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CHAPTER ONE A - ' .

INTRODUCTION

v

Child growth and development can be influenced : . ;

not only by educational programs which focus explicitly

on the child, but also by broader economic and social

efforts which impact on the larger family unit. Programs

such as 1ncome maintenance, employment, and housing

which can directly alter the environment or affect the

resources available to parents and families can also, - ’\
through these changes, s1gn1f1cant1y affect the-child. :
Little attention has been given, however, to-.assessing

the implications of these broader programs for child o
development. Typlcally, only "child development" efforts
have*been evaluated in terms of their impact on children.
Different poverty programs are, however, far from:inde-

pendent, and there is a need for assessing the ways in

.which dlfferently focused programs serve to meet similar
. goals. . :

This study is designed to 1nvest1gate the effects
on child development of housing location change. There
are many reasons to expect that housing programs which
permit location change will have important and benefi-

. cial implications for child development. Location change
may be expected to be beneficial to the fanlly and thus <
the child by allowing escape from oppressive environmental
conditions, and by permitting access to conditions that

. are more favorable. Many aspects of the inner city

, env1ronment-~poverty, crime, drugs, poor municipal
services and public facilities, lack of educational oppor-

’ tunity, etc.--make it difficult for individuals forced

to live there to achieve desired goals for themselves

and their children. Fragmentary support progrems which
aim .at altering one aspect of such families' lives. have
generally not been found to yield significa long

term changes in child development, poss1bLy because they J
leave the major portlon of a debilitating nv1ronment ) ‘
unmodified. It is reasonable to hypothesi e, however, p
that programs which lead to more fundamenﬁal environmental
changes, programs whlch make it possible for interested

. .
{ N ’ . o ’
., . <
. . .
» P .
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families to move to areas with mére favorable character- &

1st1cs--1mproved“physlcal, sOc1al, and eduoat;onaﬁ?envxr— ' N
onments--w1ll havé important*and long lasting effects on
“the development of the family and the cH;ld~“
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. The purpose of thls report is to present- and Justlfy o

a resegrc¢h design for. the 1nvestlgatlon of the relation- ’

ship between the housing environment on the one hand, ) 4

and a range of child development and family measures on
) . the other, The ‘recommended de51gn is non-experimental
in natdiré and focuses upon comparlsons of residents
in selected housing programs; housing programs are here
defined as publicly supported residential housing complexes.
Because of the non-experimental. nature of the proposed
design, the danger of self-selection bias in inter-
program comparisons is quite severe, and considerable
emphasis has been given to the resolution of this
problem in the development of the proposed research design.
This emphasis finds expre551on in the sequential nature
of the design proposed and in the introduction of tests
for self-selection at each phase. A computer simulation
of the entire inhvestigation has been conducted using a
variety of assumptions with respect to the existence and
nature of self-selection, and the results of this simula- .
tion have been used to calculate optlmal decision rules .
for the conduct of the study.

~

s

The choice of alnon-experimentah approach to this
investigation was not made without a{thorough considera-
tion of its relative advantages and Flsadvantages. The
basic proplems of inference which are associated with
1nvestlgatlon of the interaction of Buman subjects with
their environment are reviewed in t#e context of the
independent variables of interest in Chapter Two of this . .
report. Chapters Three and Four deal with non-experlmental .
and experimental approaches respectlvely, with major
emphasis being given to the descrlptlon and documenta-
tion of the recommended nonvexperimental approach. The
final chapter presents recommended instruments for the :
measurement of the cognitive, socio-emotional, and ¢
physical development in subject children, together with
supplementary measures of family well-being. . Lastly,
three appendices prov1de descriptions of the recommended
measurement instruments and documentation of the simulation
study. , ; ¢




"are expected to hold.’

- - CHAPTER TWO ‘

‘PROBLEMS OF INFERENCE IN THE INVESTIGATION

OF ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE

The basic objectives of this study relate to a _
conjectured causal relationship between, on the one hand,
the environment of home and neighborhood in which a
child grows up and, on the other, his ability to learn
and to stay healthy. Realization of these objectives is
unlikely if the associated problems of 1nference are not
carefully and systematically examined. -

Statement of the hypotheses under investigation
requires identification of the dependent variables which
characterize child development and of the independent
variables which characterize the child's environment.
Statement of the hypotheses also requires the identifi-
cation of the subject population for whom the hypotheses
Other things being equal, it is
desirable that the subject population should be as :
inclusive as.possible, thus investigation of the impact
of the housing environment on the development of the child-
from families of all income groups, racial backgrounds,
and current housing types will, in general, be more useful
than an investigation of only a subset of the population..
Unfortunately, there is frequently a conflict between a
desire to make the investigation as inclusive as p0551b1e
and the necessity to isolate causal, rather than statlstlcal,
associations between variables.

In order to identify -causal relatlonshlps between
variables, it is necessary to design experiments so ‘that
the levels of selected factors :can be varied while all
other factors are held constant. In the ideal experiment,
all the factors likely to affect child development

.variables can be controlled and independently manipulated.

Subjects can be independently sampled and randomly assigned
to planned combinations of conditions. In such an '

¢ .
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experiment the effects or impact ‘of_a program can-be >
partitioned into additive component effects attributable
to the separate factors or combinations of factors. .
Hypotheses of the form "if A then B" can then be speci-

T == -fically tested. Unfortunately, it is never possible

to know all the pertinent variables that influence an
outcome, nor can they always be controlled even if they
are known. Randomization helps here by counter-balancing
the biases that the unknown factors introduce. Since’
each member in the population has equal opportunity of
being selected by random sampling, members with c ain
distinguishing characteristics will be balanced, i the
long run, by members with opposite characteristics,

To meet the requirements of such an ideal experiment,
it must be possible both to control the variables which
characterize the housing treatments and also tg assign

—families at random to alternative treatments. 1In the

context of this design, and indeed .of most social science -
designs, neither of these conditions can be assumed, <
In the first place, control over the variables which
characterize the housing treatments is limited by what
is available in the real world--and the real world does
not provide planned combinations of conditions. Secondly,
it is generally necessary to work with subjects who have
assigned themselveg to treatments, and no mattér how
skillfully "matching" or covariance ‘adjustments are
carried out, the basic problem of post factum research
remains: groups can be matched on a hundred variables
and still differ on one which is relevant to the level
of child development. e
- , o .
In developing the designs presented in this section,
consideration has been given to genuine experimental
settings in which families are randomly assigned to
alternative treatments and in which planned combinations-
of housing characteristics are developed. The methodo~
logical advantages of . these alternatives are only achieved
at great expense, however, and ordinary prudence suggests’
that ,they should not be undertaken without first conducting
a careful and well-designed analysis of the data which the
world already provides. The emphasis of this work has,
therefore, been on the development of sampling designs
which overcome, to the greatest extent possible, the limi-
tations of -the post factum experiment.

4
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2.1 Problems of Self-Selection in thé Design’

)

'In rev1ew1nq the general problems of post factum

experiments, emphasis has been placed on .the proBlems*

of inférerce caused by the self-assignment of individuals
‘to different housihg treatments. 1In contrasting the
independent (chlld development) variables across different
treatments, 1tvls difficult to be sure whether the
observed variation is caused by the variation in treat-
ments: or By differences in the populations which have
a551gned themselves to these treatments. It would, for
example:;, be clearly gbsurd to contrast the achievement
levels of different housing groups in a random sample
.of all families in the U.S. and thereby infer a causal
relationship between housing -and child development,

althoygh a highly 51gn1f1cant assoc1atlon would undoubtedly

eXlSt. A ) v

- -
‘e e

) Two klnds of self selection bias may be present in
the 1nVest1gatlon of the relationship between housing .
and child development. The first of these is the bias
introduced when the entering populations of different
housing programs are not comparable with respect to the
variables which influence child development._  Less obv;ous
. »is the bias which results from differences in the charac-

“geristics of families exiting the program; if mobility
is correlated, either p051t1vely ar negatively with
dependent variables, comparisons.between residént and
controi groups will tend either to under- or over~est1mate
effects; this is still further compllcated when moblllty
‘»1tself varies between treatments.
1

¢

Attempts to minimize the self-assignment or self~-
selection problem must necessarily focus on insuring
that the populations assigned to different treatments
.are, as far as is possible, comparable in all dimensions
. relevant to oh;ld development. At a minimum<-and most
" designs st0p at a minimum--this requlres that the treat-
ment groups be matched on socio-economic and family °
var1ables, thus, for example, it:may be negcessary to quota
sample~thh1n the treatment populatlons to insure

-
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comparability of groups with respect to income, ethnic mix,
- family size, family structure, and sex of child. This, by
itself, does not provide adequate protection against pro-

bYems of self-selection, for-one critical difference
between the treatment groups remains: their. choice of
treatment. Nor is this simply a theoretical objection.
To the extent that certain housing and school environments
are conducive to healthy child development, .parental.
attitudes and methéds of child-rearing' may well be associa-
" ted with particular housing preference patterns. We
cannot, therefore, infer that observed differences between
the children of matched families living in suburban neigh-
borhoods and in dilapidated inner-city housing are attri-
butable to the housing/néighborhood change alone, for if
the inner-city children were to be reassigned to the’
suburban homes, and the suburban children were to be
reassigned to the inner-city homes, they would take with .
them parents who had made a fundamentally different choice
about the way they should lead their lives.

o

. There’ s an obvious confllct between the logic of
this argume t dnd the basic requirements of statistical
inference. To achieve comparablllty amongst treatment
groups, it is necessary to insure that their housing choices
are similar; to estimate the 1mpact of different treatments
x it is necessary to insure that housing choices are differ-
ent. The conflict is similar where mobility leads to
inter-temporal self~selection; to avoid bias, comparison
groups should have similar lengths of residence; to
permit contrasts, their lengths of résidence should be
different.

It#is clearly necessary to effect a compromise'"
between the need for variation in treatments and the need
for homogeneity amongst treatment groups. Efforts to
achieve such a compromise are reflected in therdesigns
proposed. There are.two complementary ways to approach
the problem: in the first place the choices of treatments.
should be carried out in such a way as to provide reason-
able assurance that the entering populatlons will be ]
comparable. In the designs proposed this is achieved -
through an exclusive emphasis on subsidized housing




programs. This’ prov1des some assurance that treatment
groups are.comparable in the sense %Hat they are all s
- families for -whom subsidized hou51ng is an acceptable
alternative. . . ’ . ‘ »
"y - . * : "' . '
The second approach to the problem,of self—selectlon
bias is to test for its presence. In the.designs " o
developed, tests for the homqgeneity of both entering and
exiting populations are included. If thesg’ ‘tests are P
passed, the ‘findings of the investigation: would be extremely
hard to refute. - . : . ‘o : z
L ® e - . ’ . K ’ N ‘\;
In reviewiﬁg the treatment of self-selection .
problems in the designs proposed, it is fair to say that .
the attempt to solve these problems has~exerc1sed a ; ; :
profound influence on the choices made. The early
thinking about these des'igns included work on methods
of analysis which would allocate developmental gains
between successive housing environments and which would
require the tracing of families moving through both
private and public housing markets. Apart from other
questlons of feasibility, this approach could not be
e *“M”i@ébﬁtlled with the theoretical objections reviewed
above. "It is fair to acknowledge that by concentratlng _
on residents of publicly supported housing programs, a %
number of interesting hypotheses can no-longer be inves-
‘ tigated. Nevertheless, the hypotheses which remain are
of vital interest to those concerned with the role of, o
the government in the sponsorship of good housing.

)
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2.2 Selection of Independent Variables

2.2.1 Indgpendeht-Environmentai Variables »

-

In the non-experimental setting of these designs,
the variables that «characterize a housing program cannot
be directly controlled or manipulated. The selection of.
independent variables in this design is therefore deter-
mined by the decision to in¢lude or to exclude existing
or planned public housing programs, and these decisions
are, in turn, constrained by what is available. Within
these constraints, it is possible to emphasize selected
dimensions of variation' in program characterlstlcs ‘and .
the choice of emphasis must necessarily reflect the nature
of the hypotheses under investigation. The principal
emphasis of the designs proposed is.upon the socio-
economic dimensions of relocation rather than upon its
pHyslcaI and spatlal,aspects. This empha51s reflects
the view that social and economic change is a potentially
more powerful influence on the development of children S
than is improvement in the: phys1ca1 and spatial aspects
of home and neighborhood. . : .

7 <

Alternative approaches to the measurement of socio-
economic change can be contrasted in terms of the decision
to use a composite or non-composite measure and in terms’
of t choice of variables. Composlte measures lump
together several variables, ' such as household income,
occupational dlstrlbutlon, educational achlevement, and
so on, to form an index of the .socio-economic status of
a selected, populatlon. The difficulties associated with
comprehensive measures of this kind are generally the
availability of data, the non-operational nature of the
measure and the arbitrary element assoc1ated w1th ch01ce
of the index weighting scheme. These ‘difficulties all
point in the direction of a simple measure of socio~
economic change if there is one avallable which is highly
correlated with omitted measures in the populations of
interest. Household income is the obvious candidate in .
this appllcatlon, being hlghly correlated with other
measures of soc1o-econom1c status, such as occupational «

v L
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breakdown and educatlonal achievement. Slnce household ’
income data is available from the 1970 Census at a - -
retatively fine level of spatial dlsaggregatlon,qlts use
as the characterlzlng variable seems hlghly des1rab1e. -

In characterizing environmental change in terms of
its socio-economic dimensions, a distinction can be made
between the program itself, the neighborhood in which
it is located and the school in which its children are
enrolled. All three can, in principle, exhibit indepen-
dent variation with respect to the socio-economic mix of,
their members, but the real world with its limited range
of combinations may not provide an adequate base for - -
investigation of the separate contributions.of each,

In particular there will tend to be a high degree of
collinearity between the socio-economic status of the
neighborhood and of the school populations; indeed if

the neighborhood is defined as coterminous with the

school district, there is an effective problem of singu--
larity. These considerations--as well as considerations
of cost and feasibility--lead to the elimination of-either
school or ne1ghborhood as an independent source of
variation. :

Two dimensions of environmental change remain: the
neighborhood and the prbgram itself. These together
determine the income mix of the program child's peex
group. The difficulty here is not to define variables
which characterize neighborhood and program SES, but to
find programs which provide adequate 1ndependent varia-
tion along both of thegp/dlmenslons. In the real world,
the income balance of*Program and nelghborhood are heavily

confounded with very few low-income programs in high-
income neighborhoods, and still more elusive, moderate-
income programs in low-income areas. Only through a
.comprehensive search of programs has it been poss1b1e to
complete the designs presented here.

TN
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.2_ Independent Famlly and Chlld Varlables

§ -

T The prlmary hypotheses of this 1nvestlgatlon relate

. .to the effects of socio-economic 1ntegratlon on the devel-
opment of children in subsidized hous1ng programs;
implicit in this hypothes1s is the assumption that differ-
_ences between .the socio-economic status of the sub]ect
~and that of his nelghbors may affect the subject's rate

of development.. It follows, therefore, that those family
and child variables which are associdted with cultural ¢
or economic deprivation in urban communities should be
treated as independent variables in this analysis.

There are, in additlon, characterlstlcs of the famlly
and the child whlch, althOugh they may be influential in
terms of child development, do not interact directly with
the socio-ecénomic variables used to characterize envir-

. onmental change. Variables such as family s1ze, famlly
structure, and sex of child must therefore be experimen-
‘tally controlled in the sense that she samples must be
balanced across treatment comblnatlons--but they need not
be subject to special investigation. These, ‘together with
those variables which must be statistically controlled,
such as age of respondent, constitute the set.of "nuisance
variables! in the designs whxch follow.,

The requlrement that samples be balanced across
programs with respect.to both the 1ndependent variables
and the experimentally controlled nuisance variables
_constitutes quite a severe constraint on the selection of .
~ housing programs, since it must be possible to £find ‘appro- .
priately balanced samples in all the programs..’ oy

Y
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_ implemented, are now rev1ewed in detall

" - .  CHAPTER THREE T ‘ .

ks

NON-EXPERIMENTAL DESIGNS FOR HOUSING PROGRAM IMPACT

0. A )
. . ,r'».?
N, o ¥
\'\ . \;«ﬂ

The principal empha51s of the design effort has
been upon the development of non-experimental approaches
to the investigation of child-development/hdousing inter-
action. The difficulties of - the non-experimental : BN
approach, and in. particular those relating to self- ’
selection bias, have already been discussed; the empha51s
on' non-experimental designs does not, therefore,
reflect any lack of appreciation of the extent and
nature of the associated probléms of inference.

]

-

. The empha51s on non-experlmental approaches does,

however, represent a judgment with respect to the compar-

ative cost-efﬁectlveness of experimental and non-~ .. .
experimental approaches. Experimental approaches are . -
characterlstlcally costly and difficult to administer--

and housing experiments are no exceptlon to this rule.
Commitments to families part1c1pat1ng in any housing .
experiment cannot be transient, and the costs of data ° ’
collection and analysis, which represent the complete -
expense for the non-experimental approach, characteris-

_tically represent only a small part of the total costs
of a truly experimental design.

- If there were no
conceptually adequate non-experimental approach awvdilable,
the cost difference would not, in itself, be sufficient
reason for rejecting the experimental de51gn. If there

are grounds for believing that a conceptually adeguate
'non-experimental approach exists, however, it is extremely

hard to justify a more elaborate expensive recommendation.

The cho;ce between non-experlmental and experlmental -
approaches is not the only question of strategy Within g
the non-experimental approach itself, there are a set of o ST
alternatlve methods for collecting and analyzing data, .o oz
and the choice among these strategies .depends upon prior o
judgments as “to the valldrty of “the hypotheses themselves
and the rellablllty of the methods by which they are to
be 1nvest1gated These issues and their relatlonshlp to,
the manner in which the non-experlmental approach is t

\ o : .
~" . ~ 1 1 ¢
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3.1 Strategies for the Non-Experimehtal Investigation
T T X
; ) = ‘ |

. In reviewing the strategies for. a major non- \
5 experimental 1nvest1gatlon of housing/child development
interaction, it is useful to distinguish between all

the logically p0551b1e outcomes. These outcomes can

be summarized in terms of change in the dependent varia-
bles, the influence of the indepefdent variables, and the
validity of the assumptlons underlying the design.

.,;

-

It is useful to begin by considering a very general
type of design in which there are several child develop-
ment--or outcome=~-variables on which measurements are
made. These measuremeffts are made on children in programs
which differ with respect to the 1ndependent variables
of interest. 1In analyzing the variation in the dependent
measures between programs there are two mutually exclu-
sive and collectively exhaustive possibilities:

(1) sSignificant variatioh between programs on at

least some outcome measures _

(2) No significant variation between _programs on
" any outcome measure '

-

In the last instance, since there are no detectable
differences between programs along any dimension of
. child development, efforts to explain it through contrived
variation in program variables are clearly doomed. 1In
the second case, hindsight might suggest that some of the _
outcome measures should not be investigated; to the extent
that it is possible to extend the investigation of. those
measures which show 51gn1f1cant variation between programs
at the expense of those which do not, this is clearly
desirable. o ' : o

It has already been pointed out that if no signifi-
cant variation between programs is found on any outcome
measure, investigation of the independent variables is
not a useful exercise. If significant variation in some
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‘or all outcome measures does exist, however, it does
not follow that this variation will necessarily be .
associated with the planned variation in the selected
program variables. The programs included in the design
will vary amongst each other, not only with respect

to the independent variables selected for investigation,

but also with respect to others which cannot be completely ‘

controlled experimentally. It is, therefore, conceivable
that the observed variation in outcome measures cannot

be effectively explained by reference to the 1ndependent
variables selected for analysis.
variables do appear to "explain" much of the observed
variation, this may simply reflect correlation between
included. variables and the excluded variables (suppor-
tive services, tenant management, etc.) which are the
prlnclpalisources of variation. This aspect will be
discussed in the context of the implicit assumptions

of the design. The set of logical possibilities relating
to investigation of the 1nf1uence of selected 1ndependent
variables are: . .

(1) sSelected 1ndependent varlableé “explaln
- -variation,

(2) Selected iﬁdependent variables fail to -
fexplainﬂ variation ,

As already discussed, "the validity of results
obtained through a non-experimental study depends upori
the elimination of self-selection and upon the exper-
imental matching of programs upon those excluded program

~variables which may. affect child development. There can
never be any complete assurance that all the relevant
program variables are adequately treated, but there
are methods of testing for the presence of self-selectlon.
In either event, the detection of significant variation
in outcome measures between programs and the "explana-
‘tion" of a 31gn1f1cant part of this variation by means
of the selected 1ndependent variables will be valueless
and misleading if the premises on whlchacausal 1nference
is based cannot be justified. .,
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These considerations have led to the recommendation
that the study be conducted in three dlstlngulshable
phases; the scope and objectives of each of these phases
can be summarized as follows:

PA Phase I. The Phase I study is‘'essentially a
pilot study involving, a comparison of measured child
development in two program classifications, differing
with respect to the level of both environmental variables. .
The objectives of the pilot include: test of signifi-
cant differences between programs, test of homogeneity of
subjects between programs and screening of outcome
measures. ’

Phase II. The Phase II study involves data collec-
tion and analysis in additional program classifications.
The data will be collected in one wave and analyzed
jointly with the Phase I data. The objectives of this
phase are to test the explanatory power of the indepen-
dent program variables, to test for homogeneity of
subjects between programs and to analyze poss1bly , Coe
extended outcome measures.

. Phase III. The Phase III study uses the data from
Phases I and II together with data from the same programs’
collected in a single subsequent wave. - The data from
these two waves are then analyzed longitudinally. The
| Phase III.effort is similax in its objectives to Phase II,
' but, being- longitudinal, it endows the tests with .much
greater power of discrimination. It also provides an
opportunity to test for 1nter—tempora1 self-selection
resulting from mobility in the subject population.

E
-

e
‘

It is useful to regard these ‘three phases as

y steps in a sequential sampling and decision-making ~

exercise. The data collected at each phase are used to ’

determine whether or not to continue the investigation,
N " and, if the answer is affirmative, these data are then
) . s reanalyzed in the framework of the next stage. Since ot
; nothing is thrown away, the sequential conduct of the A
' investigation does:-not lead to any significant increase
in cost even if all three phases are implemented.
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The sequentlal conduct of the 1nvestlgat10n is of .
no value unless fules are developed, in advance, which -
tell the investigator under what conditions the experi-
ment should be continued. These rules cannot be based
on conventionhal 5% or 10% levels of 51gn1f1cance because -
such rules afe arbitrary -and bea;@no relatidnship to
the objectives of the study. Thus in the first phase,
for eﬁample, several of the programs are quite new and
the maximum length of residence is in some instances
less than two.years; under these circumstances it is

not reasonabie to
gains in measured
significanc¢e test
lead to rejection

expect the data. to reflect very large
child development; yet use of a

for effects at the 5% level might

of the (true) hypothe51s that effects
the tlme.

exist over 50%-of

: To deal with this problem, a computer simulation . . - - ' *
» of the investigation through all three phases has been

developed. This 51mulétlon, which is ‘described in

section 3.6, has permitted the development of decision °

rules (i.e., critical vaiges of test statistics) by

attaching payoffs to outcomes such as finding an effect

when one exists and -finding an effect when no effect

exists. These rules form n 1ntegral part of the three

- phase de51gn.

-
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3.2 Selection.of Sample Populatiohs - S
. The three phases of the non-experimental study can - ;

be distinguished from each other i, terms of théir, ,
inclusion of programs (Phase I vs. Phases II and III).
All phases share a common requirement that the sample
- populations be comparabile across programs, in the sense
that observed variations in ¢hild development are properly -
attributable to the differences between programs rather ) -
than to the differences between the characteristics of
the children and families sampled. The methods by which
sample populations are to be selected to meet--or
attempt to meet--this requirement are now reviewed.

¥ ’ -

s . N
-

4

The first consideration relates to the need to
control for age amongst the population of subject children.
Because it is reasonable to hypothesize that the envir- ‘ .
onmental effects of relocation will diffex according

““%o the develppmental stage of the child, it was considered

désirable to separate subjects into three groups based

on the age of the child.. These groups are defined in -
terms of. age range at the time of first testing; they:

axe preschool (0-4), elementary school (5-12), and high
school (13-17). These age ranges were selected with a
view to reducing variability in scéres attributable to

the emotional transitions of latency -ang’ puberty.

It is useful to distingdish;, for' the remainder of

this section, between independent ‘and nuisance variables:

. With'respect to the independent family variables—=SES,
race and program residence--the-design itself will require
that the populations sampled in’'each program can be
broken down into specified -proportions of families
belonging to each of 'thesegroups,  Subject to the
constraints which the treatment of the independent

. variables imposes, the subjécts must then be chosen to
ensure comparability along other. objective dimensions, .
such as family structure, sex; and size of family:; - _
these are the so-called muisance variables. The*impor-
tance of the distinction between independent and nuisance
variables for this discussion,is that the compodition

. L . - o O
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- of* the “Sample.with respect to the independent variables

- There are three basic independent classifications -

r,?'

is ﬁ;xed by the design, while its composition with respect -
to the nuisance variables may be anything--as long as '
it is the same for each conflguiatlon of the independent
(program and family) variables.” With this distinction
in mind, the procedures for selecting the sample popula-
tions are now rev1ewed 7

*

3.2.1 Sample Selection--Independent Variables °

of the sample population within each program. Those
classifications are: family SES, race of family arnd
program residence. Each is now reviewed in turn. - T
Family Income ~ e - . -
A "1

The conjectured benefits to children which result
from movement into an enriched environment are, at
least in part, assumed to result from increased contact
with peers, both in and out of school, who- have had the
benefits of higher social and economic status conferred
on them. In order to examine this effect, the sample
population must be made to include housing program
families of both low and moderate income.. It is desirable
and it also appears.to be feasible, to sample low and , .
moderate income families in-equal proportions within

1While it is' true that from a statistical viewpoint,
it is only necessary to control for the nuisahce variables
somehow, the manner in which it is done affects the -
interpretation of the results. Thus, if only large, one-
parent families are included,, the results are only gener-
alizable to other large, one-parent families. These
considerations suggest the need to insure that the families
included are reasonable representatlves of the populatlon
of 1nterest.

~
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the selected programs. ¥For the purposes of defining ,
these categories, it is important to maintain a consis-~
tency across programs, not provided by local eligibility

- criteria. Accordingly, selection of low and moderate

income definitions will reflect the need to insure
adequacy of sample sizes in each program classification
and the_need to aqjust categories to reflect regional
cost-of-living varlatlonsc

Race of Family

In comparing programs with s1gn1f1cantly dlfferent
racial compositions, it is reasonable to suppose that
the impact of these programs will vary accordlng to
the race of the family sampled. Thus, the advantages
of the economic integration achieved through program
participation may be_inhibited if- they are masked by
racial discrimination in the. nelghborhood or in the
schqols. Other things being equal, it is. clearly desirable
to achieve as detailed an ethnic breakdown as possible,

but the extent to which this can be done is limited by . ) )

.the availability of programs. For this reason; only e
wh1te and black families will be 1ncluded, and it is

recommended that the subject. populatlons be equally

d1v1ded between the two.

Program-Besldence S Ll

-

. .On each of the selected sites, samples ‘will, be -

“drawn from families who are program residehts and from
families who have applied for residence, but who are

not yet residents. The appiicant families serve two ..
purposes in this deslgn, firs®dy, by comparing residents
with applicants it is posslble to test for the effects .

* of program residence on families and children; secondly,

by comparing applicant groups across sites, it is posslble

to test for the existence of self-selection bias." Both

these- purposes requlre that the applicant group.on each

site should resemble the resident group on that site at ’ o
its times of entry. Systematic variation in the &ligi~- .
bility requirements for a selected program is therefore
undesirable. A




"¢ . Within each of the independent variable sub-

=

y

" The ‘effects of environmental change, if they. exist,
no-doubt take place gradually; other things being equal,
therefore, the longer the "treatment," the greater will
be the effects. To avoid confounding the influence of .
length of residencé with the independent program and
neighborhood variables, it is therefore necessary to ,
control for length of residence in the resident samples. . Co
This can be achieved most effectively by attempting to
insure experimental balan€e between samples drawn from
different programs; it is also desirable to introduce a
lower limit on length of .residence in order to allow some ) .
opportunity for differentiating residents from non- L
residents. Since all of the selefted programs are less
than two years old at the time of this report, a lower
limit of eighteen months appears to be a reasonable
compromise between feagibility and longer residence.

CLEN
s

3.2.2 sample Selection--Nuisance Variables

2]

¢

classifications, it-is necessary to insure that the

populations are comparable with respect to the so- .

called nuisance variables; failure to insure balanced \
samples with respect to these variables may lead to

spurious significance in both program and family variables.

I3

This désign calls for the experimental control of
four nuisance variables. These are: family structure,
family size, sex of child, and previous residence. ¢

Fama;;;ly 'Sgﬁrﬁlc‘ture 3 - . te f;
= ey > o ’
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This is the eﬂpﬁémisq/fbrvwhether or not there age - " I
two parents in thewfamily. Some of. the programs under =~ B
consideration have significantly more oné-parent families
than two-parent .families, and the problem will be to ¢
select a ratio between one~parént and two-parent families
which is feasible for all programs. Inspection ‘of  the
hotising program data suggests than up to 20% ®f those
selected should come from one-parent fam#iies. a
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Family Size B ' . ,

‘v

It is necessary to control for famlly size in’ the
selection of samples. This is most coriveniently done
... by .considering two categories: families with fewer
. than three children and families with three .or more.
children. Even though there may be some birth-order
effects within these catedorifs, they should not be
large. ’ : .

Sex of Child -

It is probably adequate to omit ‘sex as a nuisance
variable entirely and simply to trust randomizatien to -
insure balance between groups. As an additional caution,
a check can be run on the proportions of male and female. .
children in the population.

Previous Residence

If the hypotheses of environmental change are true,

it is essential that families be experimentally controlled

with respect to previous residence for the resident group

and current residence for the applicant grdup. The way

in which they are controlled must necessarlly reflect .

the hasic empha81s of this study, which is upon slgnlflcant *

environmental 'change. For these reasons, only families

from low income neighborhoods will be included; since -

previous residence will be highly correlated with family ‘ ,

SES, elimination of families from the sample on this: ) v

criterion will probably only affect the moderate income

families to any great degree. If it proves impossible

to flnd adequate samples of moderate income families

satrsfylng the inner-city previous residence constraint,

,this constraint may have. to be relaxed. This would have
f?the effect of confounding famlly income and previous

re51dence varxables.
Ao . ., _ N
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"3.2.3 Saméle Selection--Procedures 3" o . T

- . c , . - . PN
. e . .

Selection of samples to meet the criteria stated
“above will be conducted on the basis, of the parent -
1nterv1ew data.l It would be.dising&huous to assume ,
that no difficulties will be experienced in meeting the ‘
falrly strlngent requlrements which the sample ‘seleéction o
. criteria impose; &nd it is recognized that some changes . .
in the recommended ratios within each category may be
necessary after inspection of parent interview data.

It may be useful, howéver, to review a worked out,
but hypothetical example of selection within a glVen
program. . . ’

ted . ‘

£

. .

~ a

- In this program it is assumed that there .are 75 P .
children, all simildr with respect to previous residence. - )
These are dlstrlbuted between categories as shown in . ;
‘Table 1.- By selécting samples from each cell of sizes - °

" shown in-the bottom right-hand corner of thé" cell, it . .
is possible to get a well-balanced sample of 32 children ,
within thls age group. ' . o e

-
-
R . - -,

E -

. In this example, there is some, 11m1t1ng confoundlng ", .
of the independent and nuisance varlables, but it is
effectively negligible as can'be seen from Table 2.

§ ) )

lSee Parent InterV1ew (Part I), Screenlng, " - .o -

Append:l.x A ) o ) ‘. T T 3
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Family Income Moderate = . Low ‘ .
Race of Family Black White Black White

i 4

Progrém Residents |Yes |No |Yes [No ‘|Yes |No Yes { No

* .
3*

Two parents

- |One parent ',. - ; — 7

N 2 3,y2-4-%/v0- 1 14/ .

. i 1V /1 2 0 1|71 2 0 1 8 _ o
1 Lo g 6,/ 1|5 1) 1157 {18/ | 6 6 75/ | —

JTOTAL . 74 |/ 4 %/4/;{* 4- / T4 | /32|

‘. *Pamily size" . - . :
;?:‘ . .:r ' o , - : Tab ]_’e 1 . R -
B . - Hypothetical Example” of Selectioh’ ‘ v
; o R - Within a Given-Program - E
; ) 5 -, :;:;:;" e, | R o B
oA : " -
’ ‘ .'. ) . : :’é -




Distributions of Hypothetlcal Sample
Observations by .Selected Independent Varlables

Income-' Race Resident
Mod. de Black White Yes No
Family |1 par.| 7 9 9 7 6 10
struc- '

|ture 2 par. 2 7 7 29 10 ~ 6
Family |Small 9 7 8 8 7. 9

size .
. Large 7 ‘9 8 8 ‘9 7

' Table 2

3
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' 3,3"Non-Ekperimentél Design~-Phase I (Pilot) ,ﬁ'

/‘/

A 3.3:1 ‘Objectives of the Pilot Study

»

- < - . 4
The pilot study is des1gned to achleve two principal
objectlves. These are:

(1) 2 test for thercomparablllty of subject
populatlons . . /

7

- 2

. (2) A test for the existence of egfects.

Py

A

The simulation results demonstrate that both the-
test for comparability (absence of self-selection bias)
and the test for effects should be quite weak. During
this phase, .this corresponds w;th intuition; since

. subsequent phases of the design have greater power of
discrimination, it is only desirable to stop. the inves-;..
tlgatlon at this stage if the probability of subsequent
“findings is very low. Nevertheless, even with relatively
weak tests, there appears to be a slgnlflcint chance of
termlnatlng at the end of: the pilot”’ study. :

. , e } .

In addltlon, several secondary objectlves w111 be
realized in the pilot study. ' These include analysis of
the 1nf1uence of 1ndependent famlly varzables, screening
of'outcome measures, propedural 1mproyements, estimates
of test variances for use in later sample size selection,
and the detectlon of problems not ant1c1pated 1n thlS
deslgn. RS -

[ . . .
. . ~

4 . -

a < - . - ~
’ i N %

The objectzves of the pllot study are most effectlvely
‘reéalized by contrasting programs which are polar extremes
in terms of the independent program variables. Thus, it
1s des1rable to contrast programs whlch are 1ocated in

v

1See Pable 13. ,Simulation Results.
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" 3.3.3 Design and Analygis in Phase I

R
high income 1ghborhoods and which have a high propor-
tlon ‘of modérate income residents with low-income programs
in low-income neighborhoods. , At the same time, it is =
desirable that these programs be as well matched as is
39551b1e on the excluded program variables--or there is
0 assurance that the variations are attributable to the

““kinds of énvironmental change on which the investigation

is focussed. Specific recommendations for Phase I program
selection are given in Volume II, Housing Program Survey.

-~

The pilot design permits the investigation of program
group differences, the influence of the independent
family variables and a check on the extent of self-
selection between programs. It is useful to review these
components of the 1nvestlgatlon first of all in terms of

.the analysis of variance, although other technlques of
-analysis will also be employed.

