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¢
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i
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ward the masters degree in Administration & Sugerfiéign;

i,

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



RESEARCH ASSISTANTS*

1. lrs. Helen Powell Burton ho'ds a Bachelor of Arts degree
in Elementary Education from Southern University.

in

3. 1irs. Georgiana A. Johnson holds a Bachelor of Arts degree
in Flementary Dducation from Southern University.

4. rs. Willie Coleran Johnson received her Bachelor of Arts
degree in Psycholoqgy from Southern University.

5. Mrs. Lillie Thornton Louis received her Bachelor of Arts
degree in Elementary Education from Southern University.

‘6. ‘irs. Alice SingH received her Bachelor of Arts degree in
Philosophy from the University of Pittsburgh.

7. 'liss Amelia Wilkerson holds a Bachelor of Arts degree
in Elementary Education from Southern University. -

8. 'liss Velma Wilkerson holds a Bachelor of Science degree
in Business Education from Southern University.

#2111 research assistants received specialized training-in
‘the methods and technigques of the » experimental Cniversity of

Hawaii Preschool Language Curriculum. They were also trained

-~ intensively in test administration by-experienced examiners.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



I




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

INTRODUCTION

This is the final report of the Southern University Head start
Evéluaticn and Research Center. It is a statement of activities en-
gaged in;sinée September, lééé_ -

Prior to September, 1969 Sauthern University and Tulane Univer-
sity were operating, technicaily unaer the same cantraet even thaugh
theirﬂe?aluatién and research efforts were inéeéendant. During the
past year, Southern Uhivefsity was totally inﬂépenéentg This report
will contain the evaluation and research efforts of the Southern Uni-
versity Evaluation and Research Center:

The e&lauatianérelated iﬁterventian study to be relerred to Eéééf
in, namely,~the Gniver%ity of Hawaii E:esch@a? Language Curriculum

(UHPLC) , is the same one used by our. center last year when the actual

collaboratien in the evaluatian intervention took plaﬁe between

Southern University and the University of Hawaii. To a great extent,

_what happened im this evaluation is similar to that of last year.

It is our opinion that the 1969-70 evaluation has been adequate,
and. real strides forward have been made in the area of research. “Eién!
more imggrtanﬁ thaﬁ thEVEQVEnEés“in research may be the advances of
each child %ﬁvclvga‘iﬂ the intérvantian Pfagram—ethé sigﬁificanee of

-

whlch mlght mean his happ;néss or unhappiness in later years. This

ﬁacﬂmenﬁ contains.a PIESEntatan af act;v;ties engagea in by this’

;enﬁer during the geri§d3r§ferredbta bave and a’ detailea depictipn

A N

and analysis of data obtained therein.
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DESCRIFTION GFJTEE'CEN?ERE

.8 i L3 . . ) L. o ,
¢ ' 'southern University Head Start Evaluation and Research Center

Fros
00T

is affiliated with’four head start centers. These>centers are

 T. Winder (formerly known as Harding) , Community AESQQiaéigf the

Welfare of School Children (CAWSC), Ryan and South Baton Rouge.

The puilding housing Bertel T. Winder Le,d Start Eeptef is rei-

B . -

atively new, canta;nlng central heat and air canaitlénlng. It was

pre v;gusly a funeral home but was renovated for head Start Eurpasesi

© it is located in ‘North Baton Rauqe in'aﬁ area known as Scotlandville.

=

The area on the right side and to the back of the center is fenced
: in. The fenced area serves the purpose of a playground except in in-
climate weather when the children play on a covered patio-like structure

which extends from the bu;ldlng onto the play area. The play area it-.

¥

self is paved for the most part. The two hundred children at the center <

LN
i

share the playgraund e%glgment which congists af a. Slidlng baa:ﬂ two
see~3aw sets, two swing sets, and two mcnkey bars. Eﬂhéré are approxi-
mately twenty pieces of outdoor toys usga bﬁ the chiléréni Ekxcept for

fcur tricycles which are‘'new, these toys a:é waather béaten and well

¢ e “ LA y;
usga—n9éaing paint and rega;r. Beyond the play area is an auto -salvage

¢ o

~ shop which is fenced f%rand is ngtiaceegsiblé to the children.
‘There is ample parking space for vehiclés on the left gide of the

center. As this area is off=limits to the shilafeé, there is little
-or no fear of a 'childiauta accident. Adjourning this area, separated .

oY ) -7 , \'\
- v by a fengag is a farm which is cultivated and harvested by prisoners. .’

s
*
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*from the parish jail.
Pt

-

L , i, R AT
! The interior of the building consis’.s of 5engFaen rooms and two
, o , e P
rest rooms. There is one kitchen, ‘five offiges, oné conference room
(used jointly as-a lounge and as a meeting room), and ten classrooms.
. N R . T

CANSC Head Start Center is located in urban Baton Rouge in an area

H

‘locally known as Eden Park. The neighiorhood is very fundéwn'éﬁd unkempt .

L, The straeta are litterad with paper beer Gan;, w1ne bcttles, an%;sada;;':

=3

L

pop bcttleg.. There are mahy»wreakedaand/@: unused cars ;ha;*shauld-baf

demolished. . o e ' _/f

b : . s, v_
The deterioration gffthiS:neighbéihgéd'cah*alsa be attributed to
the many night clubs ané afes fcuna here. cﬁwscAigsgurréundéd by’

these Establishmentgi'=£tiﬁigﬁt'tﬁé.:gﬁﬁé:‘s-parkiﬂg lot is utilized

i
x

by the Patr@ns of thege plages.’ o e ' S

I

“Cawsc is h@usea ln'tue rear of a stone buildlng and haq an enrall&

ment af aggraximately'sixty chilaréng There is aﬂequate parklng space-
for faculty ‘and staff members, but in rainy weaﬁher, the Parklng area is
A . . T R

a

lncanvenlent slnce only half of’ ;t is paved

2

- . The play aféa, wh;ch is Eanﬁed in and half paved, is aﬁequate fgr

K

& . - e e },

the number of ch;ldren there. Thare is a paved ané c@vered gatLa wheza

wll

the children Play durlng bad weatﬁar The sand tablg, cots, wooden tays,
f

wagons and tricycles are kegt bexg. ‘There are amplg_tcys for thé chil=

LN

dren to pléy with but»they are allgsecaﬁﬂshand and wallﬁuseﬂ; Qn_the

f\"

’ playgraund there ;s one gym set, §;ght swings, one sl;d;ng baara, aﬁe .

i L
mankey bar et ﬂﬁd one cl;mbing tu;tle. - s .

The interi@;-af the building cansists’gf four classrooms, fiva
gffices, one kitchen, and four baths. The walls of some rooms are

S §

tawea away. Hany of the buildings,gre in very bad-shape and should be | -

=



paneled while others are semi-paneled. &

Located at 501 Ryan Field abcut one=fourth mile from Egan Aifpgft
is the Ryan Head Start Center. The center is aﬁér@ximate;y seven miles
frﬂm:the city of Batén Rouga and one and one-half miles from Ssuthefn-

. University. Ryan's airport is sitgatéa one-fourth mile from the front
entrance to the building. _

The wood frame structure which is rather old and djiapidated was
once uééﬂ by the Army Reserve. Because of the age of the building, no
attempts have been made at improving or modernizing the heating and

"lighting sfstéms-ar at renovating'it. These Eanditiéns have made it

very difficult to achieve optimum Eégﬁérmanca in research and testing

R

of children at the center. However, the general environment is con-
ducive to learning.

