines resulting
from visits by CSE staff, or the administration of the study's measuring instru-
ments, would be of interest to the Superintendents or other district personnel.
Superintendents were also given a list of the schools in their district that
were to be involved in the study. A copy of the letter sent to the Superinten-

dents to accompany Mr. Post's and Mr. Riles' letter can be found in Figure 9.

Figure 9
Letter Sent to Superintendents of Districts Containing 148 Sample Elementary Schools

UNIVEASITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

P
SEREILEY * Bavi * MVINE ¢ LOS ANCILED * REVERAIDE © SAN SIBE0 - SAN FRANCUOD SANTA Babions »eonTe CMT

CENTER FOR TUE STUDY OF 4n ofUeTION
BCLACAABUOTA af K OF BDA CoTIA
08 ANCELES COIIIOMIL  wda

The Center for the Study of Evaluation has been asked by the Office
of the Legislative Analyst. with the cooperation of the State Nepartaent
of Education, t0 conduct & study of California’s State Preschool Prograr
The study. mandated by Assembly 8111 451, requires that we exsnine the
effects the Progras has had in 1mproving student perforusnce, produCtivity,
and motivation in the elementary school. Ye sare therefore contacting the
following principals of elenentsry schools in your District to heln provide
us with information:

1.
2,
3.
4.

In order to fully explain the nature and Jurposes of our studv. esch
principal will recefve the sttached letter sianed bv A Alan Post 4nd
Wilson Riles, which we are enclosing for your information During the neéxt .
few months, we shall keep you informed of our activities i1n your District
and of our communications with principals snd teachers 1f vou have
questions about our studY. please feel free to cal) Or. Arlene Fink or
Or. Relph Hoepfner at (213) 825-4711.

Sincerely yours,
Ralph Hoepfner, Director

Arlene Fink, Fssistant Director
California preschool Evatuation Prolect
«

Enclosure
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Floure 8

Letter Sent Dy Mr. Riles aad wr. Post to Principal of 148 Sasple Elewentary Schools

STATE OF CAUFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

74 CAPTIOL MALL SACRAMINTO W44

Next yesr the Califorais Stete Leglelsture will have to sake difficult
declefons shout the funding of our educationa) programe. Ons importaat
questios deing askad by the Leglelaturs s it const whather €O come
tisus stots funding of the Uaruh preschosl program is, "New sffective
Nes the program besn for the childrem of Califernier™ The Office of the
Leatelative Analyst has contrected vith the Center for the Study of
Svalustios o find on enever to Lhis question. In this sttompt, tke

* Center will study the children who ers » 1y tn the 4 .
firet, end sacond grades of Cslifornis’s achools. We ask yeur cesperstisa
in sseiacing the Ceater's steff in the collection of educationsl informs-
tion shout thess children. Decsuss ve 1 Sacremento end tke sceff ot the
Center for the Study of Evelustios sre very mich svars of the pressures
sad tims cosstreiate placed upon stainiatraters sad teschers In your
school, every sttempt is deing made achiave your necessary ceoperetien
while saking as fov demsnds upon Yeur steff s pess ble.*

The Conter for the Study of Evelustion has developed & sail and péTeNS)
visit plen for collecting thres categories of informatioa:

1. Class Rosters, Current clessroom rosters (the neme of the teschsr
ond sach child in & cless) for every kindergarces, firet, ond secend grade
classroom In yeur school, (Yor schools with ungreded or combined clesses,
the Conter vill need rosters for o1l clessrooms contsining children af
8s.) Ve request that you sail the cowpleted rostere by March 1,

Dr. Atlene Yink, Assistant Director
Preschool Bvelustioa Project
Center for the Study of Ivelustios
UCLA Gradusts School of Zducation
Las Angeles, Califarnis 90024

2 ﬁm_gg_ﬁliu_ug. Te obtain infermstien on the childzen’s sttitudes
toward acheol ssrning, the Centor vill previde eoch kimdergartes, firet,
ond second grade clessroem tesehar with ¢ complets sslf sédministering
pockags of short teeiticansiros designed espesislly for yeusg children.

T8z guasslivinaires vill taks ae sars than twesty sisutes to distribute,
superviss, cenplete, ond collect. 1Is sddities, the Center will oond sech
of the teschers invelved ¢ drisf form fer rcting ths childres's sttitudsa.
This reting fors vill Tequite ae mere than fiftess minutes of the tescher’s
time, The children's questiomeires end the tesshers' Teting ferme will be
sailed to you for distridbution by clessreem Dotween sarch 15 ond 30, 1974,
Complate fon for emch cl ohould be obteined by April 1§,
1974, end pleced fn the acheol's sain eifice te bs collected by & vieiter
from the Center for the Study of wluziiom,

3. $cheol Information. 16 lats march 1974, Dr, Yink will call you te
sake oa eppointment fer ¢ member of the Centes's steff te visit your school.
The vieitor vill have four respemsidilities:

a, to collect the complated childrea's attitude questionnaires stered
in the echool's meis office;

b, to collact the complated teschere’ roting forms stored in the
school’s satn sffice;

c. to tranecride at:sndance Tecerds for esch child fer the Yell
semester of 1973-74 from the effice secretery;

4. to trenscride sceres frem the stendardised achievesent teste for
811 studests who have euch sceres.

Or. Yiak vill contect you shertly te anever asy questisns you say have
abeut the preparstion of cless reaters, the séministrecion 8f the childron’s
quostionnaires and the teschers’ roting forms, snéd the collsction of the
attendance ond stendardised tost faformstion.

Sincerely, -

) >

WILSON §ILES
supsriatendent of Nblic Ing

.
A, ALAN POST
Legisletive Analyst
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The letter sent to the elementary school principals by Mr. Post and Mr.
Riles was accompanied by a letter from CSE to introduce the Center, reiterate
the purpose of the study, and to emphasize the need for current class rosters
for each kindergarten, first and second-grade class in the school. The letter

from CSE is reprinted in Figure 10,

Figure 10

Introductory Letter to 148 Sample Elemantary Schools

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANCELES

T ——— @ e

CRITER POR THE STUDY 6F SVALVATION
-

L0 ANGELES, CALIFORIRA  pueds

The Office of the Legisletive ARAlyst and the Stete Departaent of Lduce~
tion hava saked us at the Center for the Study of Evaluation to examine the
effectiveness Of California’s State Preschools. As Hr. Post and Dr. Rlea
explained in thelir letter to you, the exsainetion requires the Center t~
gether Informstion ebout children who ars presently in kindergerten, the first
and gecond Erades. VYo tharefors need your sssietance.

To get us started n collecting the iaformation, the Center is Tequesting
that you send current classroom rosters (the nase of the tescher and each child
in & class) for each kindergerten, first and second $rade in your school.
sk that you mail the completed rosters bty Narch 1, 197s in the enclosed pre-
paid envelope.

As specified in Nr. Post®s and Dr. Riles® letter, wve vill also e saking
Rindergarten, first and sscond grede teschera to administer & ahort question-
aslra tO their stulents and to COMplete & brief reting fo.a  Therefors, w
will goon be sending you C3E Survey Kite containing thess xa.aritle fo7 esch
claesroom, X-?. Ve realiza that clessroom teschere vill Play a vits. sols 18
helping us to obtain the information W need. Ve ara therefora encloeing <oples
of & deecription of the DuTlnness anu neture I OUT Preschoo) Proecs for you to
elve thea

The Center wiil 800D contact you tO malle arrsugvmcnis for e of our etalf
tu visit you to collect attendsnce and achievement inforsstion, along vith the
completed CSY Survey Kite. The Superintendent of Schools in your éistriet has
@130 raceived a copy of Kr. Post's and Dr. Rilae' letter so that he knove that
our etaff vill be viaiting your echool.

Ve are vefy grateful for your cooperation. If you lLave &y cuestions about
the prejarstion of the clessroom rosters, of any otler aspect of owr projact,
plesse foel frea to cs)l us et (213)82%-471),

Sincarely yours,
falpt Hompfaer, irector

Ariene Fink, Assistant Director
California Preschool Lvelustion Projact
fin $08ure

As can be seen from the contents of CSE's first contact with the sample
elementary schools, principals were provided with a written explanation of the

purposes of the study and the teachers' roles in it. These explanations were
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specially printed for distribution to the teachers by the principals if it

was felt that further information about the study was needed. The written

explanation is reprinted in Figure 11.

Figure 11

Intormation for Participating Teachers

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA. 105 ANGEVLLS P
A
SERONLAG ¢ 54VE - IBVING * 148 ONCILES ¢ SYVERMI * SAN BISI0 -S4 W FRUNCACH TTiawta pasbata + Ganva N

COVTLS FOS THE STUBY OF EVALVATION
VELA COATLATE WHOM. OF S30CaTION
0 ANGELES, “ALIPORNIA  gawie

Februarny 1974
Te Poalscspating Teachere -

WHO ARE WE

The Centen for the Study of Evaluateon al UCLA & a Atscarch and develop-
Rl ceaten devoted Lo Che theory and practuce of cdutaliomal evaluation. Thus
year, Lhe Centen has been asked by the Offcce vf the Leguatateve Analyat to
conducl & study of the effectaventad vf Calofornea’s State Preschool Program.

WHY WE NEED YOUR HELP

Sunce 1945, Califoania has offered a2 statewide preschool racaram Lo cheldren
of low ancome familits «x oAder o help prepare d.om L0% success v elemcntany
school. As teachers of elemantarny schocl cheldren, you are in the beat yvastion
20 know the extent {0 whech the program has been ducceddfed an acheeving L3
a208 PUApOsL.

HOM YOU CAN HELP US

In oxden 20 oblran the wnformation we nted, the Ceater for the Study of
Evaluation hes Prepared the CSt Survey Kit contauncng & draef qutstionnanne fus
you 20 give L0 your students axd a shrtt aateny (oam {or you L¢ complete. e
anlicpate that the quedlionnaiat wild aequire gboul Oventy menutes of yout class
time and the Aaling form about fen merutes., He wll be dendang the Ked to you,
along with complete «malauctions, «n Harch, 1974, Scnce we kavw how dedfeculd
42 somelimes 44 £ adsual classncom schedules, we will make every allest to
be as (Lexable as posdiblt «n arxanging for the collection uf snformation ot
your dchool.

, Thank wu for your coopeaation. We Lenk forwrd (o wabing welh gou and
your paancepl.

Ralph Hoepgmes, Dereetor
Arlene Fank, Asdcstant Dirnectve
Cataformia Preachuol Evaluation Frvyect

Communications with the elementary schools next took place after the CSE

Survey Kits, containing two of the study's measures, the Attitude to Scheol

Questionnaire and the Student Productivity Index, had been sent to the schools.

These ccmmunications involved arranging appointments for CSE staff to visit the
sctiools and collect the Kits, and obtain attendance and other information.
After the visits were completed, CSE expressed its gratitude to the 148 sample

schools by sending each one a complimentary copy of the CSE Elementary Test

Evaluations. The letter can be found in Figure 12.
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CONTEA FOS THE STUBY OF KMALUATION
UCLA CRADUATE SCMOOL OF EOAFATION
108 ANCELES, CALIFORKLA  BOSJ

Thank you vary such for helping us obtain the information we needed
10 complate the California Preschool Evaluation study ir. connection with
Assesbly B111 451, Our staff are most grateful for the courteous reception
extended to thes during their visit to your school, and for the Melp they -
received to successfully accomplish their tasks. bHe would also 11ka to
express a special thank you to the teachers, aides and children in your
scnoal.“mr study would not hava been possible without thair generous
cooperation.

As a token of our apmchtio]\. we are enclosing a copy of the
CSE Elementary Sohool Test Svaluatioms. We hope that your school will
find the book useful.

S ugly yours, ; :
- - - - - - . - . -4 - - - - - -

Ralph Hospfner
Oiractor

Arlene Fink
Assistant Director
California Preschool Evaluation Project

Enclosura

Preschool Evsluation Project: 924 Westwood Bouleverd, Suite 830
Ralph Hocpfner. Director. Arlene Fink, Assistent Director

Figure 12
Tnank You Letter Sent by CSE to 148 Sample Elementary Schools
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES =
e~ @ e —

The elementary schools that participated in the study also received a 1
letter of appreciation from Mr. Post and Mr. Riles. (See Figure 5.) l

Sampling the California Children's Center Children

California Children's Centers provide day care services with an educational
component for children of AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Children) parents
in work or training. In this study, children from the pre-school division of
the Children's Centers were used as a separate group for comparison against the

State Preschool Program cihi.dren because the Centers offer the largest single alter-

native institutionalized pre-school experience for California children.
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Procedures for Selecting Children's Centers

The selection of Children's Centers was essentially done in reversed order.
No attempt was made to obtain a sample that was representative of the statewide
Children's Center Program. Centers were identified that were 1ikely to have sent
children to the elementary schools already in the sample. It was assumed that
these Centers would be geographically close to their respective elementary schools.
Children's Center selection consisted of three steps:

1. Identification, by precise location, of each of the 148 sample el&iientary
schools

2. ~ Determination of Children‘s Centers located in tha same city -as the
schools in the sample and which would, therefore, be likely to have
sent students to the schools. The Children's Center Directory (Preview
Edition), published by the State Department of Education in 1973, was
employed at this step

3. For large cities, 1ike Sacramento or Stockton, with many Children's
Centers, a current map of the city was checked to determine which Child-
ren's Centers are geographically close to the school in the sample.

One hundred thirty-three Children's Centers were finally identified. No
Centers were identified for 59 of the sample schools. The Children's Centers for
each Preschool agency and elementary school in the sample are Tisted below.
Rosters from the 47 Children's Centers marked with an asterisk were not received
bacause in certain cases, Center personnel indicated that there was too much work
involved in producing the number of rosters CSE requested or because they had
lost the rosters. A map of the grographical location of Children's Centers

clustered by their associated Preschool agencies is given fn Figure 13.