<

Analysis of Variance
- Ao

The pilot design is essentially a 24 factorial °
design. The four 2-way classifications are: program
residence, family income, race of family, and program
group; groups will be referred to as Group 1 (High/Moderate
Neighborhood SES, Moderate Program' SES) and Group 2 {
(Low Neighborhood SES, Low Program SES). Data from.
individual programs are pooled within groups. The cells
in the pilot design shown in Table 2 are occupied by
measured levels of development of children within that
category. rTable 3 can be interpreted as the design for
a single measure on children of one age grouping.

Although the pilot study can be laid out as a 24
factorial design, it will be principally analyzed in
three dimensions. The elimination of dimensions is dic-
tated by’ the particular hypotheses of interest.. They
are now dealt with in turn. .

7N
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Hypotheses 1.3 asb.

~

Hypothesis 1.1. For non-re51dents there are no 51gn1f1cant
dlfferences betweéen program groups. .

This is the test of homogenelty or absence of
self-selection amongst the entering populations. If
there are significant differences between the popﬁlatlons
at entry, then subsequent differehces between children -
in different programs .cannot be causally attributed to
the treatments.

- d

Hypothesis l.2. Amongst resident children there are no
significant differences between program groups. ‘

If Hypothesis 1.1 is accepted (i.e., no self-selection),
then rejection of this second hypothesis is equivalent to
confirmation of the environmental change hypothesis;
since the populations are homogenous at entry and non-
homogenous later on, the treatments must have some effect.

Group 1 programs have no significant
1mpact on residents; Group 2 programs have no 51gn111cant
“impact on their re51dents. .

If Hypothesis 1.1 is accepted (i. e., homogeneity of
entering populations) and Hypothesis 1.2 is rejected
(i.e., there are significant differences between treatment
groups after 18 months), then at least one of this third
pair of hypotheses will be rejected. On .the other hand,
if Hypothesis 1.1 is rejected, 1.3 will still be of
interest. It tells us that, even if treatment groups are
not comparable because of self-selection, there are
(are not) significant galns for the separate populatlons.
This is done by comparing, within program groups, residents
and non-residents. The difference, when age is controlled
for, is the imputed developmental gain.

R ]

Hypothesis 1.4. Family income and race of family have no
significant effects on child gevelopment.




»

" of Explanatory Variables, John Sonquist and

A

Hypothesis 1.5. Race and income wariables do not interact
significantly with program residence, O s

"  This final hypothesis goes beyond a simple test for
the main effects of. family income and race to see whether
program residence interacts significantly with the race
and income variables, - . o ‘ Y ’

“~ -
Automatic Interaction. Detection. -

2

The hasic method of analysis applieéd in the pilot
design is the analysis of variance. It is recommended
that the data be further analyzed through automatic
interaction detection applied to the independent and
nuisance variables used in this design. The. automatic
interaction detector is basically an analysis qf 'variance
procedure, designed to analyze the importance of inter-
actions among up to_36 variables in predicting a single
dependent-variable.* It is_a computer program that
employs a nonsymmetrical branching process to subdivide
a given sample into a series of consecutive subgroups
in such a.way as to maximize, at each consecutive
branching of the process, the ability to predict the
dependent variable. The technique differs from conven-

‘tional multiple regression, techniques in that linearity

and additivity assumptions are not reqqiréd.

| ‘ \
' The overall strategy of ﬁhe,désigmi@s to find which-
of the several independent variables are\most important

“in "accounting for" the variation in the dependent
.- variable,

\

For a*given sample the total\s?m of squares -
is partitioned in various ways until that ‘partition is
found which maximizes ‘the resulting betweeh group sum of

. - &

[y

v o

lFor a complete description of this tthniqge, sde
The Detection of Interaction Effects: A Report on a -
Computer Program for the Selecétion of"thimag Combinations |
: ames N, Morgan,
Survey Research Center,, Institute for Social gesearch;
University of Michigan, Monograph #35, 1964.. - o

-
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squares. The partition is used fo separate the sample
into two subgroups, each of which can then be subjected

to further treatment. R - . (
. ’.l ’ -_‘/ . ‘
The proposed subd1V1q}on of the pllot design .
variables are as follows: ;
Program Residence Faﬁilx Race o '
18-24 months white . Ll
24-30 months black :
. 30-36 months o other . .
. : .
Program Size (units) " : Family Structurée ,
0~50 .. ' ~ l-parent
50-100. o ‘2-parent
100 and over !
Brogram Unit Type. ‘one child*+ *
' apartments’ two children )
townhoyges . » ~three children

. four or more children
Program Income . .. N

s O (¢ moderate income) Sex of Child
. . 75-100 male
5 50-74 ' ©  female.
' 25-49 , ‘ e,
0-24 " . Occupation of Family Head

i . (Parent Interview} -
- <  Neighborhood Income o ., : o :
< o low ~ Education .level of Parents
moderate : ‘ ' (Parent Interview) °

- . » high- . i 13 . B -

! Family Income
very low . oo T S o T
low R ' . Y
& moderate ] o N ‘ , X
moderate-high C ) ) S ’
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One of the interesting features of this. technique
'is that the criterion for a split is one of importance
or explanatory power rather than statistical significance.
It is based on the notion that although correlation or
association may not be sufficientsto shliow causation,
it is necessary.. The procedure is decidedly “post hoc, "
however, and as such is relatively useless as a means ,
of testing a priori hypotheses about the relatlonshlps
obtained. The importance of a variable as measured by
the proportion of varlance it accounts for in the
dependent variable is itself subject to random fluctua-
tions. What turns out to be an important factor in one’
experiment may be shadowed in further experimentation,
‘by some other varlable.

On the other hand, the technique can be a valuable
heuristic in a research strategy that permits interaction
between hypothesis formation and data collection. The
initial conceptual scheme determines the variables that
are included in the research in the first place, but
their order of importance as suggested by the outcome
of the ‘analysis suggests,hypotheses.of a more precise
model than the original conceptual scheme from which
hypotheses may be deduced and then tested against
additional data.

)3.3,4 Sample Sizes in the Pilot Design ‘

/

+  The size of the samples collected in the pilot
1nvest1gatlon is constnalned by the number of children
in the programs selected; in particular, the.relative
scarcity of moderate income programs effectlvely restricts
.the number of children to be included in the sample. ,
Since there are more appllcatlons than unlts, the number
of families with residence over 18 months will be the
binding constraint. By pooling programs in this category
it is possible to find an. experimentally balanced sample
of 108 children. Of these, 24 should be of high-school
age, 36" in the lowest age group, and }8 in the inter-~
mediate’ -group. s , . L

, }
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These children constitute only one- fourth of the,
total number of subjects included in the pilot study.\
Additional” balanced samples will be drawn from the
Group 1 non-resident and from' Group 2 residents and
non-residents giving a. total sample size of 432; these
will be divided between age groups as follows: pre-.
schopol - 144; elementary school - 192; high school - 96. -
It is necessary to consider the adequacy of each of these
samples independently.. '

The adequacy of sample sizes can only be defined
in terms of the ability of the analysis to dis@riminate
between alternative hypotheses; in defining what is
meant by this power of discrimination, it is necessary
to distinguish between the null hypothesis (no effects)
and the alternative hypothesis (effects). Unfortunately
these two hypotheses are not, as stated here, strictly
comparable. This null hypothesis that the effect is zero
is a point hypothesis while the alternative hypothesis,
that the effect is a non-zero, is composite in the' sense
that it only restricts the hypothesized level of the
effect to a range of values. To avoid this difficulty,
it is necessary to:define the alternative as a point
hypothesis specifying precisely the size of the effects
obtained; when the alternative is specified in this way, .

it is then possible to define the power to discriminate <- .

between hypotheses in terms of the probability of
accepting the alternative hypothesis when it is true.
This is called the "power" of the test.

"Within each age group, there is a set of observa-
tions to be made on each child; these observations are,
drawn from populations with different (and generally
unknown) means and variances, and numerical specification
of the.alternative hypotheses in each case is clearly
an arbitrary and time-consuming undertaking. To '
avoid carrying out separate calculations for each test
and each age group, it is sensible to define scale~free
alternativgs which deéfine the hypothesis in terms of
percentiles of the,K standard deviation of the measure.
Inevitably there is an” arbitrary aspect to this, but it
nevertheless constitutes a viable and useful means for
reviewing the adequacy of the sample size.

. J
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For- the purposes of this discussion, separate
computations were made for two alternatlve hypotheses. r

(1) The effect is greater than or equal to
g half a ,standard deviation of the measure
in the subject populatlon

(2) The effect is greater than or equal to
- one standard deviation gffthe measure in
the subject population.
7
. ) )
‘Testing the null hypothesis at the 5% level, the .7
power of the test for the levels of replication proposed
for each age group in a 23 factorial design are as -
shown in Table 4. . T

« . -

It is not surprising to f£find that the test has -
only limited power when the alternative is,K less than one —
standard deviation away from the null hypothes1s. This '
suggests that for purposes of making decisions about
how to proceed after the data from the pilot study have
been analyzed, use of a lower significance level on the
null hypothesis may be indicated. This problem is
addressed in the simulation discussion of Section 3.6. -

-

1These alternatives represent non-tr1v1a1 changes 4
in measured levels of development. " For a test such as . c .
the Wechsler which has a mean of 100 and a standard e
~deviation of 20, the first alternative .indicates a galn

of at least ten points. L
" "(\ k/ R ’ .‘. .
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N ‘Number of replicates per cell
Size of
treatment I
effegt 6 9 12
under
alterna- - 0.5¢q 0.40 0.55 0.68
tive { . .
hypothesis 1. 00 0.93 0.99 1.00

Table 4 o

_Power of 95% leveél -F Test in 23 Factorial Design1

v B
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3 3 5 Costs and Schedﬁllng , L.

<
);“ * PR

The pilot de51gn calls for%tests to be administered
_ to 432 children-at six locations. =These children will
be drawn from a larger population which must be surveyed
for purpose of sample selection. The" estimated costs
of the pllot investigation, including survey and test

work, data ‘analysis, report preparation, -and project - -
admlnlstratlon are as follows: _ . . <
T .
Estimated Costs of Phase I (Pilot) Investigation
1. Direct Labor . )
Project Direction & Data Ana1y51s .
1 Senior Principal Scintist émm @ $2,500 $15,000
1 Principal Scientist ' émm @ 1,500 9,000
1 Clerical ) 6mm @ 750 .'4,500
Survey and Testing Famllles ’ L .
432 '@ $80 ) PR ¢
(includes coordlnatron, training," , , .
‘coding, but no payment to family) 34,560 ., )
“_o/#,.  TOTAL DIRECT LABOR O .. " .$63,060
o - . ] ) C
2. Overhead at 100% of Direct Labor R 6;;060 ,
v ) "*:* - ! . .
3. Travel - o et v ' T
- ’ . 4 - v -. . . o
"36 trips @ $150 average : 5,400 K
240 per dlems per program @ $25 Lo 6,000 -
- TOTAL TRAVEL |, . - : S 11,400,

1Overhead charges might.be 51gn1f1cant1y reduced if

1nterV1ewer salaries are.not included, in the direct labdr

base.

Policy w1th respect to thls varies between ~ontract6rs.

34 , L
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o . | i |
. N A , *
4, Jéoﬁéutér%kental " : el S
R - 10 hours at $425 - $4;250 - |
T iomﬁ D';:Rﬁgp COS:I".‘ ‘ ‘$14.1,7701 : ‘”’J\l —
' 5. Gehe;g}-and.Admihistfétive-Exbeﬁse: - LWS' - i "9%_L§
< At 15%'of Total ﬂiféct'Cps£f T ; él,265- . >'- ' ”'ﬁ
TOTAL: COST - : $163,035'

°

.

——n

Vi LTS

° .

The pilot study can be conducted on a relatively
tight schedule if the project is well administered. The
average number of children per program is . less than 90,
‘and with 4 interviewers and 2 testers; .this can be )
completed in less than 25 working dyas. Allowing for
start-up, on-the-site training, and unforeseen circum- .
stances, each program could be completed within a ’
. period of two calendar months. Allpwing a further two -
J months for data analysis and réport preparation, the
f schedule of activities is outlined in Table 5.

The Phase I (pilot) study will require 6 months ta
complete and will cost in the neighborhood of $160,000.
The experience gained in the conduct of this study will,
together with the data themselves, provide a necessary. .
input for the Phase II effort. .. T

-
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3.4ﬁfNon-Experimental 6esign Phase II (Cross-Sectional)

%

¢ -

. '.9“\
o

T

>

'3{4:1 Objectives of the Phase II Study*

o
K3

oz R .

The objectives of the second phase of tlie non-
experimental design are the "explanation" of significant
effects observed in the pilot study and the. assembly
of .baseline data for the third phase. "1If there are no
differences, then either the “hypothesis of environmental
change is false or the length of time elapsed since .
entry into the program is insufficient for these effects
. to become apparent. The existence of differences does

not, however, necessarily lead into the second -phase.

If the entering populations are not homogeneous in

the sense that therexare significant variations in the

developmental levels of children-entering different
o programs, then the observed treatment effects cannot
*  "be causally attributed to variations in the character-

istics of the sampled programs. Necessary preconditions
for the second phase investigation are the acceptance

of Hypothesis 1.1 of the Pilot Study and the rejection

of Hypothesis 1.2. If opnly the first of these ¢tonditions

holds, it.may be necessary. té go directly to the longi-

tudinal investigation. ' ’ o

. ¥ . s , .

In stating the objectives of‘the second phase
study, it will be assumed that the above preconditions -
are satisfied; the homogeneity. of the entering popula- [
e, ‘tions ingures that the programs are comparable and the -
_ ~—\ i heterogeneity of ,the residernts insures that. there are
) " some differences to "explain."" The explanation of -these

differences will involve comparison of programs along
two dimensions--the income mix of the program neighbor-
. hood and the income mix of the program itself. The |,
co Y principal objectives, of the second phase study are
. . therefore: ] E i C . :
(1). Test of the hypothesis ‘that -the income mix .
"+ ., of the neighborhood has'an effect on ‘the

‘outcome measures . .

¢ ., 3 - . :

-
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‘Secondary objectives of the seconaAphase*study,are;

(2) Test of the hypothesis that the' income mix
', of. the program -itself has an effect on the - .
outcome measures. ;

(1) AnaLysis_of the effect -0of the independent
familyfvariables - e

(2) Addltlonal testing for self-selection amongst
program applicants. .

These .objectives will be 'réalized by an extension
of the pilot study to include more programs, and by’
the -elimination of those outcome measures will show
little change in the pilot study. Procedural changes
in the second phase should reflect the experlence gained -
in the flrst place.

-

3.4.2 “éelection of Programs for,thefPhase IIEStndy'

-

The programs required for the second phase reflect
the need. to achieve contrasts between programs along
both of the dimensions of—interest.: The difference
‘between the first and second phase studies in their-
treatment of programs corresponds to a change from a
binary classification of programs to a fourfold classi-
flcatlon. This is shown.in Table 6

]

~

.Y | This in no way prevents the subsequent analysis
of data.either through analysis of variance based on a .
3-way classification of nelghborhood SES or, as recommended
in the Phase I'study design, through use of the automatic

interaction detector. By classifying neighborhoods

~

."3-ways, a 3x2 design cdn be developed as shown in . 4
" Table 7. ¢ . R - v )

P “ - .
. s , . .
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S ' Program Variables in Phase.II'SEud&
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The 3x2 design has many features td recommend i
it, particularly when ‘the study is viewed as aniinves--
tigation of acculturation effects, it may, however, be
difficult to implement without the inclusion of more . L
programs. For this reason, tﬁe remainder of the -
discussion will focus on the ‘basic. 2x2 program classi~

. fication. :

£L4;3 Selection of Outcome Measures in Phase II o

The selection of outcome measures in Phase II is

entirely dependent on the results of the pilot study.

. Measures which show very little evidence of effects can

be eliminated from the test battery, and in this way ;
an opportunity is provided for either extension of core
measures which do show some effect, or for reduction in
the length (and administrative cost) of the test battery.
It is tempting to suggest formal rules for this process

of elimination and substitution, but reflection on the
nature of such rules suggests..that they would be very o
complex and’ ultimately a poor 'substitute for good )
judgment. It should be noted, however, that where'

extended measures are 1ntroduced it will be,necessary i i

to carry out additional measurements at the*Phase I -~ .
.sites. This additional cost is not: incurred if no ”fg‘
extensions are made. With this reservatlon, the costs

of survey and measurement will be assumed to. be the. same: 2
as in the Phase I study. s it

3:.4.4 Design and Analysis in‘Phase‘If J‘f{ .} }Q T .

w R ' .
. H . . * ’
," . 3 NER .

The methods of analysls\employed in Phase 11 are
essentially the_same‘as those of ‘the pllOt studya
Ipstgad of a 23 factorlaL design, however, it ‘is now .
. design with two independent program classifications.
It is néw reviewed 'in the framework of the analy51$ of
varlance. , . ‘ .

u

. - . .
L] v a ' . «
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‘It is convenlent to being by considering the -

design:as applylng to a single measure on children of -
one age grouplng. The associated 2% factorial ~layo . L
is shown in_Table 8. The pilot study, although laid - ) ;

out as a 2 factorial desidgn, was pr1nc1pa11y.ana1yzed -

in only three dimensions. Similar considerations.lead

to. the reduction of the second phase study to four dimen- .
sions for most of the .analysis. The choice of dimensions

"to be eliminated reflects the nature of the partlcular
hypotheses of interest/, " - . . LT . .

L . 2
- '

- . %
- S ®

'Hypothese5‘2.1—2.2. There are no sighificant differences
in the development levels of non-resident children
families with respect to the program variables.’ - ) LA

-*This i's-the:test of homogeneity or absence ‘of
self-selection amongst the‘enterlng population. If
the test was passed ih Phase I, this represents a . . o
reconfirmation of the validity of inference in the
second phase. These tests--one for each of the program,
classifications--~are the conventional tests for main -

. effects in a .2* ‘factorial design. )

-
.

Hypotheses 2.3-2.4. There are no significant differences
in the develppment of resident chlldren with respect to
the;program varlables., . e v . . : .

[ -
o . 4 -

As in the pilot’ study, if Hypothesis 2.1 is-" m.— T
naccepted (i.e., po self-selection on .the first program
variable),, then rejecthn of 2.3 is equivalent to
conflrmatlon of the hypothesis “of enV1ronmenta1 change.

Hypotheses é 5-2.8. Within.each of the 2‘2 program- Bk
classificationsy there are 51gn1f1cant.ga1ns in child,
development. :" , . ) e L o

. T S “«
N '

‘z'ﬁf': If xhere are151gnrf1cant self-selectlon effects . PRI
discernlble,when tHe develdpmental levels of program | K i
_.entrahts are compared, it will. be lmp0551ble to make . o
useful%comparlsons between programs. Nevertheless, 1t ) -
. may.. still be p8ssible to identify gains due to envir- . + :
) onmental change within each of the éight program groups. c e e,
ThlS is' ' done by comparing res;dents w1th entrants for each . ~




Program

residence K No -, . Yes -
Fami ly . ] )
income Moderate “Low ‘Moderate Low

Race of
family

WhiteiBlack|White |Black|White {Black

White |Black

Low

r

Low

3 , : .
O
= ,
N
N
Oy O Y., . ; *
o .
=t .

Program
Income

Nbhd.
Income

,Table 8

2° Fully Replicated Factorial De51gn

for Phase II Study

b




Hypotheses 2.9-2,10. Family income and race have no
.slgnlflcant effects on Chlld develqpment. L’ ,};

5 Both. these hypotheses w111 be tested in the full, A Lf
2° " factorial des1gn. : . ) , - -

-

Hypotheses 2.11-2.12. Family race and income variables |
do not interact significantly with length of residence. . ,

Lt

Thls is the, compensatory hypothes1s outllned in’
the discussion of analysis in the pilot study. Signifi-
cant two-way interaction between these variables would
suggest that gains are not equally distributed between
program entrants or dlfferent 1ncome and/or rac1a1 -
background. - .

'As in the Phase I study, the analysls should not
be restricted to the analysis of variance-alone. e
Partitioning of independent and nuisance variables - a
for use with interaction detectlon methods will be used
to uncover significant, inter-relationships not included
in the basic hypotheses. - \ . t

-

3.4.5 sSample Sizes in Phase II
The size of the samples collected in Phase II is Lo

constrained by the number of children resident in the B
programs selected; again the relatively: small size of ) .
the high income programs is the binding constraint.
The pilot 1nvest1gatlon called for a total of 108
children to be drawn from families resident in these

three. programs. . Since these represent 6nly one-elghth o s
of the cell .in the desigh, the total sample size will o
‘be 864, or exactly double the size of the Phase'I 'sample. e
These will be distributed amongst age groups as follows: )
pre-school - 288; elementary school - 284; hlgh school - -
192. The adequacy of these sample sizes is now cons1dered .
in terms. of their ability to dlscrlmlnate between ) ' v
‘alternatxve hypotheses. . ’

Id . - . N
& . . ? L AR
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t A
: Number of Replicates Per Cell’
6,_,;8‘ hd 9 ) 12
Size of treat- - v
ment effect 0.500 0.67 0.83 0.91
under alterna- -
tive hypotheses | 1.00¢ 0399 -f. 1.00 :1.00
Table ¢ . :

Power of Test in 24 Factorial Design1

.

»
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*In the context of the proposed 25 factorial
design, there will again be 9 replicates per cell in
the pre-school group. The power of the test of the null: .
hypothesis at the 5% level is shown in Table 9 for
each level .of replication in-a 2 factorial design.

Thls is done for two levels of the alternatlve hypotheses<:

N

The Phase II design has considerably more power . .
with respect to the alternative hypothesxs than the o, .
Phase I design. This reflects the increase in the -
nunber of factors which more than offsets the reduction
in the number of replicates.

3.4.6 Costs and Scheduling R

The Phase II design .requires the administration of-
tests to 864 children. Of these, 432 children at six 4
,locatlons will already have been surveyed in the pilot o .
‘investigation. The incremental costs of the Phase II .
investigation reflect the additional survey requirements., ‘
o together with a similar budget for. progect direction
and data analy51s. -

~

) -
Estimated Incremental Costs of Phase II Investigation -

g
- ¥ - .
= ~ 2

l. Direct Labor

<

Project Direction and Data Analysis ' AT
1l Senior Principal Scientist émm @ $2, 500 $15,000 . .

.1 Principal Scientist 6mm @ 1,500 9,000
1l Clerical . 6mm @ 750 4,500
Survey and Testing . - '
432 children e 80 34,56% g ,
- (includes coordination, training, I !
coding, but no payment to family) ) ‘ iu
' TOTAL DIRECT LABOR . $63,060

RO
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2. -Overhead at 100% of Dlrect La@or

Ty -

Travel ' ’_~ . ' : ';

3.

’

36 trlps @~$I50 average
240 per dlems @ $2§

‘

TOTAL TRAVEL R

4. Computer Réntal :

B Inciudes re~analysls of Phase I data
20 hours @ $425 : .

”

Ay

TOTAL- DIRECT COST

5. General and Administrative Expense’

"at, 15% of Total Direct Cost

L TOTAL coéT ‘ -

-
4

both Phases 1s then: . ) : -

c Phase I $163,035

:_; % f%ﬂ : Phase.II s

169,073

+$332,1081

11,400

7,020

$147,020
&

. 22,053

) slsé,073

The estlmated total cost of carrylng the study throagh

ff payments to ﬁamzlles are included, thls would, B
-rncrease the cost by.$8,640 for '$10 payments and by ,ﬂ L
_$17 386 for $20 payments. ¢ ‘ C T




The s€cond phase study.can be carried’ out on a s
schedule-whlch is essentially the same as thHat of the . .
first phase. Allowang for a perlod of three months '
between first and second phases in whlch to circdlate *
and review the findings, both phases can be completed’ ’
within a period of 15 months at a total tost of less -, -
than $350,000, not including payment of fees. )

s / .'\ “ Lo he . 1 . . ”
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f:;,ﬂé. The spcondradvantage of the longitudinal desmgn.

-
- o
- v R 4
: N .
' . S
- . - " - .
" . L
& s ’ \ L
. L
- ¢ & .
* - . N
. % M - S g
. r I ) K'Y ! s
b > ’ d O
Ry ) -
- - . .
- - é 3
. ~ v -

3.5 ,Non-Experimental Design Phase IIT (ILdngitddinal)
v, L B -\. — —~ —— - —
3-3~l“50bjectiyes bﬁzthe’Phase iii'Studgfé.;j¥}" .

Y
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The second phase of the non-experlmental deslgn‘
differed from-the first in that it enlarged the number .
of hypotheses;whlch could be 1nVest1gated “The differ-
..ences between the second and. third phases are of a

‘dlffexent nature. Instead“of enlarging the deslgn to .
include more. programs and more ‘program dlmen51ons,
the. thixd’ phase extends the second\over time to permit
a 'more, accyrate: and powerfuk 1nvestlgatlon of the
flndlngs to_.date. There Are “two principal reasons why
-the, 1ongltudlnal 1nvestlgat1on of Phase III can lead
ﬂvto much ‘more. conv1nc1ng findings.” 'The first relates
to. the. wgthln -cell variance.of the ‘design. The second
concerns, thevlength of. time. over which treatment effects

”._are conjectured to take place. . hose are .now rev1ewed

in’ turn;

and second phases of the ﬂesagn, the within cell
varlauces correspond to the var1an¢es across the
populatlon.of 1nterest.. Thus, in .a simplified model,
the scores of'resldent sfk-year olds are contrasted
.wzth ‘the..scores. of . nion-résident six-year olds. In the
longltudlnal design, however, effects are estimated
by comparlng ‘thé gains" of'matched groups of six-year
.0lds over, a: spec1f1ed permod of time, and the within
cell varlanbes are, the test-retest variances rather than
.the: populatlon varlances., This reduction in within-

hn,cell variation’ permLts a consiflerable increase in

.,the power'of the ‘tests’. used 1n the basic analysis of 4‘?1
varlance deslgn. Yotk g LT s 3 Lo

depends upon. judgmental rather than statistical consl-
deratlons. The programs 'included 'in the second phase
- of *the study are- ¢ofmparatively new, and few of the .
better programs belng more than. three years old This )

- . . P Sy
. - ,‘1;( ) . - 1 A - _,,.(,

A LN . A
v . - 5 w .
. - . ]
. - e ) . s Y,
f
Al . 1
~ _f,. R . - "‘
W ’ - D ¢
“ A \ Y . - -
77 N } C . .
K . > L4
Ve . .
- i3
. : N
v ’ . b
Ty / - 7 b . <
-~ viz, ; R - o oL
., 2 e
¥ R s . ¥ . EA :

. 5 - s oL« - - o "
- ,...’o T '.." ) o PO N




s R - -

razses the questlon ‘of ‘whether or not 18~ 36 months.ls L

afsufficlent length of time. to allowtfor .discerniblé

- effects on chlldren.to take.place. If it is: not felt
to be long. enough, and.if- the second phase Study pnov;des
only limited suppozrt for;the hypcthe51s of environmental

‘effects, then the longlﬁudlnal gtudy becomes crltlcal ta

o the’success of the non-experimental ;nwestigatlon._; .

l ' " 1f, on'the &ttier hand, the secoqd phase pravidés: con—. -
sxderable-support~for*theAb351E’hypothesesl*the gorro= -

borative aspects of the longltudlnal’study arenof P

con51derable ‘valde. : , ST

C I " M
S & ' - -
Py by

- The objectlves of the Iongltudlnal study can be-;. )

stated ih terms' of the re1nfgrc1ng or corrqboratlve ©
valué of the- analy51s it. permlts. It. also brlngs with-
it certain prohlems, sSuch as'attrltlon, which are,not
present in the gross-sec¢ctional deszgﬁs.-_These ane~ *
dealt with in tﬁe,séctlons that follow.= AR CH
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3 5 2 De51gn and Analy51s 1n Phase III ST .
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The,ba51c method gfwanalysis applled in the,thlhd '*_'!

phase of the’ non-experimental desidn remalns»thE.tw N

andlysis Of -vaziafice. ThlS»lS apg};é& toscomparigons = .~
T 'of residents 4n dlfferent Rrograms” who: haveabeen .
. exposed tp the~t:eatment of. intéEest for a’'similat :
"~ length oﬁ tlmg. Comparisgns areaﬁade ©n “the ba51§ of

measure& gains overothe perlod lntervenang between -

*» . ‘the Phade II measurements and a seéond wave. of meastre® -

" ments, (Phase III). - There are, ag will Becdme apparent,’,
*problems rn'controlllng for the number of‘observataons

.- 'in ‘éadh cell; because of mbbility in thé. subject popu1a~

‘" tions. Thege pxoblems'w1ll be deferrad-momentarily i .
f~<order-to explore the, effécts of controlllng for\igdlvl-
ﬁu&l'aiffenences 1n
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! “In the cress~sectlonak's udies, the ba51c test Y
. foy homogenelty in tHe enterang populatlons is equiva-:
1en&'to | test that ‘the chitﬂren.and families oﬁ grogram
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'nvagplxcants ang all drawn from the. same populatlon,
S regardless of the. program to wglch the. family has

-

b
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'be some~1oss ln eff1c1ency.

- a

applled Gains,aye then estimated implicitly as the
diffefences between the measuréd development of resi-
dents and’ nbn-re51dents when all other varlables,have
been coqtrolled fon. :

Tt
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‘Malntamnlng the lengfh of’re51dence varlable
donstanth and aseurlng ‘the varlance in’ scores to’ be
equal for both populations, it is' possible to |

. compare the within cell:varianée of the.cross-sectlonal

1fid. Tongitudinal designs.. Let ¥ix - - denote the
measufed- deverpment of ‘the kM "child in the ith

“time period (age is ‘controlled for). Assume two, time .

'perlods (i=0,1) ;, let the’ (common) population variance _

,w;thzn:each time period be denoted by ¢ and let. .
‘the test-retest correlation coefficient be denoted by

HNow. toitpare the varzances of gains estimated’ by.

(l) d;fferences in measured development between the ..

same’ 1nd1v1dual at ‘different: times, and (2) d;fferences

in measured development between dlfferent 1nd1v1ﬂuals L

at dlfferent points in time: ! B

O
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. for a test-retest correlatlon of +0, 8, the'w1th1n e
ﬁarlance is. reduced by 80% and the standard, dev1atlon
by ‘almést '60%., This dramatically 1ncre%§e§ the’ power?

cof the’ test ‘with respect to alternatlvesaspec;fled in* ’
te:ms of populataon standard devlathn. o e
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. hs ‘the lenéth of tlme'between separate survey ‘waves -,

ﬁncreases, the.correlation between test and retest will )

.'charactefistically decline and in; thlsaway there will |
There w111,'hOWever,"

’

.
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.more powerful influence working in the other directionqk,
since it is reasonable to suppose-that the effects of
env1ronmenta1 change will be greater over a longer time
perlod.l“slnce the effects, if theré are any, will
probably increase more-consistently than the test-

retest -correlation will decline, the net effect of these -
two influences will fall, other thlngs being . equal, on

El

theusadeeof a ‘longer run study. —— e e e

’

Unfortunately, things are not entlrely equal fon‘ .
two reasons. 1In the first place,'"ga:.rxs‘2 ¢an-only be - -

:,‘ﬂ estlmated if the measurements 6n individuals are canrled

out on the same’ scale or if overlappmng<tests are -used
to consolidate broader. age ranges.  If oVerlapplng tests

- are not- avallable for’ all dlmenslons of interest,. and T
'if the limits of, applicability are exceeded, then. programs
‘can, only be compared on the .basis: of raw sgores for ,
matched groups in. dlfferent programs., What remains .
is essentlally a-cfdss—sectlonal study which ¢annot be
done for several years until the children get oider.
These conslderatlons strongly suggest that the second
. wavie. should be carrled out w1thln 2~3 years_of tne
flrsfﬂwave, NN . N i

'A, 3

: ;P\-The second constraxnt on the length of time between
survey waves is .the problem' of attrition.- Aﬁtritlon '
1nterferes with the design and. analysls in two. ways:
dhe of these.problems is pregent, although heavily
conoealed, in the cross-sectional desigh, and both

,are preSent in, the 1ong1tud1na1 deslgn.‘g. x

PR )
N

. The fzrst dlfficulty created'by attrltlon is the
roblem of self-selection over time. If child develop-. .
ment isg correlated with mobility--with the, more (6r -

) less) advanced children being more, (or less) 'likely '

”*w”to move,elﬁher'out 6f (or -into). the programs, then. -,

. there is a bias in estimates, of gains, based on comparison
of. re51&ents dnd non—res1dents. ‘This 1s a source of
'bias present in both the’ cross-sectzonal and longitudinal
des;gns. _The second dlff}culty is created even if moblllty
is ccmpletely uncorrelated w1th the Outcome measures,)




.

B

because attrition w1ll lead to smaller :and more un-
balanced samples,. with consequent loss of power to
discriminate. This is a problem. whlch belongs only
to 'the longltudlnal design.

The second problem is.more serious and can be
compared exactly to the problem of family self-
assignment to programs. Where families entering

different programs differ with respect to variables

important to child development, it is’ ' not possible to

* attribute observed differences to the effects of the

program. Similarly, when the families which exit
programs are not comparable across programs, it may
not .be p0551ble to attribute differences in the out-
come variables to the effect of the program working
itself out over time; rather, it may simply reflect
high turnover amongst a non-random subset of the

,sample. -

«

. This is a potential problem in the cross-sectional ,
as well as in the longltudlnal de51gn. Since gains
are estimated by comparing residents with non-residents,

- self-selection across time may undesmine cross-sectional
. inference. 1In the longltudlnal design, although the

.
*. M

E ¥
.

intervening timé perlod is longer and the potentlal
self-seled¥ion problem is correspondingly more serious,
there is a simple and direct means of testing for the
presence of self-selective effects. This method provides
a method of validating the findings of both longltudlnal
and. cross~sectional analyses.