The area surrounding the building is very good for nature walks,

~ sightseeing tours and trips to the airport. There is a fenced in out-

door aréa which is used as a plafgféundi :Thexé are several large oak
. trees in-this area as well as one sliding board, one merry-go-round,
and a.swing unit wiéhlféuxrindiviéualrswingsi
Tgere are eight-classes in Ryan Head Start with an en:éilmént of
agéfgximately 150 chiléﬁen— Four of the classes were used in the %p—
ho, . tervention study. ' ) ! S ;

- ‘_Inéividual afficé space s provided for the head teacher, the
FK;EErétgzyﬂ the staff nurse, the socjal serviceustaff, and the parental.
ixolvement coordinator: Thé rest room fa%ilitieé are adequate. Al-
though a kitchen is within the center, the food is transported daily
'frgm Bertel T. Winder center, one and @né—faurth mile away, to Ryan.

%

The center in total occupies é,?gg sq. ft. of floor space.

O
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5
Anatﬁer‘cente: used by the Southern University Head start Evaluation
and’ Research Center was the South Baton Rouge Head Start Center. Ehié
center is located at the corner of Texas and East Washington Streets in
éauth Baton Rouge. It is appraximatély fourteen gl@éka;ffém Louisiana

. State Un;vers;ty anﬂ one black f:am the local Y.M.C.A.

The community surrounding the center is one that is intérm;nglea
A\
with shabby hauses, churchas and sub—stanaagd stores. Tthe is also

a locally owned service station ana washerteria that is vislbly un-
kept aﬁé in need of repairs. The parking lﬁt g? ‘an abandaned super-
market serves as the center'ﬂ only aff-streat R

The bu;lding once was used as a boarding hausg. night club, gro=
eefy store, and'bafber shop. It is an old brick structu:a built around
the lSED‘si It is shnt:ally heated and centrally céaled which creates

3

camfértahle temperatures year round. The center is unaccessible fram

tﬁa front. The:e are twa sida dooras and twa back doors to the eantar |
which also serves as e;ita to the play areas. The downstairs area of
the center is used fa; feur claasrgams, two bathracms, a hallway, anﬁ
one utility room. Housed on the second floor are Neighbafhaad Service
Center offices, cne conference room, one bathroom, and the nurse's
station used by hgéﬂ start. |

The large Piaygraﬁnd is enclosed by a very high fenca. The play

equipment consist of a monkey bar, a swing set, bicycles, balls and a

sandboix.
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I1.

III.

Ixi

EVALUATION GUIDELINES

Sample

A. Total Pre = 187

5. Totzl Post - 181 _ -

C. Total sample receiving complete pre and post testing for
statistical analysis - 164,

of testing.

-Sample = Children were between 3 1/2 to 5 1/2 years of age at time

Sample class - Classes consisted af pre kindergarten 3 1/2 to 4 1f2

years old and kindergarten 4 1/2 to 5 1/2 years old.

Sample: el;g;hla ch;ld - All sample children in the Southern
University sample had had summer Head Start experience in that

the Head Start centers reopen during the summer months after two

to three:weeks vacation for the staff.

All measures were administered in English.

Pre-testing was conducted during the 19th week and thereafter
because of our reckoning the time of the start of testing from
the fifst_ﬁéék of June which was the start of summer Head Start.

“@ststestlng was conducted during the month of April. This was
the best time because the last month of class meetings (May) was
devoted to closing activity preparation.

Time interval - The time interval was 5 1/2 months.

At least fifty.per cent of the post-testing was administered by
the same teaster. .



QUALITY CONTROL

" The test was studied intensively over.a period of three weeks.

Each of the participants tested every other participant, eight
adults and seven children. Criticisms of the performances
were interchanged, with special emphasis on timing and scoring.

Each WPPSI protocol was checked independently far'accuracy'byga
two examiners. : '

'FAMILY INTERVIEW

li

All interviewers and testers participated in a three-day pre
and two-day post training session conducted by the co-ordinator.

Each participant interviewed three head start mothers, Every
completed schedule was checked for accuracy by an independent
interviewer. Emphasized in this check was editing so that no
blanks would be left under any-item. v - . ‘

All intervieweérs met periodically to discuss both general and
specific coding problems and the significance of sufficient .~
probing for insuring correct coding of responses was stressed.

All interviewers were required to become very familiar with
coding, especially in the cases of items dealing with Child-.
Rearing Practices. When necessary, the mother was asked to
re-enact a scene or describe how it happened. The inter-
viewer was admonished constantly against making assumptions
about any of the information,

GUMPGOOKIES

Testers studied manual intensively.
Testers administered test to each other.
Testers administered test to 4 or 5 non-sample children.

Tastors met pariadiéaliy to discuss any problems in administra-
tion or recording that individual testers might have experienced,

Testers studied manual intensively.

Testers administared test to non-samplo children.,
Tosters administerad test to other staff members.
Tastors canééntrated on timing and scoring.

16 .




5. Testers listened to record - "Auditory Sequential Memoxy"
to aid in achieving correct rhythm since testers were acr-
customed to Stanford-Binet type rhythm which they used. in

 last ‘'year's test battery. ‘ T

1. o©Obzervers studied manual intensively.

2. Observers took under advisement additional irformation received
from E & R Center responsible for irstrument (Syracuse).

17
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HEAD START RESEARCH AND EVALUATIQV EENTER
'SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY
SOUTHERN BRMANCH POST QOFFICE
BATON ROUGE, LOUISIAMA 70813

CONSENT FOR TESTING- AND RESEBRCH PI\PTlCIEZ‘TIDN 1969=70

Dear Parent:
The class in which your child is ‘en rolled at__ o )
R (name of -
has been SEléeted as a sample for the n§:

H. §. Center) \
tional evaluation of Project Head Start. Your child has been
selected as one of the~part*¢;pants in an evaluation of the
‘effectiveness of the Head Start Program. We would like yaur

permission to administer certain tests vhich are part of the

" national evaluation and have your child participate in our

BJIF:lw

Language and«Enrichment Resedich Classes. All tests will be\\
givan by pr@fessinnally qualified people, and none will =n-
danger your child's safety or welfare. Your cooperation will
be greatly aggreciatea since this is very important in help-
ing to develop programs for young ¢hildren that will help
them to lead happy and ;uccessful lives. . .

If you are w;ll;ng to have your. child participate in this
effort, you may indicate your permission by signing belﬁw
W,
I have no objection to the administration of tests to my
child, o , as part of the national Head
) (child's name)
Start Evaluation Program.

- (Pafe_’nt(é Narr;e) —

Sincerely yours,

Edward . Johnson, Ph.D.
Diroactor

(1isg) Batty J. Franklin
Ccardinatar i

18



HEAD START RESEARCH AND EVALUATION CENTER
SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY .
SOUTHERN BRANCH POST GFFICE
;/. - BATOH PDUGE, LDUISIANA 70813

PARENT INTERVIEWS 1969-70

Dear Paféﬁt*

We at Southern University are studyiry the! familles and

needs of children in our community. This letter is to in-
troduce ) , one of our staff members
who would like to speak with yr::u for a few tﬁinutes.

e would greatly appre;;ate yau: help and cooperation.

si cerelv ycurs.'

