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-ABSTRACT ’ '

* The Preschbol Rating Scdle (PRS) consists of twenty
Guttman scaled itens which assess a preschool child's personal-social
development. Experience galned’over the past two years indicate that
it .can be used: (1). for screenin (2) for program evaluation; (3) as
a guide to the teachers in ident fylng specxflc areas of development
wvhich may need remediation; (4) to alert teachers to areas of .
development which they\should be aware of; and (S) to assess day care
worker's effectiveness. Norms are available for six groups from 36..to
71 months of age (N = 1,040 children). The norms were developed from
urban and suburban advantaged and disadvantaded males and females.
Based upon the ratings of 125 children by two groups of raters (pairs
of ratersﬁiated 15-20 ch11dren each, 1ndepenpent1y), the average of.
interrater correlation coefficientestimates was .74. The usual typeE
of judgmental valldlty (constructor, "user and face) have been
obtained. More sophlstlcated statistical procedures have been used ~o
indicate 'the predictive and inferential validity. The "predictive
validity was determined by a discriminant analysis. Inferential
validity is indicated by notipng that the mean score increases as

older age groups are examined. These analyses indicate that the PRS

can classify children as tyﬁical or non-typ1ca1 Hl?h a hlgh degree of
accuracy. (Author)
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INTRODUCTION

vy %

The Preschool Rating Scale (PRS) was developed out of a felt need
for fmore sensitive instruments which child care-giver/teachers could use*
“in the detection of preschool children with incipient or manifest problems
and which re%lect progress in development over time. The PRS is an attempt
to develop a descriptive rating scale based on the teacher's judgement of
a child's personal- -social behavior in a classroom setting. Further. since
many-preschool child care-giver/teachers have received limited or no for=
mal training in child development, the PRS provides the child care-giver/
teachers with guidelines for understanding a child's functioning in more

specific ways.

,GOALS

The major goals of tbis paper are to show that the Preschool Rating
Scale: 1) may yield useful information about personal-social development
i% a preschool population; 2) can be used to screen preschoolers for "flagging
of children who may have problems; and 3) can be used to'document longitudinal

developmental gains. .

’

METHODS ' )

There are basically six conceptual approaches available to assess a

4

" preschool child's personal-sociéi.development: 1) Projective techniques I,

. 2) Unobstrusive measures; 3) Observational procedures; 4) Rating-scales§

hd

VR

5) Self-report measures; and 6) Situational measures (Walker, 1973). Even
casual analysis qili indicate that these are not .specific abstract areas.
Nevertheless, for the purposes of this paper they will be so considered.-

+ Only the last four of these have been used and published to any extent.

. It is somewhat surprising that only twenty-eight devices specifically de-

signed te measure social skills or" competency have been developed used,

and published, at least according to Walker's review Socioemotional

-,

Mgasures' for Preschaol and Kindergarten Children. There.are problems \\f

. with-any psychometrir measurement approach adopted. Observatiomnal pro-,

cedures ventail problems of observer influance (both positive and negative),
reliability, instrumenral aides, definition and choice of categories, time
and cost. Rating scales usually suffer problems involving subjective

judgement bias on the part of the raters and ambiguous categories.
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Self~report measutes generally have great.difficult;'obtaining unambiguous *
honest answers and placing the answer given within the context ‘of the in-
dividual s genetal behavior pattern. Situational measures such as socio-
metric tests, interviews and contrived situational tests usually have
problems involving theit reliability and validity. A11 of these; except

for some rating scales require that the subject be available ditectly oF

’ obsetvationally‘ With the exception of obsgervational measutes, all pro-

v

cedures ‘generally have poor teliability and validity. Finally, less“than -
one-half of the devices in any one category have ‘norms available.
The.numetical rating scale dpproach with behaviorally specific
item choices representing a Guttman scale has been adopted because: 1) It
‘does not require the presence of the child being rated; 2) Guttman sca11ng
is in line with a-developméental approach; 3) BEhaviorally specific item
choices which avoid psychological jatgon can reduce subjective judgement
bfﬁs, 4) Child care-giver/teachers ‘can be ‘presented with conceptual sttuctures
at the same time they provide useful Jdnformation; and 5) Rating,scales o
are easy to use and inexggnsive Further, since the child cate-giver/
teachers are the only petsons besides the parent (usually the mother) who
interacts with the child three to eight hours per day for five days a .week
he/she has useful insights. Ptevious research findings support ‘this approach
in that data suggest thatachild cate-giver[teachéts can identify children
with problems accurately ‘even when unable to articulaté their concern in )
organized style. Therefore, if the aubjective.judgement bias can he'con;
trolled, thé caré-giver/teachers can place the child's.behavio:r in appro-
priate context and provide a.balanced judgement of petsonal-social behavior
development. . . | ‘ .
The Preschool Rating Scale (Qppendix A) consists of twenty items

usually involving four choices ranging from vnry low levels to high levels

' of competence. It is divided into five subtests: 1) Coordination-tw0.