‘

RN -

4 It is.useful to begin by con51der1ng the baseline .
data provided by the Phase II investigation as divided
into two groups--residents and non-residents. At the
time of the second wave of meagurements, the original
resident sample will consist of families who aré still
resident and families who have moved. Reanalysis of
ithe baseline data with mobility introduced as a binary
ifactor can then serve as a test of 1nter-temporal

self-selectlon. If significant differences in the ’ [\

development levels of those who moved -vs. those who

-

;! 53
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remained are found this will have the effect of com-
promising the flndlngs of the .study. 1If they are not X .
found, -this will serve’ "to validate the flndlngs of all B

three phases of the experlment. This exercise, whlchh‘. :
requlres no further measurements to be undertaken,

is therefore recommended whether or not the full Phase o
III deslgn is 1mp1emented © N O

- . h ‘. L

The non-resident group will itself have a pattern- R
of mobility, and this is a more complicated problem . o L
in some respects. Program applicants:included in thé =, e
baseline (Phase II) survey may either, by the time of:
the second wave, have entered the program, have 'not
entered the program and remained in their original
location, or have not entered the program, but moved
elsewhere (including possibly another housing program).
In each of these cases, the role of/ the baseline
appllcant group in providing necessary contrasts S
requires special treatment. The alternatlve approaches .
to this problem are now reviewéd. e s e -

.,

e

It should be remembered that the pr1ncxpal objectlve
of the Phase III design is: to compare gains in child - )
" development across programs. In the Phase II ‘analysis, o,
the role of the applicant’ group was twofold' (1) to : ’
provide a test of homogeheity in .the enterlng populatlons,
and (2) to provide a means for estimating gains on a J
program by program basis if the test of homogenelty ’ o
is rejected. Since the Phase III design ;should not be _ o
implemented if the test for' homogeneity is rejected . s
and since the Phaser III design contributes.no new.’ = . . B
insights into the question of- homogeneity amongst . ’ St
entrants, it is not clear:why further measurements..on o
applicants should be undertaken. Those applicants who “ .-
do enter the program in the intervening period will o
differ from the original resident group with respect - L S
to length of resldence, and therefore the two groups - o
cannot be pooled in any convenlent?way. It is therefore, - . "
sensible to eliminate the original non-res1dent group X . L
from the second survey wave. : . o Y L

. B ’ Fea
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A e The effect Of the elimlnatlon 6f the non-re51dent ,
~ ~ group from the 1ongrtud1na1 design is. to limit the . . . C L
, .. e hypotheses of interest to. questions of relative .gains '

4« - in dlfferent ‘housing ‘environments.. sIt is<no longer
e '. possible,. therefqre, ‘to make’ 3ud§ments-w1th respect
g . to absolute gains, .in the sense of a comparlson between - IS
. thé developmeht levels of chlldren ;n a. given houslng ’
o 't prograMIW1th what: they‘would have been if the fag&, 3 -
R - had ngt - entered the ‘program. .“fo. do this it'wonld ¥ . o
e ( _necessary to resurvey all applloants, whether or not . ‘ .y
L ;, they moved-ih the interim perlodt, Not only-wonld this »
R . . e an extrenely costly and doubtful undertaklng, but . : v
L it is .also. not clear why better'alternative housing . o
L ) opportun;tles in certain metropoiltan markets should Lot
. .7 be reflected in reductions in the estimated "impact
’ of good ousing programs. Nor can, th1s be avoided by ; .

&

* % LN »
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iy 1{ n';f; To summarlze "the baélc strategy of %he Phase II&' Lo
_design.in terms of the collection of data, it 1s-useful e
'ﬁqto 1dent1fy three deflnzng choices- o u,-h.m. - '

N [y

A S

The Phase III desLQn 1nvqlves a secondw L ﬁL:; , :
wave survey of the Phase II programs - IR LT

The second wave shbuld be carrled out. .- EEAE SN
‘ 'Wlthln 2-3 years of the flrst wave R S S T

A3 ?he second wave should only 1ncbude . oo 5;|"L
R ordglnai program res1dents. ‘ _ .'n poe Y YL* )

) S hT v "7‘,: ' A T s : o s(% s ‘-"t-v ’/
THrée ba51c types of analysis, should be carried ,; R 'J%‘
out 1n thel. thlrd,phase of th1s study. There-are revaewed Lt Q, T

i . .v ‘ - l ‘. ~ o ‘v ‘. M 5’ ‘S. ‘.
. . . » LB » o »

Hypothesls’B 1. There are's1gn1flcant dlfferences “ﬂ' : T T
“.in baseline levels of developwyent.betwéen'children of: FA T
. the<original resident group: who rema4dn,-ip thée program ffa et . e
' amd chlldren.who are no- longer in- the program.a' T e AL




.
ve . . . . M e .

; . - This tést 1nvolves reanaly51s ef the Phase II data - * . ,
'» on two-year residents. Substitution of "moved" vs. - . -
"not moved" for program residents in the Phase II' . I
design permits a test for this main effect in the a U T

~ Eramework of]a 2?, factorial de51gn. -Classification ‘ o
: of‘famxizes accordlng to mobillty is done on“the. ba51s o
. of data cdllected on thejsecond wave. 'The unbalanced | e
nature of the de51gn,make§ the test statlstlcs somewhat _ BT
more compllcated v . e , N

3 - - { - .

.

4

. . Sow o
.. E . L e . . L - . o

. ) . C e . . ) . ) N N N S L'

Hypotheses 3.2-3.3. There -are differences in mean Looe

development gains. along the d1mensxons of nelghborhood B /
~~-ingome and program income. . ... 3 & C AT s

- A ’ :\ 2 - - ' "‘ -:'a,
The tests will be conducted W1th1n the analy51s R S
of ‘variance framework on the, orlglnal resident group: = .- ...

* only. The dependent variable in all cases is the : I“igj:- e
‘measured gain over the perlod These are the tests T o
. of the basxc*env1ronméntal hypotheses.« S Y T T

e ceos . ST . et

H&potﬁeses"3'4-3 5. THere are differences .in the mean '

. gains for families of different _race and lncome.w'ﬂ_e BN
These again are. conventlonal tests of. the 1mpact g s

cf famlly variables, but thls time they test for.'gains . .+ . =~ . .*%
rather than absoluite levels. 'The compensatory hypotheses e e
which’ were. orlglnally investigated ‘through twgrwaﬁ AN
interactions between; family variables and lepdth of U R
« residence .are rot tested as, main, effects., Fam11 1“ ; o L
income w111 be deflned as the'faq;ly s lncome at’ thek
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L}~‘j within cell variance of-gains.. This’ 1s eguar ‘to

3 9.3 Sample Slzes‘ln Phase III s

i

,mmn

( - :
. ~ .
. _“ . ‘

! /"‘
;.The s;ze of the populatloﬁs samp;ed 1n ?hase rII
d; éeslgn is, essentlally determined b& the Phase iz
ign ~~Given that only reszdents*WLg' testeﬁ in.,v‘
the final phase, the. humber. of . chlldren to be sampled ‘
given by the.size of the orlglnal re51dent group fﬁ
less loss€s, from the original: resident ‘group, ~ This ;;
" would place the maximum sample size' in the £inal phase
at 432 children, distributed as follows* pre‘school
"192; elementary school - 256; ‘and’ hlgh school -~ 128,
. The actual numbervw1ll be s;gnlflcantly less bg o

reason of attrltlon.,

f . . .9
a_ w0 ;
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e N x

24 factorial de51gnv1s shown in’ Table 10 for-each -
1eve1 of replication and. assuml' Zero attrltlon.
Alternatlve.hypotheses are. agai statea in terms of
. the population varrance, but the powen reflects the .
* (1-p)
Jtimes the populatlcn‘vaflencéJ where. 0. denotes the”
test~retest~correlat10n»coéff;cient., Thls is assumed-
:to be 0 75 for the purposes of eétimat;ng power. .

.

T fhe 1neV1table lack.of balance~;n theadesxgn _when'
mdbiixty Jhas takéniits, toll may reduce. the, power Of
. “these- tests to .sonje degree._ Nevertheless, it'is good
‘tb see ‘that these tests, have 'very .liigh .pover to .
dlscrzmlnate between the null and'alternative hypotheses.
.ﬁ .ok . .

2,0 K ’4’_

The final phase of thezde51gn resembles the flrst

and seconé phases In.the sense that the ﬁumber of target

chlldren remains the same, althcugh moblllty and the . -

prevzous sample;selectlon will reduce, the total number

. families to be surveyed. The. final’ phase ddes ‘require
;Ld“.mote sites'to be v1s;ted slnce ali ‘the, Phasge I and IT -
i prog:ams afe 1ncludedur - '

’c',‘A‘v s
L

The power of the tests&of m.fh effects within the -~
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Estlmated Incremental Costs of Phase IXI Investlgatlon

- (1972 dollars) . _ AR ’. .

. N
4 Y . . [

1. fbirect Labor ; ' ‘ N . L

- . PN

Project Direction and Data Ana1y51s : ’ . \g
e 1 Senior Principal Scientist 6 mm @ $2,500 $15,000 ' :
: 1 Principal Scientist " 6mm@ 1,500 9,000 .

;(plerlcal e 6 mm. @’ 750 4,500 ©

Survey and Testlng © _ : . . N
‘s 300 children & $80 . 24,000 . : :
(1ncludes coordination, tralnlng, codlng s " o
but ‘no paymeht’ to famlly) -

- TOTAL DIRECT LABOR ' : , $52,000 -

. 4 - * -

2, ¢ Overhead @ 100% of Darect Labor' . 52,000

. LY

3.. Travel PR 2 . ' , ~ !

72 trlps @ %150 average . $10,800 ‘
7 360 per dlems € $25 : _ 9,000 ' . e

" TOTAL TRAVEL - $ 19,800 { o :
"én'qumputeraRental -{“:‘f* '

.20 hours @“542§ IRV 9,500 :

v

- f .~ TOTAL DIRECT‘COST . v $133,300 °
.. LT \. " '.. - ', “ . N i : .
General and Admlnlstratlve Expense R : . : - .
e 915% of Total Dlrect Cost ', T 20,095

e . - e

: :
TOTAL cosm S B e AP . . $153,395

. ‘ y . N .. \
At - i - 7 s "D; R i . N ’ - !
f .- . S . ‘

{' o - ..l;” o ..- . o G s ~

3

o 1No ad3ustment«has been niade for the ellmlnatlon of

the‘short,parent interview." . This~ will Be somewhat offset .

- ﬁby thewlncxeased'percenxage of coordlnataon tlme as fewer )
“-childten ATe. ;ncluded on mofe slfes. '

.‘\4».
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The-estlmated cost of carrying, the study through
< .all three phases is then- , .
. ’ 7 N .
Phase-I $163,035 3
[V \ .
Phase II . 169,073 y ’
Phase III . 153,395 '
Total . $485,503' ,
¥ The "second phase study can be carried out within a
six-month period.. It 'should be initiated within 2-
and "2 1/2 years of the Phase II data collection effort.
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3;6: Simulation of the NOn-Exoerimentai~Desi§% )

- o -
. e .

. In presenting the non-experlmental'deslgn descrlbed e
in this section, attention was given.to the'possible” - S
presence of self-selectiorn biases and to the néed for."f' . - , ‘
" a sequential investigation which could be terminated - - .. T
if- intermediate results prove disappointing. These are i
worthy sentiments, but they are of little value as ' '
long as the effect of self-selection bias remains - . .-~ % &
. ‘obscure and as long as no well-definred rules exist' for ... .- . 7

discontinuing or redirecting the 1nwestlgatlon on the P ;
basis of -data collected during the first and second < | '
phases. To meet these needs, computer’ simulations of o
the entire design have been performed, and the results ) o
of these simulation runs have beeh used to determine - " T
both the robustness of the design 'with respect to Do T oL
potential imgurities gnd. the rules’ for the ‘conduct . - .7 ot
of the threegghase investigation. The 51mulatlon N -
described here provides not only 1mportant 1ns1ghts TR
into the operation of the. de51gn,-but as a by-product R
working computer programs for’ the analysxs of the real

data as it becomes avallable.‘_.:wg- LT ":'3“.5.
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The remainder of thlS sectlon 1s devoted to a uf_f,ﬁ R
description of the way. . in -which’ simulategd. data-are "0 .. .0
generated and analyzed, together. with the results of x”if‘, TeTr T
the analysis. In the dlscdsslon of ‘the generatlon fu" e
of simulated data, emphasis is placed upon the methods’ ' .
used to simulate ‘environmental’ Jeffécts and selstelection -
blases both between programs and,across time“* In the _
discussion of ana1y51s, empha51s is. placed upon” %he “. f;f
(pos1t1ve) payoff of. finding envirxonmental ‘effects, when” g‘
they ‘really ex1st ‘and ' thé (negative): payoffs of" flndlng e o
effects when none’ ex1st1~_The$e payoffs, together with, __"';_L:', .
. the estimated cost. of .each phase. of the 1nvest1gatlon, e LT
permit. optlmlzatlon of' the’ desagn with respect t& the -« . .. Fil
critical values of the. fest’ statlstlcs. These values . U .
‘provide the rules fof thé.conduct of’ the 1ﬁvest1gatlon, , .
they constitute an. 1ntegra1 part of the deslgn proposed : ’

P LI -
- . -~
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- . N L. ‘ ' S .. o e e .
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Srmulatlon of the three-phase investlgatlon conslsts.
qi,jhe ‘generation. of. tést scores for each leVel of" ;
repl;catlon proposed4jthese*test scoreg are: a551gned ;
eto comblnatlons of factors thhxn a ., factorlal ’; ’
de91gn“, '

attrlbutable to the-effect of” re51dence (envrronmental
mpacti or. to., systematlc d;fferences between enterlng
popuratlons (self-selectlon type I). or to: exltrng
yopulations (self—selectapn ‘type II)+: The 51mulated
'f scOres-aredrawn originally. from a normal populatlon
w;th mean, 100 and standard dev1atidn of 20 I

a.

- ‘« . . .o ]

Smulat:.on of Env:.rénmental I@pact g j,' ',.'r' ,' ::_"

o , Env1ronmenta1 1mpact is characterlzed as the change '
, "'1nnthe meanscores Of residents vs. non-residents . . I
: aﬁtrlbutable to program characteristics. | In’the crcss~ '

jj sectlonal phases of the 1nvestlgatlon, thls ‘is achleved

' @y simply adding an effect ‘equal to 25% of the popula— o
Ltion standard dev1atroq to the scores. of ré51dents in -
.2 selected program classlflcatlon. In the longltudlnal
phase, environmental effects are sllghtly more complm
‘cated, involving modification of the mean of the dis=.
trlbutlpn from which the. second wave of- observatlons‘. .
is madé, .The subjects‘ secoﬂd wave sgore “then reflects.
_ both his flrst .wave score, the env1ronmental effect of
.the program, and a random element. TR S

4"“

Slmulatlon of Self-Selectlon Type I (Inter-program)

. Inter-program self-selectlon is slmulated’in the
‘same fashion as envzronmental effects, except that L
the changes are applled to residents apd non-residents .
allkez , The tests for.self~selectlon type'Ibarevapplled

' =

4 /'\ﬁ
<,

N lTwelve unlformly dlstrlbuted random numbers aresw

,summed,ﬁwpen standardlzed thls ‘sum approximates the
normal dlstribﬁtlon w1th zero mean and unlt varzance.

.¢‘r‘<~~.’




w1th1n the first and second phases of the 1nvest1§atlon,
and both involve analysis of the non—re51dent scotbs.gw

Slmulatlon of Self-Selection Type II (Inter-temporal) ST

S e u“ff.-\“

Thls is the most compllcated aspect“of the
51mulat10n experiment. Subjects' probability Of-

moving in a two-year interval . is correlated with’ h:ég

(

score. Thus the dverage prdbablllty of :moving ’ ‘isg,

modified either upwards or doanards accordlng to

the subjects' developmental 1eVe1.‘ By simulatlng\
. mobility in this way, the test”for self-selectlon ]

of the second kind involves. analysis of variancé€ in-

a 2%, factor1a1 design w1th unedual cell frequencxes.

< s A -
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The ba51c outputs of the 51mulat10n are sets df :‘
test statistics. These: statlstlcs will? vary . accordlng 3
to the assumptions made (i.e., env1r9nmentaI‘1mpact
and.no self~-selection type I.and no. enV1ronmental ‘ S
impact) and to some extent randomly.. ‘The tést. statlstlcs o
which are generated in each run of the; ‘simulation” are : g;:;
all tests for main effects on program varlables and on
- residence; tests of family income -and ‘race varlables
,are not generated. The test. statlstlcs generated are“

'as follows- et

-

Phase I: F Test of Self Selectlon Type I

s 11
EiZ - Test of Envlronmental Impact

-‘ '

w.x

Phase II: :‘le Test of Self Seiectlon Type I

*Fzz-- Test of Env1ronmental Im

--. R o

Phase III:

m

Ric B

l Q .
/7
:




; , rep ) . aﬁﬁ 12}"there
axe eight.possxble'comblnatinns of enviroimental 1mpadt,
‘hh gelf-selection. type I and‘Seff-selecﬁlon.Iype’iI, gach
" of- these‘beln"Qreate& ds 'bindfy variables. . The test
f«statlstzcs are generated.ln.the.samulatlon fori, each of
# these, eight posss — '

, ;For any“g1Ven set: of critlcal values correésponding
to ﬁhese test statlstlcs, - given simulation will lead
acceptance‘bf some of the‘hypotheses and rejectlon of
. Othersi’ For &’ ‘Set> of.simulation runs, it is possible.
_toestimate the: probablllty {percentage of- the time)
that a partlcular-hypothesgs will be accepted or
"nejected Thus, in the case where there are no .envir-
,;,nmental effects but, self-selectidn of both klndS'ls
present, it 'would be possible -with 100 or 500 simulation
“'rung- to. estzmate the: probability of concluding that*’

s

\_b-;j{-~ »envarpnmental effects were present but there was no

v,self—selectlon, these probabllltles will varycwath the
”crltlcal values of the test. statlstlcs.

o
»

i The simulation experlment -TIOW prov1des us w1th an
o 1nstrument for the selection of cr1t1cal value's for this
experlment. Tests carried out at “the 5% level tend, .
. as was demonstrated in the discussion of sample sizes
i“ + in Phase I, .to be extreni€ly conservative, Although the
null hypothe51s is seldom rejected when true, it is
frequently accepted when it is false. The danger which
this creates is that _of concludlng that no environmental
effects exist on the basis of a test which rejects the
hypothe51s of effects 40% of the time, even wheh they
exist. To avoid this prdblem, and to take advantage
of thee séquential nature of the investigation proposed,
the simulation has been used to .generate rules for the
conduct of the 1nveshngatlon. B :

L3
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It is reasbnable to- assume that;the Goyernment‘s
sponsorship of this 1nvest1gatren réf&ects an interest .
in finding out whether .0r not env1ronmenta1 change has v
an effect on child development. If tﬁe -investigation ® T
concludes that ah effect exists; .then’ the Government. CoL
may initiate. programs or policy to take advantage of - . ’ e
this knowledge. If environmental change does, in fact, .
have an effect, these programs will be successful; A '
if environmental change has no effectmiconclﬁ51ons “ ")
were false) the programs will fail. In the first case - - -
positive net benefits will be realized; in the second : N
case, money will be wasted. The 1nvestlgatlon nay, -

©0f course, conclude that no effects exist 'in which case:

no new programs will ‘be ‘initiated; under these circum-

stances, and regardless of whether or not effects really.- . y
exist, there will be no benefits and mo costs. These - * , '
payoffs are summarized in Table 1ll. -In this table, '
B denotes the benefits of- programs designed to .take, - <o
advantage of environmental change effects and C denotes I
their cost. It is reasonable*to assume that B-C is R T
positive. _ - '

- 4 -
f .

’

5

It is now poss&ble to express the expected yalue . "
of the three-phase investigation in terms of these
payoffs, and expected cost of conducting the study (K) -
Denoting thlsggipected value by V, we'have

wl

YB-C) Prob(Effect found and no effect ex1sts)
-C Prob (Effect found and no effect exists)

- i We ‘now - define what is meant by "flndlng an;efféct"’ el

in tetms of the test, StatlsthSu Denot1ng.w;th asterlsks o

. the crltlcal values of the test stat;stlcs, an efﬁect ﬂ;

© 'is sdid ‘to be’ found 1f,all the follow1ng 1nequa11t1es-_ e
jare satxsfled ' T IR
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%4 Phase I ‘KFll No 'self-selection type I
K , ;‘. . ’ ‘ F12>F12 Effect eXlstS
A’%‘Phase II{ Fyy<F 21 ’. . No. belf-selectlon type I
< . ) :
%E F‘22>F22 X Effect exists P
’\;Phase III 31 3l No self—selectlon t¥pe II
. . F32}F32 Effect exists #

[

‘ ’ .
If any one of these inequalities is not satisfied, the
investigation should-be terminated; clearly there is. no

benefit to be achieved by continuing and a further :
phase of the investigation will only cost more money.

v 4 The rules of the investigation are now deflned
except for the choice of critigal values for the I3

. test statlstics. This choice 1is now‘performed by :
flndlng those critical values which maximize V. ’In
carrying out. this maximization, ‘all eight possible
combinations of effect and self-selection were .assumed
to be equally llkely to obtain. The expected cdsts
of the investigation itself (K) is computed as 51mply
the cost of each phase. times the probablllty of under—
taking that phase.

el




this, theﬁresulﬁs‘a{e extremely encouraing.
: i -,

’

3.6.2.2 Optimization Results o <

v’

‘Separate optimization runs for 6, 9, and 12
replicates .have been performed; these correspond
respectively to the designed levels of.replication
for high-school, pre-schgol, and elementary school
subjects. .In each case, the benefits of finding an
effect when one exists were assumed to be.$20°
million. The costs required to .realize these benefits
vere assumed to be $10 million. At some additional
expense, i%t would be possible to investigate the
sensitivity of the results to alternative benefit

' and cost assumptions. As.already mentioned, eight
- alternative combinations of effects and self-

selection types, all assumed equally likely, were
used to genérate simulated tests statistics. 1In,
only 12.5% of the runs, therefore, were effects.

‘present without any form of impurity. In view of-

P '
- It is useful to consider the results as

providing two kinds of information. In the first

place, for each level of replication, optimal

values of the test statistics in each phase are

found. These are presented in Table 12, In the

second place, for each level of replication, the

power of the investigation to discriminate between

alternative hypotheses and its probabidity of termina-

ting at each phase are found. Those results are ‘

presented in Table 13. '

It is interesting to note several aspects of
these findings. In the first place, it is never .
proper. to terminate the investigation for absence
of effect in the first two phases of the study.

This reflects the added power of discrimination which
the longitudinal design provides. It is, however,

" possible to terminate the design because of self-

selection effects. As the number of replicates
increases, the critical values also increase; since
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.pOWer df the 1ong1tud1na1 Phase must. be qulte sensitlveﬂ
-to sample size. ’ COURTE .

o The second way of lodking at these results 1nyolves
|_j.the probabllltles that the experiment will:find’ an’ _;.“
'~{ effect ‘given that one; exists vs. the probablllty that_ -
{“t will find an effect when oné does not ex1st., These .
probabllltles together Summarize the power of the’ de51gn,
il £heé 'expected presence of self-~selection bias of . oo
both kxnds, to discriminate between the primary hypotheses'
The results, together with the probabllltles of stopplng
““ﬁ eadh” phase, are presented in Table 13. :
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"experimental approaches to the design of this study. Coe

E : CHAPTER EOUR,

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGNS FOR HOUSING PROGRAM IMPACT

The noniexperlmental 1nvestlgatlon proposed 1n
Section 3 is vulnerable to impurities, of two.kind;-
the first place there is the danger of sdlf-gelecti
or self-assignment of subjects both between® progr
and agross_time; in the second place there .is the danger,
that the. variables whlch characterize the housing . :
treatments are not adequately controlled. If either or
both of these impurities are ,preseft, 51gn1f1cant treat-
ment effects may reflect either differences between the
subject populations, or the ommission of influential
varlables. -In either case, the value of the investi-
gation is severély compromised. Awareness of these
pitfalls has prompted the investigation of truly

in . 07
on ¢ i

In attempting to meet the requirements of an ideal

experlmentaln the context of ‘this study, certain

difficulties arlse 1mmed1ate1y. In the first place,

the random a551gnment of subjects to housing treatments
requlres«a major cpmmrttment of funds, - however it is

to be- accompllshed.p On practicdl grounds alone, it is

ot reasonable to expect that short-term undertaklngs

to subsidize families livihg in selected housing environments
will be effective. IR the second place, ‘the housing . .
treatments themselves/can never provide  the pure contrasts -,
of the laboratory, ince the controlled variation.of « '
the varijables of intierest can never be entirely indepen-
dent of uncontrolled variation in others, such as schools,
health care, local u employment,,and so on. -Two experi-
mental approaches to this investigation have been
explored. Each of these approaches goes.some way. toward
the removal of one-—but not Both of these difficulties.

v

-

i The first alternatlve to be con51dered has signi-
ficant- agvantages'in terms of c¢dst, but provides only
limited insight into the.dimensidns of environmental )
impact. This is the housing allowance experiment which
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development is
. Ve
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. pro os1n§ to 1mp1enent The 1ncrementaﬁ cost of p;ggy~ L

bacilng bn to ;this experlment 1s'qu1té small, but -

. because~of the way in which the project is des1gned

.. its value 1s éomewhat perlpheral to this study.,lThe 5

, L ~ séfond alternatlve, WhLCh ‘is the. most powerful deslgn .

e of all those proposed is also. by far. ‘the most expenslve., ‘
' : . The only real way to achieve both'planned comblnatlons
of houslng condltlons and ‘random assignment of. subjects
is to build the prégrams and to manage admlss1ons.

o, t.By selectlng locatiens, to remove unintended local’-

.7 .7, . varidtions in unemployment, school, quaiity( supportive

Ty 1serV1ces.and 50 on,.it will be possible to. achieve '

.. . much purer contrasts between pga*rams than is. possible

U Y with' existing fagilities. Suppd¥t-from:agencies - - .
1nterested in other dlmenslons of envirgnmental impact
may defray some of- the . costs of thls approach but 1t.

'W1ll never be cheap. N

. .., 2
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. These exper;mental approaches are seen as backups ‘
td the three phase. non—experlmental lnvestlgatlon .
outllned in the preceding ‘section. As will become .

_ clear, a valid’ non-experimental ifvestigation:will . :

) prov1de more information than the Housing-Allowance .

‘experiment at a cost which is roughly equivalent; E

it w;ll provide almost as much as a full -blown experi- -,
ment at~a considerably reduced cost. Only if the

) non—exper;mental designs fail. to meet the necessary

criteria of' valldlty, should they be abandoned”an favor

, of ‘the designs which follow.. ., PR :
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4.1 The Hb 1ng‘AllowancefExperiment : Tt R e
o v A - — [} .

The u. S. Department of Houslng and Urban Develqpment .
is currently planning to- conduct a major houslng allowance '
experiment, present plans call for the ex eriment to be . ]
conducted . on nine sites with, 600’householg each srte e
selected to receive payménts and an addltronal 400 . 0
households per sité to serve as controls.l Payments to
familie$s will be geared to‘an experlmental plan 1nvolV1ng S
both family income. and the rental.payment. The pr;nclpal co,
objective of the experiment is to relate patterns ‘of - . )
houslng mobility to the structure -of treatments called . s
for in the design. ‘ ey T RS

) '61 . - . | . .t . . A
This experlment clearly proV1des an opportunlty to '
investigate the relatlonshlps between housing and loca~ 2 )
-tional change+on the one hand, and measures of child . St -
development on the othér. It is important_to emphaslze,‘
however, that tie incluysion of child development measures
in the context of this exper1merﬁ:w111 Jleéad  to, hgpotheses .
which are qualltatlvely différent from those wh1 h. the -
' Non-Experimental ‘Approach is-designed to-test. "The T
.. Housing Allowance Experlment differs from ‘the Non-
Experimental Approach in that its emphas;s is prlmarlly
upon locational change within bqth.public and private’
sectors of the housing market rather than upon relocation- N
into public housing. Other thlngs being equal “this + .- ‘
makes it generally more interesting than des1gns developed
exclusively for public housing programs. ' other. things
are not equal, however, and as will become clear, the o
Hous1ng Allowance Experiment is not a partacularly pro-
mising vehicle for this investigation. To, understand
why this is so, it is necessary to examine the de51gn
of this experiment in some detail. \ ) ST

~

The housing alldwance experlmental des1gn calls
for the experimental group to be assigned to ten basic
treatments. These treatments involve different payment
formulae, cost standards, contribution rates, and
earmarking methods. There is, in addltlon, a control

Iyot all these families will have*children, naturally.

74 .
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.. group which will regeive no allowance: Special provision
v of information on housing. opportunltles may be provided
to some, ‘but not all, of the-exper

22y .

, AL

"' . The basic objectives of fﬁ ous ing experlment cannot .
be' reallzed unless there ‘is some v 1at10n in the response 7 S
of the different groups to alternat ve levels and combina-- '
tionﬁ of allowance. To this extent there is a coincidence
of intérest between the primary objectives of-~this study
and ‘the secondary (or child development objectives).

Here ,the coincidence ends, the objectives of the tprimary
study relate to the response of individual hou51ng

choice to alternative: combinations of incentives;"® the
object;ves of child develqpment study on the other hand,

., relate to the response’ of child development to the .

y induced hou51ng changé and not to the incentives which
bring the change about. The outcome measures are, ' ' J
therefore, once removed from the actual treatments ° .'

“a inistered; intervening between treatment and;outcome
"is the family's choice amongst the available hou51ng .
. alternatives; this is just the self-selective mechanism ° '

- which thegexperimental approach is de51gned “to av01d

a»

-

P

The 1mpL¢catlons of this are *clear. It is not
possible, despiteé the appearance of exper1menta1 assign-.
ment, to attribute observed developmental gains to the )
N housing changé of the fanfily; within the, treatment groups

both housing change and child development will be jointly
»  determined by the individual characteristics of the family; 3
’ statistical association between the two cannot be glven
a causal interpretation. This problem would not arise if '
-familles were as$igned directly into different types of | .

housing, as in the ‘'second of the experlmental designs - .

propdsed ' . - _ . . w

&

S

‘ . .
PR o * ‘ ¢ ) ’

4.1.1 Desigh and Analy is in the Housing Allowance Experi-
: mento ’ - . Y ,l . . ’ v -

i o
/ 0

’ -

" The self-selecgtion broblems of the HOuging Allowance
Experiment can be avoided if the attempt to associate - y

.
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’ develppmental gains w&th the“individual's. hou51ng'ch01ce \ ‘
is abandoned. Instead thé gnalysis is-directed toward .
“the comparat1Ve impdct of ddfferent allowance schemes
on the child and family. varlableé of xnterest.: If sig- .
nificant differences betWébn treatments,are detected,

it may then.b2 possible to "explazn" these dlfferences

o~

by, reference to the mean Changes in housing and in

) -

.

disposable 1ncome for ‘each treatment group.
¢ -

Ve
h

) : I ' ' K
It is useful to begln by. con51der1ng the relatlonshlp
.betweerr a Selected child development variable and” the
independent variables of hou51ng and disposable income.
ﬁDenotlng the measured gain of the ith Chlld assigned to ,
the kth: ‘treatment by Axik, we'can conjecture the L
existence of a linear relatlonshlp between this gain on - o
the' one ‘hand, - and’ changes in the family's housing . e
~(Ahl}{) and dlsposable income .{Ayjx), -on the other: - .

o ,
- . . N ' r

v

. - . . -
v - . -

i L , - (8.1 .
= i 8%t ByARyy toegy S LT e e

.

A Xik

- . R f . i

[P B NI

N , . i . . L *

€ik denotes measuremént error, and the galn may be"’ ‘

defined either as relative to*baseline’ measurements or | . ot

to.the control group mean. Notice that theuccefflcents :

of thé independent’ varlables aretpermltted to vary across
) 1nd1v1duals. -
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. B - \ e,
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By taklng expectatlons over 1nd1V1duals, equation-”f';"

: «(4.1) can be written: . R T e
. A - & ) o s .
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@ and B now denote the mean resnonse of the dependent

variable to changes.in disposable income and housing
respectlvely, they are the unknowns of interes

53 and hg denote respectlvely, the avera%e changes ‘
in dlsposable income and housing for the kth treatment

group. ' ' . .

. [

. This equation can only be estimated if‘the covariance
terms are the same’ for each treatment group--or if their
variation, can be represented by .some simple expression.
The cévafgance term measures the degree of association
between the respons1veness of ‘the child development

| 4

' measure “to housing choice and .the responslveness of

hous1ng choice to the exper1menta1 lncentlves provided.,
Thus if families'who choose more houtlng improvement
than the average of their-group haveé: children whaose
response ‘to houslng improvement is also above the
average, “the covariance term will be- posltlve.

v - ~
‘ . -~
P

’ anortunately it is not reasonable to aSsume that ,
"the cbvarlance terms will®be constant for each treatment
" group. Consider the simplest form of subsldy system
in which a lump sum payment), varying,across treatment ,
groups,,ig madé. Let -zx denote the rate of subsidy
to the kth group, and let .yj denoteg’ the~fractlon s .
of the subsidy spent on @ouslng by the ith 1nd1v1dua1
it is gssumed that vj **joes not vary- w1th the level of
the subsidy.. Deflnlng houslng change in terms of expen-
dltures thls g1ves., . . . . . e
"M :: * ) Ahi.k", = Yi.zk . . L. AYik’ - (;'-'Yi)z k“‘ ~
7. PR . K .
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In this simple inétance, the qovariance-is proportional

" to the rate of subsidy and.will vary across treatments; '

. ;p,would nevertheless be simple to adjust fdrwsugh -
variation by normaldzation., A similar normalization o
could be' carried out in ‘the.context of the proposed
Housing Allowance Experiment, although the ifplicit

behavioral .assumptions remain obscure. The total | .o

income change resulting from participation in the
experiment can be separated into two effects--a change
in disposable income, defined.as increased purchasing

. power over non-=housing. goods, and a change in housing,

. defined as the increased expenditure on housing.
Treatment groups will differ amongst each other with
respect to the total income change and with respect to
its breakdown between housing and non-housing expendi- )
tures. ' “Normalization" can then be carried out by dividing

" both sides of the équation (4.2) by the total income °
.change: . L T T

.

‘ .

- v

) . ‘Ax l.“ ‘ . g Ay ‘_ ° ;‘ . ' Ah by
. Lk =ta_ + a3 ('7*,_7]5-_) + ay (—= k )t e ‘(4.3)
) ‘Ayk+Ank Aykahk o Ayk+4hg~*,

> -
‘. * ,

The .canstant a. corrésponds..to the covariance terms, of
equation (4.2), which, now being "normalized," are not
expected to, vary between treatment groups. The -dépendent

;s variable is now the rate of change of the  (development)
variable with respect to changes'in income; the equation- .
can be interpreted as-saying that®the rate of change of"

he development variable with respéct to.income dépends

on the way in which gains. in income are allocated between
housing and- othér expenditures: Incidentally,, normali-
zation can be justified on grounds relating to the distrie
bution of the error term; which would! otherwisé tend to

be heteroscedastic. .¢ .o . ' '

R . ,
. Coe - i

.

.

_ The equatioh“cannét;”df“éourse; be estimated ihl .
this form because no:malizé;iqn reduces the dimensions .
of independent variation %#o one. If we denote the mean

’
« ¢ - . v .
. v .




percentage ef :the 1ncrease 1n income for the— kth
grovth’ which is. spent on hou51ng by Pk +(4.3) can
be wr;tten as: )

L ° oy ) ’ . 5 .
' ' Ax‘ ' 4 ‘o * - ) .

T '—+kh_= (ay +ap) .+ {a; = a;) Pg ~* e (4.4)
- - Ay'k k C . . I ' . C ' -

v N v -
N B . .
. . . R “ . . ’ | r .