Communications with the Children‘s Centers

Once the Children's Centers were identified, a letter was sent to the ci-
rector asking for rosters of their Preschool children for 1970-1971, 1971-1972,
and 1972-1973. The letter is reproduced in Figure 14. At the conclusion of this

evaluation study, the heads of the cooperating Children's Centers received the
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ARVIN UNION SCHOOL DISIRICT
Sierra Vista Elementary

Mo Children's Centers [dentified

CALEXICO USIFIED SCHOOL OISTRICY

ool Elementary
Hoffasn Elementary
Jefferson Elementary
Marns Elecentary

No (hildren’s Centers Identified

SAMTA CRUZ COMMUNITY ACTION COUNCIL

Freedom Eiementary

Hall Osstrict Elementary
Gaule Elementary

Lauret Elementary

La Fonde
* Watsunville Head Start

COMPION UNIFIED SCHOOL OISTRICT

J. F Xennedy Elementery
taure) Street Etemancar,
tongfellow Elementary
Argella 8 1:bdy Clementary

Anderson
Caldwell
gnterprise, IVA
xelly
Lincoln
Roosevult
Roswecrans
Tibdy
#1llowbrook

® Willowbrook, IVA

NEEOLES UNIFIED SCHOOL OISIRICT

O Street Elementary
Grace Menderson Elementary
Vista Colorado Elementary

No Children®s Centers lden ~d

VICTOR SCHOCL DISTRICT

Oel Rey Elementary
Oesert xnolls Elementary
Irwln Elementary

Park Vitw Elementary

HO Childien’s Lenters Identified

PALO VERDE UNIFIED SCHOOL OISTRICT

felix J Appleby Elementary
Margaret Wwhite Elementary
Ruth Brown Elementary

'
No Children’s Centers Iduntified

DEL REY FOURBAT [t

Martin Yao bufen Elementer,
Tneodore kooreve't Elementary
Palm view Elerentory

walley viea Elementary

“aliforn o vuledien’s cent oo
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{reaton

webstet

GOLETA UNION SCHOGL OISTRICT

Cathedral Oaks Elementary
€l Camino Elementary
Goleta Elementary

ta Patera Elumentary

- He Childien®s Coalwis fuemtified .

LATIN AMERICAN CIVIC ASSGCIATION

Hart Street Elementary
O'Melveny Elementary
Pacoima Elementary

San Fernando Elesentary

¢ Lemay Street
* Noble Avenue
Aubbard Street
Pacoima
¢ San Frrnando
® Vaugnn street
Canoga Park
* Calvary Day Care Center

HEMET UNIFTED SCHOOL OESTRICY

remet Elementary
Little Lake Elementary
Ranona Elenmentary
whiccier Elenentary

Ko Children"s Center Identified
COUNTY SUPERINTENCENT OF SCHOOLS-INYO COUNTY

to*inyo Elementary
Elm Street Elementary

No Children's Centers Identified

MODESTO CiTY SCHOOLS

Falrview Elementary
Robertson Road Elementary
Shackelford Elementary
Orville ¥-ight Elemencary

Nodesto Children’s Center

MONROVIA UNIFIED SCHOOL OISTRICY

8radoaks Elementary
Hayflower Elementary
Monroa Elementary

Plymouth Elesentary

N¢ Children’s Centers Identified

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA CHILD OEVELOPMENT, INC

Creenville Elementary
Jacksor Heights Elementary
McKinley Elementary
Ftitchar welker Elementary

No Children®s Centers Identisied

DAXLAND UNTFIED SCHOOL OISTRICT

tockwood Elementary
RKelrose Elerlentary

Ralph J. Bunche Eleme~zary
Sconehurse Elementary

North Peralta Community Colleye
Joebe and ANE

Brethren Day Care Center

East Oaklard Preschool Associstion
for the Nentally Retirded

¢ Coretza King

Presbyrerian Church

St. Andrev's

St. vincent's Day Home

Taylor Memorial

Nertite College

Arroyo viejo

Clawson

Enetson

Golden tiatw

.

.

.

watbin Tulrer raeg. 1
Laardd

W ore0nd

|7 LA B

t oument Asznue
travott

Ltarutest

LN tor

11

viS107 LSl IED SChve LIST

Oetrar tiementary
Laurel Elerentary
LiSty Elementary

Missson Elementary

Ao Cnrddren®s Centers ldentiticd

QxNARD SCHOOLS

Juanits Elementary
Xamala Elementary
Maring west Elementary

Kedn Vied
® Avsnue Lay Care Center
* Colonia Day Care center

PALERMO UNICN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISIRICT

Eastsige Elementary
Helen W Wilcox Elementary
Qakdate Neights Elementary
Palermo Elementary

= ralermo School *

RICHMOND UNIFIED SCHOOL OISTRICT

Bayview Elementary
Cortez Elementary
tincoln Elementary
Peres Elementary

Crescent Park

Lzke Children‘s Center
Maricime Excended Center
Narstime Children’s Center
Peres

Pullman

Apostolic Temple of Truth
Contra Costa Jr. College
Opportunity Children’s Center

.

R10 SCHOOL OISTRICTY

€] Reo Elementary
Rio Plaza Elementary
Rso Real Elementary

Same as Osnard Schools

ROBLA SCHOOL OISIRICT

Acrohaven Elementary
Fruitvale Elementary
Robla Elementary

Taylor Street Elemantary

* Orangevale

® wright
Associated Student center
College Town Campus
Cazpus Children’s Center

SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED SCHOOL OISIRICT

Frust Ridge Elemantary
Jedediah SAith Elementery
Qak Ridge Elementary
Ethet Phillips Elcmentary
£l torado
¢ F Huntington
Elder Creek
Sierra

SAN BENITO TOUNTY DFFICE OF EDUCATION
Sunnysiope Elementary
No Child*#n*s Centers Identitied

SAN DIEGO URIFIED SCrOOL OISIRICT

8a1bos Elementary

8andini Elementary
Crockett Elementary
Stockton Eleoentary

San Diego Cormunity College Child
Development Center

Logan

xennedy

Rowan

SAN LOREN20 VALLEY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Boulder Crgek Elemcntary
Querl Hollow Elemantary
San torento Elementary

No Children®s Centers Identified

SAN LULC GBISPO COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATIO,

Enerson Elementary
Margaret harloe Etementary
Los Ranghos Elenentary
Hrpomo Elementary

No (hildien's Centers Jaenttficd

St ¥S1020 SCHOOL OISTRICT

beser Elenentary
Smythe Elementary
Willow Elementary
La Mirada Elementary

NO (hailren*s Centers ldentifred

CUPERTING UNION ELEMENTARY SChOL DISTRICT

Ooyle Elementary
Carden Cate Elecentary

80 Childiens Centers luent)fied

SANTA_MARIA SCHOOL OISIRICT
Alvin Avenue Elcmentary
Cook Elermentary

Fairtasn Elementary

C3lvia C Oakley Elementary

a0 Catldren's Centers Iduntified

SHASTA COSINTY SUPERINTENDENT OF SCMGOLS

nanzanitd Elementary

Verda vale Flemantery , . . - .
Headow Lane Elementary

Sycamore Elementary

Anderson Neights
kedding Center

SONOMA COUNTY OFfFICE OF EDUCATION

Cherry Valley Elementary
Valley Vista Elementery
€} Veranc Elementary
Sassariny Elementary

tataluma
Sonome

STOCKTON UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICY

Grant Elementary
Xing Elementary
Jafc Elementary
Taylor Elementary

Comay
{oretta Xing
Martin Luther Aany, Jr.

® Taylot scrool Aye Lentet
van kuten S Fool Age Cunitet
Sierta Vista

JULARE COUNTY OEPARTMENT OFf EUUCATION

Cutler Elementary

John J. Doyle Elementary
woodlake Elementary
Pleasant View Elementary

No Children™s Centers tdvntalaed

UKTA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Calpella Elementary
Frank leek Elementary
Qak Manor Elementarv
Yokayo Elementary
Redmood Valley Elementary

Ukiah valley ¢nild Deveivpmunt venter

VENTURA COUNTY COMBUNITY ACTION COlaiSSION

Ramona Elementary
Pierpont Elementary
E.P Foster Elcmentery
Park View Elementary

Same 3s Oxnard Schov!s

YILLA ESPERANZA

Hemiteon Primary
Jafferson Primary
Roosevelt Elementary

Carfieid
Hodges Center

* Jeffer>on

* tongfellow

* Nadison
washingeon
willard

HEAVER PRESCHOOL
Weaver Elerentary
* Sneohy school

YUBA CITY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Bredge Street Elcmentary
Park Avenue Elementary

Juba Cuty
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fFigure 13

Hap of Geographicel Location of 133 Sample Children’s Centers
Clustered by Their Associeted Preschool Agency

same letter of appreciation from Mr. Post and Mr. Riles as was sent to the

Preschool agencies and elementary schools in the sample. (See Figure 5.)

Pre-School Program Experience

In California, children are required by law to start school at the age of
six. Before that time, if they are eligible, they may attend State Preschools,
Children's Centers, Head Start Centers, Migrant Preschools, the Educationally
Disadyantaged Youth Program preschools, and Title I preschools. Other alter-
natives for children under the age of six include attending a privately run
pre-school or remaining at home.

Records of children's pre-school experiencesare not kept in a systematic

. way by elementary schools. Some schools have traced these experiences for

Sampling the Children with No Traceable Institutionalized
-3 -



Figure 14

tetter to Children's Center Director Requesting Rosters

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA. LOS ANGELES

SANTA BARSARA ¢ BANTACM T

e, -
BAREELEY * 5410 ¢ MVING  LOB ANGELY * RYIRGIE ¢ GAN BUICO * GAN TRANCHCO ‘\ﬁi
-

CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF A\ ALUATION
LCLA CRADLATY MIKG0 OF \DLLATMN
LOS ANCRLES, ¢ ALIFORRIA  wle

The Office of the Legisletive Analyst has contracted with us to
conduct a study of California’s state preschool prograds in accordance
with AB 451. To do this, we et the Center for the Study of Evaluetion,
1n cooperation with the State Department of Education, are investigating
the comparative “productivity, performance and motivation™ of children
currently in kindergerten, the first or second grade in selected elementary
$chools throughout the state of Californfa. Some of these children have
received care in & State Preschool, some were cared for in a Children's
Center, while others did not receive care in either program. So far, the
Center has sampled end identified children who have had State Preschool
care. Ne now need your help in identifying children who have ettended

- . - - - Childman's fonters  Me ere therefore requesting, that you send us rosters
of the children in your program for the three years: - - . - - -
1970-19N
1971-1972
1972-1973

It your Center was not funded for e11 three years, please send us
rosters for each year that you were fugded. The rosters should be sent to:

Or, Arlene Fink, Assistant Director
Californfa Preschool Evaluaticn Project
Center for the Study of Eveluation

924 Mestwood Blvd., Sufte 800

Los Angeles, California 90024

We are most greteful for your assistance, and appreciate your prompt
ettention to our request. If you have any questions, plesse feel free to
cell us et 213-825-4711.

Sincerely yours,

Lelose ok

Arlene Fink, Assistant Director
California Preschool Evaluation Project

Praschool Evaluation Prolect. 923 Wcestwoud Boulevard Suate 300
Ralph Hoepfner. Director. Arlenc Fink, Assistant Director

several children; others have not. To locate children who had attended State
Preschools and Children's Centers, CSE had to rely upon rosters provided by the
agencies administering those programs. No similar rosters were available for
the rest of the children in the sample elementary schools. Unless CSE had

used the expensive and time-consuming process of interviewing the children's

parents, it would not have been possible to identify the precise nature of their

pre-school experiences. Further, no other single program, except the Children's
Centers, is monitored to constitute a major alternative to the State Preschool
Program. Therefore, in the absence of concrete information about the many

available pre-school experiences, the third group of children in this

O
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evaluative study was considered to have experienced "No Traceable Institutionalized
Pre-school Program," or "No-Program." They were selected at random from the
elementary school children who had not been enrolled in the State Preschool Program
or the Children's Centers. It is possible that some of those children had

actually experienced one of the pre-school programs.

Preschool rosters requested from the Victor School District and San Ysidro
School District were incumplete, which may have resulted in the incorrect assign-
ment of some children to the “"No-Program" group. However, the number of children
incorrectly assigngd was consigergd top small to have significantly affected the

study's findings.

The Final Samples of Children

Evaluative information was obtained from the schools for a total of 35,286
children, 11,532 at the kindergarten level, 12,193 at grade one, and 11,561
at grade two. These students were then classified into the three groups that
constituted the primary evaluation design: State Preschool children, Children's
Center children, and No-Program children. Classification of children into the
first two groups was achieved by matching names of children on State Preschool and
on Children‘s Center classroom rosters with the names listed on the classroom
rosters of the schools expected to have received them. Children in the third
group were randomly selected from among the remaining elementary school children
within the same classroom.

The number of State Preschool children with evaluative information in each
classroom determined the maximum number to be drawn fcr each of the three
evaluation groups from each classroom. If no State Preschool children were in
the classroom, then none of the students from that classroom were selected. If,
for example, there were four State Preschool children in the classroom, then no

more than four children with each of the other pre-school experiences were also

- 36 -
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selected from the classroom. If four of one of the other groups could not

be found in the classroom, then the needed number was not obtained from

any other classroom or school. This restrictive sampling approach was adopted
to ayoid perpetuating potential inequalities among the three groups of

children being compared that have been known to result from ability tracking

and incomplete school integration. The specific sampling procedure is described

as follows:

Classroom Sampling procedures

Every child with one or more pieces of evaluative information is oliglblo for being
sampled from the clasfroos. The Priscnoo) Jraduates are the sample of s&jor concern, amd - -
therefors they set the sampling procedure.

First, the Preschool children are identified. Let P equal the number of Preschoo)
c?lldm with at least one piece of evaluative information identified within each
classroom,

Second, 1dentify the Children's Center children who have at leist one plece of evalus
ative information. Let the number of such children be C. Select these children 50
that C 1s equa) to or less than P within each classroom.

Last, randomly select & number N of No-Program children who have at least one piece
of evaluative information, N should be equal to or less than P (it may be equal to,
less than, or greater thin C).

Regardless of the inequality of the sample sizes within & classroom, there should be no
extra-classroom ssspling 1n an effort to equalize the numbers. 1t wil) always be the
case that all the Preschool children will be selected, and there will be no other sample
un: more children than the Preschool sample, either within & classroom or in the total
study.

Because 51 of the sample schools had no geographically close Children's
Centers, the number of children having experienced the Children's Center
program was expected to be smaller than the other two samples. This dif-
ference caused minor complications in the analyses to be reported, and is
reflected in Table 4 below, which describes the final number of children

who participated in this evaluative study.

Table 4

Nomber of Children in Each Evaluation Group in the Final Sample

Pre: 1 Children's Center | Children with No
Grace Sué:";r::hoo . c;ndren Traceable Instie
tutionalized Pre-
Schoo) Progrem
{No+Program)
Kindergarten 1,160 146 1,148
Grade 1 977 94 974
Grade 2 74 €6 nz2
'
N {




THE MEASURES EMPLOYED

The evaluative study required by AB 451 was to include "to the extent pos-
sible, a retrospective analysis of improved and sustained performance,-motiva-
tion, and productivity achieved in the early elementary years." It was necessary,

'therefore, to select measuring instruments and procedures that would focus on
those characteristics and that would be appropriate for children currently in
kindergarten, the first, and second grades. In addition, measures were needed
for Preschool purpose and elementary school enrichmént.