Edwa:d E. Jahnsan, rh. D
D;rpstar

19
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"EVALOATION DESIGN

~ From the erlglnel random eemple ef 194 eh;ldren, 187 remained as -

part of the evaluation greupi Th;ee test inetrumente were edﬁinieteeed

to each ehild>in‘Ehe sample.’ The tests were edminie;eree ee e.pre—Eeet;'

vgeeteteee basis within'a 5 1/2 month interval. . : o

" The WPPSI was the first test of the series to be ddministered. The

ITPA, involving two of the twelve subtests followed the WPPSI. The N

. Gumpgookié -~ a test of motivation to eehieveé-é“wee administered last.

- The Eeetaébeeree;ien Teacher Rating Scales (P. 0. T.) was admin-

istered by each special teacher to the regular head ‘start teacher. The

parent Interview Form was ddministered after working hours, and at a
‘time conveniént to. the- parents by the Seut@erh_ﬂnivefeity_E & R Center

steff.f In order to ‘check the availability eﬁd'eeeeeeibility of the i

center and its resources, a Class Feeilitiee end Resources Inventery '

T

was eemeleted by the "head teacher" at each center.
DESCRIPTION OF EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS ,

Wec h,%e:rPreeeheel and Primary Scale of Intelligence (WPPSI)

The WPESI is a reeule ec e ceeperetive effert te maet a duel need.

¥
i

Eiree there were freguent requeete fer e,dewnwerﬂ revision -of the Weeheler
Intelligence Scale for Children, and eeeend, there was a grewing awvara-
ness of the deeirebility of an intelligence scale that would mere ade~-
quately appraise the abilities 'f_greeeheel-ehi}deen; The WPPSI is -
spacifically designed for use witﬁ children of egee 4 through .6 Lfiﬁgee:e'

The WPPSI consists of a battery of subtest, each ef which wheﬁ treated

-

20



12
sepéfately may be caﬁsiée:eﬂ asvmeasu:iﬁg a éiffergnt.aﬁility, and when
combined inta a campaslte sca:é, as a measure af global lntelléstual
capas;ty.-lsecaxse the d;shatcmy has praved dlagnastlcally useful. the

-

test battery is divided into Verbal and Perfarmance Test groups.

ILLINOIS TEST OF PszCHBLINGUIETIE ABILITIES (ITPA) =

The psychal;ngustie model on which the ITPA is based attempts to -
‘relate- those funet;ans whéreﬂy the lﬂtentlaﬂs of one 1nd1v1dual ;re
transmitted (verballf or nanverbally) to angther individual, aﬁﬁ"recié—
rocally, functions where by the enviranmgnt or. the intentions of another
indiv dual are re:e;vea and ;nterpretedi itattempts to inter—relate
;the prQCEsses which take place, far example, when one person raceives a
message, interprets it, or béc@mes the source af a new s;gnal t@ be:
transmitted. It deals %ith the psychalmg;cal funct;ans of the ind;vidual
which operate in communication activities. | |

F@llaﬁiﬁg is a brief description of the twWo subtests of the ITPA ol

used by Southern University E & R Center:

A Aud;tagy Vocal Association - This test taps into the child 8 ability
to relate concepts presented n:ally .

Verbal:Exp:eg;ian,—.The purpose of this test is to access the ability
of the child to express his own concepts vocally.

' GUMPGOOKIES

This instsument was designed to measure the motivation of young chil-
dren to achieve in school. The essential information upon which the pro-

cedures for Gg@ japkig; were desgigned was provided by a praliminary Egﬁdy

invéstigatinq behavior, behavior testing, role playing performance, sort-
ing, paired comparisons and story telling techniques and formats.

' The Gumpgookies figure, as well as the child's participation in

21
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finding his own Gumgga@kia, seéms to have enough fascination to hold
interestJtE:pﬁghaut the evantyefLVE items and glVE the test unity. It

‘seems to ailé?ia:e the anxiety of children threatened by e;the;-thé

s

" festing situation or too close identification with another figure more
nearly like’ themselves.

Gum"gakles is cresented in a story format and cente:s araund the

imaginary little figures called gumpgookies. Eaeh child is ts;d that

_he has his own Gumggackie and that althaugh it looks like all the other

haves == it llkes what the child likes and it does what the child does.
In administering tha’ggg:qgagjesi the examiners reads the test and

'points to each Gumpgookie as it is described. The examiner asks the

child which object he likes best and he responds by speaking or pointing.

P
/

FAMILY INTERVIEW FORM

PR

The basic purpose of the Family Interview is to eliﬁit from the
parents of Head- Start ﬂehii&gen invclvad in the 1959&7D"n$tienal eval-
evaluating, and suggesting Pésgiblé changes in the Haad Start program. -
The interview was to be adminigtered following child tésting in order to

.facilitaté conversation with éhé'parents. The usafulnéﬁgxqf the informa-
tion ﬂbtéineﬂ‘fsr,éeécribiﬁg én&ESuggestinglgéssible éhaLges'in the Haaé
ané the gratitude for the pergans willing to give her time is to be
stressed in setting up an interview.

The responses on this 1n§trument involve ;tatemantslaf agreament or
disagfeamehtg‘ There ér@ no right or wrong answers, but rather an attempt-

to gain an understanding of how the parents feal about the various qﬁaatignsi
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POST OBSERVATION TEACHER RATING SCALES. (P.:0. T.)

B

i 'This rating scale is a campilatiaﬂ af-items_rageived from Bank

St:eeﬁ Caliegg of Education, Michigan State ﬂniversity, Syracuse -

Un;verslty, and the University of Texas. In thls gcale, the writers

tried to provide camprehensive behav;aﬁ categcrles thsh reflect thé

aﬁmgsphe:é of tha-classrﬂém as aetermined"by the-teaghe:!

&

wil
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. INTERVENTION DESIGN

- The lSEE—?D intervention Plan far the Snuthérn Unlvers;ty Evaluaticn
- and Research Center ;nvalveﬂ_f ourteen (14) classEs in four (4) :enters.
:Ihere were five (5) el Esas ’t~Eertel T. Windef Head Start Center -~ two
(2) 1anguage classes, two (2) enrlghment classes and ane (1) cnntrql
- élass; two: (2) elasses at CAWSC = b@tb lanquagez f;ve (S) elassas at Ryanfssg
Head Start Center - twa (2) language classes, two (2) enrifhment classes
;:and one (1) ccntr§1 class; and there were (2) clasgas at South Baton i
e ' . .
Rouge Head Start Center - both enrighmenti The children in six (6) of
the faurteen (14) classes were expageﬂ fo the univE:sity of Hawaii Pzé?
A sshanl Language curriculUm {UHPLC}) . There was alsa a parallel Parent
%
pragram here werg two (2) classeg PEEtiEipaﬁiﬂg ;n this phasa of the .
".interventian. one class frgm Bertel T. Wlndar aﬂd ane class E:am Ryan.RJ
&he pgrents garticigaﬁing at Berteltié Winder rEEEiveé a ﬁgnetaryAsupﬂ
plement while no money wéé given to the parents aé Byan_f; o
Invalved in ‘the Cultural Enrichment Program were six (6) of the AF
eight (8) ramaining classeg. The uther two (2)° Elasaes were usad as
controls. There was also a parallaling parent prag:am. The pégeétg
,‘_participating in this program were taken from fnur (4) of the eight
f(s) enr;chment slassea with two (2)icl33535 raceivin% mangtary Eué“~\ -
plement and two (2) claages not receiving monetary sgpglemant. There
were algo two (2) language classes used; one (1) :e@eiving maneta:y -
supplement:a .and one (1) not racaiving monetary aupp;gmsnts, .Tha re- u
maining six (é) classes had no parallel  parent program. Iﬁclﬁdea

in these were two (2) language classes at CAWSC, two (2) enrichment

20
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1

ciasifs at South Eaﬁan'Rguga— ana one cant?él clasé each at'ggg?‘éné?
f‘Eer£31 T. wlnqer centers. (See Table I).
E:mhe language parent pragram was d%SlgnEd to emphasize parental
- :aaperatlan in aeve;jFlng language skills in the1r ch;l&fen. The cul-
Atu;al enrichment parent prpgram wag designed to pravida backgraun& in-
farmatign on principles of child develcgment and Ehlld-EEEI ng Practices.,

cgmplete descriptians of the language intervention pragram and the par-.

ent. programs now follow. ) .

'PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM . | ‘
——— “y T

The iritial purpose of the parental invalvemént résegrch design was’
to 1ncarparate parents of Head Start sh;ldren as taachers af their chil-

!

‘_drén. The desir;n mcluded ttxt ﬂlstj_nct parent aducat.ian pmgrams.- These

Ay

: grﬂgfamé ware des;gnated ag parent program #1 (PP ) ana pa:ent program

#2 (EPE‘ The "same ‘basic dégign was a part of lagt year's Qrﬁgfam in

- which case all parents involved in'the p;ag:am fecéived a maneta;y Edpﬁ
Plementtfar each meeting attenieag This year, in arder ta datermine the
effaet of the maney ag a farm of mativacian, parenta at one, center re= "’

ceivad money (Eertel T. WLnder) while parents at Ryan Head Start Eentar

4.

recaiveﬂ no noney.

The primary purpose af parent prﬂgsam #l .was .to invalva Pa:antg in (

é

+ an angaing Erag:am of teaching their own childran language cancepﬂs that
dire:tly supported the content presented to. tha children in the ElQEEP
room. The parents learned the 1anguaga cur;iculumﬁas,well as teﬂhniqu&ﬂi -

to use with their-ehilﬂreﬁ, that supplemented’ the language teachex's:

presentation in the classroom. . ' -
| &

The first of nine meetings served to orient’ the parénts as to the

Q o _ 26 i i ’ | . a




: | INTERVENTION DESIGN

. TABLE I

BERTEL 7. WINDER f . | BERCEL . WINDER f. o, BERTEL T, WINDER K, S.] BERIEL T. WINDER H. §
Enrithnent Class II - | Enzichment Class III | Language Class IV Control Class V |
Total Sample 13 Total Sample 11 Total Sample 1
Parent Progran #2 Parent Progtam (None)

CBEXTL T, WINDER H, &
| .yuage Class I
Total Sample 11 Total Sampie 13
Parent Progran #1 parent Progran #2 Parent Progran #2
(@its boney) | {With Money) (With Money) (With Money)
| - LF

LPl . EPZ' . EP, SR,

CHAGC HEAD START CENTER | CAVSC HEAD START CENTER'
Language Class I * | Lanquagg Class II
Total Sample 12 Total Sample, 11
parent Program (None) | Parent Program (None)
L = L.

" [ RYAN HEAD START CENTER | RYAN HEAD-START CENTER | RUAN HEAD START CENTER | RYAN HEAD START CZNTER | RYAN HEAD START CENTER, N
: Control Class II Enrichnent Class 111 | Enrichment Class IV | Language Class V ;>
| Total Sample 12 Total Sample 11 Total Sample 7 - Total Sample 11 Total Sample 13
| Parent Progean 41 |parent Progran, Nome) |Parent Progran #2 | Parent Program k2. Parcat Program #2
" (itthout Honey) (Without Money) (Without Money) (Without Money)

| Lanquage Class T

EP, m, .|, MW

1 | 2 . ; 2 ¢ : . - 7

T TG FOUGE HEA0 START | S0UTH BATON ROUGE HEAD START
Enrichnent Class I  Enrichnent Class I o
Total Sample 18 Total Sample 18 7
Parent Progran (None) parent Program (None) .
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functions and practices of Head Start and general pre-school education.
The essential ebjectives were:

1. To previde a warm, non-threatening learning situation.

2. To motivate parents to participate in the classroom.

3. To arouse interest in the learning process.

To present the role of the supervising adult in one typical
pre-school activity.

<%

Parent educators, following an outline constructed by the staff of the
Evaluation and Research Centers at Southern University and the Eﬁiversity_

of+ Hawaii, were able to introduce and project ideas and methods which

directly correlated with the initial research design.

Clay manipulation while role-playing was the activity of the first

ﬁeétiﬁéi The ratiééale behind the use of clay was that it provided sen-
sory experience and it offered an intermediate step to symbolic repre-
séntatiéni The parents were also told how they could use clay manipula-
tion effectively with their children. This égﬁéfééenda for the first
meeting was used by both ga:éﬁt groups regardless of treatment (with or
without monetary supplement). This agenda included the following:

1. Introductory remarks by parent educators.

2. Explanation of the program and aﬁtisigatea parent meetings.

3. Suggestions from parents as to the weeks for parent meetings
and possible times.

4. Role-plaving.

5. Formal introduction of the ?aﬁents to the entire group.

In the other éight’(a)‘meatiﬂgs the parent éducaﬁa}s were iﬁva;ved
in teachiﬁq the EfféEEiVEné%S of méking;fléur and salt dough and collage
materialsir They also stressed role-playing in which the parents pia?ed
>thg role of the child in the laﬁguaée corner and also exchanged roles in .

29
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playing language-strengthening games.

The objectives of parent program i#l emerged as follows:

1. To determine ways in which parents might teach their children
at home.

2. fTo analyze messages, motivation and feedback in a teaching
situation.

-3. To establish an atmosphere of Learﬂiﬁg together as parents
and staff members.

4., To give parents the experience of teaching each other.
The meaning of these objectives was intensified by the use of a

series of 16mm films pregar§§“§grthe_UgiyérsityAéf,Hawaii;éntitleaf"

. "Helping Head Start: Parent Teaching," by Jean Fargo. The content of

the discussions and ggggleméntary activities were dependent upon the
task and objectives of the individual language teachers.
parents worked with their children for at least ten minutes per day

at home in a'gresgribea lariguage activity. These lessons were salected
|

to reinforce the classroom teacher's language lesson content and those

supplementary\activities which were directly related to language!strengthﬁ

ening. . \ : )

Records of assignments and independent language activities were

_kept by the parents concerning the following cateéaries: Looking at

pictures, reading a story, books or magazines, :énvérsing with the child,
playing a langlbage game (suggestions for which were affefed in parent
meetings by the parent educators), and sharing in activities that re-
quired verbal %xchanéé. The :@nté?t and range of these activities vere
left to the éi%cretiég of the parents. Gold stars placed on a master
chart at each parent,§éssian were used to indicate how each parent
actually wa:ke% with ﬁgr child. Therefors, the activity involving

; I
. . | . : T, , .
looking at a pi&tu:e book might have fifteen to twenty stars, one for

| \i 30
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each child, posted in the appropriate section for each week, Thus, each
parent was able to see how her work compared with the work of other par-

ents in the program. A similar type of reinforcement was used daily by

the language teacher as a means of re ng each child for good |

gquage work in the classroom.
Jerome 5. Efuner'ﬁ plan for cognitive growth was used as a guide
for parent program #2. Bruner asserts that cognitive development moves

from the "inactive or active thraugh the iconic or image to the symbcllc

~or word. Pa:ent ‘program #2 was designed to prav;ée backgraund informa-

ti n pr ciples of child development and child-rearing practices. The
three basic procedures used with parents of Head Start children involved
in this program were:

‘1. The establisment of rapport and involvement through the use
of art activities.