items, 2) Verba. Expression-three itéms; 3), Auditory Understanding-six
items; 4) Orientation-five items; and 5) Social Relations-four 1:253.
Each subscore is obtai d by adding the items choice weights (one equals
"1ow level and four e@—:jve equals high level)-chosen by the rater. 'A total

score is obtained by adding the five subtest scores.

’ -
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DATA COLLECTION - °
Four classification type vatisble have been defined for -each sub-
ject: 1) SES-an estimate of the genetal classroom socioeconomic level -
based upon the teseatchet s observations and discussions with the child o
cate-givet/teachets with two lev2ls (low and high). 2) Sex-as tepotted
by the ohild care giver/teacher with two levels (male or female) 3) Age
'GrougféZtermined by the subject's age in months as reported by the child
care-giver/teacher with six levels [1(36-41), 2(42-47), 3(48-53), 4(54~59), -
.5 (60-65) agd 6(66-71)], 4) Group Type-determined by reports of child care--
giver/teachers for level 1: typical and level 2: non-typical: teacher
- and by reports of psychologists for level 3: non-typical: psychologist.
Ratings were obtained on 1166 chiidtéh by their child cate-giver/
teachers. Of these 1166 children, 118 were from urban disadvantaged low _
SES areas without problems, 022 were ftom suburban high SES areas withqut
problems, 66 were children with ptoblems as defined by the child care-
' givet/teacher, and 60 were known to have some sort of ptoblem, i.e., diag~-
fosis by a. team consisting of a teacher, psychologist psychiatrist, and
" social wotket Interrater reliability data was obtained on 125 children.
Finally, longitudinal data was collected on 18 of the 60 children known

*to have ptoblems : g .. - L~

. RESULTS | ‘ a K , _
‘ Based upon one inch of computer printouts of ANOVA runs using the
classification codes SES and Sex done by the six Age Groups, it seems
clear that there are generally no significant differences at the 05
level between low SES, high SES, male and female groups. The only ex-
ceptions to the above generalization are: 1) where there is no data
available such as low SES females in the 60-65 month Age Group for the
typical Group Type; 2) for differences between low and high SES groups
in fhe 48-53 mongh Age Gtoup for the’ non-typical' teacher Group Type .
“where low SES subtest scores are highet that high SES subtest scores;
3) for differences between males and females in the 60-65 month Age
Group for_ the typical Group Type where females score higher than males
for most subtests; and 4) £dr differences between males and females in’
the 66~71 month Age Group “for ‘the typical Group Type where females score .
higher than’ males for most subtésts. Therefore, data From low SES and
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and high SES levels for-males and“fgmales was combined and 1is presented in

Table 1 for each subtest of the PRS by Croup.Type and "Age Group.. S

kA
- .

. T & N
- .

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

.

The data in the typical Group Type section of Table 1 indicdtes
that for all but one of the .subtests, as the age of the subjects increases
gso Joes the mean score. Further,,for each subtest tne spread of scores
(the standard deviation) is reasonably houmogengous across age groups. This
data lends support to the notion that the PRS may be’a developmental scale .
for the typical Group Type. For the second and third Group Type levels
the data are not so clear cut, although there is somewhat of an increase
“in mean scores for the older Age Group levels albeit at lower overa11 mean
score levels. It should be kepy in mind at all times that the resulﬁQ in
Table 1 represents cross-sectional data. <

Based on the ratings of l_é children by two groups of raters (pairs
of ‘raters rated about 15-20 children each independently), the approximate !
average of interrater correlation coefficient was .74. Further, work 1is
being done to improve the reliability of the scale. Some of the itém choices
are being reworded and more detailed and specific rating procedure directions
are being used. . v

To determine the screening effectiveness of the PRS a series of~dhs-
criminant functions were developed using the classification variable Group
Type, ‘the items as the predictor variables, and edual and proportional prior
probabilities for the three groups. Since all tests of the homogeniety of
the within covariance matrices were not significant at the .05 level “the
’pooled covariance matrix was used in each case. 'One discriminant function'was
developed for each of the six levels of Age Groups for each of the two sets

of prior probabilities A summary of the results is presented in Table 2.