. .. Measures of Student Characteristics

Measures of the .student characteristics were selected tc meet three crit-

jcal criteria: |

Validity - The wording of the legislation was rephrased into what educators

call "objectives," and measures were then selected that were
closely targeted to the objectives.

Reliability - Measures were selected that had previously been employed with
similar children and had proved to ﬁrovide stable and well-
graded scores.

Appropriateness - Measures were selected that were appropriate for young
children; that would not bore or tire them, or unduly
challenge them. Vhenever possible, CSE chose scores that
were already on students' records in order to minimize

the amount of testing each student would have to endure.

- Yeasures of Performance

The AB 451 term "performance" was rephrased to mean "academic performance"
to conform to the educational objective implicit in the original Preschool legis-

lation (AB 1331, 1965). There is general agreement among educators that academic

performance is at present most effectively assessed with achievement tests.




Therefore, student scores on two achievement tests used in the 1973 Statewide

Testing Program were employed: the Entry Level Test for first-grade students

and the Cooperative Primary Test - Reading for second-grade students. By relying

on information already on the students' records, the amount of time required
for testing and interrupting normal classroom routine was minimized.

The Entry Level Test. In the Fall of 1973, every first-grade student in the

State was to have been administered the Entry Level Test. This test was devel-

oped by the California State Department of Education to obtain baseline information
on students and on schools. It is optically scored by computer and has subtests
fér-lﬁmediate R;call, Letter hecognifion, Auditory Discriminatibn, V%sual D%s-
crimination, and Language Development. Scores on the subtests are summed to
provide a tota! raw score. The five achievement areas thus assessed are cbmmonly
included in tests of reading readiness. Because scores are not reported by
student name, characteristics of each child in the three samples were matched
with those on computer print-outs provided by Westinghouse Learning Corporation.
In correspondence-with Dr. Lorrie Sheppard, who wéé responsible for the
test's development, CSE obtained the following psychometric information on the

Entry Level Test.

Validity - items were reviewed and edited by several persons; intercorrela-

tions with other standardized tests (Metropolitan Readiness Test,

Metropolitan Achievement Test, and Clymer-Barret Reading Test)

were moderate.
Reliability - test-retest reliability of individual scores was computed to
be .62.
Appropriateness - items were designed to be relatively casy and proved to be
so. Using school mean scores, high-moderate correlations
were found with percentage of English-speaking children in

the school and with percentage of white children.
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The Cooperative Primary Test - Reading. Every first-grade-student in the

-~

Spring of 1973 (second graders at the time of this evaluation) was to have been

administered the Cooperative Primary Test - Reading, Farm 12B, published by

Educational Testing Service, 1965. The test was developed by an advisory panel

and by educators. Students must read the words, sentences, and paragraphs to per-

form on this test. The vocabulary level was carefully controlled to be at a stan-
~dard primary level, but was not tied to any particular test or reading program.

School and district records for the'Coogerative Primary Test - Reading were’

maintained in various formats: raw.scores, Percentiles, stanines, and grade equi-
valents. For purposes of data analysis, ali scores were kept as raw scores or Were
coﬁVerted back to raw scores via the published norm tables. Where scores were

based upon local norms, the local conversion tables were used to un-convert the
scores.

The manual for this test classifies the items into categories of Comprehen-
sion (fdentifying an illustrative instance and identifying an associated object or
jnstance); Extraction; Interpretation, Evaluation, and Inference.

Validity - jtems professionally developed and edited; no other-test inter-

correlations reported.

Reliability - alternate-form and internal-gonsistency

reliability coefficients range from the high .80s into the .90s.
Appropriateness - items exhibit a wide range of difficulty levels.

Measures of Motivation

AB 451 was not specific with regard to aspects of motivation that were to be
considered in the evaluation. Once again, CSE elected to interpret the word in
terms of academic achievement in accordance with the objectives planned for the
Preschool Program (AB 1331, 1965). Psychologists of personality (e.g., Cattell,

1957; Guilford, 1959) contend that attitudes are clear and observable manifestations
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of internal and unobservable motivations. An indiv{dual‘s attitude toward a

thing or activity is a measure of the direction and intensity of the motivation

for it. 'Ball (1971) found evidence of a crystallized attitude toward school by

age 5 or 6, and Hartvill (1971) found that children are willing and able to attend
to tasks involved in picture-based attitude scales.

The Attitude to School Questionnaire. CSE selected its own Attitude to School

Questionnaire (Strickland, 1970) as the primary measure of motivation as reflected

through attitude. The Questionnaire is a group-administered measure of academic

. sentiment_ containing fifteen scored picture items presented one per page in two
forms: a girl's form featuring pictures with a girl as the main character and
a boy's form featuring pictures of a boy. The students were given oral descrip-
tions of various school-related activities, about which they recorded their

. attitudes by circling a drawing of a happy, neutral, or sad face. The Question-
naire avoids dependence on children's reading skills; no reading is required.

. The vocabulary used in the oral story narrations were checked against the
Rinsland (1945) and Thorndike (1921) lists and was found to be suitable. The
pages of the Questionnaire are colored rather than numbered so the child needs
only to know the colors white, pink, blue, yellow, and green.

Figure 15 illustrates an item taken from a sample page of both the girl's
and boy's forms, with the oral text in both English and Spanish. (The written'
text is heard by the examinee; it is not read. )

In creating the illustrations for the Questionnaire, great artistic care was
taken to make the people in the figures free of racial characteristics so that
childrer. of the various racial groups would be equally likely to identify with the
appropriate one of the three faces.

The Attitude to School Questionnaire was administered to all kindergarten,

first and second-grade children in the evaluative study by their classroom
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Figure 1%
1tes from Boy®s #nd Girl®s Forws of the Attityde to School Quettionnaire

2.

hel . How do you feel ddout this?
You need some help 1n your worke The testher comes over to P you e T e diost vour face.

Sevwsildil avinle $it 2d Llebaru. La mesalla Vienv 4 sywlalless Ove «s lo que sienton? tonyen

N

teachers. Reported administration difficulties were routine and in no way

exceptional. The scoring of the Questionnaire was done by hand. Each happy
face marked was scored two points, a neutral face earned one point, and an un-
happy face received no points. Items to which there was no response were scored
one point. Scoring was discontinued for any student's booklet that contained
three or more consecutive omissions. Raw scores were employed in all analyses.
Validity - Items of the Questionnaire were develoned to survey atti-
tudes to schiool, show-and-tell activities, school-work, math,
reading, non-threatening authorities, authority in general,
and peers and play. Factor analyses cenfirmed the exfstence
of several of the factors. )
Reliability - Internal consistency reliability coefficients had been
estimated in the low nineties, but the test-retest reli-

ability, estimated over nine months, was only .13. The




fifteen-item internal-consistency reliability (alpha) com-
puted from children participating in the present -evaluation

is repbrted in Table 5.

Teble $

InterralsConsistency Relfabidity Estimtes (Alpha}
of Attltude to School Questionmaire

Grade Level Nuaber of ChiYdren Tested Rediabi ity Tstinete

Kinderqirten 9.9 81
Flest Grade 10,10 8
Second Grade 10,229 76

Attendance Records. In order to avoid additional testing that might over-

tax both school personnel and the students and to provide additional knowledge

- about motivation, attendance records were used as an unobtrusive measure of
student intere§t in school.. Although absenteeism has not been widely used in
large-scale evaluation studies as a reflection of student interest in school,
support for this measure was found in reports that reviewed much of the reszarch
on assessing young children (Ball, 1971). In a report dealing with behavioral

objectives in the area of attitude toward school, the Instructional Objectives

Exchange (1970) suggests attendance records as a measure in the intermediate
and secondary grades. An unpublished evaluation report of the Los Angeles Uni-
fied School District shows consistently lower absenteeism figures for children
who had pre-kindergarten experiences. These differences are maintained longi-
tddina]ly through the third grade.

AN records of numbers of days absent at each school were converted into
percentages, based upon the number of days of school duripg_the Fall, 1973,
semester at that school. In this way, attcndance records from different séhools

with different schedules were converted to a common base for analysis purposes.

Measures of Productivity

The concept of productivity in education suggests the creation oF numerous

educationally valuable products 1ike completed homework assignments, essays,




projects, and even poems or scientific experiments. In analyzing improved and Sus-
tained productivity iﬂ.young chiidren, however, it did not seem suitable to count
the number of such products created, or to appraise their celative values (or their
values to their relatives). Further, an extensive review of the educational and
psychological research revealed that “productivity" has seldom been studiqd, but
that when it has been investigated, it has usually been defined in terms of task
orientation. h

The Student Productivity Index. Since the ability to attend to a task and

. follow it through-to completion may be considered.to be.a logical and necessary
&
first step in the production of educationally valuable products, this evaluative
study employed a measure of task orientation as a major dimension of productivity.

Thus, the Student Productivity Index (see Figure 16) was adapted from the Class-

room Behavior Inventory (Schaefer, 1971) for this study. The adapted version is

nearly identical to the original, with the exception that minor changes in the
wording were made mainly to eliminate possible sex bias, e.g., "he/she" replaced

"he" in two items.

The Student Productivity Ipdex was used by a teacher to rate his/her students
on a seven-point scale from "always" to “rever" for five jtems dealing with dif-
ferent aspects of task-orientation behavior in the classroom. The instrument usual-
1y raquired less- than two minutes to complete for each child, and assumed that
teachers could make fairly reliable judgments about specific classroom task-oriented
behaviors.

Each teacher rated each child in his or her class on five task orientation
items, using the seven-point scale. For the teacher's convenience, CSE had placed
the students' names on the Index in advance, relying on the classroom rosters
previously sent by the elementary schools. Scoring was done by hand and involved

computing a tctal score for each student by adding the teacher's ratings. If
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Figure 16
The Student Productivity Index

STUDENT PRODUCTIVITY INDEX

£0r wach student, check the woid in ssch slem that best descrabes fus or her behaviot in the classroom Your 1ust smpiassion well be adequate, but de sure 10 tate eath student
on the live stens.

Student Name ;?-"a‘!';':"; i";" 'l {'ﬂ::'"! S"&“"l:.‘“! .;':j,,'r‘;i:_-f
R A

« Adapted 11om the CLASSADOM SEHAVIOR INVENTORY, K 5,19€9,by € Schaster, M, Asronson, and V Smald

the teacher's ratings for a student on one or two items were missing, a median
score of four was assigned for that item. If more than two ratings were missing
for any one student, the student's score was not recorded.

Because research has consistently shown that different teachers use different
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standards in making their ratings of students, the ratingé for each classroom
teacher were standardized into percentiles to obtain a common base for analysis
purposes. In this manner, both'“easyﬂwigggﬁgtlratefs and "hard" ones could
be generally equated and only‘differences among the students would remain for
evaluation purposes.

- Validity - The Classroom Behavior Inventory was developed from factor-

analytic techniques (Schaefer, 1971). It‘wasAemployed in
the Head Start Planned Variation evaluation for 1971, and
was found to correlate .40 with the total score of the Igé}éf“*r

of Basic Language Competency in English and Spanish, Level

1 (Preschool) (Cervenka, 1968).

Reliability - Test-retest reliabi]ityAcoefficients, based upon the Head
Start sample, were in the .70s. Inter-rater reliability
coefficients were in the low .60s. Tﬁe Task Orientation
scale’s iﬁternal-consistgncy reliability coefficient was .72.

Summary of Measures of Students

Table 6 shows the measures of performance, motivation, and productivity

that were obtained for kindergarten, first, and second grades.

Tadble 6

Summary Table of Student Measures by Grade Levels

Grade Performance Motivaticn Productisity

X Attitude to School Student Productivity
Questionnaire index

Attendance fate

1 Attitude to School Student Productivity
Questionnaire indes

Entry Level Test
Attendance Rate

2 Attitude to School |  Student Productivé >
rati nt Clivéty A
:ﬁ?::r:lt::t . Questionnaire Tndex

Reading Attendance Rate

The CSE Survey Kit. To facilitate the administration and use of the

Attitude to School Questionnaire and the Student Productivity Index, both
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instruments and the manual for the Questionnaire were placed in an illustrated

box called the CSE Survey Kit, which is reproduced belaw in Figure 17.

figure 17
€SE Survey Kit
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The Kit contained a sufficient supply of materials and had the teacher's name )

and the class on the box cover. It was accompanied by a letter to the princi-

pal and instructions for the teacher. The letter to the principal is reprinted

in Figure 18.
Each principal was allowed at least two weeks to distribute the Kits

and see to its completion by the classroom teachers. The teachers' instruc-

tions are given in Figure 19.




Figure 18

Letter to Principal Concerning CSE Survey Kit

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

SEREELEY * 3avi$ + AVINE + LOB AMOULES * BIYERMIDE = AAN BUECO « AN VRANCIND @ SANTA BANBARA * SANTA CONR

CONTER FOR TMR STUBY OF EVALVATION
VCLA CRABUATE SCHOOL OF SBUCA TION :
108 ANGELES, CALITORNIA 90034

Thank you for sending us the classroom registers for your school. On
the basis of thes, the California Preschool Evaluation Project is enclosing
one CSE Survey Kit for each kindergarten, first and second grade classroom
An your school. The teachers’ names and classes, found on the top right-
hand corner of each box, are provided to ease distribution of the Kit.

Each CSE Survey Kit contains three components: copies of the Attitude
to School Questioanaire, a Teacher's Manual for administering the
Questionnaire, and a Student Productivity Index. There are enough copies

. of the Questionnaire for each child in a teacher's class and one Student
Productivity Index for each class. The Questionnaire and the Index take
approximately twenty minutes apiece to complete. We would appreciate your
%i‘viug the Kits to the teachers as $00n as possible so that you can collect

o by

Ve are asking that ail completed and unused Questionnaires and Irndexes
be returned to us in their original boxes. Our staff will scon be contact
ing you to make arrangements for us to pick up and score the completed kits.

Thank you very much for your assistance.