2. The establishment of interpersonal relationships and individual
development through the use of audio-visual materials and group
discussi@nsil

3, The sharing of experiences thraugh exchange of child-rearing
practices, and ways of coping with spECLfic related problems.

Meeting number one (1) followed the same agenda as that of parent
program #1l. Emphasis was placed on parents developing skills that would

increase their effectiveness as classroom volunteers. Monstary supple=

-ments were also awarded to those parents who had been previously designa-

ted as recipients. This money was also dependent upon attendance. The
attendance roles also showed that those parents receiving monetary sup-

plements attended more meetings.

1. .
Jerome S. Bruner, “The Course of canitive Grawth " Amer;ean
Psychologist, 19, pp- 1-15, 1962.

31 \
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The content of the successive eight (8) neetings ravealed the
essential differences between the two programs, "The parent educators
provided parents with methods of understanding early childhood develop-
ment and child-rearing practices. They szréhgthenca their @tﬁgctives
through the use of movies and assorted activities. The films included,
"The Umbrella”, “"Children's Emotions", "Creative Art", "Fears of Chil-
dren", "Poems Can Be Fun", "Jamie: Stafy of A Sibling", "Frustrating
Fours and Fascinating Fives", and "Helping llead Start #4" part of the
series by Jean Farge. A slide, "How Babies Are Made", was shown which
evoked a very good discussion. - The parents later created a booklet
"ouestions Children Ask About Sex." With Lie aid of this booklet parent
edu-itors and parents were better able to discuss this important subject.
‘The purposes of the discussions after each film was to get parents to
realize the importance of the following:
1. helping children get along with their peers
2. understanding the developmental levels of children
. 3. understanding‘prablems in social relationships among children
4. understanding their ralgs as interpreters for their children
During the megtings parents were engaged in many aztivities! Ihese’
activities were prepared by the parent educators as a means of projecting
the objectives of  parent program #2. These act  sities included the making .
of flour and salt dough, during which timé the Earents made various abjeéts
out of the clay-like mixture. The parent eduéata:s élsa gave the "how and
‘why" of using paints as an art activity. The parents participating in
this session shared in the mixing of this hcﬁé made paint. Many of the
actifities invalveé the use of paper materials, i.e., ﬁlawers from crepe

paper, nursery rhyme booklets, booklets on "Questions Children Ask About
32 -
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sex," and wall plagues out of egg cartaﬁs_

The monthly meetingé were presented in three steps:

1§

As a means of stréngthen%pg communication and providing par-
ents with the means of sharing specific activities with their
children, Art Media was used. There were different treatments
for the parent groups but the basic activities were the same.
Haweﬁéf}rﬁhe gaiéntrgféupé ﬁaveé aﬁ diffarént_speads thereby

different emphasis for the group as a whole were used in ac-

cordance with its individual members.

The specific goals of this gtep‘weré basically thé same ag pre-

seribed for last year:

a. To facilitate parents recognition of the value of in-
herent order as it relates to the development of children.

b. To facilitate parents recognition of the value of art

experiences as»éfﬁéhiéle for discovering, exploring, and
sharing their feelings.

c. To facilitate parents redednition of the need to accept
variation and uniqueness in human development and potential.

visual art, music, and audio=-visual maté:ialé were used during
the second stage. These activities weré enjoyed by the parents
as stimulants for group discussions. This also praﬁiéed the
parent educators with tools for showing parents within the
group how best to develop closer intra-family relationships.
The final step used by tﬁa parent educators ihvélved direct
confrontation with préblams related to parental guiﬂan:a and
child-rearing praet%gégi As a mééns of Qévelcping practical
solutions to thése problens, hypathétizal and real situations
were presented by the Pa:gnt educators and garenﬁs fqz use in
role-playing situations. ‘ThaseAsassians allowed pgrents to
seek better ways of solving prabléms’and to b;aadeg their .

. s 323_
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perspective in the uée of acceptable child-rearing methods.
parent educators in parent programs 1 and 2 sought to make par-
ents a@gnizanﬁ‘af the need to develop an awareness of the impartance‘éf
better and-mcre effective language usage by themselves and their chil-
wvien. —dren. They also encouraged parents to become aware of Qf@bléﬁs in
early childhood development and réélize that there are alternative so-

lutions to these problems.

Q . , : ' C ,
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PROGRAMS

- Class qyp? 1 BeSigﬁat%ﬂ 4 BF2 - gnrichment class two: Children received
' a N an eNrichment treatment; parents received
¢he enrichment treatment. =

Clasg Ty§5 2 Désigﬂatéa as LPl - panguage class one: Children received
' ' ) ' a language treatment; parents received
the language treatment. ’

Clasg Ty§§ 3 Dasigﬂat%a as W2 - Language class two: Children received a
1anguage treatment; parents received the
lgﬂguage.tréatmenti

Clagg pyp? 4 Desigh?tq 45 ¢ - control class: Children were tested but
B received no treatment; parents were not
iﬂv§lvedi

Clasg Tygg S DESigﬁat§§ as P - pnrichment class: Cchildren received an
enrichment treatment; parents were not
invalvea;
8 Degigﬂatéﬂ as ¥ = Language class: cChildren received a

language treatment; parents were not
involved.

Clagg Tyfé
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STATISTICAL PHALYSIS

An analysis was performed on the change from pre-test to post-test
for all cateqories of the Weschler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence
and the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic "bilities. The anal?sis wasg done
using the 1Ea$t saquares analysis Eér unecqual subclass nurmbers to evaluate
the effcct of the six (6) programs, parent participation in three programs,
intergctién bétween program and participation for those three programs
where participation of parents was included and the eff cct of pre-gcore
(pre;test perf@imance) on the amount of growth (change) from pre to post
test. Drthéganal c@mpariéans were made among thé programs and in éhe
interactions -in order to more completely describe possible differences !
among the programs. Be:aasé of the children's beina agrouped into classes
within program, the variation among classes within program was partitioned

out of the error terr. '

‘ VERBAL SCELE SCORE (WPPSI)

kY

An analysis of variance revealed that pre-score had a highly signif-

icant effect on this variable, (F 50.06, 4.f, = 1/151, p.¢ .01). There

was a highly siqnificant difference between the programs, (F = 16.19, d4.f. =

5/151, p«.01) with the control being highly significantly inferior to

the average of the treated groups (F = 42,31, A.f. 1/151, p< -01). The
enrichment and language programs were superior when parents were not included
(F = 25,97, d4.f. = 1/151, pg -01). 1In adéiti@n; the language program vas

sﬁparicr to the enrichment program when parents were not included (F = 10.69,

23
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PERFORNANCE SCALED SCORE (MTPPSI)

- There was a significant difference between programs (F = 10.79, 4.£. =

5/151, p < .01) with the control group being significantly inferior to the

]

treated groups (F = 19.€6, 4.f. 1/151, p <.01). The children performed
significantly hetter in the language and enrichment programs when parents

9.11, 4.f. = 1/151, p<.0l). The language programs

[}

were not involved (F
wEEEXSU§eriQr to the enrichment programs (F = 18.51, d.f. = 1/151, p<.01),
and the language program where parents were invited to participate in a
language parent program was superior teo the language program where parents
were invited to participate in an énri;ﬁment parent prooram (F = 16.90,

a.f. = 1/151, p< .01).