s

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE -
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o The results in Table 2 indicate that rgegardless of the prior p;ob-
abilify chosen &he preéittion of group inclusion is good for.Group'Txpe.B
(non-typical: psychologist): Equal prior pfobabilities produce more accurate
prediggiqﬁ for Group Type 2 thon-typical: teacher). Proportional prior
probabilitjes broduce more accurate prediction for Group Type 1 (ty;icalr.‘

. Regérdlgsspof whgt prg&ioﬁs research literature is used, the prior prob-
abilitjes probably fall somewhere between these extremes. These results
provide support for the use of éhe PRS as a screening instrument. .

Finally, the PRS was developed and used for program evaluation at . -
the Center for Preschool Services in the Franklin Institute Research Labora-
tories tO evaluate the effectiveness of a pilot program designed to =nt
hance the gsocioemotienal as weli as, cognitive, development of urban chiléren,

3-6 years old, with problems. The PRS was used during the Fall of 1973‘

~it,
x

and again in June of 1974. Analysis of the results of these two ratings

are présented_in Table 3. . .

"

-

TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE .

'y : -

Considering that: the average time between ratings was around seven
‘to eight months; the chilaren were spread across the six age groups; they °
started at lower than normal rating levels: and that they,were subjected to RN

" a ppogram designed to enhance development, the gains shown in Table 3 are

-
-

. “larger than one would expect from thé‘cross-sectional scoges'in Table 1.
- his was interpreted to indichte that the program was effective.

For the purposes of this paper this study shows fhat the PRS can

be effectively used to document longitudinal developmental gains.

.

CONCLUSTONS, . ]
The PRS would géem to be an effective screening device fgr the de~
tection of any young children, 3-6 years old, who may be having“personal=
social Qevelopmeﬁt problems. Also it ic an effective mearis of assessing the
lorgituAinal_development of children.- Further, from discussions with child
care;givers/teachers, the scale provides a structure which allows tﬁe rater -
to think about the chi{d's d%velopment in more specific and medfingful ways.
An unexpected spin-off is that the structure providea by tﬁe‘PRS,is véry
useful when the child care-giver/teacher must talk with the parents' of

X children who may have problems. ' ' o

. "? . ' ]
- -
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IMPORTANCE ‘ . . ”

_The PRS can provide another dimension-along which useful in?brnation -
can be obtained concerning the overall development of the child. Anfaﬁdlogy
with an engineering blueprint seems appropriate. in both cases, if only
one view of the object (child) is presented, hidden features may’ “be mis— ©
interpreted or even missed. In thé same way, if only an I.Q. test is ad- ’
ministered to the child or only one person's view of the thld is used,
salient features of‘the child's developmerit may be missed. 'Hence, what .
18 needed is a series of snep shots of the child from different angles. :
Then, by comoining the snap shots .a complete picture of the child's overall
development may be constructed providing better means of detection,, planning

3

and remediation. for the 9h11d with problems« "
©

. Further, the PRS may provide useful child carewgiver/teacher accounta-
bility information. It can be argued tHat a child care-giver/teacher

should either facilitate the development of the child or if the child is not
developing appropriately she should have the wherewithal to refer the child
for diagnoqtic testing. In the first case, the PRS can provide via repeatd’
use, some ‘of the necessary 1nforma¢ion\;o show that a child has developed
appropriately. In the second case, the PRS can provide the necessary -
screening which can suggest the need for further.testing and diagnosig. .
Thus, the PRS may not only help d;éess the child's development, but may

nelp document that the child care-giver/teacher is doing her job.