Sincerely yours,

Ralph Hoepfoer, Urector
é}z,&«.u.j'v/cl

Ariene Fink, Assistant Director
California Preschool Evaluation Project

Enclosure

Measures of Preschool Agencies

Preschool Agency Purpose

This evaluation study did not focus on the specific purposes of each Cali-
fornia State Preschool, but concentrated instead on the question of the effec-
tiveness of the State Preschool Program as a whole. Nevertheless, data were
collected to provide descriptions of the general purposes of each Program during
the three years of interest. The Preschool purposes, as reported by the Pre-
school agency administrators, were then compared to the enabling legislation

to provide a check on how well the legislative mandates were being met. More
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Figure 19

Teachers® Instructions for Using CSE Survey Kit

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

SARBALEN * Davas * SAYINK & Lias ANCELED o WY LASION * SAN BHECO * 14N FRANCINO 3| BANTA BARRARA * BANTA CWT

CUNTER FOR THE STUIN CF AvALVATION
VEEA LRADVATE MIKOL (F MDA ATION
10w ANCALES CALITORNIA  Scmide

THE CSE SURVEY XIT

The Contents of this A1¢
Twenty blue copies of the Attitude to School Questionnaire
Twenty Pink copies of the Attit 0 o001 Uuestionnatre
pircetions for Using this aile

The Attitude to School Questionnaire

Each child in your class should fi11 out 3 Questionnaire.
Complete nstructions for administration are given in the
Teacher’s Manual. Please read the Manual at least once
before administering the Questionnaire to your class.
There 15 no need for you to attempt to do any scoring.

1he Student Productivity Index

Please rate each child on each of the five ftems directly
on the Index form.

The Corpleted Al

You should arrange to administer the Attitude to School Questionnaire

(about 27 minutes) end to camplete the Student Productivity Index during
the week of

After the Juesticanaire and the Index have been cospleted, please
put them, with the Manual and any unused copies, fn their original box,
and return the entire Xit to the Principal.

Thank you very much tor your help

(Dl beprf

Ralph Hoepfner, Director
Py
ﬂ_'& W_M
Arlenc Funk, Assistant Director
California Preschool Evaluation
Project

important, however, data on the purpose of each agency provided information for
comparing types of agencies in terms of their differential effects on students.

- The Preschool Agency Purpose Survey. The administrator in charge of each

of the Preschool agenices involved in this evaluative study participated in
the Survey. There were three parallel forms of the Survey, one for each of
the three years, 1970-71, 1971-72, and 1972-73. Agency administrators were

asked to rank-order five possible preschool purposes. The Survey form for the




.

year 1971-72 is reproduced in Figure 20. Each Survey was printed on a_CSE

self-addressed postpaid postcard for convenience.

Figure 20
Preschool Agency Purpose Survey

The Trst telow contairs five purposes of preschool education. Please ronk these pure
guses according tc how much emphasis each recefved in your State Preschon) Program dur-
6y the 1972-1523 scrocl yeer. The purpose that is emphasized most should be ranked
“1", tne second nost emphasizea should be ranked “Z,° €tc. Be Sure to write fn & rank
for €acn purpose.

PRESCHOGL PURPUSE RANK .

To help chiidren mprove treir visual and hearing sensftivity; to facilitate
mscle developsent and coordination.

To help cnildren develop skills fn communication verbally and orally; to pro- -
rote atility to deal with concepts such as number, time, color ang size.

o help cnildren become considerate of others, cooperative and friendly; to
help thea want to share, and to respect public and private property.

To nelp children acquire a favorable attitudé toward attending school, their
tea:r.ers and learning; to help promote an appreciation of persistence and
ichievement.

To help children develop 2 healthy self-concept, self-estees, and self-confi-
dence; to develop a sense of personal worth, self-understanding and security.

Thank you véry much for your cooperatfon.

The five purposes each Preschool édministrator ranked were- selected to
cover the wide range of objectives and purposes that are the current target;
of pré-schoo1 education. Although five-category descriptions can hard1y.be
expected to encompass the scope of any educational program, the Preschool admin-
istrators did not appear to have difficulties in describing their individual
programs in terms of the five rankings.

:The means of the ranks provided by the Preschool administrators for all

42 agencies and over all three years are presented in Table 7. . .

Table 7
Obtained Mead Renks of the Five Preschonl Purposes

preschool Purpose Mean Rank

Psycho-motor Divﬂopent
Preacadenic Skills

Socialization and Interaction Skills
Attitude to Schoo) and Learning
Self-concept Developrent

e ra e
rwor

T

The purpose most frequently ranked as being most emphasized is that of
development of students' self-concepts, while the second ranked purpose is that

of Preacademic Skills. The enabling legislation, on the other hand, has not




specified improved self-concept as a Preschool objective (partly because the so-
cietal value of its achievement is only speculation, and partly because there is
currently no exportable intervention program that directly addresses. it in a con-
vincing manner), but has placed emphasis upon the preacademic educative function.
It would appear that the majority of the Preschool agencies have kept the legi-
slated mandate clearly in mind, while replacing it with another, less accountable,
and more nebulous one.

The original intention of collecting the data on Preschool purposes was, how-
ever, to enable comparisons among types of agencies in terms of their effective-
“ness. This was planned to meet the contingency that the primary evaluation find-
ings might be ambiguous. The 42 agencies therefore had to be grouped into clusters,
~based upon similarities of their purposes. Because 98 percent of the agenéies
had ranked the ﬁelf-concept purpose first or second in importénce, no discrimina-
tions among the agencies could be made on the rankings of that purpose. Agencies
were grouped together that.ranked other purposes highly. This technique was
successful in grouping all 42 agencies into three types. Twenty agencies belonged
to the type that emphasized Preacademic Skills. Eleven agencies belonged to the
type that emphasized Socialization and Interaction Skills, and 11 belonged to the
type that emphasized Attitude; to School and Learning.

For the comparative analysis, each agency was therefore coded as belonging
to one of the above three pre-school types. MNo attention was paid to elementary
school purposes, and how fhey might interact with pre-school purposes.

Measures of Continuing Educational Enrichment

Many individuels who are concerned with the education of young children
(Jensen, 1967; Deutsch, 1969; Silberman, 1970) have theorized that the ultimate
success of pre-school experiences is dererdent upon the richness and quality of

subsequent elementary education. Bettye caldwell (1968), for example, has stated
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that "it seems imperative to link preschool programs with elementary education
programs." |

Based on this position, CSE collected data on the enrichment provided by
each e]ementary school in the evaluative study, so that pre-school effects could
be considered with respect to variations in the quality of elementary education..

The Enrichment Checklist. A child's experiences in elementary school can

be improved in quaiity and enriched in many ways: through competent and under-
standing teachers and administrators, the use of appropriate curriculum materials,
and educationally sound activities, to name but a few. Although money alone does
not guarantee an enriched educational experience, CSE employed furded programs

as the measure of the degree of enrichment in continuing ¢ducation. For the
purposes of this study, enrichment was thus gauged by the number of non-Tccally
funded (sfate or federal) educational programs operating in the school. Because
exact dollar amounts, and enrichment effects, were difficult to determine and
evaluate, CSE used only the number of such programs installed as its measure of
enrichment.

A checklist was, therefore, completed for each school in order to tabulate
the number of non-locally funded programs. In an attempt to simplify the check-
list, and to make it nearly comprehensive, the follcwing program types were Tisted:

State Early Childhood Education Program
Follow-Through Program

Miller-Unruh Program

Right-to-Read Program

State Bilingual Program

State Mentally Gifted Minors Program
Title I (Disadvantaged) Program

Title III (Innovative) Program

Title VII (Bilingual) Program

Other Programs

At each school, the operating programs were checked and the number of checks
was later tabulated as the enrichment index. The 148 elementary school enrichment
indexes ranged from O to 7, (that is, no school was enriched by more than seven
programs), and were distributed as described in Table 8. In order to create two
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discrete categories of approximately equal numbers of schools, the index was
dichotomized at 2.5, near its median value, and all schools with 0 to 2 enrich-
ment programs were classified as "Low Enrichment," while those with 3 or ﬁore
enrichment programs were classified as "High Enrichment." Eighty schools were
classified as "Low Enrichment" in this manner, and 68 were classified as "High
Enrichment."” If the state's Early Childhood Education Program is.not considered
as providing enrichment that could affect the evaluation data (due to its recent °
innauguration), the index value for separating high from low achievement schools
would remain the same, but the categories weuld contain very unequal numbers of
schools with 18 moving from the high group to the low group. The state's Early
Childhood Education Program was thérefore included in the index as an "adjust-

ment" to obtain a more equal dichotomization.

Table 8
Nunber of Schools Receiving Each Enrichment Index

Enrichrent Index Number of Schools Enrichment Classification
22 “Low Enrichment”
(80)

18 *High Enrfchment”
(68)

o 3
CwmNANn_L N~

[I‘otll 148

The Collection of Information about Performance,
Motivation, and Productivity
As a result of the sampling procedures, 148 elementary schools throughout
California were selected for the study. Information about the comparative per-
formance, motivation, and productivity of the children in thesg schools was
obtained by relying on their records of achievement and attendahce and by using

the two'specially prepared instruments, the Attitude to School Questionnaire
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and the Student Productivity Index. On the basis of rosters for each kinder-v
garten, first- and second-grade class sent by all elementary school principals,
CSE Survey K{ts containing these instruments were sent out for completion.

To maximize efficiency, CSE arranged to send its own figld evaluation per-
sonnel to each school to collect the Kits and to transcribe the séhoo] record
information. In this way, CSE believed, the need for school staff's time and
involvement would be minimized and informqtion would‘be gathered in a uniform
and reliable manner, thus making it ultimately easker for CSE to organize the
information for analysis and interpretation. Field evaluators were therefore

reciuited and trained. The schools they visited were arranged into itineraries

" of ‘three, four, or five schools each according to geographic location and prox-

imity. For example, there were three.schools in Santa Maria, four in Pasadena,
and five in Stockton/Modesto. There were appfoximate]y seven itineraries in any
one week, and eight weeks were allotted for school visitations by the CSE field
evaluators.

Recruiting ‘and Training Field Evaluators

~ Preference for the job of field evaluator was given to individuals:

With current and valid California driver's license

With at least a BA or BS degree .

With credits in education, psychology, sociology, or
public welfare

With experience in the public school system

With sound and practical judgment

With interpersonal skills

Who could and would follow directions

Who would dress and comport themselves in a way consistent
with the expectations of regular school personnel

Who would work typical school hours (work beginning at or
before 8:00 a.m.).

Once the field evaluators were selected, they were formally trained by regular
CSE staff in group and individual workshop sessions to perform their responsi-
bilities. To facilitate training, each field evaluator was provided with a copy

of a "Procedures for Visiting Schools" booklet, which explained the purposes
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and procedures of the evaluative study, gave a detaiied description of the
evaluator's responsibilities, and provided him/her with samples and extra copies

of all information recording forms.

Explaining purposes. This section of the "Procedures for Visiting Schools"
booklet was intended to give the field evaluators a capsule summary of‘the
Preschool Evaluation Project and the Preschool Program and also to provide a
sense of the sequence of events so that they would be able to establish a sense
of the context in which their responsibilities were to be fulfilled. The
"Introduction" to the study, written for the field evaluators, took the
form given in Figure 21,

Flgure 21
Introduction to the California Preschool Evaluation Project (crer)

1. Introduction to che
<CALIFORNIA PRISCHGOL EVALUATION PROJECT (CPEP)

The Center for the Study of Evaluation at UCLA has been asked by
the Office of the Legisiative Analyse to conduct an evaluation study of
California’s State Preschools. The Preschool Program was created by
Assembly B111 1331, The Center’s Evsluation Study was mandated by Assemtiy
8171 451, 1Tnis 8111 says: .

This study shal)-include. . .an evaluation of the results achieved
by the preschool program through & control led evaluatice uf perticie
pating children, This evaluation shoulu include, to the extent
possible, a retrospective analysis of {ncroved and sustained motf-

4 vation, performence, and productivity actieved in kindergarten
through grade [2). {section €)

To fulfi1) the reuiressats of the 8111, CSE has devaloped extensive .
sampling procedures to make sure that information s collected from appropri-
ste elementary $chools on as many former preschoo’ ihildren 83 possible. and
that the information is accusste in terms of the teagram's geogréphic, racial
and economic requirements. The elementary schools (or districts) that you
are visiting were selected 85 & result of the sampling procedures.

The principal of the elementary school and the superintendent of the
school district in which the schools are located have been inforned ih
letter signed by Dr. Wilson Riles and Mr, A. Alan Post of the purpases of
the evaluation study, and the information CSE needs. AS you Can sed» £SE
13 working with the State Department of Education as well a8 the Legislative
Analyst. . Shortly before your visit, each school (or district) was personally
called to set up an appointaent, to obtain the name of & gcrson for you to
contact, and ©o further clarify the school's (or district's) and your tutual
responsirilities. To gain formal entry into the schools (or districts), you
Nave been provided with a letter of introduction $igned by Wilson Riles.

Your mejor responsibilities for the Californta Preschoo) Project are
to visit schools to collect and return to UCLA the completed CSE Survey Kits
a0d to record information on the School Record Rosters. You will also be
axpacted to complate the School Experience form, and to kesp records of your
time and expenses.

Detailing responsibilities. Field evaluators had three basic responsibili-

ties to the study: to visit the sample elementary schools; to co]]e;t the
completed CSE Survey Kits; and to transcribe information from school records

onto CSE forms. Evaluators were also required to keep accurate records of
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their time and expenses.

Visiting the Sample Elementary Schools

A “School Folders Packet" was prepared for each itinerary. In this packet,
the field evaluator was provided with a map of the area to be visited; self-

addressed CSE mailing labels; two copies of the Student Productivity Index; fila-

ment tape; stamped, sé]f—addressed manilla envelopes; and individual school fol-
ders for each elementary school in the itinerary. CEach individual school folder
contained a School Identification Sheet that provided field evaluators with the
name and address of the elementary school; an appointment date and time; a per-
son to ask for when arriving at the school; and the physical location of the in-
formation needed from the school records (each school was contacted by telephone
at least a week in advance of a visit and cooperative arrangements made for the

visit). The School Identification Sheet is reprinted in Figure 22.

Flgure 22
School fdentification Sheet

Ares:
Trevel:
District Information:
(1f relevant)
S 1DENTIFICAY
Naue of Schoo)
Addrese
Phone Nusber
Date of Vvisit Tine

Fleld Eveluator's Name
Contact Person et Schaol -
Nusber of CSE Survey Kits mailed to school

Locatis of:

Fell 1973 Attend fecords
Grade One Birthdates
Grade One Ethnic Nembership
Grade One Sex Information

Grade Two Spring 1973 Cooperstive Prisery Tests

Speciel Instructions

In case of extreme difficulty, call:

Arlene Fink Maureen Malanaphy
Ralph Hospfner Jon Wisimen ot (213) &5-4M




The individual school folder also contained one School Record Roster for
each teScher's kindergarten, first, or second grade class that was prepared from
the school's rosters. The uses of the School Record Roster are described in
greater detail below. Finally, each individual school foider contained a School
Experience Form that the field evaluator filled out to help CSE keep a check on
possible problems experienced by the evaluators or schools. The School Experi-
‘ence Form is reproduced in Figure 23.