FULL SCALE SCORE (WPPSI)

The effects of pre-testing were highly significant as it related to
the scores thainei in the vost-testing (F = 28.68, d.f. = 1/151, 9;5!91)5
There was a significant variation among programs (F = 15.51, d)fa ;_5/151;

"pg.01) with the control group being highly giqnificantlyviﬁfefiér to the
averagéraf the treated groups (F = 41.40, d&.f. % 1/151, p< .0l). Children

involved in language and enrichment programs scored significantly higher

]

on this $§Etest when the parents were not included (F = 16.51, a.f. = 1/151,
pé<301), In addition, when parents were not included in the program, the
language program was superior to the enrichment (F. = 9.14, d.f. = 1/151,

p< .01), and the language program was_éuperi@r to the entichment program

vhen parents were involved (F = 7.79, 4.f. = 1/151, p--.01).
A o _
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INFORMATION SCALED SCORE (VPPSI)

The pre-score obtaired had a significaﬁt effect upon post performance
(F = 23.44, 4.f. = 1/151, p<«.01). There was a sianificant variation amony
the classes that participated in the prégrams (F = 3.09, d.f. = 8/151, p<
L.01). A signiFicant variation among programs was found (F = 14.98 d.f.
ior to

5f1§l P «.01) with the control graup being significantly infer
i.

eated groups (F = 31.70, d.f. = 1/151, p {_Dl) The

the average of the tr
rams involving parents were significantly inferior to programs not

prog
vhen parents were

/invalving parents (F = 20.57, d.f. = 1/151, p¢ -01).
/ not involved, the language program was superior to the enrichment projram

(¢ = 25.25, d.£. = 1/151, p ¢.01).

 VOCABULARY SCALED SCORES (WPPSI) |

=

Pre~-score had a highly significant effect on post performance (F

103.06, d.£. = 1/151, p« -01). The control gt@up”ﬁéé significantly-infe~
17151, p iiDl).

1

rior to the average of the treated groups (F = 9.08, 4.f.
Parental participation interacted with EPy, LPy. and L¥5, There was a greater

difference between children of participating parents of the enrichment

class (EPy) and children of non-participating parents of the language
classes (LPy, LPZ) than there was batween children of ﬁan-paftlcipatlng
parents of the enrichment class (EPp) and children of part;cipatlng parents

(F = 12.14, d.£. =.1/151, p <.01).

‘of the language classes (LElf LP;)

=

ARITHHETIC SCALEDR SCBEE (WPBSI)

An analysls of variance revealed that ﬂre=5care had a highly siqn;f—
&
There

icant efféct on this variable- (F = 86.58, a f; 1{151; p<£.01).
‘ ‘ | '
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‘was a gignificant effect derived from the interaction.1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 which

i

revealed a greater difference betwveen éﬁilﬁren of non-participating parents
in the enrichment program and participating parents in theilangﬁage pro-~
grams than between children of pafticipating parents in‘the gﬁﬁiéhﬁéﬁt
proqram and non-participating parents in the language programs. A signif-
icant variatian was found to exist bétween.the pzagraﬁs (F = 9g9§i d.f. =

5/151 B< - Dl) w;th the control graup belﬁg glgn;flcantly inferior to the

‘average of thej}%gated groups. Children performed significantly better on

this variable when the parents were not included (F = 13.81, d.£. = 1 /151,
p< .01), but when parents were included, the enrichment class was signif-

. )
icantly. superior to the language classes (F

= 11.11, 4.f. = 1/151, p¢ .01).
/ ‘ |
sznzmmﬂﬁé SCALEASEDRE (VPPSI)

£
P e-score as it relates tg post perFarmance, had a significant effect

Fr = lSE;D?, 4a.f£. = 1/151, p‘iicl). The intefacti@ﬂal effect of 1,4,6 vs

2,3,5 was sianificant (F = 9. 4;, a.f. = l?iSl}”p;iiﬂl)‘”,It fevealed that

the difference was greater bétUEEﬁ the children of partlglpating parents
in the enrichment pragram‘and children of non-participating pa:ents in

the language préqrams,thén it was between children of non-participating pawmrts

in the enrichment pr@grém and children of participating parents in the ¢

language programs. Some variations among classes were significant (F =

‘.27, a.f£. = 5/151, p<.01). The control group was significantly inferior

tc the average of the treated groups (F = 21.58, d.f. = 1/151, in;ﬂl).‘

The chlldran pérfﬂrmed slgnlflcantly higher when ‘parents were not 1nvalved

in the treia{:mént (F'= 12.69, d.f. = 1/151, pgsOl): .

T 40
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 CO:'PREHENSION SCALED SCORE: (WPPSI)

An analysis of variance revealed that pre=-score had & significant™,
- effect upon post performance (F = 112.71, d.f. = 1/151, p <.01). fThere

were signifigant variations among the classes that participated in the g 7
A el ¢

pragfam (F = 5.22, d.f. = B/lSl,’pgi.Dl),vinnazstianél_ effects ﬁére siggifa

==

icant (F = 15.22, d.f. = 1/151, p;;;@l)i’ This showed the difference between-

'éhildfen if n@ﬁﬁparticipat%ngjpa:ents in fhé:enrichment pfggram and those . 1/ .
Eéf partiéipatiné parenﬁé in the language program to be greater than the

) difference between children of participating parents in the enrichment
program.and ﬁh@sé of ﬁsna?gftiéipating parents in the language program.
The children of particigating parents performed signiflcantly better on
this variable (F = 10.17, d.f. = 1 /151, p {f@l; There was signi?i&ant
variation between the programs(F Q‘E,BE,Vd;fg = 5/151, p<.01) w;ﬁh perfor-

mance being significantly greater where parents were not incl;?gd (F = 15.07,

Iy
H

d. 1/151, p ¢ .0L1).

N

ANIMAL HOUST, SCALED SCOPE (WPPSI) /

The pre-score obtained had a significant effect upon , post-testing
(F = 44,01, d.f. = 1/151, p¢ .0l). Variation among pfaqfams was signif-
! E
icant (F = 4.92, d.f. = 57151, p<.0l). The control gybu? was signif-

icantly irferior to the averaye of the treated groups/ (F = 11,55, d.f, =
7
1/151, p<.0l). For proGrans involving parental §a§Eicipaticn, the enrich-

ment program was significantly iﬂfer;ar to tho 1an§uage programs (F = 8.74,

a.f, = 1/151, p.01).
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PICTURE COMPLETION SCALED SCQE& (WPPSIL

The effects of Preétegtégq were siqnif}cant as it related to the.écérégl
obtained in the post-testing (F = 52.95, d.f. = 1/151, p £.01). Variations
among programs wvar. sinnificant /F =8.16, 4.f. 5§5f151, p< .01). The
control class was significantly inferior to the av?rage(af,t@e treated
groups (F = 25.34, d.f. = 1/151, p,{;Dl), Perﬁarmaﬁcé on this variable
was best for programs invalvi%g'nc parental Earticigati@n (F = 9.39, d4.f.
13

MAZES SCALED SCORE (WPPSI)

= 1/151, p £.01).

An analysis of variance revealed that only pre-testing had an effect

upon post-testing (F = 22.10, d.f. = 1/151, pg -N1).