.
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YERBAL EXPRESSION - > .
v . R i ‘
s . -
> : . LA
- a ' VOCABULARY ¢
CENTER FOR PRESCHOOL SERVICES IN SPECIAL EDUCATION /-' * ¥ , ——
. 1 / i 1. { ) Uses mostly gestugs. ulf’j some sounds. 3
. ¢ . ' / 2. ('»-) Uses few words, gestures primarily. . .
- . PRESCHOOL RATING SCALE* 3. () Uses mostly-houns (or®no nouns=-;only function words),
* - ' ., scant vocabulary L
ol 4. () Xnows the names of most object, uses gany descriptive
SUBJECT; N . words B 3 ¢ "
, ; ‘ 5. { ) Uses appropriate vocabulary in conveying 1deas.
- ?
o BIRTH DATE.. "GRAMAR v
s g - .o o
5 . ,
, SEX: o 1. () uses primarily single words. S . 3
. 2. ( ) Uses incomplete sentences. )
T RACE: o = n * 3. ( ) uses simple segtences, has acquired the grammir used ”
- . . . ) > at home. s =
4 () Uses complex”sentences with grammar of home environ- °
EVALUATION BY: _ ¢ me..t cofpectly. s
’ i ton .
L] .
DATE: . . - " JSHARING IDEAS A4D FXPERIENCES ‘ .
.h
- thn 1. () unable to tell simple facts or explain an experience
CODE NUMBER: that {s unknown to the }istener.
. - i R 2. { ) 1deas jurbled and mcmplete.‘unabler describ? in
. - , 1dgical ;sequence. ot .
: ) 3. ( ) usuplly tells facts or a story without confusing
. - ® Baged upon work by H. MykleDUst and by W. Marlowe . sequence or meaning.
. ’ 4. { T Always describes ideas and experiences fn an under- -
. . stirdable and wel] organized fashion. . ,
.. -
13 - *
] N . . .
. . i . + -
» » . . - K
AUDITORY UNDERSTANDTIG ) “ g
. . . - -
D0RDIMAY 10N . .- . YOCAS AL ARY . .
. . : L * 1. ) Seems to understand few 1f any words. *
DIRECTIONS:  Choose one {1) response for each ftem. . 2., ) Understand only a few single words, poor understanding
' + . of preposjtions. N ?
. 3. ( ) understands vocabular, adequately; Knows prepositions
. . GROSS MOTOR  * ™ . and some multfple worc; meanings.
. 4: ( ) Better than average viiabulary comprehension, good with
Ve - category words and mul:iple word meanings.. v
./’ ., . ) 9
F] 1. { ) Awkward in wilking, running, climbing stairs, Lo - ' lND”lm‘}nL INSTRUCTIONS &
M . frequently falls or bumps into thiggs. * T s 3o () Canndt follow diretiicns, confyused even {f gestures are
2. Difficulty in.hopping, jum i LT T used, ‘ ‘
N ( ) 4 "‘. oPping, Jumping, balancing on one foot - 2. () Follows simpie nstrutzions but often needs spectal halp
’ 3. Learns new motor t . and sometimes gestures . -
) rns new motor tasks without undue d'"m‘/“y// 3. } } Usually remembers and#ollows 3-stage directions, \
4. () Rapidly masters motor skills rewiring pirticularly 4 (O s Exceptionally skrllful fn retaining and following ;ﬂld .
good balance and coordination . directions and 15 one of the first in class to do s0.
- . GROUP_ DISCUSSIONS S
\-_‘g' . /// N B ( ) Avoids joining group, disrupts or s inattentive m‘n forged -
’ : T ° to join. R .
S . -2, ; $1ts In groups but doe; not dhare relited ideas.
, . - 3. Comprenends well, shar:s relogadt ideas, , *
. - ¢ A, ) Enjoys group, shows suzerior understanding. &
N . . ; MEMORY < LT
- ‘ 1. ) -Very poor memory, nighly forgetful. ‘ $
. FINE MOTOR - Q 2. ) Recalls freauently repzated 1deas and events primardly.
.. ¢ kR ) Rerembers 1nformalion from various sources, good mew and.,
N o) delayed memory. 4 x ] .
4. Brings good associations from past experience to present
| )b Unable towmanipulate scissors on do simple puzzles. e . * ,,peﬁ‘eﬁcg, 4 pe pres o e
2. () Mekward in using scissors; ~olding a crayon, STORY_LISTERING o "
3. () Learns to use new taols wittout diff:c.ify,_relatwely L } ) Never comes to listen, av.;?d's story group. N
, skillful in pasting, stringing beads. 2. ) Rarely listens or listens ’fov; only a very short pertod e
& () Lasilyaerploys new teols (use of harmer; pouring liquid v tire. ’ .
into container), draws 3 recognizable J-part human * 3. {7 ) Interestea tm story, r.calls many of the events. .
figure * 4 () Ateenflva t2 103 itories ,-actively questions events and
t, P 4 their gutcoré, ratsin, sequence of events. -
. . ) YTy .
3 i - LN
b . . 0 ) Clans or taps rwnge 1,0 unable to Fllow rhythm ’
H i ) Need,, irdividud 1 ,tr :tfon ts ieara simple rhythms,
. . ) ] Follows rhyonms 23, 1, and o3n . 3nte raythe.- ‘
. . . - . () lan engsge th w31 U, nose €18 T rISpunse to maPchas
L S S . 12 “or o'her marke: rn,te,
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ENVAT 1o : ' * ' A : \
. N ) . SOCIAL: RELATIONS 3 \
« o RELATIONSHIPS (size. shape, distance) o 0 : ‘
V. { %) Generally ppor, trics to squeeze 4nto stall areas or - 2N
put round peg Vrlo squdre hole, . .
3 2. {.) Occasiona) error, in <t.2 Jjudgement occur, but he “ . ’
g learns from expurierce N CIVIILE ARPOS "o \
3.7 ) “Xnows shaps ana atcres size, shape, via expervence, PL VLS AREROR - 1