Figure 23
Schoel Experionce Form

» Neme of Schee)
Your Noms

For aach of the three uuprm of em red bilities
prestems or AITIICATEIOE you oacommtared. o PIIEISSs descrite day

1. Visiting Elomentary Schesls

2, Cotlecting and Returaing CSE Survey Kits

3. Rcerding Information en the Scheel Record Restars

Field evaluators were instructéd to always carry the business card provided
by CSE as a formal introduction inte the schools. Further, they were advised
to call the contact person named on the School Identification Sheet to intro-

duce themselves before a visit and to re-check the school's address and lqpation.




Collecting and returning CSE Survey Kits. The directions to field evalu-

ators concerning the collection and return of the Survey Kits were as follows:

1, Check tO See that vou have Collectaq the appronriate number of CSE Survey Sits, anc thet the
Cuestionndires and Inderes are completed.

2. Pack a1l covpleted CSE Survey Kits 1nto the carton thet was used to sail then to the siaool’
(L the carton i3 no longer dvailadle. you must odtain & new one).

3. Paste the label with CSE°s address over the old label. The CSE return ladel can de found in the
School Folders Packet, Extrs labels sre attached to this folder,

A, Tie the corton-with filsment tepe, found 1n the School Folders Packet,

. Mail the carton th CSF2 Special Fourth Class Rate. and record the cost of the Postane,

Possible problems in collecting and returning the Kits, and their solutions

were also provided:

Problem:, You connat collect the approdriste muder of CSE Survey Kits end/or Attitude to School
Questionnaires, because seme teschers have not cenpleted them,

Solution: Try to convince the scheel of the inpertance of cbtaining the information, For exsmple,
You #ight seation the need to include a3 many children as pessible in the CPEP evaluative study,
e point out that the California Leaistoture will e making funding decisions on the dasis ef
what we find. [f the scheol fs willing, Mve the STaff mail you the Kits. [f necessary, pre-
vide them with a CSE 1abe) for the doaes.

Problam: You commnot collect the approvriate muber of Indeses.
“""i‘"iu&" persuasion, 1f successful, provide one of the Stamped sddressed m'mh envelopes
o

ne in the School Folders Pactet (eatrs coptes are also included in the folder). A sure
}o‘:ﬂu the nane of the school, the tascher’s name, snd the grade level at the top of the
AGeX.

Recording information on the School Record Rosters. The School Record

Rosters for each school contained the name of each student in a kindergarten,
first-, or second-grade class and the name of the teacher. The School Record
Roster is given in Figure 24.

Field evaluators were told to record the needed information and were
advised that:

1. The location or whereabouts of the information, e.g., attendance

records for computing the number of days each child was absent during

the Fall, 1973 semester, is provided for you on the School Identi-
fication Sheet.

2. As soon as you arrive at the school, find out from the school contact:
a. The type of enrichment program, if any, at the school
b. The number of days in the Fall semester
c. The state school code

As can be readily seen from the example of the School Record Roster

illustrated in Figure 24, while the attendance information and the Cooperative

- 58 -

24568




Figure 2 BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Schoo) Record Roster
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Prim;ry scores were available from the schools, the scores for the Entry Level
Test were not. These scores had to be obtained from the company that main-
tains the statewide computer bank of scores. The computer bank stores individ-
ual scores, but the scores are coded only by birthdate, ethnicity, sex, and
socio-economic index of each student. It is for this reason that information
collected on the School Record Roster for all first-grade étudents is entire]y
aescriptive. The computer bank was searched to match descriptions within

schools so that Entry Level Test scores could be assigned to students. CSE

gratefully acknowledges the cooperation of Westinghouse Learning Corporation,
the agency charged with the computer bank, for its indispensable help in data

retrieva] for the first-grade test data.
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DATA ANALYSIS

This chapter of the evaluation report presents the more technical aspects
of the evaluation study including the formulation of the hypotheses and the

procedures for analyzing the data.

The Evaluation Questions as Evaluation Hypotheses

The Heed for Hypotheses

Experts in the field of eialuation of social and educational programs
have not addressed in a comprehensive manner the issue 6f whether clear ex-
perimental hypotheses must, be stated in the development of eva]uatiﬁn designs
or in the accompanying analysi§ procedures. CSE conceptualizeq the present
evaluation study as an applied experiment and consequently trans{ated the
primary eva]uation‘questions into formalized Etatements of hypotheses: This
ﬁrocedure was employed for twe éompe]]ing reasons.

First, the results of the eva]uatipn study were to be supplied to the
State Legislature and the Legislature would necessarily have to generalize the
findings to pre-school education and into the future of the State Preschool
Pfdgr&m. Interpreting the findings of tne evaluation study in terms of formalized
hypotheses provides the Legislature with built-in indexes of confidence from
which they may make generalizations in the most eﬁ]ightened‘manner.

Second, the res'tlts of the evaluation study could have considerable socio-
political implications in terms of continued, altered, or terminated funding
of a somewhat controversial program. Because how one interprets evaluation
findings is subtly iﬁfluenced by the nature of the original questions (hypo-
thoses), it was important for CSE to maintain its integriiy by formally and
precisely stating hypotheses before any of the evaluation findings became known.
CSE believed that if these hypotheses were based upon a scrupulously careful

consideration of all pcssible influences on the evaluation findings, then the
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objectivity of the interpretation of the findings would be greatly enhanced.

The Influence of the Pre-Existing Samples

Hypotheses that form parts of expérimenta] designs are all based upon the

supposition that the populations giving rise to the samples to be compared

after the educational treatment were essentially 2qual before the treatment.
This is usually assured through some variety of random sampling or random
assignment. However, the case of applied experiments or evaluation studies like
this examination of the Preschoq] Program (and for the Children's Center Pro- |
gram), iﬁitia] selection of participants into the programs was not random and
there is reason to believe that the children in the three groups of this evalu-

ation study represqnt.populations of young children characterized by different

degrees of what is called "educational disadvantage." This initial inequality

of the groups affected the nature 6f the formally stated hypothesesfand thus
how the findings were interpreted.

" Reasons why the groups are initially equal. The sampling of all students

in each of the three groups was made within schools and within classrooms. That
is, for each child in the Preschool Program, a child for each of the other two
groups was (attempted to be) selected who was from.the same classroom. - No
attempt was made to match children across classrooms or schools. Even if the
classrooms were rigidly tracked by ability level (o; any other characteristic),
and even if the schools were rigidly segregated according to any socio-economic
or racial and ethnic basis, the sampling procedure employed in this evaluation
study maximized the equality of the students in each of thie groups. On the .
basis of this evaluation study's sampling approach, the three groups should
exhibit initial equality and normal experimental hypotheses should be appro-
priate. But the evidence for the initial inequality among the three groups is
much greater and CSE made every effort to give that evidence due consideration

in the formulation of hypotheses.
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Reasons why the groups are initially unequal. Not only can the children

be looked at on the basis of the sampling procedures for the evaluation study,
but they can also be looked at on the basis of how they were selected (or not
selected) one, two, or three years previously into their respective pre-school
experiences. If such selection was not essentially random, then there is evi-
denice that the three groups were not initially equal. To determine if the

nature of the criteria would result in random selection, the eligibility re-

quirements for each of the two programs, Preschool and Children's Centers, had

to be considered in comparison to the No-Program children.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Tadle S

Sampling Effects of Pre-School Program Elfgidility Requirements

Sasts for- v Mo Program Children (who
Potenttal Preschoel Children Chtldren's Center Children attend elementary schoels
Inequality with Preschool and Children's
Center chiléren)
Nyst be AFOC reciptent, Mgt de current. former, Not known; probsbly covers
from low-tncome family, or potential AFOC rectp- most of the socto-econosic
Socto- walfare rectpiont, or fent, parert efther en- range, with likely underrep-
Ecocomtc econentcally disadvan-~ ployed, in tratning, or in resentation of upper-afdéle
Status taged. schogl. Any child may be and wpper classes.
enrolled, (f there i3 .
dut priority goes to &‘%
dren mpeting criterta above.
Prefereace given to %ot knewn; no cultural %ot known; prodably very
Cultural non-English-spesking requi rements. heterogenecys .
Differences fimiltes, and to the
soctally and environ-
aentally dissdvantaged.
2% Amaricon Indion; 58T White: 27T Black; 15 Americen Indtem: 103
Ractal/Etntc | 225 @lack: 33 Ortental; 10t Ohicanos 1% Chireses Slack;: 15 Orfental: 263
Origta® 6% Spantsh American; 1 % Mative Amertcan: Spantsh Americen; 523 Other
373 Other WAite {as Other. white {as obtained from
chtataed from Table 1). Table 2).
* Parests sust onroll Parents owst enroll the Not known; could range fros
Famtly the child and be child and must participate; | melign neglect to fatense
{nvolvement thvolved fn the edu- dut partictpation ts often tavolveaent tn private pre-
tn Education | catfosal progrem. earginal decause most school program.
St
s .

*State consensus figures for children, aged 3 to S, fn 1970 were: 8% Negro; 75 White; IX
138 Spinish serasmn; 15 American Ingian: 1T Chineses and 15 Filiptno. ~Rectal/Ethmic tabels
are consistent with thetr varfous direct ad indirect sources.

Table 9, presenting general eligibility criteria for the three groups that
could cause sampling inequalities, indicates that the three groups of children
. cannot be considered to be random (and therefore equal) samples of the popula-

tion of California pre-school-aged children. Based upon the number and biasing
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effects of the eligibility criteria, it was inferred that initially the Preschool
children were most economically disédvantaged, leading to the conclusion that they
were the mést educationally disadvantaged; the Children's Center children were
second in terms of educational disadvantage; the No-Program children were least
educationally disadvaﬁtaged.

The Evaluation Hypotheses

Becayse of the importance of the hypotheses in addressing the limitation resuit-
ing from the lack of basel ine data, it was necessary to formulate them in a unique
way. For this reason, the rationale for the hypotheses js presented in detail.

If, on the generalized dependent variable of educational advantage, p stands
for the mean of the population P-of participants in the Preschool Program, s qu’
the mean of the population C of children who had experiences in the Children's Center
Program,-agh Wy for the mean of the population N of children who had taken part in
no institutionalized program, a basis is furnished for formulating each of several

possible hypotheses.

Hypotﬂeses for two-group comparisons. Initia]ly, conéideration will be given to

comparisons between populations P and N, as population C Eonstitutes, in a seﬁse, an
additional benefit or dividend of importgnce but not of vital significance. It can
be argued, on the basi§ of the previous discussion, that despite the care taken in
sampling, there may be a slight built-in advantage for children in the N population,
as the lack of prior participation in an institutionalized pré-school grogram could
indicate forﬁpopu]ation N the somewhat enhanced probability of a siightly higher
socio-economic level in the home and of a somewhat more advantageous hGme environ-
ment for learning than that found for children in population P. (The alternative,
that many of the children from population N are from families so disadvantaged that
their parents didn't even know about or care about the poséibi]ity of a pre-school
experience, was not considered highly Tikely.)

Hence, it is not un'ikely that if the members of population P had not receiveq

- 63 -

980793



any _pre-schoo] program, their average level of academic performance, motivation,

and productivity would have been lower than that of population N. The equation

below describes this probablistic situation: ’
My > Mo

Thus it would appear that if the mean academic performance, motivations, and pro-

ductivity level of individuals in population P after the Preschool experience

were at least equal to that of population N, there would be reason to conclude
Vthat the Preschool Program was successful. This finding would indicate that the
Preschool Program brought the disadvantaged children up to (but not above) the
1eve1> o7 *he No-Program children and would be interpreted as evidence that the
Preschool Program probably was successful in meeting jts goals. The equation
that illustrates the condition under which the Preschool Program would be adjudged

a probable success is:

) uy oy 1wy
The- Preschool Program would be adju@ge'd a definite success if:
| " > e
f\‘lthough it is customary in a directional hypothesis involving a one-tailed

significance test (relative to which the substantive research-oriented prediction
from a theoretical frame work would be that the mean of the Preschool population
wou‘lq be greater than the mean of the No-Program popul ation) to state the null
hypothesis (Hy) and the alternative hypothesis (HA) as

Hy: Mo <

Hpt Mg > Uy
it is conceivable (precisely as happened in this evaluation ‘study) that there
could be a situation in which the expectation for the evaluation hypothesis would

be that the average level of the experimental (Preschool) population would be

equal to or greater than that of the control (No-Program) population, and that the




null hypothesis would indicate that the mean of the experimental (Preschool Pro-
gram) population would be less than (but not equal to) that of the control (No-
Program) population, as evidenced by the following statements:

HO: U

p <M

Hp: Hp 2 By

For the investigation involving populations P and N, it would seem reasonable from
the argument previously presented that the null hypothesis and alternative (evalu-
ation) hypothesis be stated as above.
' To formulate the null hypothesis HO as a non-directional one of no difference,
in which either a positive or negative sampling difference between means would
be entertained as a highly likely occurrence, would seem to be an evasive tactic,
as there appears to be a reasonable expectation on the part of the legislators
and members of the teaching and hon;e communities that children given the Pre-
school experience should do in subsequent primary grades at least as well as similar
children not afforded such an opportunity. To argue that disadvantaged children
in the Preschool Program would exhibit,‘ on the average, a level of performance
superior to that of somewhat less-disadvantaged children, would be to expect more
1:‘rom the Preschool Program thaﬁ would be expected from any other educative program,
and this would be unrealistic, and probably unfairly discriminatory. By the
same token, to argue that the Preschool Program could not erase the deficit of the
disadvantaged child, but merely make it Sma_ller, would be to inject an element
of fatalistic pessimism for the intervention approach. Thus. the formulation
afforded by the adopted hypotheses seemed on both research-evaluation and poli-
tical-humanistic grounds the most reasonabie and pragmatic one.

The hypotheses for the comparisons between the Preschool children and the
No-Program children were evaluated as follows: Significantly greater improvement

of the Preschool children was interp:z'eted as indicating a definite success of




- the Program; any non-significant difference between the programs was- interpreted

as indicating a probable success of the Preschool Program; and any significantly

greater improvement of the No-Program children was interpreted as indicating a

definite failure of the Preschool Program. In the usual evaluation study these

criteria would be considered exceedingly one-sided in allowing the Preschool
Program to merit positive evaluation; however, CSE believed that the possibility
of initial sampling bias warranted this more liberal approach.