GEOMETRIC NESIGN SCALED SCORE (WPPSI)

The results denoting the change in the sum of geometric design scale
score as reflected by an analysishaf variance revealed P:g;scare had a
highly significant effect on post-score results (F = 65.60, d4.f. = 1/151,
p£.01). The variation among classes within program was significant
(F = 3.47, d.£. = 38/151, p.01). lpafticipatian of parents had no effect
nor did it interact with EPp, LP, and LP,. A highly significant difference
occurred hetween the programa, with the control group being hiahly signif-
jcantly inferior to the average of the treated groups. However, from a
comparison of EP,, LPps LPy vs 5,0, a highly significant difference was
found whén parents participated (F = 8.14, d.f. = 1/151, p<.01). 1In
addition, the lanquage proqram is highly siqnificantly guperior to the
enrichment program when parents are included (F = 19,58, d.f. = 1/151, p<

.01). »pleo, children of parents participating in LP; performed signifi-

\

*
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cantly better than céildren éf parents participating in EP, (F = 7.34, 4.f.
= 1/151, p £.01). The interéétianal effect among tﬁé participating
parents of EP; and the non-participating parents of LP; and LP, was highly
significantly inferior to the in;eraétian among the nénfgartici§aﬁinq

parents of EP, and the participating pareats of LPj. Lp, (F = 10.73, 4.f.

BLOCK DESIGN SCALED SCORE ;(Y‘TP§SI)

pre-score had a highly significant effect on this variable (F = 92.60,
ﬂ;f. = 1/151, Pg;.@l); The va:iati@n‘améng elasses within Pragrém was
also Eignifiéant (r = 2.72, 4.£. = 8/151,:ﬁ §;D1)¢ Parental ﬁafti:ipatian
had-na effect on this variable nor did it interact with Egg:-LPl and ngi
In éaaitién, the language and enrichment programs were highly signifisénﬁly
superior when there were no parents involved. (F = 11.90, d4.f. = 1/151,
péi.cll. The effect of overall usage of p;cqrams also had a significant

effect on this variable (F = 4.27, 4.f. = 5/151, p<.01). "

SUM OF RAY SCORES PRORATED (WPPSI) hY

An analysis of variance on the total sum of prorated raw scores ¢

" of the WPPSI showed that pre-score had a highly significant effect on this

variable (F = 20.64, d.f. = 1/151, p <.01). It was also found that there
was a‘siqnificgpt variation among classes within programs (F = 3.76, 4.f.
= 8151, p¢-01). Also, there was a significant difference between the
programs with the averaég of the treated groups heing inferior to the
control (F = 4.60, 4.f, = 5/151i p<.0l). B highly significant difference
was found betveen EP, and LP;, LPQ with the language parent program béing
highly siqnificantly superiar'ta Eha enrichment parent program (E m_iE!DEi
d.€. = 17151, p ¢.01).
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PSYCHOLINGUISTIC AGE IMN MOWTHS ITPA
(Based on prorated sun of raw scores)

The only significant F found in the psycholinguistic age in months
of the ITPA was in the classes within pragﬁamé (F = 8.00, d.f. = 8/151,

p<.01). Parent participation had a significant effect on the programs.

AUDITORY ASSGCIATIDN SCALED SCORE (ITPA)

A highly significant F was obtained from a léast'squafes analysis
of variance on the pre-score effect on this subtest of the ITPA (F = 31.63,
aif.ﬁs 1/151, p« .01). There was significaﬁt variation aﬁané classes with=

ln praqram (F = 3.34, d.f. = 8/151, P<L - .01). There was no interactian among

EEZ’ LP 1 and LPE and parental participation had no 51Qﬁ;flcant effect.-

The variation amang classes;within program had a highly significant

effect on this variable (F = 4.09, d.f. = 8/151, p<.0l). ‘Also, thé effects
of éfeitesting was highly significant as it related to the scores obtained

[

in éést=testing (F = 53.90, d.f. = 1/151, p< .01). There were no other
f'ﬂ vsignifiéant differences found in the analysis of variance performed on this
variable. | i ’ : ; .
An analysis of variance was also péffa:med on the ten categories of

responses in Verbal Expression: Labels, Colors, Shapes, écmpéaitiaﬂ.
Fﬁnctian, Major Pa:ts;,Numercsity. Other Characteristics, Person, Place

; / ’
or Thing, and Comparisons. The analysis of the ten categories now follow.

Q , '

ERIC . -
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LABEL (CATEGORY ITPA)
The results obtained on pre-score performance had a highly significant
effect on post--score results (F = 121.95, d4.f. = 1/151, p<£.01).
" Twaﬁaréhagaﬁal ceﬁgarisgns of the effect of parent participation iﬁ
programs showed highly significant differences. It was found that there
was a positive interactian‘amﬂng non-participating parents of EP, and

participating parents of LP) and LP, as opposed to the participating parents ..

2 and the non-participating parénﬁs of LP) and LPEQ (F = gz-ggggéifi -

of EP
1/151,'§4¢391). The second comparison showed a greater interaction bhetween
the non-participating parents of LPl and the participating parents of

LpP, than the participatiﬁglgarEﬁts of LPl and non-participating parents

of LP

, (F = 18.11, d.f. = 1/151, p<£.0L).

COLOR (CATEGOPY ITPA)
On this category of the ITPA pre-score had a highly significant effect

on post-score performance (F = 182.11, d.f. = 1/151,.p§5‘91)_

Théianly significant éfthsgénal comparison found was the interactional
effect of parental participation in LEl and ﬂgné?articipatign in LP, being
highly significantly supé;iaf to the interactional effect of no parental

participation in LPl and parental participation iﬁ LP, (F = 15.56, d.f. =

1/151, p<..01).

SHRAPE (CATEGORY ITPA)

A highly significant variﬁtian among classes within program was found
for this category of the ITPA (F = 31.80, d.f. = 8/151, p <.01). Again,
pre-score had a highly significant effect on post-score results (F = 36.03,
a.f. = 1/151, pg,.01). A significant difference was found when parents

were involved in the programs as opposed to when they were not involved
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(F = 8.87, d.£. = i/151, p« .91). A second orthogonal comparison revealed
E . : : )

a highly significant difference between the enrichment parent program

S

. (EP;) and the language parent programs (LPy, LP,), with LP), LP, being

superior to EP, (F = 6.96, d.f. = 1/151, p<.01).

COMPOSITION (CATEGORY I?PA)

The interactional effect among the participating parents of EP, and
the non~participating parents af'iPl and LPg was significantly less than
the intceractional effect of the n@n-participatingApafents of EP, and the

, /
participating parents of LP; and LP, (f = 15.19, d.f. = 1/151, p¢ .01).

Also, there-was a significantly greater interactional -effect between the

nan‘participating parents éf LPy ‘and the participating pérents of LP, than
the participating parents of LPy and the non-participating parents of LPp

(F = 32.58, d.f. = 1/151, p¢.01).

FUNCTIONS (CATEGORY ITPR)
The only significant F found for Fuﬁaticns in the ,verbal expression
subtest of the ITPA was for pre-score effect on post-score performance

(F = 58.66, d.f. = 1/151, £ .01).

MAJOR PARTS (CATEGORY ITPA) |
On major parts of the ITPA pre-score performance had a highly signif-
{cant effect (F = 2122.64, d.f. = 1/151, p<.0l). There wae not a signif-
icané variation among classes within programs on this variable (F = .73,
d.f. = 8/151, p>.0l). However, orthogonal comparisons of 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5
shoved that the intefaétiﬁngl effect among non-participating parents of
EP, and the participating parents of LPl and LP, were more aiqhiﬂiéant .
than participating parents of EP, and ﬁgn—gasticipating parents of LP;
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NUMEROSITY (CATEGORY ITPA) S .