3
. ewc, to verify anoaled e ! o '

R PR ') Makes accurate,).dgrents vuua]ly without the need 12 \5 N
cheek via exper%ence_ e awareness of d)stance‘uoa- LY - T ) tmg plays anly by hyse!
:muesé:s n placing, seiT™for throaing a ball or tean \ 204 SR Pt s adalt .
. 29, or thocainy an 2 1 3 “
; . 9 310> an aperapriate siiea ObJe“ for ﬂ, b ) 30 () (M tolrates arsth o o0 as tona as WLt
fng, etc ) X . present
asen
' RONME g '
4 -[I‘—U——‘&-'—T -~ 4, () thmddpe-te s o arrw Y dla, g wett leqirreg
. . 1. { ) Seems fin date conf 3¢ outside of .smal) cldssroor or alte pt “ o
in a larde but fymiiar srea. ; , e X
2. () Very slow wn f17d1ng nis way arounc st snould be familhar () Cndg . Calrman an coperativ, 4
surrounds. \
3. é ) Readily finds s way atter a few visits to new place.’ - AN T R
4, ) Likes to exploye new surroundsy, guod mc. ary for previous R s SR TR S
- locauons | 1 . »
1 H
. | ORGANIZATION MolooL ) ot s avoida uy otars
;-, { ; ::ry di:orsav;““] " 1 . 200 ) milg s teocrated by ot
N s task, but loses his thi PN 5 ; p .
dogng i 3 hs things or forge“ whet he nas 3. (7 tmig s o ochtouty e .' Fepiien 6 v trge
' 3 ; Works carefully #its so 2 assistanch, h,ebs goal 1n ~ird, s friendst s, v faar Yoy, anressiong
4, { Plans ang fan. -cs work frequently puts anay maternals, 4 () g s seunt cuty prorarsly L‘LC&\USE e s Tt
. OCCUPATION ’ > .
T A Athﬂ)ties must always be h\itmted uy other’- (zeacrer. . COPERy TIU
peers ,
2. ( ) Has difficuity '\Ml"” somthhq to do for hlmself and’
’, 3 .‘ ) gnumnrq witho.t agult relp, ; T ) very dreroptrve unable Lty v e oW mehavine
o metimes orgamizes &r suagests activities for mirke LA ! e . . oyl 2 to ot
. 4“1 ) usual's finds acceptanie activities for »2if and otrer. 2 k) anent of growy with st et essist n
. i AOAPTSBLLITY. 3, () tan te pars of group with p.casional agult assistance.
A i ’ ¢ ~y ' ¢ le ‘e P
~ Yo { ) Unable te cantrol himself when facmg rea sn.m.ions. 'gocs oo ) Genidpartof grow w hu, ot ‘,,' ds>istance
P to préces”. S ’ e
v 2., ; Frequently dlst rbed or confused by chanjes in rout ne. “ EGOCENTRIL 1Y
- .‘.! Able to tolerate changes fr routine. .- R .
. tn rew and & : v .
) Joys new and Lrexpected experiences., 1 () Aways rude, disregards .’c\‘lngs of other:
. ) ' - - 2. (), Freguent'y rude, will disr 3 feelings of other,
' . 3. .0 ) tonsrderate most of tne tu, but ctcasionally shows
! . - 1nappropt 1ate behaviar .
. E - e — 4 L} Always consideratc -
» « T » ¢ s
0y \-
. , v . \\‘ - : _
st d *
- . )
.\ ’ . - ..\ <
N 13
~ ’
. e
by
. 3 N t
v . . .
< . ‘1
. - -
N, ' -
X .
. . )
- ’ ?
* .
- ‘\
~ N
L} .
. . 5 &
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