Hypotheses for three-group comparisons. If the third population, C, is

injected into the discussion, many interesting possibilities could arise from
the standpoint of the research hypotheses. The two most likely expectations

would be:
: Haps By > He > Wy

or
gt Wp = Mg = Wy,

The second alternative hypothesis, Az, allows for the minimal expectation of
_gqua]ity to be achieved; and the first alternative hypothesis, A], for the ful-
fillment of the somewhat hopeful "underdog" expectation that the disadvantaged
children in the enriching Preschool Program would excel those in the Children's
Center Program who, in turn, would excel children not receiving any institution-
alized pre-school experience. Both alternatives were combined to provide the

operating evaluation hypothesis: v
| Hat™ Mp 2 Mo 2 My
with interpretations similar to those for the two-population case.

It.is conceivable that the non-effectiveness of the pre-school experiences
or the realities of the differences caused by disadvantaged conditions might
yield the following nul hypothesis:

Hot Hp < W <My,
with accompanying negative evaluation interpretations for the pre-school experience
programs.
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The hypotheses for the comparisons among the Preschool, Children’s Center,

and No~-Program children partly repeat those for the two-group comparisons discussed
above. For that reason, the three-group hypotheses were evaluated primarily

for the Preschool vs. Children's Center comparisons, with No-Program comparisons
playing a secondary role. The hypotheses were evaluated as follows: Significantly
greater improvemeét of the Preschool children over the Children's Center children

was interpreted as indicating that the Preschool Program was definitely more

successful than the Children's Center Program; any non-significant difference

between the Preschool Children and the Children's Center children was interpreted

as indicating that the Preschool Program was probably more successful than the
Children's Center Program; any significaﬁtly greater improvement of the Children's

Center children over the Preschool children was interpreted as indicating that

the Children's Center Program was definitely ﬁore successfgl than the Preschool
Program. Each of these interpretations was further tempered, of course, with

the observed differences from the No-Program children. As with the two-group
criteria, these would be considered exceedingly one-sided in.allowing the Pre-
school Program to.merit positive evaluation in compafigon to the Children's Centers
by traditional evaluation standards. CSE still believed that the possibility

of initial sampling bias warranted this more liberal approach.

_Hypothesis for Preschool purposes comparisoné. The fact that the sample

of Preschool agencies employed in this evaluation study could be categorized
into three different groups on the basis of their self-reported priorities or
purposes allowed for a comparison among the three groups in terms of the depen-
dent variables reflecting levels of'performance, motivation, and productivity.
Because the categorization of the Preschool agencies was not based on any pre-
conceived plan, but was made empirically according to the findings of the Pre-

school Purpose Survey, no directional hypotheses were made regarding the possible

differences among the groups. The non-directional evaluation hypothesis for the




Preacademic Skills population (A), the Socialization and Interaction Skills popula-
tion (S), and the Attitudes to School and Learning population (L), is stated as
4 Hps up 7 ug # 1y
while the null hypothesis is stated. as
Hos Mg = Mg = u.
With a non-directional hypothesis, any observed significant difference among

the groups of Preschool agencies can be reported as information that might be useful

for decision making by the Legislature, and theréfore was reported in that fashion.

Hypothesis for school-enrichment comparisons. Based upon the literature

cited previously on page 51 of this evaluation report, the following directional
hypothgsis wa; made regarding the differences between the means of the Low-Enrich-
ment schools (Low) and the High-Enrichment schools (High):
. ot Wow < Migh
The concommitant null hypothesis would read:
T Hot Mgy 2 Whign®
It was considered that rejection or non-rejection of the null hypothesis would
have no direct decision-making implications for the Legislature, but would only
be useful for a more careful consideration of implications from other statisti-
cal tests described above. It was alseo thought that the findings for the
"enrichment" comparisons, secondary concerns in the two-group and three-group
conpar{son‘analyses, should not be interpreted as an evaluation of the general
X l"emr‘ichmen‘t" policy, because High and Low schools might have been different
on other characteristics (such as concentration of disadvantaged chiidren).
It could be argued, for example, that since enrichment programs are (in
general) provided where they are most needed, equal achievement would be an

jndication of probably success. Thus the findings were meant to be interpreted

only in a "maintenance" perspective.
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Analysis Methods to Test the Hypotheses
The analysis method selected to test all the hypotheses of this evaluation
study was the univariate analysis of variance. While analysis of covariance
would be an appropriate method, especiaﬁ]y where the comparison groups are un-
equal in many relevant respects, no measures that could qualify as covariates

were available for most of the children in all three groups. For example, al--

though Bettye Caldwell's Preschool Inventory was administered to a state-wide

sample of Head Start children during the years of concern to this evaluation
study, and Head Start programs were frequently commingled with Preschool and
Children's Center Programs, none of the No-Program children could be expected
to have taker. the test during their pre-school years, and there would therefore
be no way to adjust for their differences.

Analyses to compare Preschool to No-Program children. At each of the three

grade levels and for each of the measures taken at the respective grade, a two-
way analysis of variance was performed. One dimension was the Preschool-No-
Program comparison and the second dimension was the Low - High school-enrichment
comparison. The comparisons are graphically presented in Figure 25.

Figure 25

Preschool vs. No-Program Comparisons

- Preschool Program No-Program

Low Enrichment

High Enrichment

)

F tests for the first main effe. .comparing the two right columns) indi-
cated whether or not the Preschool children exceeded or were equal to {or lower
than) the No-Program children, without consideration of their elementary scheal

programs. F tests for the second main effect (comparing the two bottom rOWS)
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indicated whether the children in High-Enriched elementary schools exceeded (or
were equal to or lower than) children in Low-Enrichment eiementary schools,
ignoring their pre-school experiences. F tests for the interaction (conpariné
both colums and rows simultaneously) indicated whether school enrichment worked
to enhance, maintain, diminish, or reverse any effects of the two pre-school
experiences.

Analyses to compare Preschool to Children's Center to No-Program childven.

At each cf three grade levels and for each of the measures taken at the respec-
tive grade, a two-way analysis of variance was performed. The samples of students
for this analysis were coﬁposed of all the cases from classrooms in which all
three types of children (in terms of their pre-scﬁoo] experiences) were found.
One dimension of the analysis was the Preschpo] - Children's Center - No-Program
comparison and the second dimension was the Low - High school-enrichment compari-
son. The comparisons are graphically presented in Figure 26.

. Figure 26

Preschool vs. Children's Center vs. No-Program Comparisons

Preschool Program Children's Center No-Program

Low Enrichment

High Enrichment

F tests for the first main effect (comparing the three right columns) indi-
cated whether or not the Preschool children exceeded or were equal to (or Tower
thanf the Children's Center children who, in turn, exceeded or were equal to
(or iower than) the No-Program children without consideration of their elementary
school programs. F tests for the second main effect (comparing the two bottom
rows ) indicated whether the children in High-Enrichment elementary schools exceeded
(or were equal to or lower than) children in Low-Enrichment elementary schools,
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ignoring their pre-school experiences, F tests for the interaction (comparing
to enhance, maintain, diminish, or reverse any effects of the three pre-school
experiences. The comparisons made for the first main effect, when significant.4
were followed by post hec comparisons to find just which groups were different

from one another,

Analyses to compare the effects of different Preschool purposes. At each

both columns and rows simultaneously) indicated whether school enrichment worked
of the three grade levels and for each of the measures taken at thé respectivé

grade, a one-way analysis of variance was performed over the three iypes of j
Preschool purposes. The samples of students for this analysis were composed

only of those students who had completed Preschool experiences. The one dimen-

sion of the analysis was the Preacademic Skills - Socialization and Interaction

Skills - Attitudes to School aﬁd Learning comparisons among the Preschool's self-

described priority purpose. The comparisons are graphically presented in Fig-

ure 27,
Figure 27 |
Preschool Purposes Comparisons 3
Preacademic Socialization and Attitudes to School |

Skills Interaction Skills and Learning

~ An F test for the main effect (comparing the three colums) indicated whether %
or not there were differences among children from the three di fferently focused i
Preschool agencies. If the tests were significant, they were followed by post hoc |
comparisons to determine which type of Preschool had the most positive effect on |
which type of student outcome.

Because of the extreme care taken in the sampling of children to represent
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each of the groups being compired in any of the analyses described above and be-
cause in many instances statistical equality was to be liberally interpreted as
somewhat confirmatory of hypotheses, the .05 level of significance was adopted

for the evaluation of all the inferential statistical tests.
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EVALUATION FINDINGS

Comparison of Preschool Children to No-Program Children
To test for differences between Preschoo]iand No-Program children, at each
grade level and for each measure, a two-way anafysis of variance was conducted.
The basic design for this analysis, presented in Figure 25, is outlined in the
previous chapter.

Differences in Performance

Two measures of performance were considered: the Entry Level Test for

first-grade students and the Cooperative Primary Test - Reading»for second-grade
students. The results of the analysis for each measure are presented in Tables

10 and 11, respectivejy. (Throughout this chapter, the abbreviations appearing

in the tables are: N = sample size; M = mean value; df = degrees of freedom;

F = F value; p = probability value; and ns = not significant.)

Table 10

Analysis of Entry Level Test: Grede |

Preschool Experience No-Prograc Experience
Low H = 298 N 284
Enrichment M. 26.90 Me27.34
High H = 428 N =439
Enrichaent K= 26.36 K » 26.80
ZOURCE df Mean Square F P
freschool vs.
Ho-Frogrem 1 67.99 1.82 ns
Low vs. High
Enrichwent 1 103.34 an ns
Interact fon 1 .08 .00 ns
Error 1445 37.30

Entry Level Test. No statistically significant djfferences in performance

were found between Preschool and No-Program children or between Low-Enrichment
and High-Enrichment children. In addition, tests for interactive effects of
the Preschool experience and Enrichment were also nonsignificant.

In terms of the evaluation hypothesis, these results indicate that with
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respect to performance, as measured by the Entry Level Test:

1. The Preschool Program was probably successful in meeting this goal.

2. Enrichment had no effect on maintaining student performance.

e NN
Analysts of Cooperative Prizdry Test-Peading: Giade 2

Preschool Experience No-Progreo Usperience
Lew N e 2) N3
Enrichaent N 22.08 Ne20.9
High ne 350 ne e
[nrichment ne2078 N 2308
SOURCE daf Nean Square 2 P
Preschool vs. 1 182.59 16.62 | p-.01
No-Progras
Low vs. Nigh ! ..05
Cartchaent 1 273.9 3.8 ?
Interactioa 1 149.53 .09 ns
Error no 71.46

Cooperative Pr .mary Test - Read}ng.' Comparison of performance between
Preschool and Nd-Program children reveals §tatistica11y significant differences,
with the Preschool children (M = 21.88) earning lower scores than the No-Program
children (M = 23.85). In addition, differences were found between High Enrichment
and Low Enrichment with the Low-Enrichment children (M = 23.39) surpassing the
High-Enrichment children (M = 22.42). Tests for an interaction betweén the
Preschool experience and Enrichment were nonsignificant.

In terms of the evaluation hypothesis, these results indicate that for

performance, as measured by the Cooperative Primary Test - Reading: -

1. The Preschopl Program was definitely not successful_in meeting this goal.
2. Enrichment appeared tobe detrimental in mainta%ning performance. -
Summary. For both measures of perfortiance, the Preschool children had
Tower mean scores than the No-Program children. However, the means were only
significantly different for one of the measures. Therefore, it is concluded
~

that the Preschool Program was probably successful in improving first-grade

performance, but definite’y not successful in improving second-grade performance.
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In addition, enriched elementary-school programs did not maintain or enhance
first-grade improvement, and actually appeared.to be detrimental to second-grade
performance.

Differences in Motivation

Two measures of motivation available at each grade level were considered

in this set of analyses: the Attitude to School Questionnaire (ASQ) and atten-

dance. The results of the analyses are presented in Table 12 through 14 for the

Attitude io School Questionnaire and in Tables 15 through 17 for attendance.

In interpreting the results of these analyses, it should be kept in mind that
attendance was measured on a reversed scale as percentage of a semester absent.
Consequently, a lower value represents a "be“ er" score on this measure.

Teble 12 ¥
Asalysis of Attitude to School Questiomnaire: Grece X

Prescheal Ezperience No-Prograr Laperience

tow N 456 %= 4)
Enrichment " 2037 N+ 20.60
Higy N = 57 N e 563
Errichnent Re19.76 e 2007
Sounce ot Mesn Scutre 5 .
Preschoc] vs.
o Progran 1 49.99 L2 "
1w vs. High

. Enricheent 1 13.32 3.3 ns
Interaction ] lj.u .08 L19
Ereor 08 40.93

Tedle 13
Analysis of Attitude 10 Schcol Ivestionneire. Grede 1

Preschoo) Experience Ne-Program Cxperience

Low % = ) N 386
Snrichment Ne2078 nRe2138
High 8 = 527 " - 524
Enrichment ne199 Relds
SOURCE of Modn Square F ]
Preschaol vs.
NoProgren 1 5.35 a8 s

. Mt
el 1 s12.08 e | pen
Interaction ] .0 1.18 ns
Error 1774 0.3
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fadle 14

Anglysts of Attitude to Scxol mntlomir::‘ firade 2

Prasches! Experience

No-Progran Esperience

Low
Enricmeat

% - 266
" e 20.63

Ne 2N
Ne20.70

High
Enrichment

Re21.05

N 32
" e 21.08

<OURCE of Neen Square 12 »

Preschool vs.
- Prograc ] .54 .02

Low vs, High
Encicheent ! 1.% "

lateraction 1 . .0t ns
Error 1309

Attitude to School Questionnaire. Comparison of Preschool children to No-
Program children produced nonsignificant differences at each of the thfee grade
levels. No significant differences were found between the High-Enrichment and
Low-Enrichment children except for grade one. In the first grade, Low-Enrichment
children (M = 20.98) showed higher motivation than the High-Enrichment children
(M= 19.83). No significant jnteractions between Preschool experience and
Enrichment were found at any grade level. .