- Q

.+ Or more simply:_u ". Co . .. }
s Axb . ' . LT . . ,
. Ayk+Ahk ‘ s v , .

i

. The' hYpothe51s that housing change 1nfluences child

- “development,  ovef and above the effect of income change,

can now- be 1nvest1gated through tests on the coefflcent

b1° Rejection of the null hypothesis that "bj 1is zero P
"is equlvalent to a finding that housing change has an

1ndependent (and benef1c1a1) effect on Chlld development.

s
’

4.1,2 Sample Sizes and %onfidence Levelsf

’
.
v

\ A.p0551b1e appllcatlon of s;mple regression ana1y51s
< to the relationship between chlld*development and housing
expenditures Bas been presented in the- prev1ous section.
ThlS approach, while extremely limited in .fts scope,
ap ears to avoid.most of the problems ‘of -inference which.
sult from self- ass1gnment of families to housing within
the treatmént gro ~ In weighing the advantages and
ﬂ'dlsadvantages ‘of 1s approgch, however, cons1derat10n
+.must also.be given ‘to the confidence levels which night
be-attained and the sample sizes which would be requlred
-‘tq attaln them, - . . 5 , . ' Ca
¢ A KN : : . N

-

- L] ~
. . s . L
3

. *The most convénlent way to approach thls problem
is through the.length of the’ copfidence 1nterva1 for by;
... the 100;1 a) :percent’ 1nterval for 'by is given. bys :

—

¥
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denote% theréritical value-of the students
t distrléutlon, and where bl and oe -denote .the least
.Squates estimates' of 'by " and” the standard érror of .
estimate respectively.. "Convenient rules 'of thumb for
this purpose might be to require the length of this inter-
val on one side . to be less than 5% 10~ and less than
2 x 10-3. (These would correspond, for every $1000
~of income- spent exclusively on housing, to 5 and 2 point
gains on a scale with population standgrd deviation of 20).
The pji's correspond to the mean fractlon of incremental
income, spent on-housing for each of the treatment.
(and control) groups. Ev1dent1y the iarger the variation
of the. pj's the smaller will be the required sample
size. Unfortunately these cannot be known in advance of
the actual experiment. Table 17 provides required sample
sizes for.confidence intervals of this length for alter-
native values of Ipj°. 1In each case, a single-wave
study is contemplated with mean scores, rather than
galns, compared between treatment groups. The error

. , variance is given by the population variance of the measure

" divided by the number of observatioris in each treatment
group (i.e,, the variance of the sample means of the -
treatment groups). It is assumed that 1l observations
are available (10 treatment groups plus one control group).

These calculations are not partichlarly encouraging.
In the worst case, where there is only limited variation
between- groups with respect to housing choice and where
the one€ directional cornfidence interval spans only 10 per-

cent of the standard deviation of the measure, the experi-

ment would require over 50,000 observations.' In the event
that the allowances lead to quite wide variation in the
choice bétween hou51ng and other income (Zpl2 = 0.5),

a 5 point interval would require around 2000 observations.

. i N

These calculations have been de11berately restricted’
to dependent variables based on single observatlons on
families and children. The required sample sizes could
be ,reduced if, instead, differences between base11ne and

.subsequent measurements were ‘used (since test-retest
'correlatlons will offset the need to make two observations

on each child). . . ,

3
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If this strategy were followed, however, it woula be -
1mposs1b1e to know whether the-variation in the indepen-
dent variable : will be sufficient to make: reliable
inferences, in aévance of the baseline survey. Por

this reason, a longitudinal approach is not recommended
for the Housing Allowahce alternative. '

Considerations similar to those which lead to
rejection of a longitudinal approach suggest that a
single-wave cross-sectional analysis should not be under-
taken until it becomes clear that adequate variation in
“the independent varlables exists. Furthermore, by .
waiting to find out the magnitude of the effect of the -
allowance scheme on family housing divisions, it is .
posslble to leave more time for the putative effects T
on child development to take placea-and this in turn
will permit the .use of less rigorous tests for s1gn1f1— '
gance. o . . o .

2

. . ’ . : N
. o

4 1.3 The Housing AIIOWance Experiement as.a Vehlcle
for the Investigation of Housing/Child Development
Interaction--Summary. ‘

\ . . ) 0"

It has Béen demonstrated that the Housing Allowance

" Experiment does _not lend itself réadily to the purposes
of this study. Famllles are assigned-experimentally

. not to planned comblnatlohs of housing, but to plannedis:_- ‘
combinations of incentives; the intervening response T
ofafamllles constitutes.a self-selective mechanism ‘which
largely eliminatég ‘the desirxable experimental aspects
of the des1gn-—at least for the purposes of this study.

4
s

. p partial solution to this problem can be found
by aggregating across treatment groups and performing T
a simple  linedr regression of the ‘child’ development

: varlables of interestfon the mean percent of family
income spent on housing. This approach is, 1tse1f,
somewhat tainted byfaggregatlon problems and, in any
case, it provides no insight into wh1ch dimensions of
houslng quallty are influential 1n determinlng the rate

v »
\ . .
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'0f child development. Furthermore, unless the differen-~

.itial incentives of the allowance scheme are powerful

enough to provide  a wide range of response in terms
of housing choice, the sampling variances of the least-
squares estimates will be. unacceptably high.

+
~

This approach, nevertheless, provides.a, useful
back-up to the non-experimental study. If the non-
experimentgl study fails by reason of self-selection

the only alternative will be an experimental approach

of one kind or another. The Housing Allowance Experi-
ment provides an opportunity to take advantage of an
existing study at, at least relatlvely, to other experi-
mental designs, a reaSOnable cost.

~_ One pre -condition is necessary if this approach is
This condition is the success of the

e v EO, .seghsible.
Housgiing Allowance Experiment in achieving significant

va¥iation between treatment groups with respect to

their housing choices, and in particular with respect

to the extent to which housing allowances are used to-.
upgrade as opposed to the extent to which they -are 51mply
a subsidy to existing rental payments. Depending

on the exteq; of this varjation and this will be readily
available when'the experlment has been operational

for a year, it will be possible to estimate required sample
sizes and costs, -and to make a decision to collect

data- in the second or third year of the experiment. To
wait longer would be to ruh into problems of attrition,
‘to be less patiemt wduld provide inadequate time for the
effegts of env1ronmentq} Lchange to work themselvés out.
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_signment of families to alternative housingprograms. . .

4
b

- - ~ -

Alternative Experimental Designd R o

" As a vehicle fotr the jinvestigation of the relation-
ship between child development &dnd the  hbusing environ- ’ L
ment, the Housing Allewance Experiment has been shown to :
be unsatisfactory. The principal reason for th;s.find—
ing was the lack of an experimentally accurate mechanism
for assigning families to housing types. -AttemptSs.to
avoid this difficulty lead to secondary difficulties; ‘in -
particular, the need to collapse the characterization of K s
housing change into one dimension is'particularly unde-

sirable' in the context of this study.. Those problems ) 2
naturally suggest the possible development of alternative
experimental approaches in which the child/housing devel~
opment dinvestigation would be the primary, and not the
secondary purpose of the study. :

[y

. To achieve a better approximation to the properties

of an ideal experiment, two ‘elements are required. In ‘

the first place, there is a need to insure that subjects - - \

are randomly assigned to alternative treatments. In the- ’
second place, - -the treatments themselves should represent °

planned combinations of- the variables of interest in

which there is no confounding ‘'of ¥ndependent vatiables ° .
either with each other, or with variables excluded from )
the design. Both considerations suggest the desdirability '
of conducting the'experiment in-a limited geographical.
area {this area-coyld of course constitute a singlé .
block in a larger expe¥iment); in this way it is possible R °
to avoid confounding housing -vayiables with régional dif- )
ferences, and an-it is also possible to attempt randon
.assignment of individuals to housing'treatments when the
separating distance between alterndive treatments is not
large. The design of thé experiment i5 nowcondidered
within the’' constraints imposed by limitation®of tlie .ex~
periment to an area small encugh to aftemgt&;andom‘as- ,

-
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4l 2 1 Methods pf, Subject Assignment

»

The need to. asslgn subjects at random to alternatlve . ;
hOus1ng projects places severe constraints on this ‘exper- T .
1ment In the first place, subJect families must per- o E
ceive a11 the housing opportunities provided by thlS ex-
periment.as preferable to other avallable private or pub-
lic hous1ng (including their present location)’, ’ If, thls
condition is not met, families will not agree: toaenter
their asslgned projects--or will only agree if they‘are
asgigned to preferred alternatives; this would then re-"
create the self-selection problem in an experimental . e
‘'setting. In practice, this may be-a hard cendition to ' ),
meet, particularly in view, K of the planned, variations in

* the environmental quality of the treatments themselves.

A} ~
- .
. N .

There are several ways of attémpt;ng to insure that .
. the acceptance rate of ass1gnments is adequate. 1In the * . '
first place, as already mentioned, the treatménts must .
. be located .in reasonable proximity "to one another, and ° . "
* all must have adequate transportation access. If the :
incremental costs' assoclated W1th;transpbrtatlon to and
from the assigned housing treatment exceed the dollar
value of the .improved -housing qﬂallty, it is_rational o
behavior for ‘the famlly .to decline the assignment. A se-
" cond method of insuring a high acceptance rate would in+*
* *volve screening applicants to determine their willingness .
., " to move into ,any of the experimental:projects. Two po- ) .
‘ tentlal-dlfflcultles are assocrated with such a screen- ’
, ing process. firstly, families may not give reliable
. answers in part because of the hypotheticdl nature of
" .the question, and in part because they wish to retain
the opportunlty to move into one or more of. ‘the desirable R
progects,«secondly, the process of screening further ' re- )
duces the generalizability of the findings to that lim~ . %
ited group of subjects for whom any of. the a1ternat1ves
are preﬁerred This can only really be overcome if some -
effort is made to insure that .relocation intp even the R
-least desirable alternative 'is still acceptabel to a sig- L §
-nificant percentage of the population of interest. Ef- o "
forts to insure the general acceptability of all €the al- :
ternatlve treatments may, in addltlon, include some form L

g e
-




s % Pl d L

A $
’ ¢

.. of special payment over and above the standard rent sup-
plement. To the extent thatsassociated real income change
, exercises'its own independent effect on the dependent '

variables of interest, however, .problems of inference
¢t will be correspondingly complicated. .

i

rd
t . .

The selection and assignment of experimental fami-

lies to housing treatments cannot be discussed without

- some reference to the possible usé of control families.
If the experimental design calls for comparisons of mea-
sured development in families assigned to selected hou-
sing programs vs. families not assigned, it would be ne-
cessary to select from amoungst applicants a set who
would be denied admission to any of the experimental
programs. In the context of a longitudinal design, .some
means for insuring their continued participation will
then be required.

7y
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* The conduct of. a truly experimental study provides
an’ opportunity to achieve a much‘sparper contrast between
alternative housing environments than is possible in a .
non-experimental setting. The non-experimental approach
limits the investigation to a contrast between available
housing environments, and this necessarily leads to some '
confounding between included and excluded variables. In - x ' ,
the experimental setting on the other hand, the freedom '
exists to match experimental programs almost exactly on
physical characteristics, and to a lesser degree, to ,
match them on excluded school and neighborhood variables.

In the latter case, the freedom is less than absolute,

since once again the .experimenter is forced to work withs

in the constraints fo wHat exists. It is not realistic,’-
for example, to build and populate new neighborhoods for .
the purpose of this ekperiment! '

. . |

-~ -4+2:2--Désign of Experimental Programs - 'ﬁ\\ ‘
|

|

’ LIV s 'i
) |
. ‘The number of experimental programs tc be included
in a design of this kind will depend upon the number of
dimensions of interest. Consistency with the objectives ‘
expressed in the noh-experimental design would be, achjieved
by having four programs-distinguished from one another
in terms -of the socio-economic characteristics of
- the neighborhood and mix of income within the project.
Thus two of the programs should be located in high-income -
neighborhoods and two in low-income neighborhoods; with-
in each of these pairs, there shoild be one project with
a high percentage of moderate income families and one .
project with very few moderate income families. Attempts
to achieve further distinction between programs on ,vari-
ables such as school "quality" or ethnic mix &o not ap- -
pear to offer much promise of success, given the neces-
- .sity to live within the constraints of proximity apnd ex-
isting neighborhoods. , ) . oo .

! -

The exclusian of physical characteristics of the ’
"housing from the independent variables of interest sug-
gests that each of the four projects should be similar in . .
their design. Futhermore, .since the size of the project .
'is not in itself of intrinsic interest, the number of ’
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units to be bujilt should be determined on statistical
grounds. In two of the programs, half the resident pop-
ulation should be moderate income families, and there-
fore not experimental subjects. The programs should be
at least the size required to house an adequate subject
population. If adequate is defined in terms of the sam-
ple sizes required in the non-experimental design and
allowing for some attrition, this would require each
project to contain between 125 and 175 units. ”

o
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4.2.3 Costs and Conduct of the Experimental Alternative

.. The experimental alternative should be condu¢ted
as a longitudinal investigation, with dne. survey wave
performed prior to admission and one subsequent wave
after a pierod of around three years.- Test for signi-
ficant differences in mean gains are then carried, out
exactly as in the third phase of the non-experimental
investigation. Because of randomization in assignment,
checks for self-selection at the time of the first wave
are redundant. Checks for self-selection amongst exiting ™

' populations (which may be larger in the less -desirable
: projects), should still be carried out. ’

)

In attempting to arrive at an estimate of the costs
of this alternative, it is worth emphasizing that the attual,
costs of measurement and data analysis remain essentially
unaffected. The real cost elements relate to the construc-
tion and maintenance’ of the projects and 'to the possible-
subsidization required to insure stability and absenge
of self-selection amongst the resident populatiens. The
. construction and maintenance costs should only be charged
in total tb the experiment. if the programs possess.no
social value over and above the results of the experiment. ‘
This is clearly not true. At a minimum, the social value . ¢
of the projects must equal the discounted value of future "’
rental payments, leaving the real cost of the exXperiment
! _to be determined by the discounted stream of rent supple-
ments. This is probably a somewhat exaggerated estimate
of the costs of the experiment, because to the extent that |
the resources used to develop the experimental projects
were applied to an alternative development elsewhere, Ssimilar
rent supplement charges would be incurred. Any way to
assess the opportunity costs of this experiment are by -
nature arbitrary, but if a relatively high estimate of
around $40/month per family is used, the undiscounted
housing costs of the experiment would be &round $1,500,000
over a period of five years:. five years might be an ayerage

,

< e
e

1$40.00.&-month is the estimated interest subsidy for 235°
and 236 programs for a family of 5 paying an average annual
rent of $960. "Improving Federal Housing Subsidies: Summary. - p
- Report," Bernard J. Frieden. Paper submitted to Subcommittee o
on Housing Panels, Part 2, Committee on Banking and Currency, .
1t Houseof Representatives, June 1971. S 0 ?
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length of residence for experimental families. To this
should be added costs for survey design and admlnlstratlon
of around $500,000, for a total cost of $2,000,000. It is
this ¢ost which makes the experimental approach Tess
desirable. - .

v 3

There is, of course, an additional reason for
exercising caution with respect to demonstration programs
"of this kind. The experimental programs contemplated
involve the construction of medium-sized low-income
housing projects in middle and upper income communities.
Even when such projects are sponsored within communities
of this kind, effective community opposxtlon is almost
invariably for ~hcoming; when the project is sponsored
outside the community and the basic design ‘and location
» decisions reflect research interests, the likelihood of
obtaining community support in any suitable location may
be extremely small. These considerations, only touched
.on here, suggest that an exper1menta1 progect may‘be p
infeasible, as well. as expen51ve.

s




eml——————4,2.4 Alternative Experimental Approaches - Summary

' Truly experimental approaches to this investigation
which involve site-selection, design and eonstruction
of new housing projects, together with randomized
admission procedures, are conceptually possible, and
possess desirablé properties from the viewpoint of
statistical inference. They do, however, possess severe

. practical drawbacks. In the first-place, satisfactory
admission procedures may reguire payments to families
over and above the basic rent subsidy for publicly
supporteéd-housing. Secondly, even with expensive ad-
mission procedures, there will be some confounding of
included neighborhood variablels with omitted neighborhood
variables and some self-selection amongst subjects. The
experiment would not only cost about five times as much
a .a ,comparable non-experimeptal approach, but its feasi~
bility is quite problematical. | FOr these reasons;‘this

- approach appears -to be rather uhpromising. K
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- CHAPTER FIVE

. o MEASUREMENT

/\’
vod

The study of the effects of environmental change
on children and their families relocating into new
housing and new neighborhoods is broader in scope- than
studies of more limited intervention, and presents-
greater problems in isolating and controlling variables.
If these obstacles can be effectively overcome, however,
this study presents an opportunity, through its very -
broadness, to make further differentiations between the
dimensions of child development and their response to
environmental change. For these reasons, an attempt
has been made to developl\as comprehensive a battery of
‘instruments as the consttaints of time and cost allow.

The basic criteria applied to the solution of
instruments can be summarized as follows:

’ .

(1) . Is the area of child development measured by
this instrument one which could reasonably be expected
to be 'affected by the described environmental changes,
is it reasonable to expect that developmental gains in
this area will become precursors of adequate adult
. functioning? .

. {2) Has this test been Eubjected to adequate
validity‘and reliability testing and do, norms exist for
both middle .and low income children? Furthermore, is |
this instrument being used for the.longitudinal evalu-
ation‘of children sp that usefulieg?parisons can be made?

_ (3) Can this test be accomodated within a battery
which satisfies reasonable constraints in terms of time
and cost of administration?

i\\

”**These criteria have been applied to the selection
of . instruments for children in three separate age
categories. These categories effectively correspond
torpre-school, elementary school, and high schlool age

ﬁ! *

[!
!




ranges. asures of change in parental attitudes and
family situation are obtained through use of a parent
interview insbtrument. Descriptions of all the selected
measures, togeeber with interview 1nstruments, are >
prov1ded in Appq?dlces A and B. - : )

>

Comprehensive. review of the literature of environ-~
mental change provides mixed support for the hypotheses
of developmental affects.l Although theory and intuition
suggest that the basic lifestyle changes associated with -
major family relocation should contribute to the cognitive,
socio-emotional, and physical development of children,
previous research is inconclusive, except perhaps in the
area of physical development where significant reductions
in accidents and polsonlng have been found. The methodo-~
logical difficulties of ost of these studies, together
with the highly limited extent of the environmental
change studied, conspire to leave the questions of environ-
mental impact in cogn1t1ve§ socio-emotional, and general
health unresolved. For thése reasons, measures are pro-
posed in each of these areas. Measures of objective gains
in income, employment, and"® hou51ng quality, together
with measure of parental asp1ratlons and community
involvement are.also attempﬁed.

",’}

necessaxily reflect the subj tive preferences and interests
of theInvestigation and thi % work is no exception. It

is important, however, to dlsl:ngulsh between biases of

this kind, ‘which reflect speﬁé,l interest in particular
dimensions of development, an %blases of another kind,

which reflect culturally dete-auned definitions of
development and under—developm nt. It is important,
given the subject populations i* these studies, to
recognize the difficulty of tra Ecendlng cultural

differences in the measurement o‘Jcognitive development
U_, Iy \iv, ’ '

d 3'%%5

z;al selection amongst%alternatlve instruments must

L2

- ' ”s;\b
lsce Volume III, theraturex¥ev1ew.
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developed" by the standards of _a* dominant culture is not o s e
necessarily under-developed by “the standards of another . . N
culture.. The. safeguard lies in the' caution with which o
resalts are to be interpreted; thus, -depending on pro- -
,fe551onal judgment of the validity of.a particular :

. instrument, gains may-either beée interpreted as "devel- )
opment" or "assimilation." 1In either case they are * ‘
results .of interéest. _— ' D
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5.1 Recommended Measurement Instruments for Children

3

Recommendations for the measurement of children are
presented in three categories corresponding to the cog-
nlﬁlve, socio-emotional, and ohys1ca1 dimensions of -
development Age group approprlateness is 1nd1cated as

. follows: V

0y |

-, N ' . !
~ o 1l = pre-school
. 3 ,'..‘ \\‘ '- . . l; -
e - ‘2 = elementary school
“y . B
’ ’ . . ‘ . : . . v . .
P . "y 3= junlor and senior high school

Descrxptmons*of each of the recommended 1nstruments are
prov1ded 1n Append1x~Br

5.1.1 Cognitive Development : ‘ :

Four separate asbects of cognitive development are
addressed: verbal’ skills, concept formation, school
‘achievement, and general intelligence. Recommendations

are as follows: !

Verbal Skills

1. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test - size of vocabulary,
(1, 2, 3) | )
. 2. ITPA Subtest of Verbal Express1on - Verbal fluency
% . . and ideational flexibility (1 2)

3. * ETS Story‘Sequence Test - ability to understand and
) ,produce a 51mp1e story (1 2) . .
4. ITPA Subtest of Grammatic Clasure (1,2)

Concept Formatlon '

1. % Slgel Object Categorlzatlon Test - ¢onsistency and
level of classificatory skills (1, 2) :

95 .
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4 , £

2. Zimiles Matrlx Test - abstraction of 51m11ax1t1es

(L7 2)

* ¥

'School Achievement‘ s

1. Metropolltan Achievement Test - reading and math
achi evement (2, 3) .

t

General Intelligence

1. Pre-school Inventory (1)

2. Stahford-Binet Intelligence Test (1, 2, 3)

L3
*

.5.1.2 Socio-Emotional Development -

Five distinguishable dimensions of socio-emotional
development are addressed -mental health, self-concept,
future goals and expectations, locus of control, and °
peer 1nteract10ns. Recommendations are as‘follows. ) »

Mental Health

1. Selected Subtests from California Test of Personability - .
measures of personal and social adjustment (2, 3)
2. Behav1oral indicators of psycholog1ca1 and soc1al . ,;&
adjustment (1, 2, 3) 4

N . . .
; o
3 P

Self-Concept ) }

1. Brown ID$ Self Concept Referents Test (Par I, Self
Referent) ¢1, 2) , ‘e

2. Coopersmlth Self Esteem Inventory (2, 3) - “.1 S .




i)

Future Goals and Expectations . s

1. Battle's Achievement Expectancy Scale (2, 3)

Locﬁs of Control )

1, Stephens-Delys Reinforcement Contingency (1, 2)

2. Crandall's Intellectual Achievement Responsibiiity
Scale (2, 3) , - :

3. Nowicki-Strickland Persortal Reaction Survey .(2, 3)

Peer Interactions

1. Ohio Social Acceptance Scale - child's standing in
class and his perception of it (2, 3) - L

~2. Parent and child interview items (1, 2, 3)

5.1.3 Physical Development

.
3
@ 4

| No general pediatric examination yielding comparable \
and quantifiable data was found appropriate for this '
study. . It is thus recommended that a series of tests

screening for handicaps and tests specific to poverty

and housing related problems be given as a battery.

This procedure will be about equal in cost to a compre-
hensive pediatric examination, but will provide more

specific information. In addition to the tests, a

‘parent questionnaire on previous immunizations, diseases,

and other medical history, such as those used by school .
systems for mail responses, shou;d be used.

3

“The following tests are suggested: . < ;

+

-{(1) Hearing test (including screéning for middle ear
o infections)

<
~

| i




(2)
(3)

(4)

Vision test (in depth for detected abnormalities)

‘Nutrition (anemia test, heiéht—weight; vitamin

level test) . C

Lead Poisoning (blood’or urine test)

[t

T o




5.2 Supplementary Measures for Parents

" In addition to the basic test batteries destribed
above, it is desirable to collect- additional information
from the families-of the target children. This is done
by means of a Parent Interview Instrument.l Th& Parent
Interview is designed to provide information on objective
gains (housing quality, spendable income and employment),
aspirations, and community involvément. Dgta collected
along each of these dimensions will be treated as
dependent variables in the analysis.

The Parent Interview serves two additional purposes.
A section on Peer Interactions corroborates information
from the Ohio Social Acceptance Scale- gathered for school-
age children, and provides the only source of information .
, on the peer interaction of pre-schoolers. Secondly
the first part of the Parent Interviewy provides demographic .
data required for screening and sample selection prior . :
to the first survey wave.

a -
. @A

13
- -+

1 The Parent Interv1ew Instrument is presented "in
Appendix A. .
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5.3 Cost of Administration

1a . “

+

Cost estimates are developed on the basis of 100
children and 100 parents. Since.some parents will habe -
more than one child under study, the estimates may b
somewhat high. The selection of 100 children who meet
matching variable requirements iS assumed to required
250 short screenihg interviews with parents. Child.
interviews will mnot be admlnlstéred to pre-school
children. : ‘ W

’/?arent Interviews

250 x P.I. Pt. 1@4/day . 62 days \

100 x P.I. Pt: 2@4/day 25 days .

Cost of Interviews @ $20/day ‘ %1,740

. . . [ ’

Child Interviews i , i

75 x C.I. @4/day .19 days

Cost of Interviews' @ $20/day = 380

ot 3 .

N

Child Tests ) )
100 x Battery @ 2/day ‘ 50 days N
(Preschool, 1 1/2 hours in 2 sessions .
School Age 4-5 hours jin 3 sessions).

Cost of Child Tgsts @ $35/day , "1,750
. K ' ~ |
Coding o v . L o
~250 P.I. Dt. 1 @25/day 10 days L
100 P,I. Pt. 2 @12:5/day 8 days
- 100 C.I. . @20/day 5 days, ' |
100 Batteries @20/day 10 days .
Cost of Coding @ $20/day . 660
\ +

. . . Y

1 Estimated average time per~chi1d‘for group and
individual testing.

A

100 ‘ :
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'seems. reasonable.’ =,

’ ..

. Héalth Examinations

1

700 x Health Test Exam @ $20/test $ 2,000
' . \' I3 . I ) . ’
Coordination ©o _ ' :

l‘qpor@inator for 30 man days o : .
\ }'Cost/of coordinator @ $50/day . ' 1,500

. < B ) .
ESTIMATED TOTAL DIRECT COST FOR 100 . '
FAMILIES -AND*CHILDREN L 8,030
“ASTIMATED DIRECT COST PER FAMILY AND
CHILD: .  $80.00 ’
’ t

A

These costs represent only the direct labor costs
of. carrying odt the field work.. There will, in addition,
be some required travel and, no «doubt, some. indirect
. charges such as overhead and administration expense.
For 100 families and ehildren, the additional charges
should be roughly as_ follows: £

+
.

"

1 This.is estimated as follows: Hearing. Test. ($5-$10)
vision Test- ($5-$10), Anemia ($1.00), Vitamin Level
.($5.00),, Blood or .Urine Test for Lead Poisoning ($1.00) ..
_An average cost estimate of $20.00, which is roughly
equivalent to a standard pediatric ‘examination therefore

. L :
) . %




. - J ' '
Travel (Coordinator) ' T

Rotind-trip to site average $150

30 per dlems @ $25 750

,.Total Travel o “$ 900
Overhead (Coordinator & Coders)

100% of Direct Labor ) 2,160 .
General and Admlnlstratlve Expense “i‘
, 15% of Total Costs ($8,030+$900+$2,160) 1,663 -
Fee (7% of Total Costs) \ 892
TOTAL COST PLUS FIXED FEE . 13,635

There is, of course, considerable variation amongst
contractors in the way in which they account for
indirect charges; nevertheless, an average cost of around
$136 per child should be adequate under almost any
C1rcumstances.

)




+ . . -
v PPV - - T o o e e e e s i i Ry = - - P — P s

- . . 8

t APPENDIX A ’ S :

. . . (S




.
&

L4

~

.
H ¥ 5

o Part I:

?

in strictest confidence by the research team.

public, but only in statistical temms, such as group percentages.
« Gual will not be named or .discussed, and this interview will not be used by anyone

' >

else or for any other purpose.
f -
ADDRESS:

T 7T UPARENT INTERVIEW T TR :
'Screening (either parent)

The information and opinions we will ask for in thls interview are
.children's development as it is related to housing.

7

5.

9

. + Family

Or a study o¥
Everyth:mg -l say will be/ he
The results of the study may become
You as an indivi-

_ TELEPHONE:
-

. LENGTH OF RESIDENCE:

CONVENIENT TIMES TO CALL:

Date Moved In- Length of Residence

. _years months
Current residence . ) .
Previous residences (going back in “ D
time to 1965)-addresses: )
- 'o
’ P
NAME OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLDY AGE: __ RACE:
'NAME OF 'MOTHER (if different): " AGE:___RACE:
Full time

) %pérary unémplgyment‘
' Permanent unemployment

5 - s
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. FAMILY INCOME

.

)
’

AND' EDUCAPION INFORMATION:

.~

Y.y

e

t

'L HEAD OF

+

HEAD OF: HOUSEHOLD)

-

i OTﬁER’INCOME EARNERS (GIVE RELATION TO

relth:

Occupation - ,
|- (specific)

.6

"HOUSEHOED —

@

Jrel™n: rél'n:
} ,

. . ‘ . v 3

>

rel'n:

Principal = .
Employet s

--Annual income-
from -principal
employment

T other job (1)

Annual
income from

(1)

Other job .(2)

Annual income>
from (2)

Total
ermployment
" income
(annual)

Highest
year -
education
(or
degree)

| Supplementary
education
(night or

4

‘technical)

-~




ADDITIOt\AL INCOME : . ) , :
child Support I . TOTAL ADDITIONAL INCOME .

Social Security - L.
AFDC, ADC, or other - v . TOTAL JOB “INCOME
welfare payments ) {from above:

__ - Unemployment compensation - . .

* Disability oL TOTAL ANNUAL FAMILY

Pension - . . " INCOME: - .
Other - ]
Tptal

~CHILDREN (in birth oxder): g l

‘ o School |Name of Nursery | Names and dates of previous
. |Name ) Age |Sex | Grade or Schigol Schools, Nursery Schools or ‘

) Day Care Centers
{

Do any of\the children we have listed have physical or mental disabilities?
(Flll in table below.)

——
d .

Have any of them spént prolonged periods (a month or more) hospitalized
or confined to bed? If so, way?

v
“

Are any of the children adopt;d or foster children?

]
&

‘

¥

NAME(OF‘CHILD DISABILITY HOSPITALIZATION ADOPTED/FOSTER A

- . 106 114 .
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PARENT INTERVIEW
t II:* Mother (attach 8creen1ng Intexview)

1. EMPLOY@E¥§

gfwould like to know how living here has affected your family s ability
é e»make a 11v1ﬁg First, can you remembexr the jobs held by yorr family's

p come earners before the present? We will take them one at tlme back
o 71965. %\
MEMBER OF HOUSEHOLD PREVIOUS DATES | NAMES OF PREVIOUS | ANNUAL INCOME
{starting with head) -QF JOBS JOBS (FINAL RATE
’ SACH JOB)
3
,'..'r_.’ -
O
%,
1]
“\———J . >
o
‘ -




(2) For. each job change or new job since the beginning of your residence here,”
was the opportunity or necessity to change jobs related to living here?

l ‘:, . (e.g., easier access, better ]Ob market, etc.) If so, how was.it ' ,
b related? (Repeat for OTHER workzng members of household ) R o e
MEMBER OF HOUSEHOLD N ;JQB HOUSING RELATION -t
i
i s ° - < -
¢ 4
| ' ‘ i .
- RN 1‘ Y N 4
L ) d Y ’
'] ‘ » \ 1] ; s * t
‘ - o ‘ s
o §l ) . . .
T T g T T . .
(3) What effect would you say, then, that liv1ng in this place has had on
your famlly s ability to make-a living? '
K <
Helped ¢ S . .
. No Change T, ‘ .
I ' More Difficult L g .
- - N A
| ‘ , , ' 108 : ) -
N O ) N 1 \
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SPENDABLE INCOME

Ty

o

‘ .Annual rent (to be bbmputed‘ﬁy inverviewer) :

(2)

L)
.

(3)

~How much is youy rent per month here?

v .

A - . R

7

-

b

L o ’ B |

)
<

How much was your rent per month where you lived just before you moved

here? , ", Annual rent-
Y ‘ {
> \.
About how much ; PRESENT  |PREVIOUS
hove: to pa . RESIDENCE |RESIDENCE
ave to pay . : S %
each month in ~ heat (no. mo. “
bills directly- " per yr.)
related to - + gas & elec.
housing? ‘repairs (ave.) ,
“‘parking ,
‘other
*_(specify) L
iMONTHLY TOTAL
About how much itrénspartation
do you spend ‘furni ture o
on the- average higher: shop- ] ,
each month on ' ping costs .| « L,
things - other i
indirectly (specify) . B '
related . to T ! T
housi&g?~‘ MON?HLY.TOTAL ]
-7 MONTHLY TOTAL :
: . . v (3)&(4) com-
, A ~bined .
s :, iy : \
'e * : i i
e - '»‘u\,,_; ’ 3 ' c )
o ;o '_’, : 5
‘ ';r.oi"r
t % ' .
N 'J‘ ';

#




) . . .€~! C . . . ‘ : v
. . . .
. v : Q 0 , v 2 .d . :"‘
¢ - "“ 5 S g ‘4
o . : | - ' PRESENT  PREVIOUS.
. 11T, HOUSING AND ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ', . ., RESIDENCE RESIDEIICE
Holising ' BRI - " |y¥es | no | YES| NO | 7
(1) Facilities . I s
‘. Private outside entrance " . 5 -
“i%- Dual egress , T o RN , s e
+ §¥ At least one window per room ' )
- "4 Electric lights and outlets in every room
¥ Installed heating in eveéry room - < e )
= Hot water . v
Storage (at least one closet per bedroom) . ’ - !

Laundry facilities in. building
Complete kitchen (sink, stove, refrlgerator) '
Complete bath (ba51n, toilet, -tub or shower) -

TOTAL (2 pts. each)yes

{2) Maintenance
Immediate attention to plumbing or electrical problems
Immediate attention to heat/hot water failure

" Free from infestation (rodents)
Free from infestation (roaches and other-insects) S
.Sanitary garbage collection system (ask how & when
collected)
Structural safety (holes, railings, etc.) i ) .
No flaking paint .

o Adequate security (locks)
Lit entrance and hallways L 1
Repa1nt1ng at least eve;y;three vears
- ' TOTAL (1 p“t. each) ves I X

(3) Occupane -
No shared facilities (e.q., kitchen, bath) (3 zbts.)A ‘
No mere than "2 persdns per bedroom (3 pts,) .

1

No more than 1 1/2 persons per’ room ' ot ¢ ‘
L (excluding kitchen & bath) (2 pts.) e “l '
l ) . TOTAL . R R \:\\:

\ NN E N
HOUSING TOTAL (Max.40 ) | N N Q&‘\\\\\‘

. 4




What kind of job(s) would you most’

like your child(ren) to have when
he (they) grow up? (Try tg elicit
answer without reading cgtegor:es
{Pirst. Repeat for each’ child,
starting with oldest.) -

Do you think your child (ren) are
likely to ‘get jobs as good as
those you would lzke them to
have? (Wr:.te Yes, No, DK in each
box.)

i
J . *

- How far would you like your child
(ren) to go in_ school? (Repeat
6-11 £or each chlld ).

]

'Héusewife'
Professional (doctor, |

r ! 7
Services (hairdresser,
mechani¢, etc.)” -~

<y e s

Py prETS

Businessman [

Steady work in a plantv

Teacher/Social Workex

Minister (Rabbi, etc.)

Office worker (clerk,
secretary, etc.) °

Professional sports

Military.

-

to.)

Own a small store

Othex s

—
A

.0

Professional or

~ graduate work

Graduate from a
4-year college-

Some college but

.less than & years

Technical, nursing,i
business school
after hidgh school

'Finish high school

Don't care if f*n sh

' ‘H"gb §ch001"““




A

Names of children .

(4) Do you think your child(ren) .Probably ves
‘ - will get as far as you would like? Maybe
' ; _ Probably no . ; .
¢ DK
(5)  How good a student do you want - In the middle of the
your child(ren) to be with class .
respect to his(their) studies?, Above the middle of
(Read off the choices.) the class )
One of the best in ﬂ“&
the class 2/
. . Just. good enough to
. [Answer (6)-(10) for school-age g:FImL
children only.] —
(6) Do you think your child(ren) Probably yes
is(are) doing as well in Maybe -
.~ school as you would like? Probably no - ,
s DK R .
N et ’ . . = / ‘
(7) Do you want your child(ren) to Yes
stidy or read a regular amount No
-of "time for each school day? DK
(8), “Do(es) your child(ren) study or Yes
) ' read as much as you would like - No -
ecach day? ‘DK
(9) - Have you encouraged your child(ren) Yes . .
., to take any lessons outside of No )
regular school because you felt DK_ ,
i ' it would help him(them) do better .
‘in school? What kind?
(10) Do(es) your child(ren) do any of Yes
- these things at present? - No
T (11) How important are | VERY . NOT SO UN-
schgol g;ades to you? IMPORTANT | IMPORTANT | IMPORTANT | IMPORTANT]

to your husband?
to teachers?

to ? -
?
?
(names of children)
| . P 112 -
- Q ‘ R : 1 ZO . ‘ ..
"ERIC I L
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Vs COMMUNITY - SUBJECTIVE EVALUATION AND PARTICIPATION e ' ; :

»

” - Very good .
: ;... Good NN ’ v, .
Hand Card ‘ Neither good nor poor -
- : ‘ Poor - \ : e e )
. : | Vexy poor | , A
PRESENT PAST
NEIGHBOR- NEIGHBOR-

o : : i HOOD HOOD
(1)a. How would you rate ) . - G NG
this neighborhood on the vel o l5Ele lvel vel ¢ [ne] e jvp
following facilities and :
characteristics? , Please ' a. Shopping: food
-choose your answers for b, SHopping: other -
each one from the card. than food

- ‘ . c. Churches
(Synagogues, etc.) '
b. Now let's go through d. Medical facilities -
the same categorles for e. Transporation %5
your previous neighborhood. f. -Day Care ‘ 1l
. g. Schools C

h. Parks & Plavqnds.
i. Police protection :

j. Recreation (movies, | -
™ museums, libraries)
o " k. Garbage collection,
’ sanitation :
1: Street clearance :
and repair

m. Juvenile delin-
. . quency; drugs, 4
‘ vandalism, etc. - : N
- n. Adult ¢rime rate

-(2). a. - Using the same a. Friendliness of ]
card, how would you - people living in '
rate the people in this . this project {bldg)

] commun1ty’> . b.. Helpfulness .of

. people living in
this project’ (b\dq\ :

b. .Now let’ s go' through ¢. Friendliness, of (’b[dg.\ i ~
- the same categorles for project personnel . «
your previous neighborhoqd: d. Friendliness of
* - . people living in . Al
this- neighborhood - o ‘ “ '
: outside the project | ° ‘ 1. \\
. e. Helpfulness of " ’

people living in . ,
this neighborhood " : . .
outside' the projeot | . R ’

~ . . 5

. B S E T S
A 121 ' ‘




*

:
|
b (3) a. About how many families in this project.do you know :

' by name? Please list as many names as you ¢an ~ .
‘remember. The families you list will not be contacted.
Listing-them just helps us get more accurate information-
about how well people can geF~to know each other here.

FAMILY. NAME FRIENDS . -

« !
. b

PROJECT -~
Total families:
y Total -friends:

b. About how many families in this- project would'you call

your friends? (Check off l1isf in Question 3a.)
Total: B LN ° i . !

.

-

'c% About how many families in this neighbgrhood, not living
4 in the project, do you know by name? Please list as many
names as, you can remember. The families you list will not
be'contacted: Listing them just helps us get more accurate
information about how well people can get to know each

. other here. : 1

[

FAMILY NAME ) FRIENDS, i
0 * . ! hd
S%' =~ \ .
- N ' e
/
. . NEIGHBORHOOD .
;e . . . ' Total families: .
. i - Total friends; .
. [ . J} ) ? »
. >
H - —n v
) Y N " *
L3
/ .
, , :
o ’ ) . 1
. ‘ £
. N 114
, \ ‘h. ' bl

o




.t . ) S . : .-
: ’
About how many famllles in this neighborhood, not 11v1ng in the project,
would you call your frlends? (Check off on list in Question 3c.) P
gtal: L e
N ) SR oy CR e o .
. €. Do most of your friends live either in this project ,or this neighborhood? .
. If no, do most of your friends live in your ¥ormer e
- neighborhood? _ ) C - . LT e
£. Do you have as many frlends now as you dld where you 11ved before
moving here? . L - i : :
Kd . . ' ' "—{‘f"“"'u_ ’ = =1 ) Z
I ) : ) T'X WeeKly|Once/ %%%?1 Once/|Takes
3 ) . ” |month{yea year |Childrenf -

{4) Do you go to meetings, a. Church (Synagogue) > -

:, - services, or other b. PTA (or other 1

" events for groups of school group) ¢ - 4 ]
people in this- ¢, Clibs™ - ’ L,
neighborhood? About, d. :Political groups ' . -

: how often? e. Boy or Girl . .

, o Scout mothers . ’ .
: - Y £. Volunteer services IS :
R ) ¢g.. Tenant organiZzations
. < « sh, Sports teams .

b LA , &. Other __ - . I

-{(5) What places in this ~ -a. School o L ;

- ¢ neighborhood do you - b. Libraxy I ’ O |
visit? About how c. Parks & Playgrounds i D s
often? . d, Church (Synagogue) o ’ g

o . ' . e. Movies ‘ _

fo N f. Clinics (medical _ S R e

o . ( : facilities) ' i '

- . g. Museums , : -
. . v h. Bowling alleys . ot ‘1.

. . ’ 1 (or other sports) ~ . .- ) .
N ’ . . N i. Other . . < g it [ | I
. N 3 j - ) ‘s -

. ) 4 ’ . T Py tye L

(6) Do you usually t@ke your chlldren to the  * /4, -7 o TR
: meetlngs or places we have just' talked about? ST L o, e

(Check'each item in last column.). ., . . ,_“" no ) i
. . ’ e . b SR
, o ol ‘ * N ! )
4 \ g . . A o




¥ ) . B »
L. |
’ » &
, e DS _
" - - ) Weekly| Once/ Sgvera once/ | with
' - ( Month| vear ‘ |year whom
. . . iR . ’ Tt ‘
(7) Aare there meetings or a. Libraries 27 -
- placés your_ children ‘b. Scouts il
go to by themselves c. Church/(Synagogue) - ° - , :
or with people in‘this ' d. - Sports\teaths I
neighborhood? ~ About e. Lessons - - - - o ‘ ]
how often? Who do they f£. YM(W)CA } S I
' usually go with? (With g. ~ Movies ;. : I S
ifriends, alone, with - h. Sports events o : :
othet adults?) i. Playgrounds & parks [ -
Sl j. Other v B
< R ey 1
- -

¥

' (8) who ueually takes care of your children when you cannot?

a. Older sibling

b. Relative (in child’ s home)

c.. Relative (outside home) _

d. Non-relative (in home) - g
e. Non-relative (outside home) )

f. Daycare center

g g ~Other
(9) * About’'how many hours a week is " cared for this way?
name of child . ' hours/wk.
(Repeat for each child.) o ‘
< C=

Ky

o
110) Do you thlnk your chlldren would have had good ooportunltles
to get ahead in life if you had stayed in your previous

ne1ghborhood°

» ' . '/1 - l - Is . ‘ .
(11) Do you think your chlldren will have good opportunltles to get
,ahead in life if you stay, in- thls neighborhood?
. ¢ M e
.(12) Do yQu think your children would have a better chance to get
ahead in life if you moved to agnother home and neighborhood?

e - ¥
¢ - %
/

~(13) Do you think you .will move anywhere with better opp0rtun1t1es
’ . "for your chlldren while they are still in school? Yes

fowr N
pla

M:“ . . 116 . , .,"'“\z . .
: L [ - ‘\,_;; DK
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- (2) a. Do you think you know &hq your child(ren)‘'s friends are?

s

| CHILDREN: - PEER RELATIONSHIPS

-~ -

ey .

About how much time'do(es)‘yohr child(ren) spend with children living insidé
this project and with children living outside the project, but in this’

3 @
nelghborhood? Nei rhood

. Project - .
Sometime eﬁery day

Sometime several days a week
‘Sometime ohce a week
Less thHan once a week
Rarely : ' o

Never-

4 . -

m

-t

y

b. Can you try to list as many of youf child(ren) 's friends by name as you
_can (fo ch child in turp)? :

©

1

Name of | Name of | School of |Grade in

child friend | friend <] school LOCATION “TIME SPENT WITH

oy



Ve ) . '-t- - A
. oo . 2t
. ’ ”~ . N ;3:»
. . - . ) i
- . o T
4 ;Z‘: N . ) . K
Do you thlnk _your chlld(reni has enough opportunlty tO'make - ’
frlends here N B -, R " N
R "'& S ' s . . A " o ', »' '2 ., } (

. < Py ’ . "‘ ’ “ ° Ted P
Do you,thlnk your chlld(ren) has(have) as many frlenas here TR
as they dld.where they llved before? P e . ;

g . s
\ N v 3 . - - .
. . A : . g S . 1
Are you pleased w1th the klnds of frlends your chlldren haye . o
© here? _ - if noy, why not’ : . P -
. —— — - -
> s 7 ; = ; - <
Can you descrlbe any dlfferences in the kznds of friends
your chlld(ren) has(have) here and. where you lived before? .
< 2 .y ,‘5"‘,3
" » . - *
.A!a:
” < | ¢
— ; - - < . — - — - . s
5, . I .
;':; y 1 P . . m,, <7
B ¢ ” )‘ - * -ﬁ?«‘ ) ) ,‘ ";" 3 T
. “ - . A . " y a
PR v R .
wE ) ‘ ) ) " -
- ) . + o , t:
s E . ’
- <‘_: ” 1 14
. . T . .
. Cars
+ o - *
) . . ’ ‘ ;
oy - b }
{A:‘,‘, hd " :mi;m.zj, .
. i .
_'ﬂ. 7 '




CODING OF PARENT INTERVIEW-

PART-I: Screening (10 data points)
" " (duplicate care required for each subject child)

CARDI i . . . -.‘ . "’ ‘.o'.‘

Columns | o Y . - . .

1-5 , _ Project name code

6-10 L Family name code N ;

11- - " No. residences since 1965 (9=9 and above).,

1

112 - . Sex of head of household (M or F)’
13-14 ) Age of head of household ’

15 : ‘Race of head "‘of household 1l=white

- ] " 2=black :
TN . ' . 3=Spanish o
: ‘ ' 4=0riental L

e, g o " S=other- .

16 - N, Occupatlon head of household
- - i ) 9—profess:.ona13
. _ . technical
) 8—managers,
proprietors
7=clerical
6=sales
5=service
workers
4=craftsmen,
wer ' . . foremen , -~
. .3=operatives -
’ s(skilled)
- . i b 2=laborers )
o "7 {i(unskilled) i
l=household ;

17 ’ , Occupatlonal status of 1=£f11l-time’
’ o head of household employment
G Py s ' : ) ~ 2=part time . ¢
- : , - employment
. R o . 3=1 plus 2
: . 4=temporary un-
employment .
5=retirement < =
(permanent :
unemployment)




- -

Bducatlonal 1eve1
of head of household

}

8=Advanced
degree - -
7=graduate of
4 year college
6=college (less
than 4 years)

L — e : " 5=technical,

o™

Total Annual Famliy
Income

. o~ . .-

Gy

¢

Absolute Famlly Income
(Annual) ‘

Total No. Members. Household
No. Children Household

120

128

nursing,
business ,
training after
" high school
4=graduate
high school
3=some high
" school

< g o 2=8th grade

l1=less than
~ 8th grade

“1=under $3,000

5=$7, 500- $9 000

6=$9,000-$10, 500
7=over $10,500




CODING OF PARENT INTERVIEW
Part II: Mother

[Coding will be done separately for each child in the study.
Where gquestions are answered for each'child (e.g. Sec. IV),
code only answer for specific child; where collective answers
are given, they will be entered as collective scores for
every child (e.g., V(7)]. . :

CARD II
Columns
1-5 . Project Name Code
6-10 Family Name Code
11-13 Child Name Code ' .
14 I(1) No. JobsiSince 1965: Head of
, ‘ Household -
15 ’ I(2) . No. Jobs since Moving to Current
Address .
T~ 216 I(3) " Relocation Effect on Earning a L1v1ng
oot ‘ l=Helped .
2=No Change .
B ‘ =More difficult :
17-20 II(1) Annual Current Rent
21-25 Annual Current Income
b 26-27 ) - Annual Current Rent/Annual Current .
' Income
(Express fractlon as 2 digit number,
€.g., «25=25)
28-31 I1(2) .. Annual Previous Rent
32-36 Annual Previous Income
" 37-38. Previous Rent/Previous Annual Income |,
, 39-4§‘ II(3) I1(2)~-I1(1) (Signed difference, e.g.
) —_ ’ . -14, in rent/income fractlons) .
‘“’*;" '41-43 L Additicnal Housing Expense (Absolute) .
© 44-45 - " additional Housing Expense (Annual)/ , ,:
‘ . ' . " Annual Income L
46-47 IIT(1l) . . Total Housing: Faeilities Score
(Max 22)
| N =% . '
. . . A21 - . ' ‘ }
% -\‘1 ‘ ) ' , 1‘ 9 ‘ :
ERIC. = . - .12 ] | _




N
S

48-49
50 -

51-52
53-54 -
55-56
57
58-59
60-62

63

64

65

56

67

68

ITI(2)

III(3)

III(1)
III(2)
III(3)

IV(1)

IV(;)

Iv(2)

IV (3)

Iv(4)

\

1
i

1

_. Col. 16)

.Educational Aspiration.fdr Child

- 1=Prob.. no

Total Housing: Maintenance Score ) T
(Max 10). ‘ ’ ’
Total Housing: _Occupancy -Score

(Max 8) - )

Housing Total (Max 40) SN B .

Previous Housing: Facilities Score
Previous Housing: Maintenance Score
?revious Housing: Occ, Scp#e-
Previous Housing Total .

Present-Past Housing Total
(Signed Difference)

0=No
1=Yes .
Classify job aspiration for §ubject L o

Child by Code for Part I: Occupation
Head of Household (Code: Card I,

3=9 or 8
2=7 to 3 ¢ S
. 1=2 or 1 .

v

Difference'BetWeen Occ. H. of H. T
and Aspiration for Child: - :

3=child higher

2=equal .
1=child lower.
Job Expectancy 3=Yes
: . 2=DK
. 1=No Lo

ts
s

(Code: Card I, Col. 18)

. ..3=8; 7,0r 6 . o

2=5'or 4 : . L

, 1=3, 2, 0r 1 -
Add: 9 Don't Care or Don't, Know

3=Prob. yes o

2=Mdybe -or DK

t

122

! B

. . .

R ) ; x

130 ’ ‘ :
. B PR
' v ¢
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: .




©

€9

2
n’
72
73

74

75~76

77-78

f79

A

IV(5) .

L IV(9)

"IV (6)
IV(7)
IV(Q[ .

IV(10) - -

IV(11)

\

., in Cols. 56,. sa,'bﬁ‘*sz (range 3 -12) . Lo

< 2=(9)no, - (10)yes .

Ibeé% in class o ) N
3= above mid@le
2= middle
1

(Class rank .
get by :; Asplrat;pn{_ s
DK ' . . " . . . .Q‘- ¢ . K . :
3=Prob. yes. ." - . R
2=Maybe or DK (School, performance, , . .

1=Prob no expectancy) O A

3=yes - . . ) . '1f G
-25DK . .. (study aspiratiom) e
1—t‘§0 o A o i - ~ .

3=ges - . S0, Co T
"2=DK . (stydy .expectancy) . -, ., ..
dso. .
.« 4=(9)yes, (10)yes oo
- 3=(9)yes, :(10)no (Educat10na1 Lo g
1= (9)no, (l°2n° g motlvatlon) A ‘V‘EW
4=Very important . . : BRI
3=Important Sy . i e
2=Not so important ﬂEd:gattgnal T . n
1=Unimportant motivation), ., S

Ve . v, o aew
VR . :

Total Aspiration Sé&re. Sum‘ o R
Scores in Cols. 54,55, 57,,59 él W e o

(range 5 =15) = B s
Total Expectancy Sc@re- sum chres .

-9

Total Motlvatlon Scoge."Sum L

Cols. 65-65 6% 68- (range 2 -8}
-

123 S .
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‘‘‘‘‘‘

11-12 v()a

) ~ ( , 4—G , ‘ S
o /éi\\ z : o 3—NL/NP Total all present.neighborhood -
: Do : 2=P\ facilities (range 14-70)

\ 4 - 4

VA . 3f§G p Total all past heighberhood,
. T “o=p /N facilities (range 14-70)
1=vp \ k ;

., ' Yoo . .
15-17 v(l)a-b Present Neighborhood - Past
’o . Nelghbthood (Negative if present -
- : . ) poorer,ﬁe ge, =23)

T 18 .. A/ (2) a -’ 5=VG ‘ 3 {‘:} o ' LTk
o ST, ' 4=G \ Average Rating of People -
ﬁ.'\ . } - o ' »3=NG/NP \ythis neighborhood .(a-e) ' :

e ) oy “/ 1 ) : .
P '20-21 © v(2)a-b Present-Past (Negatlve if present ] )
SR . *  .poorer) . : . T

I 22-23 V(3)a No. Project amllles Known by Name .
" 24-25 - V(3)b No. Project Fhmiliés Called Friends f
- - 26-27 - t V(3)c : ~No. Neighborhdod Families Known by Name |
: U, 28=29° V(3)a TNo.. Nelghborho d Families Called Frlends
3Q‘.‘\ * V(3)b,d,e 1l=More friends|in project and nelghborhood o
' , 0=More frlends outsxde , ‘ ~ T

t.31 : . .- .. 1=More frlends

.

e y <
. 32 V(3)f\w§\ ' O—More frlends

4:“{': ;/:' . f,aj*'. . ’ i . « * f24




+ - 33-34

35-36

37-38

39-40

41

42-43

44

45

o

v(4)

v(5)

v(6)

v(7)

v(8)

v(9)

v(10)~-(12)

.

. V(13)

VI(1)

B

4=weekly
3=onc¢e/month
2=several times/year

Total score
group activities

1=once/year (sum a-i)
4=weekly

‘3=once/manth Total score
2=several times/year places visited
J1=once/year ’ (sume a-i)

Total No. of Checks in "Takes °
Children®" column in (4) and (5)

4=weekly o, . '
3=once/month Sum independent
2=several times/year activities of
l=once/year . children

1=a
2=Db , ‘ .

_3=C .‘- . ~ - . . . . *
4=4 R : ’
5=e LA )

" 6=f . ‘ . !
7=g ‘
. Hodrs per week subject child

‘is cared for = . -

3=this neighborhood best
2=no difference ’
1= thls nelghborhood poorer

3-yes . ’
2=DK (Aspiration to‘relocate-better),
l=no ' . .

6=some time/day

S5=several tlmes/week
4=once/week -
3=less than once/week - \
2=rarely »
l=never




¢
-

W

46 .
47
48

: 49-50

-§)51-52 .

53
54

55

56

VI (3)1 ‘

(4),(5)

. 0=35 is greater

" Time spenf with project friends

‘Time spent. with project children
(1-6 above) |
Time spent with neighborhood '
children (1-6 above)
1=36 is greater

No. friends listed for ubjéct child.
No. “friends in same school '

Time spent with neighborhood

- Score 1-C

.~ as in cols:
35&36

friends
Time spént with outside
friends
4=all e "yes" .
3=2 "yes" (Satisfaction: children's
2=1 "yes" friends) -
1=no. "yes" -

126
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o
7

Children: -

[N
|
+

*

" PARENT INTERVIEW:

0
~

- , Y

Parents:'
.Material Gains:
Employment

. Income j;pendable)_l

Housing

Community

]

Social’integratibn;
‘Friendships -
Community Participation
éeIf'Conqépt-Outlook
Aspifatibns for Children
Expectancyifor'Children

.- Subjective Gainsg:
"Employment
Friendship
Community:

' People
Facilities
- Participation
Sum Evaluation

—

-

. Social Integration:
Friendship | )
©  Community Participation.

R o127

—

i3o

DEPENDENT VARIABLES

.t

-

QUESTION

Screening,
Interview

IT(1)(2)
111(1)-k3)

AR
by
b D]

s

CARD NO.
AND
COLUMN

] M=)

ty.

1:17

A

TI°39-40

II 60-62

(Community Evaluation -«
Scale Present-Past
Difference Score)

: 'V(3’)ao-fo

v (4),(5)

IV{1)~(11)
IV (1)-(11)
1(3)
v(3)
v(2)
v(l)
V(4) , (5)

v(10)-(12).

[y
L4

vIf1),(2) .
V(6), (7)

&

III 22-32
IIT 33-36

II 75-76
II 77-78

IT 16 .
III 23-32

IIr°18~21
III 11-17

III 33-36 -

III 44,

‘ot

'
III 46-55
IIT 37-40

-~

ﬁ""’""’”\"“"ﬂ




[

Family name -

.- ‘ . Child's name
' CHILD INTERVIEW o hges___ Sex: __  Race:r
- . Address: )
4 : . . T
I. FRIENDS ‘ ‘ : : - _
¢1) a. About how many kids in this projeét do you know by name? Can you name them
. for me? Will you also tell me what school they go to and which grade they
are in? - ' ) 4
' ek {
| ~ .
.
W T
: check one - °,’ oy
LGCATION AND BEST s
- NAME OF CEILD SCHOOL GRADE | FRIEND{ FRIEND A
Project - ) . ’ 7’ = |
N kS
. -s":
J .‘.' .‘n" a0 B
/ - 2
~ \’ v ]‘
Y el
- o » '
7 . N ‘ LR P
Neighborhood T . . C A e :
e © ;’:%2 '
. .t —_ o 9
», ' . N B
;~.’9. g v ’y‘, - -
Outside . : ) RN RN S L. ,
Neighborhood . : ' ] 4 ’
’ ’ - Jorrmons] ‘
b. Which of the kids you have named would you call your friends? (Fill in table o
above.) - : N .
Bt o -
c;{r’“Which‘ of those friends would you call "best friends"? S
. l [ - ‘ N . » p . - se ‘\ “
“ERIC D S 136 \




~ i -
~ . . . - . .

- {2) a. How many kids in this nelghborhood, but not 11v1ng in the project, do you
" know by narie? Can you name them? (Neiglborhood is rxoughly defined as
“ elementary school district.) Do they all go to your school? What grades

" are they in?" (Fill in table above:) 7 . .
b. Whégg of”these kids woulq you cgll friends? (Fillﬂin table above.) . . . ~

€. Wouldmyou call any of them "best friends"? <(Fill in table above.)
(3) a. Do any of your ‘friends live outside thls nelghborhood? Can you name them
and tell meyyhat ‘schools they go to?. (Fill in table above.)

b.' Which of them live in your old nelghborhood? (Before you moved here?)
(Mark 0ld neighborhood friends w1th asterisks.) (Fill in tabIé above.)

s ,Are any of them "best friends"? (Flll in table above.) L B

¢

{4) Now I w1ll read off all the kids' names we listed, and I would like you to
tell me about how much time you spend with each of them. If you see them only
a couple of times a year, tell me that, or every day, week, and so on.
(Fill in table above.)
. /'
II.'gchMuNiTy‘FACILITIE§‘AND PARTICIPATION
(li Do you belong to any clubs, teams, or other groups that have regular meetlngs

or activities? Co ' ot - e
e

GROUP (check) - FREQUENCY OF MEETINGS || REGULAR ATTENDANCE |

i?v

Scouts -
Church

¥YM (W) CA.-- ‘ - .
 lBoys b 7 — - .
Little Leagque ) . .
Other teams P
School clubs - il ,
Outsidé clubs ? - - .
Othexr (specify) .

.{2) What kinds of pf§£22 in this ne1ghbo!£ood do you go. to? About how often?. Wlth
"7 whom do you usually go?

e
| PLACE FREQUENCY N
’  Library " . R , NBEYR .
;i N YM(W)CA’ : NN - S
© e - fParks/Playgrounds : R SN N BN
IO gfmrches/Synagogues; . §j\\ 3 kS V\\éa
Movies x REY N NN
Bowling.alley . : NG RN
N Skating rinks ° R ' Ve.sbg
i ‘ Swimming pools" ) A NN DA .
& - {Clinics” . " ‘ - TR NS
i o, " Special stores {specify) RN ‘ TANRINY ‘
L. o {eyms ' R BRI
CERIC . {O€her (speeify) 1 459 L[ [ el

- - = = =~ 7
Wi £ T .
e T . 137 :
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.,m A L, ’ . X <, . —. ) S - ;‘ .- ) L
R - . -
. . . .

:‘fiIi.' ACTIVITIES AND ASPIRATIONS - - A

Cl) a. Do;you have any paxd part-tine jobs? What are they? ™ . %{_'

JOB — TUE hes. Zuk o

-

b. (If jobs) About how. many hours a week do_ioﬁ Spendﬂéorkinq?

- ) o . . r >~ . R

'32) a. What three thlngs would you say you spend the most tlme

dolng after school and on weekends? _ - - Foa

TIME SPENT . WITH WHOM - IR S

watchlng telev1s10n i ) i ] : Lo

7> . organized=sports , . ’

unorganized sports.,. B ) A

working (paid jobs) B . e

visiting friends . K K ' . B

visiting relat¥ﬁes ~ - , S

studying = ’ - R IR

helping around the . , 3 R

house : L R . . o;g

2 taking care of T - N B

B younger children - | . s

' messing around o 3 . . L e

golng to movies . ’ ‘ = ';

going places (YM(W)CA,~ = : A — 4

libraries,; museums , - e :

" etec.) : - e . ' |- ) ¥

. school rélated act1v1- - Z . - S

) ~ ties (clubs, news- i . ’ S Y

L " pape¥, €tc.) , ) I ‘ .

R : hObbleSJ“_ ' el i I L o -

‘Other: . : i P )

T . - . B -
- " ) ‘

e ¢ * . .
. . -~ K

b. About how many hours a week do you spend dolng éach of' : (:
these thlngs and with whom? (Flll 1n above table.) - ‘:,;f

(3) Can you tell me three things you llke do;ng best after school
and on weekends? They might be things other than those we
already mentloned--just think about things you like dolng best, ' )

ﬂaﬁ%even if you :don' t often get to do them. - - . R

!;‘ ! . LY . s




What kifid of job would you most
. .1ike to .have-when you are grown &
up? .

»

What kind of job do you ‘think you
will have when you are grown-'up?

..

ol

.
- )

.

Servzces-(hairdresser, S 4

T~

EXPECT "

(»"

M | &8

mechanic, ‘etc.)
Businessman )

Steady work in a plant

Teacher/Social worker

Minister (Rabbi, etc.)’

Office worker (clerk, '
secretary, etc.)

Professional sports

Military "
" Housewife ’

Professional (doctor,
lawyer, etc.) -

Own .2 small store

'Other :

» - -

How far would you like to go in
school?

-

'

How far do you think you will go
in school? . R

~

n"

Cats
.

, -

L . e _ . v

- . -

Advanéed. ‘degree

. Graduate from four-

Yyear college

Some college (but, c

less than four years)-

. Technical, nursing, ..

business -course:«... -

Pinish High school' -

School until.age 16.

Would ggét'nﬁﬁrif€66ﬁldf'

.

LR LAt

e

What are allvthe subjects you have 1n school thls‘year°




-h

Sy,

'

(7) [Interv1ewer° +Fill in names of all Engllsh/Language and Math
Subjects for each quadruple set of questions which follow.]

oa.

what grade do you expect to get in > ' . on your
next report card? - (Circle, ohe.) Aiﬁ ‘

A
'~

AA- B+BB- C+CC- D+DD- F’ d%gﬁggﬂwmm@
What is the lowest gradezyou could get in . T - &

on your next report card, that you would be sadtisftied : ’
with? _ . 5, B
. & ERTBE.B B- CHCC- DF DD B T

~.

How certaln on a scale from1-10, w1th 10 belng most
certain, are you that you could get (Fill in *3°
answer to (7)b.] in .? . o

1 2 3 4 °'5 6-7 8 9 10
Uncertain Certain

How important is to you, if 10 is very.

~important and 1 is not- at all important? -

l 2 3 4 5 6 7-8 9 10

NEXT SUBJECT -

€.

£. 7 :
“on your next report card, that you would be satisfied

Not at ’ " Very
e all . ‘'important.
important.
What grade do you expect to get in "' ‘on your -

next report card? (Circle one.)-
AA- B+ BB~ .C+ CC-. D+ DD~ F

What is thé lowest grade you could get in -

"with? ' .
‘A A~ B+ BB- C+CC- D+ DD<.F

How certain oh;a scale from 1—10, w1th 10 being most
certain, are you that you could get a . [Fill in

answer to (7)£.] in g ? ’

. ‘ l1 2 3.4-5 6 7 8 9 10 .

: Uncertain " Cexrtain

. How important is 4 to you, if lO is’ very

important and l is not at all important? S
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 . )
Not at : Very
all : important.

important. 140 : o

g 132




R S

-
-~

. NEXT SUBJECT . o -
. VWhat grade do you expect to get in N on your '
** next report card? o(€ircle one.) - T,
,“@ Ny AA- B+BB- C+CC- D¥DD- F :

'What is the lowest’ grade you could get .in
on your next report card, that you would be- satisfied
with? ?

.-

AA- B+BB- C+CC- D+ DD- F

Je

; How certain on a scale fxom 1-10, w1th 10 being most .
° certain, are you that you could get a [Fill in

answver to (7)3 ] in R |
1 2°'3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Uncertain . Certain
1, How important 1s to you, if 10 is very'

important and 1 is not at all 1mportant° .
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 c

. .- . Not ‘at" Very
. T all important.
- important. . _ a .
NEXT SUBJECT - . LT T
m. What grade do you-expect to get in - ' . on yoﬁr
- next regort card? (Circle one.) ' -
- s 2 A- B+ B B- C+ c c- D+'D]D-"kmLxmwwmmArq;
.n,f What is the lowest grade you could get in f‘i a
on your next report card, that you would be‘?atlsfled
with? .

\ ) _ .
A A~ ;B+ B B~ C+ C C- D+ DD~ F

. ) ) ¥

o, How certaln on a scale from 1- 10, with 10 belng most

certaln, are you that you could get a . [Fill in
answer to (7)n ] 1n . ? -

1.2 3 4 5.6 7 89 10
‘Uncertain . Certain

“ip. How meortant is to. you, if 10 is very
© important and 1 is not at all 1mportant°

=172 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

-Not at , Very
all’ ' . . important. -
important. 1 4 1 ’ et

< C, - "1'33}




L ;NBXT :SUBJECT s

"~ iq. what,.grade do you expect to get in "lon_yogg
© ‘next report card? (Clrcle one.) .

A A- B-!aBB-' c+ic c-. D D'D..; oo,

r. What is the 1owest grade ‘you could get in. .. -
) on your next report card, that_you would be satlsfled
L :w1th'> . . . . ;

‘A A- B+ B B- C+ C C- .D+ D D- F:. :

s. How certain on a scale from 1-10, with 10’being~most .

; s ( " certain, are you that you could get a [Fill in *
5 e answer'to (M xl 1n., ? :

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -8 9 1ﬂ
Uncertaln L Cerxrtain

t. “How 1mportant is to you, if 10 1s very
1mportant and 1 is not at all J.mportarit'> -

1 2 3 4.5 6 7 8 9 10

. ' Not at _ - - Very.
o - all ’ o lmportant.' . )
2 important. : ‘ . : . - s

] - . .

NEXT SUBJECT_

S .'What grade do you erpect to get'ih e oni your
3 : next report card? (Circle one.) '

| - U ‘-‘-‘A A- B+ BB- C+ CC- D+ DD- F

[} _ What jis the 1owest grade you could get in .°° ,
Lo on your hext report card, that you would be SatISfIEd c— s
- *_wf ' !" v WJ.th? ' Sk s e b g A

.
—

o . - - A A- _B+ B_B=_C+ C-C- D+ D D~ F

. . ~ 7

w.’How certain on a scale frop 1-10, with 10 being'mostl
- 'cextain, are. you that you could get a- - [FilY in .
-answer to (7) v.] 1nf . ? .

-

1 ,2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Uncerta;n .. Certain

.. - x. How lmportant is | to you, 1f lO is very
v important and 1 iS not at all 1mportant?

Lo o1 2 03 4 056 7.8 9 10

Not ‘at - - - -Very . _ ‘ ’
o -all o e important. ,
- important. . - o , -
\’)::,t‘ 4‘,”._"“,"\‘ ,‘ ;V N i .‘ . '134 - N 7
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(8) How impoftant are good school grades to you?

-~ fvery - Not s0 . )

* !
important |Important |Important |Unimportant

3

YOU
MOTHER
FATHER

o

N

TEACHER

How important are good school grades to your mother,
your father, your teacher? Fill in above table. .

N

-
\';
.. .
.
-
]
/’- +
' ;
\/‘ -~
f -
- «
-
’ ‘ “
§ i .
® ' l
% - °
* .
. L4 ,
2 LY
' -
- 4
- ‘ v “
- - - v r‘ ¢ [¥4
hd .
;! 4 P \- .t R i
- A b " . : s
. ’ . s X .o
-
g do e
» Al a ~» -
Lt “, R . - -
- 3 .., ~
= - + . . w
- -
i L ” -~
L3 [3 G
- g . H
¢ . )
13 & ‘(‘& ‘
- e B
S
. . 3 -, .
- ]
. foev . o
¢ - - ¢ i)
.
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CODE BOOK = CHILD INTERVIEW

CAﬁD IVi

Columns Quéstion
1-5 A
6-10-

}1-12

iB

14

-

15-16 I(1)-(4)

17-18
19-20,
21-22
23-24
1"25-28

-~

‘. _O’:‘No.

- No.

’

Project name code

Child ﬁamg code

[

Age

Sex

l=white
2=black
3=Spanish
4=0riental -
5=other

No. projeét kids known ' -

No. progect klds called friends (inc.

best) ‘ . -

No; nelghborhooa klds known

No.

¢ ™
~
.o

nelghborhood kids called friends

(1nc. best)-

outside kids known

1Y

outside kids calle& frlends

(inc. best)

EIRY

‘most best frlends in progect
most best friends. in neighborhood

most best friends in’ Butside
-most’ tlme (out51de of 'school)
‘spent- with kids in project,
most time. (outside of school)-

- 'spent with kids in neighborhood

most time (outside of school)
spent: with kids out51de o,

2 =-most friends (1nc.‘best) in sama

+ school

1 =,most friends (inc. .best) in.

\

dlfferent school Lt

o

136,
144

r




I1(1)

(2)

III(1)a.

- 'be«
(Zfa.‘l

-9

' (3)

(4fa..