According to the evaluation hypothesis, these results indicate that in terms

of motivation, as measured by the Attitude to School Questionnaire:

1. The Preschool Program was probably successful in meeting this goal.
2. Enrichment appeared to have no effect on maintaining student motivation

in kindergarten and the second grade, but appeared to be detrimental in

maintaining student motivation in the first grade.

fadle 1§
Analysis of Percentege Of Stmester Adsenl: Grade X

Prescheol Experience Ro-Prograc (sperience
Low Ne sy REX
Enrtcment Ne 47 ne10.50
High N - 647 n e £03
Enrichment ne 10.5% Ne 10,48
SOURCE Li4 Nedn Squire F ]
1 vs.
o peagran 1 104.33 1.4 "
. K
el B BT T
Intersction H 106.3% 1.08 ns
Error a0 98.52




Table 16
Andlysis of Percentage of Semester Absent: Grade 1

—— Preschool Experiance No-Program Eaperience
Low K39 N
Enrichment LEN K11 N 8.2
nigh NS4S i © 55§
Enricheent M85 LN % 4
SOURCE of Mesn Square F Y
Pretzhool vs. -
No-Pragrec 1 na 2 as
Low vs. Nigh
torks ¢ 1 0.76 0 s
lateraction 1 0.22 .00 as
Erroe 1849 na

Tatle 17
Analysis of Percestage of Semester Abseat: Grade 2

Prescheel Experionce No-Progran Esperience
Low R 215 ne2R
Earicment Re §.16 L EX X
High N e 205 LX)
Earfchment Ne $.82 K65

. SOURCE o Moo Squire F [

- | Preschee} vs.

No-Prograe 1 ) .23 ns
Low v$. High -

Enrichment ! .22 -5 id
Iateraction 1 5.8 1.16 s
Error 1358 %.2

Attendance. At each grade level, no statistically significant differences
were produced betweea the Preschool and No-Program children, or between the
Low-Enrichment and High-Enrichment children. Further, no interactions were
found between Preschooi experience and Earichment.

According to the evaluation hypothesis, these results indicate that in
terms of motivation, as measured by attendance:

1. The Preschool Program was probably successful in meeting this goal.

2. Enrichment had no effect on maintaining student motivation.

Summary. Even though the mean scores on both measures of motivation at
m&ﬁt of the gra@gﬂ]gve]s were slightly favorable to the No-Program children,
the differences were not significant. In terms of motivation, it is concluded

that the Preschool Program probably effected improvement, but that the improvement
-77 -
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was neither maintained nor enhanced by enriched elementary-school programs, and
that in one instance, these programs actually appeared detrimental to motivation.

Differences in Productivity

For this analysis, the Student Productivit& Index was used as the measure

of productivity at each grade level. It should be kept in mind that the Student

Productivity Index uses a reversed scale, with higher scores indicating less
productivity. The results of this analysis are presented in Tables 18 through 20.

Student Productivity Index. Statistically significant differences in

productivity were found between Preschool and No-Program children, with No-
Program children surpassing the Preschool children at each grade level. (In

kindergarten Preschool, M =52.37, No-Program, M = 47.60; in grade one Preschool,

= 52.22, No-Program, M = 48.23; and in grade two Preschool, M = 0.97, No-Program,

M = 47.43.) Comparisons between High and Low-Enrichment children at each grade
level produced no significant results. Similarly, no significant interactions

were found between Preschool experiences and Enrichment.

In terms of the evaluation hypothesis, these results indicate that for

student productivity, as measured by the Student Productivity Index:

1. The Preschool Program was definitely unsuccessful in meeing this .goal.

2. Enrichment hac no effect on maintaining student productivity.

Summary. The Preschool children exhibited significantly less productivity
than the No-Program children, In terms of productévity, it is concluded that
the Preschool Program was definitely not successful in effecting improvement and

that enrichment at the elementary level had no effect either.

Comparison of Preschool, Children's Center and No-Program Children
To test for differences among the Preschool, Children's Center, and No-Pro-
gram children, & 2X3 analysis of variu.ice was performed. The basic design for

this analysis, presented in Figure 26, is outlined in the previous chapter.
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Table 18

_Andlysis of Student Productivity Index: Grade K

Preschesl Experionce

No-Program Enperionce

Low N e 493 Ne 47
Enrichment LEX IR | LK X
High N e 646 N e 627
Enrichment "o 52,75 LER X ]
SOURCE o Nean Square F [
Preschool vs. X 13.97 .03
No-Progras 1 110.61 "
Low vs. High % . s
Enrichment ! “.e o
Interaction 1 733.32 N ns
Error 2 075.65.

Tadle 19

Analysts of Studeat Productivity Index: Grade 1

Prescheo) Experionce

No-Program Laperience

.. Low LEE. ] LEE.
Enrichment »eS53.24 LN B}
High N e 556 LEX 1]
Enrichment » e 5.5t Neds.n
SOURCE of Nodn Square F ~ P
Preschool vs, ’
No-Progracs 1 7876.% 8.9 9.0

« 1
e 1 .57 K" ns
Interaction 1 5.7 " ns
Error 1088 877.5%

Tadle 20

Anglysis of Student Productivity Index: Grade 2

Prescheol Esperience

No-Program Eaperience

Low N 202 N - 206
Enrichment N e 50.61 He 4595
High "o 4ls 1 e 407
Enrichaent Ne 5.2 Ne 48.46
heea—
P —
SOURCE of Mean Square F [
) Praschoo? vs,
. o - 1 4603.83 5.2 pe.05
Low vs. Wi
ol tw 1 e 94 s
Interaction ] 308.32 .35 as
Error 1306 870.84

ERIC
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Differences in Performance

Two measures of performance were considered: the Entry Level Test for

first-grade students and the Cooperative Primary Test - Reading for second-

~ grade students. The results of this analysis for each measure are presented in

Tables 21 and 22.

Table 2t
Analysis of Entry Level Test: Grade 1

Preschool Chitdren Conter No-Program
Low N5 nely Ne 54
Enricheent ne20.46 He29.16 8 27.51
High ne 3 Ned net2
Enrichment ne27.51 ne2%.92 R 27.00
SOURCE af Mean Squere F [
Preschool vs.
Chiteren Center 2 16.14 0.5 ns
vs. No-Program
Low vs. H{
et ' 108.21 s | o
{nteraction 2 17.58 .61 (23 -
Error »6 28.87

Entry Level Test. No statistically significant differences were found

between Preschool, Children's Center, and No-Program students, or between the

High-Enrichment and Low-Enrichment students. In addition, the test for inter-

active effects between Preschoo} experience and Enrichment was nonsignificant.
~ According to the evaluation hypothesis, these results indicate that with

respect to perforﬁaﬁée, as measured by. the Entry Level Test:

1. The Preschool Prcgram was probably more successful than the Children's
Center Program in meeting this goal.
2. Enrichment had no effect on maintaining student performance.

Cooperative Primary Test - Reading. No significant differences were found

between the Preschool, Children's Center, and No-Program children. All the mean
scores in Table 22 are very close to the mean of the published national norms
for Grade 1 - Spring. Significant differences were produced, however, between

High and Low Enrjchment, with Low-Enrichment children (M = 24.39) surpassing

- 80 ~
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Tadle 22
Anelysis of Ccoperative Primary Test-Reading: Grade 2 *

Preschool Children Conter No*Program
Low N =57 Ne2] Ne$§)
Enrichment N e 22.33 N = 27.90 Ne 25,21
High Negs Ne 3% Nel0
Enrichment ne21.78 N 21,28 Ne 22.76
SOURCE of Mean Square F p
Preschool vs.
Children Center 2 151.30 .% ns
vs. No-Program
Low vs, High K
Eneichaent 1 617.13 10.57 p<.01
Interaction 2 212.04 N pe.05
Error 36 €4.08

Newvman-Keuls Msitiple Comparison Test

Low Enrichment, Children Cer.ter > High Enrichent, No Program <.01
Low Enricheent. Children Conter » Low Enrichment, Preschast . pe.0l
Low Enrichment, Children Center > High Enrichment, Preschool pe.01
Low Enrichment, Children Center > High Enrichment, Children Center p<.01

the High-ﬁnrichment’chi]dren (M‘= 22.04). The test for interaction between
Preschool experience and Enrichment was also significant. This interaction is
presented graphically in Figure 28. Inspection of the Low-Enrichment and High-
Enrichment profiles in Figure 28 reveals that the greatest differences occur
between Low-Enrichment-Children's Center and High-Enrichment-Children's Center
students. This result was confirmed by a Newman-Keuls multipﬁé-comparison test:
Significant cell comparisons occur between the Low-Enrichment-Children's Center
students and the Low-Enrichment-Preschool students, the High-Enrichment-Preschool
students, the High-Enrichment-Children's Center students, and the High-Enrichment-

No-Program studeats. -

Figure 28

Interaction between Preschoc) Experfence and Enrichment:
Cooperative Primary Test - Reading

! '2:'! o"' 25 /Twlcmnt
perative /-

Primary Test
- Resding —— _—
20 High Enrichment

A

Preschool  Chifdren’s Center  HooProgrom
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In terms of the evaluétion hypothesis, these results indicate that for per-

formance, as measured by the Cooperative Primary Test -~ Reading:

1. The Preschool Program was probably more successful than the thildren's
Center Program in meeting this goall
2, Enrichment appeared to be detrimental in maintaining performance.
3. Enrichment appeared to be particularly detrimental for Children's
Center and No-Progr&m students in maintaining performance.
" Summary. The Preschool children earned mean scores that were not signi-
ficantly different frcm those of the Chidlren's Center children. Children in
Low-Enrichment ;chools exhibited higher performance than those in High-Enrichment
schools. In terms of performance, it is concluded thﬁt the Préséhbol Erogram
probably effected improvement more than the Children's Center Program; but that
nonerf the improvement was maintained or enhanced by epriched elementary-

school prograrns.

Differences in Motivation

At each grade level, two measures of motivation were considered for this
analysis: the Attitude to School Questionnzire and attendance. The results

of ihese analyses are presented in Tables 23 through 25 for the Attitude to

School Questionnaire and in Tables 26 through 28 for attendance. In“tierpreting
the results of the latter analysis, it should be kept in mind thatwattendance
was measured on a reversed scale as percentage of a semester abseq}. Consequent-

ly, a lower value represents a "better" score on this measure.

Attitude to School Questionnaire. As in the previous analyas comparing‘
Preschool and No-Program children, the comparison of Preschool,/Children's
Center, and No-Program childten produced no statistically signi;}cant differ-
ences at each of the three grade levels. Once again, significant differences
were found between High-Enrichment and Low-Enrichment children for kinder-

garten and first-grade students. In both cases, Low-Enrichment children
- 82 -
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Table 23

Analysis of Attitude to School Questionndire: Grade K
Preschool Children Center No-Program
Low N 129 Ne T4 N 122
Enrichment Ne 21.00 N 20,68 N 2.9
High Ne 15) N SE N s 162
Enrichment Me19.68 N = 18,07 N« 20.48
. SOUNCE dof Mean Squire 4 p
Preschool vs.
Children Center ? 81.00 1.9 ns
v$. No-Program
Low vs. High ..
Enricment 1 645.06 1519 | pe0
Interaction H 87.54 2.06 ns
Error 658 42.46
Table 24

Analysis of Attitude to School Questionnarre: firade |

Preschoo! Children Center No-Program”
Low N+ 80 N+ Nag)
Enrichment Ne 2047 N 21,03 "= 20.58
High N33 N4y N 2133
Enrichment Hs 18.00 LERI X1 N e 18.43
SOURCE dof Mean Squire 4 p
Preschool vs.
Children Center H 24.5) N ng
vs, No-Program
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 312.94 9.12 pe.0}

Interaction

~

4.30

Error

34.30

Table 25

Analysis of Attitude to School Questioanaire: Grade 2

Preschool Children Center No-Program
tow NS tNe22 NS
Enrichment K= 20.75 N 20.23 He 19.72
High N 83 Ne 38 Ne®
£nrichment "= 20,30 LIER{B 1] M= 19.45

SOURCE

df

Mean Square

Preichool vs.
Children Center
vs. No-Program

?

31.90

1.3

ng

Low vs. Kigh
Enrichment

0

{nteraction

12.00

4

frror

33

24.63
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showed higher motivation than High-Enrichment children. (In kindergarten, qu'
Enrichment, M = 21.45, High Enrichment, M = 19.79; in first grade, Low Enricq;
ment, M = 20.62, High Enrichment, M = 18.76.) No significant interactions
between Preschool experience and Enrichment were produced at any grade level.
According to the evaluation hypothesis, thése results indicate that in

terms of motivation, as measured by the Attitude to School Questionnaire:

1. The Preschool Program was probably more successful than the Children's °
_ Center Program in meeting this goal.
2, ‘Enrichment appeared to be detrimental in maintaining student wotivation for
the Kindergarten and first-grade students, and had no effect in main-

taining student motivation in the second grade.

Toble 26
Andlysis of Percentage of Semester Absent: Grede X

Preschool Children Conter No+Program
fomichment Neilwl HeTm Ne i
High Ne 169 Xe 60 N o159
Enrichwent He 11,13 Hed 88 He 0
SOURCE dof Mean Square 4 ?
Preschool vs.
srf'gg'g::g' 2 0n2.98 408 | pe05
Low vo. meh 1 .6 1| 0™
Interaction 2 128.29 1.26 ns
Error 7 102.13

Newman-Keuls Muitiple Comparison Test °

Children Conter < Preschool
Children Center < No-Program

Teble 27
Anelysis of Percentsge of Semester Absent: Grade 1

freschool Children Center tiosProgrem

Low Negs Ne 34 N8l

Enrichment Hed® Me?.5 Me8.63

Wigh Ne 36 Ne SO Ne 138

Enrichment e 827 LICRET ] MeB.95
— —

SOURCE df Mean Souare f [

Preschool vi.

Chilcren Canter H 10.33 A3 ns

vs. No-Program

Low vs. Hi

L e 1 58.96 .85 n

Interaction 2 N4 2.5 ny

Error 520 90.19




Tabla B8
Analysis of Percentege of Semester Absent: Grade 2

Preschool Children Center No-Program
Low N6l N 22 N 62
Enrichment N+ 687 LEX K Mo §.84
hign N8 Ne 3 N3
Enrichment N+ 5.9 N+ 2.87 N ?2.38
P
SOURCE af Mean Squire F [

Preschool vs, o
Chilgren Center 2 808 58

v5. No-Program ns

Low vs. High
Enrmmntq ! £0.02 s n

Interaction 2 94.40 1.9 ns
Error 353 42.78

Attendance. Tests for differences in attendance among Preschool, Children's
Center, and No-Program children were significant only for kindergarten. (Pre-
school, M = 11.47; Children's Center, M = 8,59; No-Program, M = 10.51.) Multi-
ple-comparison Newman-Keuls tests performed for -the kindergarten analyﬁis revealed
that the Children's Center students had significantly better attendance records -
than the Preschool Program and No-Progrém children. No statistically ..gnifi-
cant differences were found between Low-Enrichment and High-Enrichment children.
At each grade level, tests for interaction between Preschcol - -.2rience and
Enrichment were also nonsignificant.