. A N . .
No.ggroupé belonging to PN toLe

attendance . LR ey

TBRWNH O

No;'g;pups belonglng to - régular *

-
v . L o,
] 0~ 3

" No. comﬂunlty fac;lltles used,at S

least several*tlmes ‘per month :
No. communrty fac111t1es used‘at 1east
a few times 'per-year . :

4 < . s
facilities mostly used alone
facilities mostly used with friends-
facilities mostly used w1th parents -
facilities mostly used with other
adults

> W K

hnmon

N

No. part time jobs

Work hours per week - . .
8ports and other purposeful .social
activity >
work (jobs, studying, chores, etc.)
passive ‘activity (movzes, V) -
visiting .
school rel. activity °’ s -
educational act1v1ty.(11brar1es,

)]

OV Uy o N [

nouwunn

museuns) T ¢

-

o

aimless activity ("mess1ng around") .
solitary-purposefll activities }&
(hobbies, ,etc. ) o
other

VL

activity primarily .solitary

activity primarily in family ", .
activity sprimarily with friends- . .
activity primarily with other adults

nmwun

~

o

1st’§referred activity
2nd preferred activity

3rd preferred activity

Job aspiration
) 8=managers
7=clerical

6=sales

(Code to-be .
developed .
from -answers
.obtained)

—prbfess1ona1, technlcal__:“

& proprletors

v‘.

s .

S=service workers

[N ‘]

)




III(4)b.

" (5)a..

'

b.

(7)

1 v,

Ay
P

.Average grade expectancy language

subjects
12

. 11
10

N W UTOY1.OO WO

4

R

Average 1owest grade satisfied with

Job expectancy :4 C e - ﬁ
C > ! D : g
Diff:. 3 = asplratlon hlgner c "

2 =.equal asp/exp : ‘ "

1 = exp higHer-

Edue. aspir. = ' , e o
Educ. expect. - * -
Diff: 3 = aspiration higher ’ i - .
2 = equal asp/exp . )
~ 1 = exp. higher . £

(1anguage)

Average certalnty of satlsfactlon

1

4=craftsmen, foremen .
3=operatives (skilled) - S
. 2=labhorers (unskllled)
1—household :

Wl e U

A’ - T A
A- : ‘ ‘ Co
B+ ; . T
B~ : :
ci - |
c ' '
C-. - .
'D+ Y . “\' P
D- - e g
P

~ .

(language) \
3= expectancy higher- than satisfaction . .. .
2 = expectancy equal to satisfaction - .
1l = expectancy- 1ower than saﬁlsfactlon o

Average 1mportance ratlng (1anguage)

Average grade expectancy math

12 =2 - , -
‘11 = T r
- "10 —‘B+ I - . Ui

. s . - .

. - g \ “
) s T i A .
1% gy, "o, . . « j‘s‘ . - b4
o N .o h Sl . “%
TN . . -,

. b w e s . . - , i . ’ .
» P 4 .
i ke - ) . B PR
N - N PR
‘




0
-
¥

. = B- A
- — 4
" =St ,
LW = C . s .

Wwonon
oy
T F

. s .
n . - f
. - L]

¢

HNWeUTOANOW
i
0
t

.Average ‘lowest grade satisfied with - - B
(math) - o L

-

Average certainty of satlsfactlon
(math) . .

-

3(5 expectancy higher than satlsfactlon
2 = expectancy equal to satigfaction .
1 = expectancy lower than satisfaction © -

Average importanée rating (math) o . e

Grade 1mportance- you : e

very importamt ~ . . S
important ‘ Co o
not. so important o e o
uninportant A : SRR

.

-

=0 W
lrn

Grade importance: mother g ‘
very important = - S
important N o
not sO important . X et
unlmportant . . L o

W
wn

Grade 1mportance. father ‘ o
) .. 4 = very important = , RS
S *3 = important - 7 - . o
‘ _ _ 2 = not so important -
LRI unlmportant

Grade 1mportance-, teacher
very important . o e
-important ’
not so .important.

unlmportant
' T, . P ) .

»

ﬁ hun ll

Hma&as
"ﬂ"
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," . r//,” .
CHILD INTERVIEW: DEPENDENT VARIABLES
3 ' L4 .'f%': h '\‘\ - ‘, . . w:’\\"\‘xb’ -~ 41
. " CARD NO.
) .. AND
e ¢ QUESTION ° COLUMN .
Social Integration: o
Friendship (Peer Relations) ~ I(1)-(4). = IV 15-29
(Sumimary Scores) : © IV 27-29
. ] ) ' . N
Community Participation - IT(1),(2) IV 30-35
Activities = - III(1)~(3) IV 36-43 )
) . (Summary Scores) . LIV 39,41 : -
Self—Cbncept-Outlook: o
L . [N - . . ! © . .
‘ General: Aspirations III(4)a., IV 44,47
TS ’ ’ o ot (5)a.
~ . : .
Expectancies IITI(4)b., "IV 45,48
7 (5)b. :
Aspiration-  III(4)c., IV 46,49 .
Expectancy , (5)e.
Differences 2 s - " e
" School: Expectancy, X
Motivation, Satisfaction
(Battle)
| .
Average Expectancy: - ) —
. (Language) I1I(7) % 50,51
‘ (Math) ITI(7) - " IV 57,58
Average Satisfaction . o
. ) (Language) IIT(7) IV 52,53
- A (Math) III(7) IV 59,60
Difference '
. . (Language) I1I(7) - - IV .56
(Math).": III(7) IV 63
Confidence g .
(Language) ‘ IV 54,55 .
(Math) . . . IV 61,62
, , - 140 : ' : ‘
J , . . 14& : T ' v




Self-Concept-Outldok:,(continuedf
* ' School:"(continUed) :
_“~——=School Importance
. Perception of
- School importance
to others

-
4
‘r 3 -
. P
)
i
.
4
- 1 .
s
hd ¢
N
T ™ M
.
~
— .
< .
N
*
*
- - ‘e
1
‘
’
.
-
.
v . — -
.
v
)
>
9

III(8)

III(8)

IV 64

IV 65-67 -

“¥
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BATTLE S MEASURE QF : S ' .-

3 - ‘ . b -

ACHIEVEMENT EXPECTANCIES, GOALS, AND VALUES

,], . . . N

PR . .
“1 . . . P . e -
1 . , 3 ¢ K}

..+  BEHAVIOR.MEASURED:- Achievement Jodls and’expectancies.

& - . . .
y .« - * . ¥ 3 ' v

'ER

AGE~GRADE RANGE: Used w1th Grades .7-9 in two 'research ]
* . studles (Battle, 196§ 1966) . No reason why it could not
R be used with- elementary*school'chlldrén 4f they recelved
O " letter grades in Math and English. . ot .

-
< ' N l." -

- ADMINISTRATION' Group admlnlstered wrltten questlonnalre.

No tlme glven, but very short. ’

OPERATIONAL DESCRIPTIO‘\I.. Chlld c:.rcles polnt on a letter
grade scale to indicdte his Minimal Goal, Minimal Goal

. Certaanty, Expectanc* , Ebsolute Attalnment Value, and- RelatJ.‘ve
~ ~ Attainment .Value in Mathematics and English. Each quest:.on-

. naire-also contained filler items. . , . w
o . . b - . e e
FORMS: ‘’Still-a research instrument! . ' N
f-,. . ! 'g . . Y ‘l . ) ) “\ f\ ; . . - e .“ . .
v - : - - ta

& ' . ' £

< ' , ¢ | . ',’
E NORMS: None. As any.norms would be relative to ‘the
. P grad:.ng system of a particular school, standard:.zatlon \4
2

o 4? T woulﬁ be méanmgless» e T . - .

a . . . R
* ‘. LA 3 f »
- . - - ° [ . . . ,
% P . . - . [} « o
.

VALIDITY: - <. ‘
* . Content. Questlons da.rectiy ,tap des:.red varlables in
_twd school’subjects, Math and English, . .

Construct. M:Lnlmal goal certainty and, expectancy are

- " ‘correlated in, 7th to 9th graders (x=0.46, N=74) (Battle, 1965).
- In larger samples (N=250-500) from same source( attltudes . )
) to Math anq Engl:.sh weére correlated: - .. .- R
T Ty Expectancy~ Ty = 0. 51 ! ‘-.-4 5. " ‘ . L

. IR 'M:Lnlmal Goal' ‘ rpx = 0. 62 ‘ ’ @5 , s ’5‘- L
UL e Minimal Goal Certainty:-. : X, = 0.49 ! o
. » o Absolute Attainment Value. Ep ~0,.‘4,7j'_’; R f-‘f' <,

e ST (Battle, 1966) - T




J““, .

_ VALIDITY (contlnued) - s
Concurrent. In a town of 28 000, a sample df seventy-

four*seventh, elghth, and nlnth graders was drawn, it was

dlstrlbuted in--the folloW1ng way:,’ . , s e

' : . .

|

1‘

1

4

\

. . . - « S

v B . . LT ) . . . * N ‘

“" - 20 Minima} ‘Goal 1 ‘£=; Expectancy. - s L .
. 20 Minimal Goal >.. Expectancy :
20 Minimal Goal ' < Expebtancy, Attalnment Value i
R i High" .~ .
14 Minimal Goal =~ < Expectancy, Attalnment Value
, ) ',‘ . 5 ! A LOW . - . , ) LA .

In this sample, Expectancy correlated 0.47 and Mlnlmal Goal
Certalnty correlated’ 0.42 witl persistence in an experimental
math tasgk. Mlnlmal,Goal, Absolute Attainment Value, ‘and . R
Relativ Atta;nment Value did not predict task per51stence . o
(Battle, 19657. : ‘ : .

.
2 ) 0 N A
. v .

. . . - .
. 3 . 1
e [ ¢ .

’ ’ \i_ U hd ‘
X Predictive. See Table" '~on.foIlowing“page, ..
S a s T S
., ] RELIABILITY°.‘Becausé each construct 1s~measured by a* 51ngle D

item, 1nternal consistency and’altérnate form' rellablllty

are 1rrelevant oncepts. Test<retest reliability: is 1rregeVant
becausé test is upposed to bé semsitiveé to What, happens in
school. Rater rellaﬁlllty‘ls 1rrelevant because answers are BAER )
N precoded. - . , . Lo e T
. . ‘ s 't\ -1 . C e :\;_ N ¢ ) . -\ L .‘2)‘_,\; s

P . .l . . . . L
TN - , . ® - . < - 5o, .. 4

[
x*
¢

" | SOURCE:_, Battle; 1965, 1966 (ba51c items outside of origipal.

. . . |REFERENCES: . C \ .i'x'fJ::". '
Battle,” E/F. Motlvatlcnal determinants. of academic: task—‘ S

ersistehce.' Journal of PerSQnallty and 8001a1 Psycholoqy, "
965¢"2’1909-218" R P L

. . M | TS ) ye y - '~'.
K 7-»'* . L e . e ., -~ f . [ L PR
e, J \‘,>'a ; 5, * t 4 s e . >

dttle, E.F. Motlvatlonal determrnants af academlc cqmpe*
o vteﬁce, JOurnal of Pefsonaruty and 8001al psthgldby, l965,
RIS "'634”-64‘2 E R EaE
: ‘ -Jf L. A0 L e N / {;ﬁ R

EMC i
2 |
EE S gs;, £
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""-BROWN IDS SELFLCONCEPT'REFERENés TgST;'._¢: Lo ..

. . .
R s . . ' - .

ﬁEHAVIOR MEASURED. Self—concept--owh and perceptlon~of; .. s
teacher!§ image of him o%. herselfm L. . ! Cy et

_ Coe . . NS ‘. . i o

‘ ) ‘e be : : Yoed N ..\ Q’ﬁt . t' to i 7. “~ “ .‘ :i b ’ ‘ - )

AGE-GRADE ‘RANGE: 3 1/2- grade 3. .7 "o S

. PR - AR L ‘H,.‘ . -‘ I A " ) . ." . ) . l' « L0 s s - :’

ADMINiSTRAT;ON: Individual, orals Test is®untimed. =~ ¢ - . ...

- % ¢ * . A ) « » N . * . ',"‘{z ! "
v . : A S - LA

- * [ Ky . “ &
6 “\"

OPERATIONAL DESCRIPTION Full-length plcture (polor§ taken. .
Qf,child-as he stands agalnst off-wHi te’ background No AR . .
pos1ng instructibhg given.. Aﬁter recogniZing him or'herSelf wee s . )
in the plcture, the ‘child is, ,askad -a standardized set,of’ -~ ° *
15 questions abdut pharacterlstics of the.person ir'the L, ' t ..

‘pictuze. , Questions "are in meither-or“ format: 'SQ that ., . .
blpolar characterlstlcs of varlous dimensions afeé represented. R
‘For example,."1s¢4chlld's namej .happy or. is-he sgd?" .For _»
children attending school, the same 15 questions are then T
; asked from. the teacher' s {perspective.: For’ example, “Does el 0T .
{child's 9 teacher -think that (&hild's. name) is.hdppy-or. .. T .ot
that He is sad?" "At the‘end, ‘the 'child is g1Veq'another R ) S
?1cture “of " ﬁmself\to take Home.’ (While B¥own included.® . .. v
'other kids" perceptdpn in anpther set of‘questrons, the - BT
Manual [Educatlonal Testlng Serv;ceh "19693 does nbt ] L Y

ce o .
A ¢ - . /
- ’ O . - ] .

. . . : o A
. oy A ) . : o . ‘ ¢ d .
“« ¢ . . 4 " ¢ ‘4 b v

FORMS° “One. ., ¢ ', ' T
anms,' Sample was composed ‘of 44 chlldren, mean.age 5 7., A s
years, from pppermlower to, léwer-mlddle class backgrounds.* o v
“The ‘ethnic¢ composition was,Anglo and Ch;cano ‘The ,regults.. e s
‘ for paytieular items are presented Jn the .rable - oﬁ‘the * if T
fol;ow1ng pdge.. . oM L3 nar f"fV )
) Angther (sample cons1sted of 1851 childrgn partlclpatlng g “w P
in tﬁe ETS—Headstart Bqngatudlnal Study, (decatlo al )
Testlng Serv1ce, '1970).. ‘They Werebtested at age’ four. prlor N B
‘to s¢hoel attendance.  Because children thls .age have diffi- o, A

,eulty .undergtanding’ the difference betweth self and, Sther, -, * -, .~

ferents,’ ofily scores: referring‘to the &hild!'s perdeptlon 6-"% L
of self ate reported*‘ me&n = 10.6, SD-— ?'7hh (Tﬁese a P Lt

scores. are posrtlvegy skewed ) et s - -/'»l,f:{
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VALIDITY: . : ' -
. “Content. ‘"The test s ratlonale uses Mead's nétlon
of the evolvement of self-concept from one s perception

L of significant others' perception of self. ﬁEducatlonal o
T Testlng Sexvice,. 1970, Vol. 1, p..177). , .
U Construct. Brown (1966) gave ‘38 lower class black and.

36 middle class white children the same 14 bipolar questions which
.. .were repeated for their mothers', teachers', and "other kids'"
a - peiceptions of them. In that study and a later repllcatlon,
. Brown ‘found black children' 's self-percdeptions were signi-
N . .ficantly less favorable than .those of white children. . Black
) . children perceived their teachers as seelng them in less
... _ favorable positions. (Na difference ‘between the two groups
" in either thelr perceptlons of their .mother's or‘peer s,
PR evaluation of them.) No race differences appeared in the ‘
' ETS-Headstart study (Educatlonal Testing Service, 1970). . .
' - In the ETS sample, self—concept sgores were no different
~ for malés' and females. Ther¢ was a- significant relationship
" between age and number of omitted items:” the youngest
- *  children (42-44'months) omitted an “average of 2.10 items;
o ,the oldest (57-59 montbs) an average of 0.42 items. Arti-
N . "~ factual variables may hdve entered into_the response to
o e certaln‘questlons. For example, subjects had. leSSfdlfflculty
R respondlng to items u51ng opp051te adjectlves than to those " )
e T usxng negatlves.”. . o

e - 5 . : “ . . . . .
: N N b - g - .. - A - ! ¢ ’
.‘,,‘ G P S v e e - ‘ z

RBLIABILITY- -Internal con51stency - In Stanford Research
Instltute samplewdescrrbed above, TRr20™ 0. 72
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JSOURGE: Educatlonal Testrng Serv1ée
° °f Pr;nceton, New dJersey

>
A ¢ o ¢

¢ . . B

REFERBNCES. S , .

¥ ’ hd ‘6}:( . .

. Educatlonal?Testlng Servq%e.. Dlsadvantaged chlldren‘and , .
'thelr first schooi experlences‘ ETS- Headstart Longltudlnal
.Study. Vol. I,,Prmncetonbeew Uersey, 1970. . )

P

-Manual.for test admlnlstratlon- Brown IDS Self Concept

‘ . Referents Tést., Educatlonal Testlng Servzce, Prlnceton, New

Jerse‘y, O R AR ';,
%

t. Stanfprd Reéearch Inspntute. Report of the-pilot studles for
"#%fie Follow Thyough evaluatfqg; '?all 1971 test battery- oo
Mén}o«Park ,ﬁal&fornla, 1971 ! . :
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' | SUBTESTS OF THE - .
CALIFORNIA TEST OF'PERSONALITY g .
{(Sense of Personal Worth and Ant1soc1a1 Tendenc1es)

~ * .

>

BEHAVIOR MEASURED: Mental health--pérsonal and social
adjustment. - _ :

AGE-GRADE RiﬁGE: Kindergarten to adult.

T , iy

N ADMINISTRATION: Group administered, written test.
of 45 minutes for whole test;

,r. ’ . h' .~\ -
Maximum . <+, .
untimed. " R R

v <d

-

OPERATIQUAL DESCRIPTION: Child answers 8y 12, or. 15 ~ -
(depending on age) yes-no questions for each subtest. > ‘.
1B~Sense of Personal Worth is part of the personal adjust- -
ment battery; 2C-Antisocial Tendenc1es is part of the soc1a1 ..
adjustment battery. -

« '_',, + .
R s . & Y.
. .“- « "

FORMS AA and BB..' Different test booklets for grades K=<3,.

“ grades 4-6, grades 9-college, and adult.'
: Intermedlate booklet for grades 7-10. )

i *

NORMS:
" phic area of the U.S.

-

(There 1is also an-

‘*»:“ PR
- - -
- . o

2

.

Q

)
M . -~
” ]

1 N 4 ‘

B

The g&andardlzatlon sample represented.eVery gepgra— ".-

- - R , C
Subtest " Age or Grade Number °{' Score at SOth v
: o : Ty Percentlle-/uk.ai_f
. Lot i . Y PR
T I - * K-3 4,500 -'I*" 1 6/8. R P
e} v : I -4-8 4,562 L 8/12, I S
L ‘ - 7-10 " 2,812 | .4 12/15 R
ST ' ) 9-14 » © 3,331 (7 12/15 o '
S - 'K~-3 4,500 g 6/8
' 4-8 4,562 ° $)~8/12




> vzrrniwg o . R - i
> conteht “Thé orrétnal sourpes of tﬁe 1tems.,.were S L
tBe publlcatlons of™ psycho;oglsts and original research by = . -
'the authors.e Thé SpGlelC adjustment patterns whlchrthey '
~ held to'be the bgst lndlcators of adlpstment for ladk of it)”
. 'wexe:selected from tHis llterature as criteria of- adjﬁst- b .
' ment.,vHowever, slnce-these pszchologlsts were 'nét.'in, .. ot
agreemeni on .many 001nts, five pther educational and fiver - .,
,6thex" cllnlcal psychoioglsts were given the. task,ofcjudglng ‘ o
.., the apprbprlateness and eliminating the least deslgable 6& . -
these cr1ter1a,“ (Thoroe, Clark, and Tiegs, 1953, p. 7).° = . ;.
S Test itéms were devrsed to*corfespond to. the surv;v1n@ o
crlterla on each’ of five age levels. : e
Some. of the subtests have outddted content ?he two " e
subtests described here, were choserr because both coptent ’ )
and correct answers Seemed reasonable at the present tlme. !
+ 5‘;,3 - " . .
Construet. [The 1ntercorre1atlons of subtest scores v
“within the Personal. Adjustment'area range from.0.27 to 0.58 s
for, children in grades 143 (N~237) For the Social Adjust- vt
ment area, the range is from 0.18 to 0458 (Thorpe, Clark,n
and Tiegs, 1953) P .
( N : ® C LA * 4'
Concurrent. The. Callfornla Test of Personality was . )
found to correlate more closely with c¢linical findings ) , <.
§han any’ Qther personallty test (Callforn;a Test Bureau, L N
949). ' ' = (L F SN S
#~° In a comoarmson of the test with three ratlng methods, . o
‘and an interview. technlque, the Callfornla Test of Personallty
was most valuable in mlnlmlzlng personallty var;ance w1th1n ’
Aindividuals (Jackson, 1946)., 4 o SIS B

v g ! . .
$ ! . Y . v ¥ . .'U . ¢

' N L . . : : , - .
RELIABILTTY: o o wo N

. Internal consistency. 1B-Sense of Personal,Worth was’ : T
selected because it has the highesf correiations with the, = T
total personal adjustment score (0. 71-0.82)..0f any subtest .
‘'with.modéxn content. Slmllarly, 2C—Ant1soc1al Tendencies, " -
has the hlghest correlatlons with the total social adjust- .

mént score (0.66-0.82) of any subtest.with modern content, - w
‘The, correlations of theé two subtests with each other, are N
filrly lovy, ranglng from 0.33 to 0~36 (Thorpe, ‘Clark, and - = .° "
Tlegs, 1953) Lo o . '
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RELIABILITY (contlnued) . . : ! ' )
Alterndte forms. "For al; levels, the’ items of each e
component...havé been made equlvalent hy the p;ocess of o
having each item of Form AA matched with ag*equlvalent
item of Form BB as to dlfflculty, discériminative, poWer,.
dand internal con51stency. “Thus’, the means and standard
dev1at10ns are 1dent1cal and’ the [other]’ reliability data ' L
apply equally to Forms ‘AA and- BB." (Thorpe, Clark,. and 4 ‘
Tiegs,. 1953, P-. 4). . - . .

v % R ) . . .
¢ |

Test-retest. Vo 1nformat10n about the’ ;rme 1nterva1 b
“between test and retést was: giveén wher the: follow1ng
reliability coeffic#ents were determined: o ‘ v - . se.
i Subtest || Age'oi Grade Numbef :_‘K-R (20) ° s
1. . R v Coefficient '
. | 2B I+ k=3 255 Y | -p.82 .| - . .
v o 4-8" ", 648 . © "0.64 i ) '
- ‘ 7-10 [ -.. 1136 ] 0.75 | o > .
: 9~-14 - o] 2262 : Q177 .. , : .- .
1.3 - K-3- . 255  :|-¢ o0.82° ] e
1, - j 4-8 - 648 - | *0.77 .} - p o, e T
' AR R CT7-10 1136 ., , 0.86 : R ,
Lo i S It - 9~14 . ‘:a. 2?62 . " 0.84. N " 6\ ~ ',a .

-\

’ w’ .. ¢
g - -
* ‘ AT . . v . . L .
3 . . - *
.

: ‘ . v -

SOURCE:. Cdllfordia Test Bureau . o ° . . .
Division of McGraw Hil1l Book *Company , S T
Del Monte ‘Research Park T o T I BT T
-,Monterey,,Californla 9394D“ L R " o~

' . . © N
: "
- REEERENCES: Lo e e geoe LR
. - ) _.f 5., i O .
: ¢ \ v N - ‘ Sa ’.v

‘ . . ¢ - .
California Test Bureau. Summary of 1nvestlgatmons nuﬂber R R

one, enlarged edltxon, Los Angeles, 1949 e . - i;‘ ar '

. Y . 9 o, i

N DU

,Jacksoh, J. The relatlve effectlveness of papeg-penc1l i ‘ L

I test, interview, and ratings as techn;ques for personallty i _ *

QValuatlon. Journal of Soc1a1 Psychdlogy, ‘1946, 23, 35-54. - P )
Thorpe, L. P., Clark, W W., and Tlegs, E.W. Mandal:" “ . S
California Test of Personallty. Montexay, California: e L
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‘cquERSMITg SELF-ESTEEM INVENTORY
s J

BEHAVIOR MEASURED

P—

'Self-EoncepEr self-gsteeﬁ. .

5% . . . .
[N . e ; BT

DU _AGE-GRADE.RANQE:h Age 8 ghiough a@ulﬁ,';* o "

- - ADMINISTRATION: Gréup, written. Untimed; no time given, o
but probably about ten minutes for Form A, five minutes -
for Form B. .o . ce . S - K

-

. / ’ ’ 4 A-t P ; 7, v
OPERATIONAL DESCRIPTION. Form A -- a list of 58-items for
v which sub ect. checks ‘"like me" or “unlike' me%. Items broken
- down Lnto 5 subscales: genéral self, social self—peers, N
. home-parents, socmal—academlc, lie scale (8 ttems). Form - -
.. B -~ 25 items having hlghest 1tem-total score relatlonshlp '
- in Form A. FarmVB has no subscales (Coopérsmlth, undated). T

N - ﬁ. “ & - .
» i ’;7 T ¢ 2
s * P / S H Y . .
hay - - -
FORMS: A angd‘B, o, T, e . e S .

. . e T - -, ‘ A N * ’
e tu 0T Sample - Age or Grade | Mean® | 'BD i
C e w0 243 girlse Grades .5-6 . /|".83,3 16.7 *

" . - & v

. S} 44.boys - Grades 5-6"

s . . N ‘, K . E . . ’

R - | 1148 school|Ages 9-15.. {. . SO B SRR
g .+, chiddren in' | .0 . b o) . ST
oL M M eentralt o ., e ) - - : R
R . - . a e oM *" - s
Lo e Connect;cut o S SEEN R R
o N ".‘ . - . e . M .- ) 7 Ac B i ‘ .": ~ I..
fran e KR Girls "« ‘,',‘...~ ¢ o fh72.2 12 8l &
f, - .~ M ".‘ . a‘r, Ly ' . @ .4;‘ ., . 1,. - ey 1‘1‘4: -" : .
ot R BOYS Al ) ' «:zo,l 13§8:\ s
. % .'- oy s ] K rs . " ’_A - 5“ ..




.

VALIDITY: ~ N . . - .
) Content. Itemé reflect personal judgments of worthiness
. in four areas: peers, parents, school, and personal interests.
. Five psychologlsts sorted a pool of items into two groups--
those indicative.of high. self-esteem, those indicative of
low self-esteem. Repetltlous and amblguous items were thus
eliminated., ) s
Construct. Chlldren from higher social class background
have significantly higher self-esteem. Jewish children
expressed higher self-esteem than Catholic and Protestant .
(Rosenberg, 1965). LT .
The following- flndlngs are based on 85 children from '
,Coopersmlth's standardization sample, systematically selected
to represent different levels of self-esteem. Children of .
fathers with irregular work history are most likely to bave ‘
low self-esteem. There is a significant association of
mother's self-esteem and stablllty and child's subjective BN
self esteem. T
“The mothers of chlldren with high self-esteem are more
self reliant and resilient in their attitudes and actibns
concerning maternity and child care. They are also * ,
more llkely to accept their roles as mothers and carry
. ‘them out in a realistic and effective mahner....
Fathers. of high self-esteem subjects are' more likely
to be/attentlve and concerned with' their sons and...
the*sons are more llkely to confldg -in their fathers. _
" The 1nteractlon ‘between husband and wife in the families -
of childreh with high self-esteem.is ‘fharkéd by greater T
) compatlblllty and ease than, is the case in the families .
. . 6f children- with less, self-esteem. There are more . i
« instances of previous. marrlages and rearing by step- «
aventd, in the families, 6f low self-esteem children... e
‘rom evidence on-. the dec1510n maklng process employed , L
. w1th1n the famlly, we “gain the 1mpre351on that the- @ igh , =~ .
self-esteem families establish’ clearer’patterns of ‘ -
. authorlty and areas of respon51b11rty, (Coopersmith, 1968, o
; . . . v P-. 1]_6)"*% o ) Ly

"The most general statement about the antecedents of* B
) self—esteem can'.be .given in terms’ of three. conditions: \

total or nearly total acceptance of the ¢hildren by their’ .

..parerts, clearly defined and enforced llmlts, and the - C .

respect and latitude.for individual ‘actidn that exist R
: wzthln the deflned llmlts.“” (Coopersmlth, 1968, P 236),3 o

& ¢
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VALIDITY (continued): S
Construct (continued). _ . _
“Self-esteem 1s hlgher among first and only chlldren... ’
Children high in self-esteem are less likely ,to have
experienced frequent, nonserious problem§ during the
early years of their childhood." (Coopersmlth 1968, p. 163)
¥
K Mother S certalnty ‘about method of feedlng is associated with .
" high self-esteem. Children with high self-esteem, are less
.- likely to have been "loners" in theirichildhood and are more ,
likely to have had good relatlonshlps w1th siblings and R
peers (CoOpersmlth, 1968). X
Concurrent. The following associations are not based
. o% the calculation of correlation coefficients, but rather,
x“ statistics from contingency tables. The sample is the
i .

same as above. 4

“'“ngh self-esteem is assoc1ated ﬁlth hlgh IQ and’ medium y
grades. Medium self-esteem is assoc1ated with High
,grades. High self-esteemis.-also. asséciated with

- ;low manifest anxiety, a 1w sevel' of destructive

’ behav1or, and high level ofwasplratlon (beanbag measure)

- i (Coopefsmlth, 1968) i
v ”L}._ 1
RELIABILITY: ' ‘ i { - - . I
Alternate forms. - r-O 86% : ; . ’ U

Eest—retest. Five week 1nterva1 30 5th graae children,
P ET & .. Three year 1nterval,r&6 chlldren tested in grades
" 5§ and 8, r-O 70

B S

w)', >

[
-

‘=~{D“ souéﬁh}: Coopersmlth, 1968
X ” T e B ,-.,i B ' N

) : - i'f .
' REFERENCES~ P ‘; . ‘ L

“ e

c"‘@ .-.

Coopersmlth, s. ' dhe antecedents of seli-esteem. San
Franczsco, Freeman, 19687 _ .o '

Coopersmlth, Se | Instructlons for scoring and 1nterpret1ng *
the Seﬂf—Esteem Inventory, Unlverslty of Callfornla, Davigy, ‘
undated . ‘ ) ' - ,
Rosenberg, M, Socrety and the Adolescent Selfflmage. )

‘ Prlnceton. Prlhceton Unlverslty Press, 1965. . ‘
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CRANbALL'S'INTELLECTUAL‘ACHIEVEMENT RESPONSIBILITY SCALE

BEHAVIQR MEASURED: .Locus of control (externmal vs. 1nterna1
cOntrol ,of events) - in the intellectual-academic domaln only.

4

AGE-GRADE RANGE: Grades 3-12

Y

. S : R ‘ .
- ADMINISTRATION: Individual oral administration for
Grades 3-5; written administration in group for Grades 6-12.

Untimed; average time not given.

OPERATIONAL DESCRIPTION: . .
I

Child is asked to pick the apswer that best o
describes how he or she feels in 34 forced binary choice
queetlons concerning the causation of positive or negatlve
outcomes in the intellectual-academic domain (Crandall, .
Katkovsky, and Crandall, 1965). For example: "If a teacher
passes you to the next grade, would it probably be .

(a) because she liked you; (b) because of the work you did."
-:Answer (b) is the Internal Control alternatlve,

FORMS: The following®research refers to the original
34-item form. There are, however, two newer short forms ,
(20 items), one for Grades 3-5, one for Grades 6-12. These - ' oy
eliminate items having the lowest item - subscale point .
biserial. correlatlon (NIMH Progress Report, 1966-1968). -

»

% . .

NORMS: The sample was composed of 923 elementary and high

school students drawn from five different schools: a consoli-

dated ‘country school, a village school, a small-city school, .
a medlum city school; and a:-college laboratory school. ’ :
(See Table o on - fOllOWlng page.)
'.. . S i . . , /’ ‘\.

2 .
! *

VALIDITY: / -
" Content.” For each questlon, one alternatlve states that ,
. the event was caused by the child and another states that the .
.event was caused by the behavior of someone else in the child's - 9
. 1mmed1ate env1ronment. apse there.is no evidence that : ’
~ beliefs about Iocus  of conﬁroi generalize across dlfferent -, .
behav1oral.areas, the Intellectual Achievement Respon51b111ty s
Scale limits items to ‘the 51ngLe domain of-intellectual- fh
" academic achlevement. The scale was consgtructed to sample an

‘egual number of positive and negatlve events, so that separate . .
subscores caﬁ be obtained for beliefs in internal respon51b111ty ‘4
for successes apd fallures. L%, \ S S
. S , _.,I ‘ v"j [ . ,“‘,: - E
T AP - O T, ' < 7
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.- VALIDITY (continued): L R PR R
't s=Construct. Correlations jhetween the Intellédtual ° el
Achievement Responsibility subscores for positive and ., o]
negative outcomes are'positive, but low, achieving signi-.. ’
ficance in grades’ 6, 8, and 10°, but not insgrgdes 3-5or .|

+ 12, social class accounts for,-a much smaller proportion .. =
of the variance in Intellectyal.Achievement Responsibility ...

‘than it does in other measures of locus of .contxol,which ,
sample a wide range of social experiences, not.just school- .
associated activities. Correlations with IQ (Lovge= i v ™ - |
Thorndike and the California Test of Mental Maturity) weré.’ ..
small but statistically significant. T TR e

In grades 6-12 Internal Intellectual Achievement Résponﬁ
sibility Scores were significantly associated with being '
first born in a family and coming from a small’ family. '

To assess "social desirability? (the tendency with which
children will dissemble in order to put themselves in a
socially desirable light), the children's IAR scores ..
were correlated with their scores on the Children's Social
Desirability (C§5~).v Questionnaire (Crandall, Crandall, '
& Katkovsky, 1964). An absence of relationship between
these two measures would suggest that IAR scores are
independent of social desirability tendencies.

" Social desirability tendencies do not account for .much of
the variance in Intellectual Achievement Responsibility
scores (Crandall, et al., 1965). v - .

In a sample of 40 first, second and third graders, .
girls scored significantly more Internal on the Intellec- -
tual Achievément Responsibility(Scale.  There was a it
correlation of 0.38 in the tptal sample between this score
and the child's intellectual attainment value, that is,
the relative importarice for the child of intellectual ' . -
.achievement in comparison with other kinds of achievement
(Crandall, Katkovsky, and Preston, 1962).

‘Congruent. In grades 1-3, Stanford-Binet IQ and
i Intellgctual Achievement Responsibility scores were highly
.v...correlated for boys but not girls (r=0.52, n=20).

', .. Concurrent. In grades 3-5 Internal Achievement _

Responsibility scores correlated positively and signifi-

"cantly with almost all parts of the Iowa Tests of Basic

Skills (reading, mathematics, and language subscores

ahd total achievement test scores) and with report card grades.

In grades 6-12, Intellectual Achievement Responsibility

correlated less strongly but still positively with grades, )

. ‘but most of the correlations with the California Achievement '
Test were not statistically significant (Crandall, et-al.,
1965). ‘

(v
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ALIDIrY (COnthued)?.f '_ T uE A D E 5 g £
R ,:’ in 50 ‘grade: 5chool~chlldren from CE years,.lo monfhs to L
,‘”“"*iz'xans,TS'méﬁfﬁg, theyge Was a; 31QﬁiflcantHIELatlonsplp L T g
a between~1nternalltx on, the'Intellectual AchLeVemeﬁﬁ o

Re5poﬁ51b111ty 'Scale: and speed andwcorrectness on the‘}; i T
. -Wltkln,Embedaed Figurés; Test, ‘with ags: part;alled_out.‘_ o .f.f o
~—In aJSample of 40 flrst, secondnﬁand th;rd g;aders, degree :5 e wee
“ f Internal.Respons;blllty for, Lntellectﬁal ‘achievemént ° S P
as. cerrelated wikth persistencé, eff1c1ency (concentratlon P -
nd pu;posefulness),,aqd conceptuai approach Ihlerarchlcag,, e s
« #fr¥om-subunits. to’ whole}“vs. Eria} and errgr)sin gselving a v o
._3 D Chlnese puzzle., (NiMH.Progress Repqrt, I9&3~1955 Y i S AT,

..r.

. Predldtlve. “Indf;rst, secon& ana thlrdugrade bqys,'f3f4arli' £
.Intellectual Achievement. ReSponSAblllty sgores wexe highly ! e
correlated w1th tha;amount of ‘time the boys (n—ZO) chose T 1;_%.

s

S to spend in 1nteilectual act1v1ties durlng free trme._;ivwf,.,_ o
S ::,'(r—O 70) ané £he. lnten51ty w1th whlch they wexre strlvlng,_ e e
.2,¢;g£" “in ‘these act1v1t1es (r-O 66).Lf They wers.: a150 hlghyy L ;ﬁ
‘ j:ﬁ} s éorrelated with boys' readlng achievement’ “tegt igcores . l .

U (r-G SlJ These correlations were not; 51gn1flcant for o o

‘ ﬁ_t,»--glrls (Crandall, et al., 1962) 1 ”ﬂ" I & ' .

./_‘. . LA . . S, ‘ -

E3

-:RELiABIiITY. Standardlzatlon sample (Crandall, Katkovsky,
and Crandall 1965). e

M . . 2]

o ) ¥ .Coefficients,
] .o} Total Positive |[Negative
Ty pe | ‘Grade - Number |Scores ,|| OQutcome| Outcome
. ‘l .- Pl . . . . . . ‘, ‘1 . 4
"Test—retest ‘Grades '3-5 47 |r=0.69 | r=0.66 | r=0.74|
, (2 months)” Grade 9 70 < {r=0.65 § r=0.47 | r=0.69 Tl
Internal . ° | Grades, 3-5° 0130, | 7 rébt54 r=0.57"{ =
‘[Consistency.' |l Grades " 6,8 :130 |r=0.60 | r=0.60 | r=0.60 ' -
(odd-eveq) ’ -.1lo0, 12 |- | i > ) o e . .-
- o B I .ot 7
.o o e T . bt L - .
SOURCE: Dr. V1rg1n1a Crandall T, el ' : © N
. Fels.Research Instituté. .- . e \ Y
. " Yellowsprings, Ohio 45387 .. - ° oy o
f A‘A; ‘ 7 ./ ” ‘7' 0 [
. 1Albhough the authdrs talk about "predlctlng" £rom the oo ..
- indépendent to thé dependent variables, the fime interval IR
. beéween them is not specified, and.they may’ actually be . ,

. . concurrent measures. . ‘ ST . a
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o RTSERTEN :
Crﬁnda%ﬁ C., KatkovskY, W and CrandaI v.J. Chlldren s
beliefs.’in their own control of relnrorcements in intellectual- |
, academlc achlevement 51tuat10ns, Child Development, 1965, 36, 91 109.
Crandall, V Jayyxatkovsky, W., and Preston, A. Motlvatlonal
. .. ang ability determinants of young children's intellectual
"_»ach evement behav10rs, Chlld Development,.1962 643-661.

NIMH?Progress Report, Grant No. MHO-2238, National Institute
of ﬁental Health, National Institute of Health, "1963-1965, -
pp‘yllo 119 and 1966- 1968, pp. 60=67. ' :
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I “Ets sTORx SEQUENCB TASK. L e T T v leee l

- . , .
« g A . . o ‘;.f..’ - . N

BEHAVIOR MEASURED%Q Verbal skllISocompreheQS1on (Part I) , . o u  .
% and, imitatipn (Part II) of’ narratlve, visual Sequenc;ng * o T
\’ (PartS III and IY_) ;f"\‘ll . : 4’.' f, ':‘i' R , . S Z,'A .-.'t,‘ .;'(" a

AGE-GRADE RANGE: Ages Py (uppe 1imit,ié.qégstignablé'@§ A

th;s has not been establlshed)., DU ) e T .

“
>
.
.
ES
-
k4

" - Yo > ' . LI
e P - | . .. ¢ o ‘, o . N
I . Lo '2 > . oA C R

ADMINISTRATION--'IndiQidua;, oral." Qntiﬁ%d IS mlnutes e

13

(P'art I). - 1 . . .:.' . v, N co. ‘ ) ."’e [ 24 « * ‘o ) . : ’»

e &

y o, L

- . <
L4 4 * \
N . 3 . " N . . <* -

OPERATIONAT, DESCRIPTiON' " The materials, consistsof,’sik sets. = . .’
of ‘cards with drawings of animals in various satuatlons.' O
Pheré is no .apparent. sequenée in the plcturea situgtiong~"- **' | ...
- the sequence is prov;ded by ‘the verbal cues 'used ih “the- e, R
.-storiess One (Educgtional Testing Serv1ce,,1970) or ﬁhree O
(Tanakaz 1968) othér sets is used for.instructional purposes, -
The first part'is a comprehension test and requires e

‘ no verbal- ‘teSponse. ‘The child is presented’WLth an a;ray oo, s
of three or four picture, dards’ rahd he is .asked. to select " ... T 0.
a sequence.of Cards to go with a story he is- hearing. Lt St
. In the'second part, the child 1listens to a: story and S
‘thenﬁrecalls, i.e., retells,, the story. -7 . ARy T
¢ In_ the thlrd part, the e¢hild produces hls own story,. Lo
‘selectlng ‘and ordering cards from an array (Shlpman, 1970). =,
riThere is also a fourth part of the test, ‘used by R ¢ ‘
Tanaka, 1968" the child is asked: to ¢hoose. one of three .. o v 7

‘ansyer choices for-the final card needed.to finish the- .. ' .+
'Wsequence. Part,IV 1nvolves four more sets of cards ) T

¢

'&ﬁFORMS: One. .

’NORMSJL,See'TabIe‘”

-
.

‘ v
’ .

VALIDITY:: . | o0 - oiive R & , e

Content. The test has obvmous face Yalidity, but EREE A POk

no discdssxon of 1tem selectlon.ls avaxlable,aﬁ“g . n}dx‘if-- KA
2 . . . . ; . ;} .aea . ., . )
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of females (disadVantaged four-

yearwolds) “The, . gxeat maﬁoxlty of. this sample heeded helps.
* in ‘Ehe’ 1nstructlonal itenms,: iR sharp Contrast to® a more
advantaged .gTOoMp {Educablonal-w'stlng $erv1ce, 1970)l. G

" ASy, for‘referrlng to the orlglnal ‘equence in-Part I,
there are. 31gn1£1canﬁ age dlfferences etween ages four and
flve,-mostly man;fest in’ the low SESJgroup (See Table 7 ).
Th ey

-

I Internal:oonslstency.f In the ETS“Headstart Longltud;nal
Study {1971) , the overall. productrmoment correlation coeffi-
01ent for l448 chll&ren was 0 33 for the two 1tems in Part I.

',,Dr. Vlrglnla Shlpman .

) -Dr.,. Masako. ‘Taraka, .. . " ¢ o
Educatronal Testing“Service

Prlnceton, New Jersey

A

"“3

4 st - . A
z- B , . . »,“‘,., —
f,-r

Educatlonal Testlng SerV1ce, Dlsadvantaqed ‘children’ and
tﬁelr flrst .Sschodl” experlences -~ ETS Headstart Longltudlnal
Study. brelzmlnary descrlptlon of the initial sample prior
to.-school enrollment. Vol. I and II, Princeton, New Jersey,
1970. - Stpucture ‘and devélopment of cognitive' competenc1es
and styles prlor to school entry, 197l :

Tanaka, M N. Tlme seguence task. Paper presented at the

meeting of the American Educatlonal Research Assoc1atlon,
Chicago, Illinois, l968

\.

—

FullToxt Provided ,

’4
A




ILLINOIS TEST @F PSYCHQLINGUISTIC ABILITIES R SR Pt
f * P - -

' Verbal Express°6n Subtest ‘. L '/”;/ :":,"_TE;-_EEQ
BEHAVIOR MEASURED:\.Vgrbal sgills -~ spontaneous §en§engg: o
production.,. - N FRCU < 4 S, T jgj.;jf“;
AGE-GRADE RANGE: Ages 2 I/2 to 9. : ' L e

- . . " o D

ADMINISTRATION:
untimed.

Oral, i

¢

OPERATIONAL DESCRIPTION:

ndividual. ‘
. ' ‘ :: '~

-

The Verbal Expression Subtest

assesses the child's ability to express his own concepts
vocally. The child is shown four familiar- objects one
at a time and is asked "Tell me about this."

The score is the number -of discrete relevant

Requires about 5 minutes,.

and approximately factual concepts expressed.

Starting

point varies with age.
‘mined by performance.

FORMS: One.

NORMS:

Basal an

ceiliwmg levels are deter-

Sample H Age Mean SD fsfudy‘
Approx1mate1y 2,7-3.1 4.9° 2.22 | Kirk,
" 1000 average 4.7-5.1 | 12.9 '4.74 | McCarthy,
“ children between 8.7-9.1 36.3 9.12 .| & Kirk,
two and ten = ; 1969. *

Stanford

40 upper-lower 5.7 .12.8
’ and lower o Research
: middle class Institute

«} children

1971




EERCh

vaLIDITz~., RN : o P
. ConiteRt.. "Objects selected were more. or‘less regular
“ihﬁghagp’ of. solld _color,’ w1thoutkpattern, -and homégeneoﬁg
1n<comp051tlon, th;s Selectlon allows fnr & WLdevvarlety

ygcazthy aﬁd
,‘,Between~6

W5

". N

’x”,'} COﬁstruct. Ihls subtest correlates 0.82 w1th the tptal

¥

ITPA “score and 0:78 ‘with fhe grammatic closure. subtest A
(baged on 700 children ir the 1959~ 1960 standardlzatlcn ‘
sample,.MoCarthy and Kzrk, [ﬁﬁB}.; L :

Congruentc. Thls subtes% had & cerrelatlon of 80 "11"
wzth Stanford-Blnet mental‘age, 0 17 With Stanford—Blnet B
Ib (based aﬁ same sample McCarthy"and K1rk,,1963)' o

i;,.»
Ki

RELIABILITY. The«followmng rellabllltles are based on the,““,
.1959-60 standagdlzatlon Sample, . cpns;stlng of 700 children T
between tvio and nine, randomly selec;e& from. those attendlng
school in, Decatur, I111n01s and thelr preschool s1bllngs
(McCarthy and Kirk, -1963): R RN N
Internal consisteficy. . The coeff1c1ent Qf 1nternal
c0n51stency is 0 92. The splmt-half rellablllty coefficlent

i A€70. 910 Y LE

. - Test-retest: " After an xnterval of three months or
more, r =0.37 for- the~re$tricted age range from 6-0 to '+ .
_6=6y, P {69 chlidren)‘. The estlmate for the full agé

sgangel ds 0,730, L ey o
"--. et U :, R | ROV

<, 4% B PR

SOURCE-' Unlvers1ty of Illlnols Press
NS Urbana, Illln01s* 61801 :

'7~REéEREVCE:*'

Klrk S A., McCarthy, J J., and Kirk, W.D. Examiner's
Manua1~ Illinois Test of Psycholingquistic Abilities,
Revised Edition. University of Illinois Press, Urbana,

© 1968.

Stanford Research Institute. Report of the pilot studies
for the Follow Through evaluation, Fall 1971 test battery.
Menlv_ga{k, Callfornla, 1971,

_164"
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7

VALIDITY::
Content. Berko (L958) found.. thdt young childrén could
regularly .supply currect rnflectlons to nonserse words.
Therefore, this ability- is located at the naon-meanifigful
level. Nevertheless, the test used pictures. of "meaningful®

2 -

- MR .

. rbiruols TBST OF ESYCHOLINGUISTIC ABILITIES

‘,P "‘"‘ : )

; ‘Grammatlc Closure Snbtest

AT /‘ s ,' S,
o A AT e o

BEHAVIOR 'éhﬁh Verbal skllls——produc
lnflegtlons. 'f.nzi C,

-

:‘..-.‘,'

]
‘.

&,
-

MINISTRATIQN° Iridividual, oral.’ Requ1re§ about flve
mlnutes, uitimed, ¢ osew e =
,OPERATIONAL DESCRIP&ION- The Grammatlc Closure Subtest
asseSses .the chlld‘s ab111ty to make use of the redandancies
of oral language in agguiring automatlc habits for handllng‘~
asYntax,qnd grammatlc 1bflect10ns There are 33 orally - °

yrésenged 1tems accompanled by p;dtgres vwhich gortray the
Jcontent of the werbil, expreéslons. _Each verbal item consists

a

*of a Epmpieta statement 'fallowed by an 1ncomplete statement ‘

%o be. finlshed’by the~ch11d,' Startlngr901nt varies with age.
Basal ™ .

v

NORMS,,,The stand&rdrzq;ian sampbe‘sgnsisted oF’ approx1mately
ﬂlooo-averaée chliaren‘between-two énd tene T o A

" so.
RS

. 3.39"
'3, 11

(Klrk, McCarthy, Klrk, 1969)"

.
- 1 '
’
N .
- -
o, A

n

¥

‘. - N
) o . ¢ . o




‘}‘e‘“ . Construct At ages. 6-6 and 7—0~only, scores are 51gn1f1-11~_

.
W Ve
o . »

. ’.{:‘x

: f 75 e
VALIDIQY (contlnued) e
';F‘Content (c0nthued)
i gonEent

and famlllar objects because chlldreg showed a tenaeﬁcy to L .
make nonsense syllables” into words. The' p;ctuxes proV1de ol )
support to younger chllarenebut are not thought to be I AT
'1nfofmat1ve. A - . . R :

{4

cantly correIated with soc1al class.w Scores -on thls L L - -
subtest correlate *0.90 with £¢tal ITPA score,,0,78 w1tﬁ B P
the verbal express10n subtest (based on 700 .children. in H', :
1959 1960 standardlzatlon sample, McCarthy and Klrk 19637
Coggruent._ ThlS subtest haa a co;rleatlon of 0 %9 1.' .
with Stanford-Binet mental age,;. 0. 17 with Stanford-anet f :
IQ (same sample, McCarthy and Klrk 1963)a : -

- o
N oy . - PPN
: . s -L - : oot e ™ [

o *.

! v s -7 ¥ i ’ ’ ’ - } . o ¢ . . .
RELIABILITY:. The follow1ng rellabllltles are based on the o
1959-1960 standardization sample, consisting. of 700 - . et
children between.two. ‘and nine randOmly selegted from those R
attendlng school 1n Decatur; IlllhOlS and the;r preSChool ) .
siblings (McCartMy and.Kirk, :1963).,: - - - S o7

. Internal consistency. Kuder-élchardson (20) coeffi- L -

. cient Is 0. 93. The spllt—half reliablllty coe£f1c1ent is o .

0.95. . : T

S Test-retest. After an 1nterva1 of three months or S
more, - r,=0.72 within the restriéted age range from 6-0 to
- 6-6 (69 ghlldren) The estlmate f%r the full agefrange .
lS 0 92 . B “‘ , . '

.
. ) '
¢ & . 3 ! , v .

SOURCE: " Un1vers1ty of Illanls Press . ' L '
L » Urbana, Illinois 61801 . e v ’

. . . ~ . -

*REFERENCE" T : 1 :

T
( N s ' . < )

Klrk, S A., McCarthy, J J.,:and Klrk, W.D. Examiner's' L,

Manual: Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities,
* Revised Ed;tlon, Un1vers1ty of Illinois. Press, Urbana,

1968 > . ) K . . N . ‘ *
McCarthy, JiJ. and Kirk, S.A. The construction, standardization, '

'and statistical characteristics of the Illinois Test of .
Psycholinguistic Abllltles, University of-Illinois Press, .
Urbana’ 1963c i ® ’ ) N , b * . R

: ) v \ \ ‘ ’.': ) K d

“ S © 166




B ’: i

“AGE-GRADE RANGE: * i\.ges'.~-4'-9'."

N R

ADMINiSEﬁAT;ON: Individual, oral. Untimed; nd;tiﬁefgiﬁeekﬂ

. N .
Pa ot ) S

OPERATIOVAL'DESCRiPTION; The test. presents representatlonal
as well as abstract items’ indiyidually on separate cards. .
Each of 44 items of the test presents a matrix of 2 x 2. or*
2 x 3 squares. One square is empty in each case; the others
contain two-dimensiongl geometric figures or plctures of .
familiar objects wnlch bear some relatlonshlp to each other
on,the basis of their appearancev~content, or spatial posi~-
tion in the matrix. THe subject is expected to. find the
figure or pictures for ‘the empty square on the basis of the
relathnsnlp established by the figures in the other’ remain> .-
ing squares. He makes ‘'his choice from among four figures .
or pictures presented along51de the matrix. The subject 1s-
asked to point to the figure that he believes to .belong in .
the empty square. Thé 44 items are divided into four classes
‘of problems. There is;no attempt to probe the chlld' L
response to any 1tem.» (Zimiles, 1968) . ) N

“.‘
e

o

» I

Y

FORMS:. One.

.

-
»

NORMS° The sample included 320 children. 40 children
.120 bo§s and 20 girls) were tested. in klndergarten and each
of the first three grades .of two public schools. One school
was located in a middle class neighborhood and its. chlldren
“came from predomlnantly white middle class families. All
chlldren attending tHe other school were from lower: class
black families: The sample was drawn in equal numbers from
the upper, middle and lower levels of ability in those” grades
%&%%m%n which there was homogeneous grouping. The resultant ndrms
are presented in Figure 1 according to age and social class
background (Zlmlles, 1968).

“

>




Y .-

!

orredc

"a»_g

were

s

s

"An

tems

Of I

i
8
©
M
)]
A
g
=0

Grade Level

"= School A (advantaged)
B - School B (disavanﬁaged)

Class membership items

e ——QOne-way classification
: ,1tems

---u—-Two-way-ela551f1catlon
items

s




. y.o! A ISR ) X ’
v g' S i "',:. - ‘/ R ) { |
P N - x co ; , ’ 7
. - -: ."' ,’ " 1 2
. N . N —~ ~ 7 " . ::; "oy s . .:‘ ,
VALIDITY: . L Doy ""Trfﬁfﬂ'-C’ﬂV L
L e Contént. Items,fall- 1nto four classes 4 ﬁ:; AP L
L (1) ‘P€rceptual matching itéms- (3)Jpresent a. 2 x.2 , R
b matrix -in which the figures in all three. Gccupled squares oL,
ake identical} R N A A L
'\ ~(2) gC],aés membershlp 1tems (18) pfesent a Py x 2/- 'jy"‘ LA
matrix in whlgh the. three occupied squares contaln dlfferent . i
figures- that ’have a common feature. '@ 1 Ly s,
, (3) Qne-way classification .items (ll) present 2% 2 e
- _of 2 x 3 matrices in which all the members of each . column el e

or each row are the same. Thus the 1deﬁ£1ty of the m1551ng e

item is given by its cSlumn or row membershlp - o s
(4) [Two-way classlflcatlon items (12) present 2 x 3

or 2 x 2 matrices in which row and column membershlp, in.

combination, determine the nature of the m1ss1ng figure

(Zlmlles, 1968).. . , . —

. Construct. There were no sex differences in the , oo .
standardization sample (Zimiles, 1968). . RO
S : Analysﬁs of incorrect responses on the one-way classi- C
‘ ‘fication task shows that most result from failing to make o
the transitidn from horizontal (rows al;ke) to vertlcal ’ s
. (COlumns alike) arrays. NI ‘ S
AN N e e .
o Concurregt. Nop'available. ; S

L]

8 e ¢ 1

RELIABILITY: Reliability data might be contalned in Zimiles
and Asch 1967, but Zimiles' office could not locate a copy.

s - .-

1‘ ) v . »

SOURCE: Dr. Herbert Zimiles . ‘ g R

. . Bank Street College of Education : ' R
- . -New York, New York

14 - \

REFERENCES: . . _ , |
o Zimiles, H. Classlflcatlon and inferential thinking in o .
children of different age and social class. Paper presented .
to the American Psychological Assoc1at10n, San Franclsco, 1968. ;

d Zimiles, H. and Asch, H. The development of the Matrlx Test.
Document 1, Progress Report (1966-1967), Headstart Evaluation
and Research Center. Research Division, Bank Street College

, of Education, New York, December, 1967.. . | -
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‘ ‘BEHAVIORH MEASURED:

{ -

.

“}J’- ’ f

AGE-GRADE RANGE‘_

"
y,\_

v

, [N

ADI-!INISTRATION AND OPERA,TIONAL DESCRIPTION H
- administered, timed, written. test.

© format. -

-

I

>

}

v

o

- oen

. tl(f
C @TROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMEtégr TEST
(1970 Edltlon) '

>

' Reading and .math achievement.

”

‘2,

-

-

i(‘inderga,rteh) ‘ throu_gh grade 9.

H

‘each grade level and test:.ng tJ.me for each

—_—

Groub
Multiple choice
The following chart shows areagtested at |

i Summary of Leoels ond Tests - %o -
e Levels = Primer  Primaryl  Primaryll Elementary Intermediate Advanced -
. “. Crades:* K7-14. 15-24  25:34 - 35-49 ' 50-69, 70-85
. Tests Items Time® I!ent:'T{me Items Time  ltenfs Timg “ltems Time leins Time
" Word Krowledge - | 35T 15 40 18 .50 15 50 15 S0 15

[FWord Amalysis© © 139 20 0N 1S 815 T LT < B
~Reading’ 33 20 42 e M 3D 4525 V45 BT 45 95, -

" | Language ‘. I B {108 s0 - % 45"
Spelling . 0 10 4 20 "5 U500 0 15 ..
Math. Computation : T 33 18° 40 35.-0.40 35 40 '35
Math, Concepts* M 20 62 0 4020 . 40-35 s740 5. 40 25
Math. Problem Solving} . 35 25 35 %0 %85, %5 3595 -

' Science’ . ’ .';".f“"la;as aoss ’
Social Studies a8 48 .u31$='f

¢ Indicatet grades for which esch battery is primarily intended.

& Time in minut

. hfmed toas Lhm\!ux for Sonnds™ at Primer !evel.

.4-.

o

FORMS: F, G,

[

NORMS:

H

L]

-~

. throughout continental U.S.
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1971) presents normative data.

for' every subtest ‘at every age 1eve1 for every form. . *

+At Primer gond Primary 1 lcveln only n'!'otal \h!bo;mada

based on
Primer Level Mnhcmadu u vefened to umply s "\umberp.

-

Report No.

'-,.

o

Tests standardlzed on 250 000 puplis in grades K-'9
8 {(Test Departmenm

REATES TRPRNCR

lis reported. At t)u,-.




-
"
5

VALIDITY: ' . L

Content On the basis of curricular analysis, itemsf

‘ were constructed to reflect what was be1ng taught in the )
classroom at the time of the 1970 revision (Test Department, . -
Harcourt, Brace, Jovaqov1ch, Repo Ng. 1, 1971). o :

Construct. Intercorrelati'o‘éin.P : ong the thr%e subtests
of the Primer battery range from. 0.64,to 0.79. For the -. ol

other batterles they range from 0.60 -50 89. . -

.

etween Metropolitan subtests
ty Test tend to increase

- Concurrent. Correlatio
and the Otis-Lennon Mental i
‘systematically up to grade_ Above grade 5, the correla- .
tions level off in th&fange of 0.75 - (.80 for both raw score .

" dnd deviation IQ (Test Department, Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, ' " ’

‘ Report No. 12, 1971). (Median correlations for each grade .

' ' are presented in Report No. 10, 1971.) . iy : )

- R 4 : N B
.-  RELIABILITY: ‘
| . Internal consistency. Median odd-even spllt-half .
reliabilities ranged from 0.91 to 0.94 for nine dlfferent'
] age levels (Test Department, Harcourtwﬁgace Jovanov1ch ) -
'“'"““”"”"I9717'"’ e T . < ‘ ' ,

’ M . . *
.

-

.SOURCE: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich! Inc:’ ‘ )

757 Third Avenue . . T
- New York, N.Y. 10017 '

.
.

s

b .

o’ -~ REFERENCES: - - ‘ ) '
Test-Department, Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1970. - .. '
-Report No. 1, Content development; Report No. 8, Summary
statistics for national standardization groups j Report ' ‘o
- NNo. 10, Reliability estimates and standard' errors of - =
o, megsurement; Report No. 14, Intercorrelations among sub- '
- =, " tests; .Report, No.” 12, Correlatlons ‘between scores on, the
< . tropolitan Achlevement Tests and the Otis-pLennon Mental o
g 11ty Test . . !
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{3231'.' et NSRS : : MR I
ég'ﬁ‘ BEHAVIOR MEASURED° Locus of controL (external vs. internai,E o ’;
e controh of events). ﬁ,,- R . _,' - LR T
N g‘f~" - .- - o “ > “a
R LAGE—GRADE ‘RANGE : “Grddes 1-6, 2-12 (two sets of partlally ol ~
noverlapplng questions) . Flrst and second graders’, have some P
dlfflculiy taking test. :*3 R i
N " R . ‘ v h! 5‘ " ’ -7 e ‘ .4 .

ADMINISTRATION- Group admlnlstered wrltten test. Questions
‘¢an’ be‘asked.brally ox - in; wrltlng. Untrmed. S ;

y ‘w;.- - . s, , , . . . _ -
, PROCEDURE: Forty for@ d choace "yes" or ”no" questaons
such as, "Are ypu often blaméd’ for things that just aren't’ ’
- your® fault?" "Do you £ el‘thab it's easy ‘to get friends to : ‘J
do what-you want.them to®" * (One p01mt is, scored ‘for internal | '. °
control response.) IQWY;::‘”R S v ¢ )
R .. . , ve
. " _ "FORMS: | One for eaqh age‘ﬁange. : . “; LT e
NORMS. The sample consisted of 1017 mostly white students )
« Lo . from.four communities’ borderlng on_ a: large southern clty T
N (Now1ck1 and Str1ckland¢ 1971) . , e c : .
e e L e T S e
. .,-‘ / .{ Py - - 4 : » - — - . >
. Internal entatlon Sgale -. ! Lo
] ~ Males. - .. '~ U Females - - .
‘Grade _ Number Mean - SB Ao ‘Number Mean .8 - 7 S
> 3 44 22.03 4.67 . 55 .722,62.'3.06 % ol
4 59- = 21.56,- 3. 58;..,- 45 * 21,20%° 3463 - -0
" 5 “40  21.68 “A.38 N 41/ 23.00 D4.03; ; oo ey
6 " 45+ 26.27-75. 16 43.~, 26;68 4”53\1 ok s T
, 7 65 - 26.85 4.87 :,""'52 . ,.26**06;“4 2377 T et
. g8 v 75 25.27 4.35 | 34’- '327.71773.88 0 4T e
-9 " 43 26.19 4.06° 44 ' 2775 ;3. 78 <.
10 68 . 26.95 5.34 © 57, 7.27402-75: §1”? BT T
11 37 27.52 4,81 53 < "227.99,.5.15° LY SR
12 39 28.62 4.74 .48 ‘27, 63 5. 05 ~“, R
' D
. VALIDITY: / % - oL, R <
Content. Items s;mpln relnforcement 51tuatlons agross Vi N ffu

.+ interpersonal and moti itidnal areas such as afflllatlon,
achievement and dependehcy. Readability at.Sth grade level .
and agreement on classification of answers were also crlterxa

l; for 1nc1ud1ng 1tems (Now1ck1 and Strlckland, 1971)




VALIDITY (contlnued) -

. Construct: * There is. a small, con51stent correlatlon
‘betwee .degree-‘'of Internality and occupational and educational
level‘of the .parents. Scores are not correlated with Otis
fntell;gence {Nowicki and Strlckland, 1971). In socio-.
metricistudy of third, fifth, zeventh, tenth, and twelfth

_:graders,’Iqternal males received s1gn1f1cant1y more votes
for ' class pre51dent than any ‘other groups, while Internal
-female twelfth graders were significantly more involved in*
"extracurrlcular activities (Strickland ahd Nowicki; 1971).
.. In a pamp-situation, Nawicki and Barnes (1971): found that,
~ for-adol¥scent black males, Internal scores were related to
- total votes receaved for friend and camp president.
s+ 0 stricklafid and Hill (I971). found:that a group of ) ;-
-eaght to eleven yeat 61d males' with severe reading problems
. Were more 11kely Lo, be‘External than a matched group of
normal readers. .. v “
‘-“. Nowickis-and Roundtree "{19'71) found that, ordinal
9051t1on in famlly 1s“related to Internal- External scores:
“~first bornm males .and. later born females are more’ Internal.
NOWlel and Barnes (1931) increased Internal Control
s¢ores in a° group of 291 biack Yower-class seventh, elghth,

L]

. ’

-

T« "and nlnth raders- by making expllclt the connection betwéen
fﬂ the’ campe 5 Eéhav1or and<respitant rewards. ‘
4 « 7 'h - '- I’I‘\: : R "'T-_AJ;-;' ! . g }‘

- . . . _0 1..' “ "l" . <

, Concdrrent,.ln the standardlzatlon sample, the’ follow1ng

In a’ mbst;y ‘mfddle-class white school, Internal students
AR frombelgﬁtmtOQeleven were significantly more likely to prefer‘
'3 ""a large- :eward later to a small reward’immediately (delay
of relhﬁorcement) Thls relatlonshlp did not hold for black

. B
\".’ . 12 .y »

"“. IS “‘. A | I 173

’ .
Lo P " - ) * . . z

o : 181

correlaﬁlons bctween locuS*of control and achlevement test
scores were foundn, ". L. . ;
‘{u ' Gradel". = thben '-L; ﬁale Number Female
Y 3 . fl0 TBET] 284 27 . .178
S 4 g4 .. 50 - |..118" "' 31 : 195
A 5 i 42 7 1 -398 . . 45 .254 | .
6 - . 33 [e.272 32, o -.l12, ’
N R R | 35 - .335 | 34 . 306 /
o100 49. .442 .- )l .38 " .034 ,
4 12 -0 T 438 - .451 . 48 .004 )
-‘. i y . N . ‘
* ..(. ’ .r :f‘é R . "’:}i 4 ’ " . .
AR T m‘ ‘ f’, 8, B ey (Nowicki and strickland, 1971)
—-/.,}: C T Ma L R e : ”

iy
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VALIDITY. (continued) t ;,,‘ T e e -
. +*. ‘Concurrent (continued) : ,
‘students in. a lower-class school (Strlckland and Nowlckl,,

In a,sampIe of elementary sdhooi’*hildren, Duke .and " ¢
Now1ck; (1971) found:that white External males were .. ...
.significantly more likely than Internal males to dlstance
black peers. The same results held for males and females o
'in a: hlgh school sample. - )

N

RgLIABIiI;!- Standardlzatlon sample (Now1ck1 and Strrckland,

1971)
RN
Tyoe - Age or Grede .- L Coefficient *
~ »* ) . . °
, Test~rete St Grade 3 ~ "'+ r=0.63;
(67 weeks) Grade 7 . ] x=0.66 ¢ L
i -9 Grade IO - e cr=0L.71 ' iy T
L < A N e " j N
Internal © . |~ Grades, 3-5. 7 r=0s63
consistency | - Grades 6-8 . . " *}. r=0.68 B ,
| (split half) _ Grades 9»Il ] .. r=0.7% 1
‘ Grade 12 AR SN r—O 81A, :

¢ >

SOURCE: Drs. Bonnie R. Strlckland and Stephen Now1ck1,
Emory University, Atlanta, Georq1a. S e w

12

REFERENCES: . ‘ , - T R
Duke, M P. and Now1ck1, S Percelved inte¥personal distance
as a function-of the subject's locus of control and the race
and sex of stimuli in elementary and htgh school children. ]
Paper presented to the South-eastern Psychological Assoc1atlon,
Meanu, Fla., 1971. |

«
3

Nowicki, S. and Barnes, J. Effects of a- structured camp

experlence on locus of control orientation. Unpubllshed paper,,

Efory Unlverslty, Atlanta, Georgla.

NOW1ck1, S. and Roundtree, J. Correlates of locus of control
in secondary school age stude?ts. Developmental Psychology,
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o . OHIO SOCIAL ACCEPTANCE SCALE o |

BEHAVIOR MEASURED: Peer interactions--child's actual
acceptance of and by classmates and_his perception of .o
classmates' acceptance of him.

. S i ' o ' . ,
AGE-GRADE RANGE: Grades 4-9 (approximate).

ADMINISTRATION: Combination oral-written group adminis-
tration (%orber). "Untimed; no time given.

.
€

OPERATIONAL DESCRIPTION: Thé test.is made up.of six
numbered paragraphs designed to describe a continuum of
relatlonshlps from very close association’ (1) to very
definite rejection (6). Each pupil of a group assigns
.one of these paragraph numbers to every other member .of
the group (a class, list must be provided). " The child
then. assigns to himself the rating he thinks each.other’’
classmate would give him. :

FORMS: Rath's original form is described above. A
Revised Ohio Social Acceptance Scale xeguires ratings on
a five-point scale. (The two most negative points on the
original scale have been collapsed into.one.) It has not

- been used to assess the child's perception of how others .
accept him (Forlano and Wrightstone, 1955; Justman and s,
erghtstone, 1951). .

NORMS:
Number -, Grade: :% Accepted '| ¥ Rejected
' R ' (1-2) - (4-5)
3 37 . v 1 36 .30 ]
. 37 7- . 33 .4 .36 )
' 36 7 46 22. - . .
g 32 8- 42 25 i
' 32 8 36 v 37
e - 1! 8 40" 21 -
% ¥ g —

These probably should not be considered norms, as independent

. observation indicated a tendency for a preponderance of
acceptance ratings within a class to be associatgd with normal
gr good class spirit .and absence of behavior problems.

i84 -
176 ‘- - *
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ot VALIDITY: :
. Content. .The content of the six paragraphs is based -
. von information obtained from pre-adolescents by asking
them to describe activities they liked to do with their
o very, very best frlends, with their other frlends, etc.
' (Raths, 1943). °

g Construct. A special type of class featuring’é
democratle, cooperative classroom setting with individual
guidance (at the ninth grade level) produced a higher level
of overall social acceptability within a classroom than
conventional classrooms (Forlano and Wrightstone, 1955).

The test was found to réflect short term changes . '
in student relationships occurring during trip. taken by
a high school class (Raths, 1947). ‘

’ ‘After using the test to identify isolates, Frechs
trained their teachers in procedures which!/might help
their social acceptability. Eleven of the twelve made
gains on the Ohio Social Acceptance Test administered ds
a post-test measure (Raths, 1947). :

There is good agreement between teacher's Judgments
of social acceptability and the results of the scale.