Ip terms of the evaluation hypothesis, these results indi?ate that for
motivation, as measured by attendance: 3

1. In kindergarten, the Children's Center Program was definitely more

’—successful"than~the Preschool Program, while at grades one and two

the Preschool Program was probably more sucbessful than the Children's

Center Program in meeting this goal.

. 2. Enrichment had no effect on maintaining student motivation.

Summary. S1ightly differing conclusions must be drawn regarding the com-

parison of the Preschool Program to the Children's Center Program in terms of

improvement in motivation. With the exception of the attendance measure at




the kindergarten level, the Preschool Program wasvprobably more successful in

improving motivation. Enrichment at the elementary level either has no main=-
tenance effect on the motivation or else depresses it.

Differences in Productivity : P

For this analysis, productivity was measured by the Student Productivity

" Index (a reversed scale) at each grade level. In tables 29 through 31 the re-

sults of this analysis are presented.

Todle 9
Analysis of Student Productivity Index: Grade K

Preschool Children Conter Ho-Progrem
Low Ne Y7 LR ] Nel2e
Enrichment N e 50.2) LKA N 4642
High N 162 Ne§) LERLH
Enrichment e S)g e 9.9 e d).88
SOURCE of Hedn Squire F [J
Preschool vi.
thildren Center H 1200.88 (8 ) s
¥\, No-Program
tow vs. High
Enrichment \ 839.65 0.93 "
tnteraction 2 50.94 0.0¢ ns
frror 135 899.29

Table 20
Analysis of Student Productivity Index: Grade 1

Preschool Childron Center No+Frogrom
Low Negy ”"ed Ne )
Enrichment " e 5).4) LEELE 3 N s 50.58
High Nel)s L XX ] Nel)
Enrichmang Moo 40.09 "o d2.99 (RN} K]
SUURCE [14 Mean Square f ?
Preschool vs.
Children Center 2 67.64 o7 ns
v, No-Progrem
Low vs, Kigh
Enrichrant 1 1384.1) 1.9 ns
Interaction H 18.92 A3 ns
Error m 916.90




Preschool Children Center NosProgrem
Low LEX Ns=23 Ne 64
Enrichment L % ] N 46.40 M= 84.5
High LER]] LEX ] Ne DS
Enrichment M= 55.07 M= 47.22 M- 49.08
SOURCE of Mean Squire F )
Preschool vs.

Chilaren Conter 2 909.71 1.02 ns
- * vs. No-Program

Low vs. High

Enrichaent ! 1349.68 1.82 ns

Interection 2 286.92 R ns

Error %5 908.05

_perience by Enrichment interactions were nonsignificant.

Table Nt )

Analysts of Studeat Productivity Index: Grade 2

Student Productivity Index. No statistically significant differences in
productivity between Preschool, Children's Center, and No-Progrem children were
produced. Comparisons between High-and Low-Enrichment Programs at each grade
level also produced no significant results. Finally, tests for Preschoo1 ex-
In terms of the evaluation hypothesis, these results indicate that for

studentrproductivity,.as measured by the Student Productivity Index:

1. The Preschool Frogram was probaB]y more successful than the Children's
Center Program in meeting this goal.

2. Enrichment-had no effeci on maintaining scudent productivity.

Summary. The Preschool children earned average productivity scores that
were higher, indicating less productivity, than the Children's Center children
eained but the differences were not significant. In terms of productivity,
it is therefore concluded that the Preschool Program was probab]y successful
in effecting improvement and that enrichment at the e1ementary Tevel had no
effect on it.

Comparison Among Preschool Purposes
To compare performance, motivation, and productivity among students in

Preschools with differing purposes, a one-way analysis of variance was performed.

i
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The basic design for this analysis, presented in Figure 27; is outlined in the

previous chapter.

Differences in Performance

“Two measufes of performance were considered: the Entry Level Test for

) first-grade students and the Cooperative Primary Test - Reading for second-grade

students. The results of this analysis for each measure are presented in

Tables 32 and 33.

Table 32

Analysis of Eatry Level Test: Grade |

Social and Attitudes to

Prescadenic {ateractional Skills Scheol and Ledraing =

N =483 8= 1N 8- 130

e 26.5¢ ne 26481 ne26.81

— ———————

SOURCE [14 Mean Square F [
Purpose 2 5.06 14 ns
Ercor 1 m %.41

Entry Level Test. No statistically significant differences were foundy

between Preschools emphasizing Preacademic Skil]s, Socialization and Interaction-
Skills, or Attitudes to School and Learning.

According to the evaluation hypothesis, this result suggests that Preschool
Purpose did not influence student's performance as measured by the Entry Level

Test.

Table 33
Anelysis of Ceoperative Primery Tast-Reading: Grede 2

Socisl and Attitudes to
Preacedenic Interactionsl Skills School and Learning
N384 N=77 Ne126
ne 21,77 He 23.60 ne 21012
SOURCE df Nean Square F [
Purpose 2 164.53 2.49 ns
Error S84 66.06
X |
38098 ‘

- : ————J



Cooberative Primary Test - Reading. No significant differences were found

among Preschools with differing purposes. In terms of the evaluation hypothestis,

this result suggests that Preschool Purpose does not influence students' per-

formance as measured by the Coopérative Primary Test - Reading. ‘ N
Summary. Variations in the purposes of Preschools had no effect upon
later performance of their students.

Differences in Motivation

At each grade level, two measures of motivation were considered: The Atti-

}
tude to School Questionnaire and attendance. The results of the analyses
are presented in Tables 34 through 36 for the Attitude to School Questionnaire

and in Tables 37 through 39 for attendance. -In interpreting the results of this

latter ana]ysis, it should be kept in mind that attendance was measured on a '

reversed scale as percentage of a semester absent. Consequently, a lowéf value

represents a "better" score on this measure.

Tedble M4
Analysis of Attitude to School Questionnsire: Grade X

Social and Attitudes to
N =69 Ne 14 N = 202
= 20.05 Ke 19,53 = 20,37
—
SOURCE o Mean Square F ®
Purpose 2 29.84 .10 s
Error 1038 42.07

Table 35
Analysis of Attitude to Schoal Questionnsire: Grade )

Preacadenic lnmzzi::nf"s‘k s Seh:::‘ :::.ZQ::M n9
"> 20 AS PR
SOURCE ¢t | Mean Squire F ]
furpose H $8.19 1.98 n$
Error 883 29.34
-
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Tadle 36
Analysis of Attitude to Schnol Questionnasre: Grade 2

- Social and Attitudes to
preacadesic Interactional Skills School and Lesrninn
- " ne o N 20.6 R e o
SOURCE of Mean Square F a‘
Purpuse 2 22.75 .94 ns
Error 648 24.23

1

Attitude to School Questionnaire. Comparison of student motivation among

Preschools with differing purposes revealed no significant differences at each
grade level. In terms of the evaluation hypothesis, this result suggests that

Preschool Purpose did not influence students' motivation, as measured by the

Attitude to School Questionnaire.

Tedle 37

Aulysls.ol Percentage of Semester Absent: Grade X

Socfal and Attitudes to
Preacadesic Interictional Skills School and Lesrning
N = 246 N =158 N e 220
Bell.7a M-85 LEEX
SOURCE T odf Mesn Square F ]
Purpose 2 802,84 8.46 | p < .01
Error ua | osass

ua-_n-leuls Multiple Comparison Test
Sociel and fnteractfonal skills < prescademic p < .01

Attitudes to school learning

Tadle 33

< preacademic p < 05

Analysis of Percentage of Semester Absent: Grade |

Saciel and Attitudes to
Preacademic Interactional Skills School and Lesrning
N = 607 N7 Ne=168
LEE X " | N~ 654 Ne=9.21
SOURCE . df Mean Square F ]
Purpose 2 364.66 4.95 |-p<.0l
Error 919 73.68

Newmen-Xeuls Multiple Comparison Test

Soctal and fnteractiondl skills < attitude

Attitudes to school Iserning

- 90 -
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< prescademic p < .05

860100




Table 39

Analysis of Percentage of Semester Absent: Grade 2

Social and AttitudeS to
Preacademic Interactional Skills School and Ledrning

N> 432 N s 98 N 150

Heg.91 | He5,38 M2 6.31
SOURCE af Mean Square f o -
Purpose 2 99.50 2.10 ns

Erron 677 7.9

Attendénce, Tests for differencé; in attendance among Preschools with
differing purposes were significant at the kin@ergarten and first-grade levels:
In kindergarten, Preacademic Skills, M-= 11.74, Social and Interaction Skills,
M= 8.59, and Attitudés to School and Learning, M = 9.86. Multiple-cdﬁparison
Newman-Keuls tests revealed that students in Preschools emphasizing Attitudes to
School and Learning had significantly better attendance records than Preschools
emphasizing Preacadeﬁic Skills: In the fi;szyérade, Preacademic Skills, M = 8.88,
Social and Iﬁteraction Skills, M - 6.54; Attitudes to School and Learning, M = 9.21.
Multiple-comparison Ne@man-keuls.tests revealed that students in Preschqols
emphasizing Social and Interaction Skills had significantly better attendance
records than students in Preschools emphasizing Preacademié Skill; or Attitudes
to School and Learning. In terms of the evaluation hypothesis, this result
suggests that Preschools concentrating on Attitudes to Schoo]'and Learning or
Social and Interaction Skills maintain better attendance levels than Preschools
emphasizing Preacademic Skills.

Summary. Preschools emphasizing Social and Inte}action Skills graduated
students who generally had fewer absences in elehentary school, while Preschools
emphasizing Preacademic Skills graduated students-who had more absences.

Differences in Productivity

For this analysis, the Student Productivity Index (a reversed scale, with a ‘

lower score "better" than a higher score) was used as the measure of productivity

-9] -
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at each grade level.

Vthrough 42,

Student Productivity Index. No significant differences were found among

‘ Preschools with d1ffer1ng purposes.

this result suggests that Preschool Purpose does not influence students' pro-

The results, of this analysis are presented in Tables 40

~

In terms of the evaluation hypotheses,

duct1v1ty as measured by the Student Productivity Index.

mmary. Student product1v1ty at the elementary level was not 1nf1uenced~’

hy the purpose of the student's Preschool.

I8

Table 40

Analysis of Student Productivity Index: Grade K

Analysis of Student Productivity Index: Grade !

Social and Attitudes to

Preacademic Interactional Skills School and Learning

N 54 A= 158 N s 225

MeS2. N1 M » 53.90 M = 50,00
SOURCE df Mean Square F ]
“Purpose 2 859.50 1.02 s
Error 134 845.07

Tadle fl

/

Social and Attitudes to

Preacademic . Interactional Skills School and Learning

LEX1H He 15 LRI

M= 51.50 W= 5194 M= 54,81
SOURLE af Mean Sguare F [
Purpose 2 751.00 .88 ns
Error 9 856.40 i

- Table 42

Analysis of Student Productivity Index: Grade 2

50109

A Saocial and Attitudes to
Preacademic Interactional Skills School and Learning
N 438 N 09 N =15
4 e 50,05 N e 50,53 M = 53,95
SOURCE df Mean Square F [
Purpose 2 862,50 ,98 ns
Error 694 882.35




SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Throughout this report of the evaluation study of California's State Pre-
schooi Program, a great deal of effort has been made to describe the reasoning
inyolved in the formulation of hypotheses, the selection of measures, and in tﬂe
procedure§ used to find answers to the evaluation questions. CSE firmly believes
its reasoning resulted in methods that were effective in allowing any discernable
effects of the Preschool Program to be demcrstrated, if such effects existed, and
thought it worthwhile to detail the logic behind those methods. It can be shown
‘that whenever decisions about matters of method or procedure had to be made that
might sway the evaluation findings in favor of the State Preéchoo] Program or against
it, a decision to favor the Program was made. (CSE's decisions were based pri-
marily upon the assumed disadvantage of the Preschool children relative to children
in the comparison groups. To the extent that the reader disagrees with that assump-
tion, his/her iﬁterpretation of the evaluation findings will be less favoréb]e:
toward the Preschool Program). Therefore, CSE's inclination toward the Program
must be képt iﬁ mind as, by way of summary, each of the three evaluation questions
from the first section of the report of this study are repeated, and a summarized

finding is provided as an answer to each question.

-

Quest1on One

Do children who previously experzenced the State Preschool Program
for at least one year show significantly improved performance, motiva-
tion, and productivity-in their subsequent elementary schools when com-
pared with children who have either experienced other pre-school pro-
grams (like the Children's Centers), or have not experienced a traceable
institutionalized pre-school program?

Based upon the evaluation comparfsons summarized in the first two rows of
Tab]e 43, CSE offers this evaluat1on answer:
Chlldren who attended the State Preschool Program probably show

improved performance and motivation, but they probably do not show
J.mproved productivity.
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Table 83

Summary of Evaluation Findings by Preschool Objectives

OBJECTIVES OF THE STATE PRESCHOOL LEGISLATION
EVALUATION COMPARISONS Performance Motivation Productivity
Are the State Preschools Sometimes Prodably| Probably Definitely Not
successful in meeting each Successful: Some- | Successful Successfu
objective when compared with times Definitaly ,
the No-Program group? Not Successful L
Are the State Preschools Probably More Sonetimes Probably| Probably More
successful in meeting each Successful More Successful Successful
objective when compered to
the Children’s Centers and
the No-Program group? .
Is 3ny one of the State No One More Attitude to School| No One More
Preschool Purposes more Successful and Learning and Successful
successful in meeting each Socta) ‘and Interac
objective? tiona) Skills Are
Sometimes More
-Successful

Question Two

Were the children's performance, motivation, and productivitydsigni-
ficantly affected by the number of enrichment programs, both federal
and state, in their elementary schools?

Based-upon the findings recorded in the 1as£ section of this report, CSE

offers this evaluat:.on answer:

<

Due to sampling based primarily on concerns of the Preschool evalu~
ation, it was not likely that this study obtained a representative
sample of elementary schools with varying enrichments (and CSE did
not attempt to obtain such a sample). The inadequate sampling*may

have caused the frequent finding that enrichment programs had detri-
mental effects.

Question Three

Do children who experienced Preschools with differing purposes show
significantly improved performance, motivation, and productivity in
their subseguent elementary schools when compared with children who
experienced any differing type of Preschool? . -

Based upon the evaluation comparisons summarized in the last row of

Table 43, CSE offers this eva1uat1on answer:

According to the categories of Preschool purposes fbund by CSE,
no one type of Preschool produced elementary-level children who
exhibited consistently improved perfbrmance, motivation, or pro-
ductivity.
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