- fThere is also a relationship between social status and -
social acceptance as measured by the Scale. In general,
the results in a class®om reflect the children's pre-
vailing criteria of social acceptance, e.g., respect for

»,

’ athletic prowess (Raths, 1947). -
Concurrent. --- — - — I
) ) ' \ Correla- .,
Sample e ft Grade Criterion g;ggf Study
41 suburban junior Grade 7 | Sociometric rs=0.90 Young, 1947
high- school students - - measure _| (unclear ‘
; R ' L, which -form
' _|of scale
C . ‘ ‘ was used) )
_ V0 1 Ohio Recog- | r =0.83 |°
- - nition P : .
Scale (repu~- .
. tation of
: : ! children as ‘ _ ¥

| o ) . viewed by . ‘ \ ‘ :
t~ . , , o ) classmates) e

5 classrooms . Grade 8 Moreno r =0.89, |Justman &
r . : . | sociometric 0.81 |Wright-~ 4
K o N . |Measure. . 0.78  |stone, '
t S AP ‘ S : , 0. 96 1951

T - ,.::“‘ . i, ‘ . ", O 89

- - 7485

i
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RELIABILITY:
Test-retest, r=0.72 for acceptance,ratings; r-O 77 for

perception of acceptance rat1ngs .{fone-week interval between

'SOURCE:

test and retest).

Raths, 1943.

REFERENCES: : ’

Forlano, J. and Wrightstone, J. w.

of social acceptability within a class.

’

-
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Measurlng the guality

Educatignal and

t:

Psychologlcal Measurement, ‘1955, 15, 127-136.

1947, 26, 141-146, 167-168. = . A
Young, L.L. Soéiometric and related technlques for '
. ' appraising social status in an elementary school. Sociometry
.'1947’ '10, 168-1770 . ,n; . R '
,? ' ' l‘ .
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. - ) |
. 7
178 . -
o 186 -

Justman, J.

and Wrightstone, J.W.
Educational
362-367.

Lorber, N.L.

. The Ohlo Soclal Acceptance Scale, 240-243.

z . Raths, L. Identlfylng the soc1a1 acceptance of chlldren.
a Educationai Research Bulletin, 1943, 22, 141-168.
a f?

Raths, L.

Social Acceptance Test.

Ev1dence relating to the valldlty’of the .
Educational ’ Research Bulletin,

, t
A comparison Jf .
measuring pupil status in the classroom.
and Psychological Measurement, 1951, 11,
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URED:.' Vérba'l ska,l.ls--vod‘abulary

ADMINISTRATIOI\I‘ Ana
10 15 mi ﬁ'thSO\c. .“‘.i.),,

a’:

OPERAT IONAL DESCRIPTIUN
to point to refererit: pmcture
(0Older children. 1nd1cate ‘pic
points vary with

individual performance.

age.\.Basal and celllng leVélsIVary w1tH"

t--;« ¢

Examlner says word and.asks chlld

gut’ oF“four. alteFnatives).” .. 5‘;‘;2W521'
re by:. saylng‘numbenf): Starting. .

- e,

|+

o ‘.“: i ) o
¢ - EN e e [ ;
. ¢ N .
. FORMS: A & B. (both us same set of 150 plates)., P i
R . A %.. . A -
NORMS\ The sample consisted of 4,012 whlté chlldren' o 2w
randomly selected from publ;c school populatlon, Nashv111e, . L
Tennessee (Dunn, 1965) . . , .
-, e ) ) s | .
. r oY . Raw Scores e XN
¢ s v..,.vm‘,,,..,&‘g::' Levels Form A o FormB. . - '
: S Mean S.D. . Mean s.n. . TR
: 17-6 to 18-5 10809 . 1497 - 110.57 w7
. % 106-6 to 175 £ 105.1% 14.13 . -»106.60 18.98 ° pe
N 15-6 to 16-5 102250 - '14.27 T 10270 ' 1809 * + -
3 > 14-6 to 15-5 96.88 13.45 99.10 ° . 18.65 . \
‘o 18-6 to 14-5 - 98.36 11.99 .o, 95.03: % 1833 e °t .
s = 12-6to 13-5 90.69 . 1L67 .« ' 9196 ig70. . .
g 11-6 to 12-5 84.62 © 10.20 ' - 86.23 s 10,70 . te
o0 s 10:6to 1155 82.23 9,95 . 8322 10.90
P ) ﬁ/’ 9-6 to 10-5 v, 75.49 0.0 ° . 76.11 4 9.29 ,
v T, 8-6to 945 71.29 9.03 | -y 7152 ; ‘920" o
_7-6to 85 65.81 8,60 6502 », .869 .
6-6to 7-5 60.82 i 60.75 . 7.61° A ‘
5-6to ' 6-5 556.37 . .52 55.20 . 1.00 . ’ ,
' 49to 5-3 50.22 - 8117 ‘ . 49.62 . 8.05" oo : .
4-3to 48 4558 8.6+ . v 4505 7.74 '
! +3-0to 4.2 42.08 10.34 - 42.02 . 8.80 "
. 3-3to 38 . © o 85.67 . .0.72 . 816 . 045 .
29ta 3-2- 29.28 9.G6 29.68 8.80 .
2-3'to .2:8 20.39 .8.45 20.23 : 8.54
N ' “ ‘. , 2 -
Eo 179 S
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JVALIDITY: ‘ o v, i’ .

.Content. Item sample drawn from all words in Webster's
New Collegiate Dictionary which could be depicted by a . »
. picture., Cr1ter1a for the selection of the four words to
be used in making up any one plate were: (1) all four words
:were found at the leveling and pre-test stages to be of the
same difficulty level; (2)° 'all four words demonstrated good
linear growth curves in terms of per cent passing at succes-
sive. aqe levels; (3) words were used where no sex differences
wére found to exist; +(4) primarily, singular and collective
nouris, some gerunds, and a few adjectives and adverbs were
used; (5) words were omitted which seemed to be biased cul-
turally, reglonally, and racially, as were dated words,, = ’
plurals, double words, scientific terms, etc.

The illustrations were drawn by an illustrdtor us1ng
the follpwing criteria:. (1) ‘equal size; (2) equal intensity; '
(3) equal appeal; and (4) appropriateness to the age level
of subjects most likely to view the plate in the test situa-
tion; i.e., in general, ,earlier plates were of young children, .
niddle nunbered plates were of elementary children, and later

. plates were of adolescents and adults.’ (Dunn, 1965)

Construct. "Item" validity establlshed _by selecting

1nd1v1dua1 words where the per. cent of subjects passing
. increased from one age group to the next. (Dunn, 1965)

.. Anglo-Saxon (English-speaking) group of 4th, 5th, 6th
drade children scored 5.1 IQ points higher than Chlcano
(Spanlsh speakinhg) group,in same. grades (Corwrn, 1962)y. . S

In’ Grade 5, 18 poor readers had a mean' PPVT IQ.of . , o
94, 18 average readers ’had a mean IQ of 97 18 good readers
pad a mean 10 of 110. : - ‘ ’

&

"
B

S T
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VALIDITY (continued: Other Types . o : .
1 Type £ » || Sa}np~i.e’ Age or . |Criterion Coefficient Study
‘Validity - |{Grade ! . <
| congruent. || 92 students™|Age 12=14|IQ" (WB-F) r =0,82 "o | Laviet 1963
with IQs. * ,|Grades 7-9 . P :
. from 50 to / IQ(WISC-V) r_=0.86 A
" 57 1. ) ‘ , i3 g ' 1 .
y | IQ(WISC-P) p--o 70 . : -
' ;o ' 10 (SB) T£=0.92 L _
- L 140 children|Grades K-6 [IQ (WISC—uF) p=0 57 , Lindstron( 1961
. _ IQ (WISC-V) £g=0.67 '
o S - |10(WIsc=p)  .r_=0.39
A4 ' {The mean PPVT Ib - ' .
averaged 10 points , .
~ ’ above mean WISC IQ} . .
- ' T B -
150 students|Grade 7 Henmon-Nelson Form A  Form B Tempero &  1960°
Test of ) r°=0.64 ,r =0.61 Iv anoff
Mental Ability P . .
. california ‘r =0.57 r_e0.58°
Test of p Py ‘1.
. Mental S . ,
] o ' Maturity ) ) * . .
Concurrent. . . - |cAT-Reading = r _=0.56 ”rrp=0.58

, ’ : & Vocabulary

. .
=, .

CAT-Reading  r.=0.60 fL‘ao. 68

Comprehension ’
' CAT-Arithmetic r _=0.50 -r_=0.57 ..
' 1 ' Reasomng P P A ' ‘I
. CAT-Aritlmetlc r =0, 40 r_=0.49 N
N ) * |Fundamentals : P -
Yo - tod W o ~ CAT-Language r =0.44 r _=0.45 -
, cedt ‘ Mechanisms® P P :
. _|caT-ranguage r _=0.41 "r_=0.45 '
. Spelling - P ) P .,
* Predictive.|| 270 ' PPVT-~ MAT-word r _=-,39 * 7} Klaus
chi'ldren August | knovledge o & Starke .-1964 ¢
, - before . . . '
, . ) Grade 1. MAT-word r_=0,35"" s
0 MAT, J discrimination P ) -l ’
. . Primary I~ ) .
. following |MAT-reading ' r =0.39 . >
- * Ispring’ . P G . #
TEST ABBREVIATIONS . ‘ ' S
WB~F = Wechsler-Bellevue -~ Full scale. ' - ¥
' . WISC-V = Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children ~ Verbal scale LA NN
- WISC-P = Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children - Performance_ g ¥
. - scale LT
. N - 8B = stanford Binet ) . C e P
. ) CAT = California Achievement Test | X St
o« T T MAT = Metropohtan Achxevement Test : .
- - :
*Tests under congruent are those measuring the same itqm. Tests listed
. . under concurrent are those with "practical” criterion (achievement tests

. are supposed to be "practical" nontest criterion). i °

Q , I . 189, ' ‘
EMC , . 181 o b
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RELIABILITY:

Standardization Sample.

Age Number Alternate Form Pearson's
Reliability Coefficients
== -
18 227 ‘ 0.84
17 305 0.84 -
16 354" 0.80
15 307 0.83"
14 269 0.81
13 287 . 0.70 -
12 250 . .. -0.78
.11 384 0.81
10 319 : 0.77
9 259 0.74
8 100 0.79
7 100 0.74"
, 6 183 0.67
5 133 0.73
4-6 122 0.72
4-0 110 0.77
' $3-6 119 0.81
3-0 92 0.75 .
2-6 92 t .- 0.76-
L]
Other Samples. o
Type of T | . | Coeffir | e
Reliability Sample » Grade cient, Author &' Date
Alternate 150 7th r =0.75 {Tempero 1960
forms (both students grade P o & .
given. same (group Ivanoff
day) adminis-
. tration)
Alternate r =0.91 |Stanford 1971
. forms ’ P Research
- Institute
] Test~
retest rp=0.81 "
.Internal )
Consistency . r =0.88 " ’ i
) ¢ . P |
. 182
v 190 -
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Lloyd M. Dunn ~'

SOURCE: ‘ u\
American Guidance Servicé, Inc., ‘
720 Washington Avenue, S.
Minneapolis, Minnesota 5541 "+, -
—TT 1 : ) . .
REFERENCES: !
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’ PRESCHOOL INVENTORY
' £

¢

BEHAVIOR MEASURED: Achievement in areaslregarded as
necessary for success in school.

-

4

3

AGE-GRADE RANGE: Age 3-6 (but could be used with older
children as six-year-olds pass only 2/3 of the 1tems on
the average). .

. - ) . ’
L4 .

Individual, oral; 15 minutes,

L Y
.
-~ .

OPERATIONAL DESCRIPTION: Responses to some of the 64 items
verbal; others are nonverbal. Items measure "information .
about the sel (e.g., name, age, parts of the body); .~
number concepts - ("fnore" ws. "less"); knowledge of basic
sensory attributes (color names); spat1a1 movement with
respect to commqn envifonmental objects and phenomena

" ("which way does a ferris wheel go?"; a rudimentary
understanding of soc1a1 roles ("What does a dentist do?"); '
"and the ability to gollow simple-directions as well as
relatively complex directions that presume an understanding

of prepogitions ("behind," "under," "in,! etc. )" (Educatiogpal
Testing erv;ceu 1970, p.,141 ) N - e

~mr .
ADMINISTRATION: untimed.

- s . .
. - .
‘e . . “ .

s e P e ”~ v o » - .
FORMS: Ohe. © S '
LT L A . KRR . - . T '
‘fNGRMQ:, ' Headstart Sampie. | . ,7:
o ;"", Age’® - | Number . Mean* | SD s ,
oo 3000- 301D | 158 [e25.6 | 9.8° | . . . |
":'Q 4.0'0 L‘4055""" 528 ’\ 30.0 IOQI " ° ! -"-}_1 ‘&
l‘“. @ -4'c6 - 4.11’,‘ . 4’38 3309 10‘5 + "‘ -.:.-"‘:J .
.-[.5, --5.5 259 «38.4 | 10,1 | - R
5.6 = 6.6 148- '42 4 11. 0 . .

’

%gfr us1ng a 32 1tem version; no, data is

.

Headstart ;s thls
avallable.yet

e,
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NORMS (continued):

North Carolina Kindergarten children:

S&cial Class ! Number . Mean SD

Lower class 82 " 38.6 10.9

. Middle class 136 46.5 9.1
‘Upper class 99 51.5 8.5 -

VALIDITY:

Content. Kindergarten curricula and classroom obser-
vation provided data on skills children implicitly assumed
to possess, in order to function in kindergarten classroom.
These skills, as well as areas of deficit in disadvantaged
children, were the basis for item construction.

" Construct. In the sténdardization sample the followiné
correlations with Stanford-Binet IQ were obtained:

‘Age b : o
" 3.0 - 3.11 "~ | 0.39
4.0 - 4.5 0.59
4.6 - 4.11 0.64
; 5.0 - 5.5 0.65 SN
5.6 - 6.11 0.63

These are low enough to 1nd1cate that the test’ measures
something other than general intelligence.

Among 1875 children between 3.9 and 4.8, Preschool
Inventory scores correlated .59 with the Picture Completion’
and .54 with Form Reproduction scores on the WPPSI (Shipman,
1971).

RELIABILITY: . .
Internal consistency. The Kuder-Richardson (20) subtest

coefficient in the. total standardization sample is 0.91.

The Preschool Inventory is not meant to be a homoyerreous
test, but average biserial correlations between each item and
the total. score (0.45-0.55) are higher than for most achieve-
ment tests covering a broad fleld of knowledge (Preschoeol
Inventory Handbook, 1970.
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SIGEL OBJECT AND PICTURE .
CATEGORIZATION TESTS = -

BEHAVIOR MEASURED: Concept formation.
. * -
. ) ,

‘AGE-GRADE RANGE: Ages 4-6.

ADMINISTRATION: Individual, oral. Untimed; 40-60 minutes.

OPERATIONAL DESCRIPTION: The Object Categorlzatlon Test _
utilizes- twelve objects--matches, blocks, top, pipe, cup,
notebook, ball, c1garettes, crayons, bottle opener (photo-
graph of objects appears in Slgel and McBane, 1967, Sigel .
and Olmstead, undated). R
The-'test has three sectlons.\ Identlflcatlon, Actlve
Sort, and Passive Sort. In the Identlflcatlon part, " the
_child is asked what each object is. In the Active Sort, *
the tester picks out an object, and asks the child to pick
out the ones that are the same.or 1ike it. Then he: asks -,
"Why are the objects the same?" This procedure'is repeated
with each object. . In the Passive sort, the tester picks
out three items and asks the child how they are alike. .

» - .- . ’
. . »
® . . -

FORMS: One. : : ‘ L

NORMS: 'Because no overall ecores'are dexrived from this test, .
" norms are very complex. They atre.found in Tables 7, 8, 8:1, ..

9, 9:1, 10, 1033, 10: 4 in sigel and bimstead ‘t’undated) .

LIERY

VALIDITY: - . s R '

* * Content. The task, utlllzed an arrﬁy containing twelve

life~sized familiar objects cla551f1ab1e into four classes,
<. kitchen things," smoking thlngs, toys, and writing thlngs.,

All items were known and could be labeled or. defined 1n sone
y way. . . R . VoL

- b

.

Construct. Lower-class black and, to a 1esser degree, ‘ -
white children, had greater difficulty classifying pictures v
than objects; and they used different types of.category )
for each representatlonal medium. Middle-class wHite and

black chlquen showed no differences in grouping three- and
- 4" <. . ‘ A Lo s
1 . . ! % e ) - ' ’ e - PR

\;; N ‘ s
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two-dimensional stimuli (Sigel, Anderson, Shapiro, 1966;
Sigel and McBane, 1967; Sigel and Olmsted, undated).

A later- study (Headstart Evaluation and Research Center,
1970) digd not find this discrepancy. )

a ‘Praining programs, modeled after Sigel, Roeper, and
Hooper (1966) were successful in influencing guality and
quantity of styles of categorization in five-year-old
kindergarten children. The effects remained one year
later. Training did not, however, influence the discre-
pancy in categorization performance with objects and
pictures (Sigel and Olmsted, 1968). Headstart alone sig-
nificantly improved scores on both tests in both the
Active and Passive Conditions (Headstart Research and
Evaluation Center, 1970).

The following pattern of 1ntercorre1at10ns between
parts of the two tests was obtained in a sample of 160
Headstart children:

%

\ ' RPC AOC_ DOC

APT .56 .73 .61
) 'PPC .49 .61
' OC .69

APC = Active Picture Categorization

RPC = Passive Picture Categorization

AOC = Active Object Categorization -

POC = Passive Object Categorization

: Congruent. .
In the same sample, the pattern of correlations with the
Stanford Binet and Preschool Inventory was as follows:

~

. Stanford- Preschool
Binet -Inventory
° APC .22 ¢ . .40
PPC .28 . 34 '
. AOC .35 .40
POC . 30 . . . 4‘0 )

RELIABILITY:

Internal Consistency. Measures of internal consistency
are not given because Sigel and Olmsted feel that "such a
reliability would reflect more the behavior of the subject
than the con51stency of the test" (p. 27,, undated).

L}
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RELIABILITY (continued):
Test order does have an effect. Test order 1nteracts

with sex and social class of the child. - U -
Test-retest.” Grouping responses in Object and Picture __=>
Categorlzatlon Tesys. - o
: "Time Interval | Number x
Active sort 6 months : 81 0.69 - 4
Passive sort 8 months . 51 0.44 '

(Sigel and Olmsted, undated)

SOURCE: Sigel and Olmsted, undated.

2

. Lo
REFERENCES: e
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study. Final Report, Headstart Subcontract #4118 with >
Michigan State University Headstart Evaluation and Research
Center, 196 , , ) , ,
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L and M. But the 1960 revision changed .t0 a single form, LM.

STANFORD BINET INTELLIGENCE SCALE , S
BEHAVIOR MEASURED: Generalfintelligence.
L .
J . !
4 J

AGE-GRADE RANGE: Agé 2 to adult. .

-~ . . 4 -

ADMINISTRATIOI: Individual oral administration. The
examination ot a young “chila can usually be.completed in
half ah hour to forty minutes; tHat of -an older child fre-
quently requires an hour and a half. There are no timed
items before the lO year-old level

.OPERATIONAL DESCRIPTION

At every age level some 1tems requlre .
verbal responses, others require non-verbal responses. There
is a wide range of item types. For instance, the 4-year old"
items involve vocabulary, memory, and form discrimination..
The test begins at-an age level where the particular child
is likely to succged, with some effort. For an average child .
this point would be one year below chronologlcal age. Basal- '
and ceiling levels vary with performance. -

FORMS: In the 1937 vers1on there weré two" forms--

5

NORMS: 1In general the mean Mental Age equals Chronologlcal
Age, where each 'item passed contrlbutes one month to Mental
Age below year 6, two months above year 6. But ‘standard
deviations are totally variable. It is therefore necessary
to use the IQ tables presented by Terman and Merrill (1962)
in order to make comparisons with their normative sample.
This sample, the 1937 standardization group, consisted of
3184 native-born white subjects, including approxlmately 100
subjects at each half-year interval from 1 1/2 to 5 1/2 years,
200 at- each age. from 6 to 14, and 100 at each age from 15

to 18. Each age group was egudlly divided between males and
females and geographically -distributed w1th1n the U.s. by .
reglon and degree of urbanlzatlon. 2 T e

“ - “ N . ‘.
VALIDITY: - ¢ ' ' - s ‘ -
. Content. The primary crlterlon for selectlon of items
was to secure an arrangement of subtests whlch would fulfill

"the assumption that general intelligence is a trait which
develops with age,”". (Terman and Merrill, 1962, page 7). Only
items which "would probably correlate well with acceptable
criteria of intelligence" (page 9)¢ could be included.

190
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VALIDITY (continued) . EEEN
Content (continued) :

Thls intuitive, culturally~relative notion, whatever it meansy
is the only source of face validity for the test.

Construct. All items show an increase in percent -
passing at @uccessive age levels. Only items having the
highest correlations with total scores were retained in the
1960 revision, this contributing to the measurement of
general intelligence rather than spec1f1c abilities
(Terman and Merrill, 1962).

The results of McNemar' (1942) factorial analyses of

-all the items support the view that a single common factor .

would explain performance, but Jones' (1949) study reveals
the operation of group factors. Hofstaetter's (1954) factor
analyses of .inter-age correlations in Bayley's eighteen-
month growth study revealed three factors which account for

a child's achievement: "'Sensory-motor Alertness' accounts
for the variance of mentai age scores for the first ‘two . .
years. , Between 2 and 4 years a second factor, 'Persistence’
is operatlve and after 4 years ‘*Manipulation of Symbols.'"”
(Terman and Merrill, 1962, page 35). R

Kirk (1958) was one of  the flrst 1nvest1gators .
to show- that ability level can be changed by radical .
changes in early environment. Many structured educational
programs -have produced large, temporary changes in
Stanford-Binet IQ (e.g., Bereiter and Engelman, 1966;

Blank, 1970; Caldwell, in press).

Stanford -Binet IQ's are lowered by an adverse reac-
tion to the failures built into the standard test adminis-
tration. According to tHis procedure, the tester begins
at a point where the child must exert some effort to
succeed.' He continues up to that mental age level where
the child fails all six tests., Thus, the child experiences
increasing failure as the ‘test progresses, Hutt (1947)
raised poorly adjusted children's IQs 4.5 points by alterlng
this aspect of the procedure. Well adjusted children's
scores were not- affected. . L

Many group differences in Stanford-Binet IQ have been
observed. The following table shows the correlation between
parental occupation and child's IQ found in one 'study.

'—.//

Estimated Average IQ's for Different
Occuoatlonal Levels (Goodenough Tyler, 1959)
Professional 5 . 116 '
Semi-professional, Maqagerlal . "'112 ’
‘Clerical, Skilled Traﬁés, Retail 107
Semi-skilled, Minor Cldgical 105
'Slightly Skilled o . 98
Rural ‘Owner Farmers \&\ - 95
‘Day Laborers - AN 96
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_VALIDITY (continued) - . v, .

Congruent. Almost all-intelligence tests developed v
since the Stanford-Binet have used. it as a validity criterion.

.For example, the full scale WISC correlated .82 with the

Stanford-Binet in one study (C;onbach,_l960) " The correla-
tion'with the Peabody Piccture Vocabulary Test is presented
in the- description of that test.

L] -

Preédictive. The following correlations between IQ in
grade 9 (one school) and achievement tests one year later
constitute a representative sample of Stanford-Binet validity
coefficients. . .

=1

‘. Reading compréhension .73

Reading speed .43

English usage .59

History .59

Biology v .54

Geometry .48 (Bond, 1940)
RELIABILITY ) .

Interngé cons1stency The mean biserial correlatiodn
for all thef subtests (items) is .66. .

Téstgretest. The following table summarizes rellablllty

" studies w th long intervals between administrations of the

test. They assess IQ stability as much as test reliability..

; Pearson

- . S-B Correlation

S, Revision Ages . |Coefficient] Study
111 subjects from |. O . :
Staﬁdardlzatlon , : : Bradway, .
sample 1937 5 & 30 .64 . 11962 '
100 adopted ' b - pkodak, Skeels,
children ’ 1916 4 & 13 .58 1949
50 subjects from ( ‘ : . |sontag, Baker,
Fels study 1937 6 & 13 .67 ., flelson, 1958
kY

€

L4 . . ‘ *

SOURCE: Houghton Mifflin Company, 2 Park Street, Boston,
Massachusetts 02107 .

v
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STEPHENS-DELYS REINFORCEMENT CONTINGENCY INTERVIEW

i
-

BEHAVIOR MEASURED: Locus of control (external vs. ihternalb
control of events). .

- AGE-GRADE RANGE: :Grades 3-8.

.ADMINISTRATIQN: ‘Individual structured interview. Untimed;
mean -~ 15-20 minutes; range - 10-30+ minutes.

s’

OPERATIONAL DESCRIPTION: 40 open-ended questions, e.g.,
"Wha't makes mothers happy?", "What makes teachers angry?"

. Answers are scored internal if they describe reinforcement -
as contingent either upon the subject's own behavior or
upon social rules. \

.

FORMS: One. *
NORMS : ‘ : .
' ‘ Mean Internal*
Sample _Age or Grade | Control Scores
. : (SP not given)
"114 black: Headstart girls Pre—- 8.7
.. 115 black Headstart boys - kindergarten 8.1
S 8. white Headstart ¢girls L 13.0
s, .+ .|4 white Headstart boys . 8.5
17 white middle-class girls 14.9 )
13 white middle-class boys ‘ 11.5
6 white middle-~class girls, 15.8
' 9 white middle-class boysu' 14.4

. R (Parker and Stgpheﬁs, 1971) .

® M B N N

VALIDITY: :
. .Content. Eight questions 'are asked about each of five
reinforcement agents~-se1f, peers, mothers, fathers, teachers
(Delys and Stephens,..1971). '

E ~ *0ut of 40. S .

' o : ~ L 194
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VALIDITY (continued): : . ) .
Construct. . !
Chinese-American school children showed higher Internal .
Control scores than comparable middle-class Anglo-American
4- and 5-year olds. American Indian children from a
Headstart program scoyxed about the same in Internal Control
. -as middle-class white nursery school children. "Internal
Control Scores consistently related to economic status within
ethnic groups. Lower-class black and Appalachian white
preschool children show the most extreme External Control
.expectancies of all groups tested (Stephens and Delys, 1971).
Anglo- and Afro-American preschool girls have higher Internal
' Control scores than boys. . Puerto
Rican, Mexican, American Indian, and Chinese-American boys
have more internal scores (Wang and Stephens, 1971). Regular
increase in Internal Control scores with age from 3-8.
Spanish-American_children had significantly higher Internal
Control scores when interviewed by a Puerto Rican interviewer,
either in.Spanish or English, rather than by an Anglo inter-
. viewer. This interviewer ethnicity effect did not show up
with black children and a black interviewer (Stephens, 1971}

Congruent. Low but f&irly consistent correlation
between Internal ContrqQl score and Stanford-Binet, Preschool
Inventory, and Peabody Plcture Vocabulary Test scgore (Stephens,
1971). . . . ’

Predictive. Relatively Internal scores associated with
increasing school performance ovetr time. -Relatively External
scores associated with decreasing school performance over
time (Stephens, 1971). 1

. . .
RELIABILITY: .
Rater reliability. r=0.98 (Delys and Stephens, 1971).
Internal consistency (split-half) and test-retest

reliability,.,. Two black Headstart .Classrooms; r= 0.65 (Delys
and Stephen%, 1971)

~
[

>
-

SOURCE: Dr. Mark Stephens, Purdue University, Lafayette,
Indiana. . . '
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APPENDIX C==DESCRIPTION OF THE SIMULATION PROGRAM

Description of the simulation study 6f the proposed
non—experimental design is most conveniently carried out
in terms of (1) the generation of test statistics in the
cross~sectional (Phases I and II) and longitudinal
(Phase III) elements and (2) optimization of the three
phase design with respect to critical values of the test*
statistics. Description of these components is provided
in C.1 and C.2 respectively; C.3 provides the bas1c program

~listings. \

C.1l Generation of Test Statistics ]

The relative complexity of the simulation is
reflected in the somewhat cumbersome notation which
follows: .

[

Test score of t! subject with

X
ljkt, program residence category i,
v ' ' program income category j,
= neighborhood income category k.

I

The additional {(unknown) conditions which attach to the
existence of "effects," self-selection of the first kind.
(entering) , and self-selection of the second kind (exiting)
are denoted as follows. . T

-

o

s> 2' - {1 effects . \
. 0- no effects
mn = {1 self-selection I’
.0 no self-selection I

1l self-selection II ° .
no self-selection II ' “




.

The existence of effects and’seIf=seIéctibﬁ’of“fhe,fifSt -
~ kind are both characterized by adding increments of 0.25¢
to the subject's score; o denotes the population standard
deviation of the measure. In the case of effects this is

only added to the scores of residents .(i=1); in the case
of self-selection of the first kind it is added to the
scores of non-residents (i=o). Fffects.and self-selection
are both introduced through the mediating effect of the
program variables. Thus when effects exist, for example,
they only affect the scores of subjects resident-in .
high/moderate income neighborhoods and/or moderate income
programs. :

o 4“: . .

The intrcduction of effects and self-selection is
carried out by changing the mean of the population from
which the scores are generated. .This population is
assumed to be normal with mean 100 and standard deviation
20. The basic relationship for generating simulated
.scores in the cross-sectional phases is therefore as
follows: . ‘

:
i

i I

. . Xijkt = 0,250 (3+k) Ii (2+m)+(1-i)m] -i-'ut ‘

Test scores generated by means.of this equation are then
used to compute the F statistics for tests of effects
and self-selection. of the first kind. This is done for
all 4 combinations of the binary variables g ang m, and
for three different levels 6f replication (6,9,12).

The only difference between first and second phases is
that the analysis in Phase I is carried our only for the
jr k combirations (1,1) and (0.0); in the second phase all
four combinations are used. 500 complete sets of test

- statistics were generated (including the longitudinal

_ elements) and stored of¥ tape.

.
>

1Normal random numbers are generated througp\transforv
mation of uniform random numbers (CDC RNZ) by an argument

of the central limit theorem. o .

) k - ' . o T ’ <
o ow= L x-k/2) / Jk/12 0% x =1

€

i=l . s y
R.W. Hanning, Numerical Methods for Scientists and Engineers,
McGraw-Hill, New York, 196%.
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The long1tud1na1~phase»d1ffers~from the -cross~ L e -

sectlonal phase in two respects. In the fixst place,
the dependent.variable is now the dlfferenqe between
the subjects original score and his score durlng the
second wave. In the second place, self-selection of
the -second kind (correlation between mobility and
achievement) is introduced. The methods of introducing
these features are now described.

Self-selection of the second kind is introduced by
simulating mobility amongst the subject populatlon. .
A base mqblllty rate of 40% is assumed for all the
programs over the two year period separating survey waves.
The individual family's probability of moving is modified
however, when self-selection of the second kind is present.
Modification of carried out in a way designed to confound
program classifications with the dependent variables.

Thus subjects with high scores in the baseline survey
will have a greater probability of stajlng in .high income
programs than in low income programs. Convereély, those
with low stores at the baseline will have a higher probad-
bility of moving out of high'income programs. .-

The expression relating: the probablllty that a
familty moves to its baseline score’and the characterls-

tics of the program is given by:

&
L

i Pr{move/j, k, n, xijkt}

’ . Ky oq X
_ _ : N (1~ c_ijkt Tijk

When n=0 (no self-selection) the probability of moving

is simply-p When n=1, the probability of moving-

is addltlonglly dependent on the program classification
(j,k), on the baseline score relative to the mean for-
that group of subjects and on the eorrelation coefficient
(p) between the blnary random variable (move/not move)
and the individual's score. This correlation coefficient
was made to be 0.2 in the simulation. Using this method
each ‘subject was assigned a uniform random number and was
deleted from the sample 'if this number was below the
subject's calculated probability of mov%pg.' Variance

s

-
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“ratios were ‘then computed to_test. for,the—Signifrcant N
association between mOV1ng vs. not moving and baseline
scores., These require, of'course, the more compl;cated ’
expressions appropriate for ana1y51s of variance” in ‘
*factorlal de51gn with unequal cell frequencies.

. It then becomes necessary. to arr1ve at ga;n scores
for the refaining subject population. - In order to insure
correlation between gains and probability of moving,

. dgains are made to depend- on past scores as well as on ,
: 1ndependent variables. Differentiating the second wave @
score by a’'prime, the relationship employed was:

y - X = . ) L ¢y =X 1y ) HE
xSkt Higre s 0025 9 (3HRIL 4 VE I AL

+
’ . <

€y 1s a normal random variablé.with zero mean and variance
of 1.3 and r is. equal to 0.l. Thes rumbers were <"
chosen to insure (1) constancy of popiilation variance,
and (2) test-retest correlatlon of 0.75.. This relationship

was used to generate gain scorés for 500 simulation runs . A
of the longitudinal design. Test statistics for the

existence of both effects and self-selectlon wére generated

and stored on tape.

s

Y

1The llstlng of the program used to generate all-
simulated scores and the assoclated test statistics is_
*presented in. Sectlon c.3.1. . ‘ .

-
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Ci2-; Optimization Methods

The basic simulation experiment described in the

- last section provides statistics for tests for the

existence of effects and of self-selection bias through
each phase of the investigation. By running the
experiment 500 times at each level of replication, it

is possible to arrive at good approximations of the
multivariate distributidén of these test statistics

for each of the eight combinations of effects and self-
selection of both kinds. These simulated test statistics
can then be used to estimate the probability of failing
each of these tests given a specified level 6f the
critical value of. the test. By varying these critical
values, the associated probabilities of failing (and
passing) these tests will vary. As described in Section
3.6.2.1, solution of the design for optimal values of
these critical levels was carried out; the basic results
were presented in Tables 14 and 15. The structure

and methods of obtaining these results are described
here. ‘ .

4

The objective function in this optimization program

(B-C)Pr{Finding an effect and Effect exists}

3

: < C Pr{Finding and effect and No effect exists}

-K.

B and C are real numbers designed to measure the
benefits and costs associated with the alternative
outcomes; K is the expected cost of the experiment
itself, and is computed as the cost of successive phases
‘times the probability of carrying them out.

The complex elements of the problem are the evalua- -~

" tion fo the probabilities. These expressions can be

written as:

. 1 1 . o
"Pr{Eng} =. & £ Pr{E/%&, m, n} Pr {2, m, n}
: m=0. n=0 ’
g =0,1.
210
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The first terms in the simulation on the right are
estimated by the relative frequency with which all

the tests are passed in the 500 experimental runs for
given values of the test statisitcs. The second term
is the prior probability associated with the particular
combination of effects and self-selection. The eight
combinations were each expected to be equally likely
for the purposes of optimization.

The actual optimization was carried out using a )
search method, since the approxiamtion to the objective
is a grid method and convergence was obtalned within a ,
maximum of 150 iterations.

.1 . - .
1Hooke, R. and Jeeves, T.A. "Dlrect Search" -Solution
of Numerical and Statistical Problemns. Journal of the
ACM, Vol. 8, No. 2 (April, 1961), pp. 212-229, -

&
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