An orthogonal comparison of the interactional effect among 1,4,6 vs
2;3,5 for this variable showed thatuﬁanﬁgar;igipating parents of EP2 inter—
acted more with participating parents of LP; and LP, than did the Pértiéiﬁ
pating parents of EP, with the non—gar%icipating parents of LP, and-LPz
(F = 116.68, d.f. = 1/151, p¢ .01). In addition, there was also a signif-
jcant interactional effect between the participating and nanséarticigating
parents of Lp, and LP, (3,6 vs 4,5), (F = 47.51, d.f. = 1/151, pg.01).
Pre-score had a highly significant effect on post-score results (F = 517.27,

a.f. = 1/151, p<£.01).

CONMPARISON (CATEGORY ITPA)
7 The only .significant F on this category was the pre-score effect (F =

89.63, d.f. = 1/151, p ¢.01).

OTHER, CHARACTERISTICS (CATEGORY ITPA)

The interactiagal %ffect among 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 for this variable ghowed
that ﬁcn—garticipating parents of EPE interacted more with participating
pa:ents of LPy and LP2 than did the partiaipating parents of EP2 with the
non-participating parents of LPl and LP, (F = 54.63, 4.f, = 1/151. pZ.01).
Also, the participating parents of LPl and ncnﬁparticipating of LP, intezk
acted gfeatéf than the participating parents of LP2 and tha-nqnﬁparticipating
of LP, (F ='16.76, d.f. = 1/151, p<.01). Pre-score had a hi§ly signif-

jcant effect on post-score results (F = (1,67, éifé = 1/151, p# .01).



PERSON, PLACE OR THING : (CATEGC:)RYk ITPB)

On this variable, the anricmﬁer:lt program vas highly significantly su--
perior to the language prégr;ém with no parental Eart;icipatiaﬁ' (F = 8.58,
d.£. = 1/151, p .01). Pfésséare had a highly significant effect Gnvpast—
score results (F = 43.98, d.f. = 1/is51, pgi,él)_

NUMBER OF DIFFERENT CATEGORIES OF CREDITED EES?DHSES
(CATEGORY OF ITPA)

Pre-score was the only significant F reported (F = 70.81, 4.f. = '1/151,
' §

p<l-01).
CHRONOLOGICAL AGE IN MONTHS
The chronolegical age at time of testing showed only one: significant
F on a least squares analysis of variance. pre-score had a highly.signif-

jeant effect on post-score results (F = 10.92, 4.f. = 1/151, pe.01).
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FINDINGS

The initial research design as set forth in the 1968-69 Southern Uni-

versity Evaluation and Research Center Annual Report concentrated on the

effects. of two separate and distinct programs--language and enrichment.

This year, however, there was an attempt to measure the following:

the performance on certain test and subtests, of a
control group as opposed to those groups receiving

‘the language or the enrichment program. -

the effects of parental involvement in either program
(language or enrichment) and no parental invélvement

the over-all effects of the two basic programs,
(language and enrichment) with no parental partici-
pation designed.

’
the effects of the enrichment parent program two (EP,)
as opposed to the two language parent programs (LPy
and LP5).

the effects of language parent program one (LPl) as .
opposed to language parent program two (LPQ);’

the effects of overall parental participation as

opposed to non-participation regardless of treatment.

Also tested were the interactions between:

a. the enrichment and language programs and
participation.

b. the type of language program (LP,, LP ) ard
A A 1 2
participation. ’

the effects of the pre-scores obtained in pre-testing
on post-test performance involving the same tests and sub-
tests. )

the effects of marked variations among classes {and. teachers)
within the program on test performance.
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, The aﬁévQ mengiﬂnéﬁ eigﬂt (8) categories of camparfgéns were stated
in, an effgi to agd Gla&lty £0 the intéIEretétian Of the data subjected
ﬁé a leagy” fareg 3ﬂ'l¥si5 Ef var;anéé * The analy51s assessed the rele-

vance of ¢P°Se t:éaﬁﬂénts as they yelate to the various programs and also to

the °h11d§§ ang par? Aty §pvolV®d in those programs.

‘Ag 5 FOSULt of the an lyﬁisi ig was found that for all variables '

N , 7 |
1t wag pogfd thap ehP5Y p16F°N who performed well during the pre-test

tendeq tq §xéel'duﬁiﬂg Eégtgﬁésting;

- Vhen the Variﬁfihn amon9d Qlasseé within programs was partiti@ned out
of the o fg téam 4t was fﬂgﬂ highlY S;Qn;flcant for mast var;ables
testag, @ﬂ s %queé that #OSt cpjldren did not have %asentially the.
same hygy § klll aﬂ th21f grOwty, was dependeﬁt upon grawth Wlthlﬂ the
Program 419" witp ¢°PAbyyitdes of “teachers and the intellectual capacities
of the éhila§2n! , A

As y2? EeEartsé last yégr' parental Parti&igatiﬂﬁ;SEEMEd to have no

- effecy ho¥ dq it*iﬂﬁébagt Wi§§ E%zg LP, and LPZ- ‘significant F's were

founq fo, ;ahghagé " Enriﬁﬁméht parent programs. However, more signifi-

- cant pig #8'® g4 fox the }*"Suage Parent programs than for enrichment

pareny Prggfam In gdaitigﬂl the janduage program was superior to the

Eﬁrichme v pragram ohen pa géﬁts were Not included.

The §§ntral gigup Was nighly 5jgﬂiflcantly 1nfér&ar to the average
Of the t,e2*d grovf® W ys 3/2,3,5,6) on all sub-tests used of the
WEPSY ngevé:, tné Eﬁntfgl gr@uplﬂas Eignificantly superior to the
treateq giﬂugs an~§ﬂé Sum of Pro.pated raw scores of the WPPSI. In

addityoy, o the 177* the g8 Yeneral trend held true where significant

F'8 ware £7'Na,
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Following are general findings of this study:

1. There vas essentially no difference among language
and enrichment programs when parents were included.
2. The language pragram was superior to the enrichment
o . program when parents were not ineluded.

7

3. The control group’s perfor.ance 123 inferior to the
performance of the groups receiving treatments.

4. ,parental participation did not have significant

_influence on the outcome of the total program.

§. fThere was a signii ot variation amongyclasses
‘within programs on uust variables tested.

FRIC -
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APPENDIX I

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CHARTS

TABLES 1 - 49
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, Deqfees B swmof | Yean |
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~-Fpav5t,h, B, lvw2d o . b a8, 28 00

U o dwd B A N 1862 1.6 0,45

S Part1c1aatlan v5 Mon- Pagti 1 "40.16. 20.16 0.9

/ " program x Particimation 2. | T ne o 0.9

Ueells 1,46 vs 2,35 Cop s oues 0 AR
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VERBAL 10 (WPPST)

\

Analygis of Variancg_?ab;&_

Degrawy

cource of Yuriation of Freedon

sum of
Squarng

"zan

Square

e i T e e T Wi rm A o R e B S s 2 R e RO

Prograns 5

1067.99

4v31,2,3,506
1,5?3 vs 5,6
5 v%LE
1vs 2,3

2vs ]

varticipation vs Non-Part. 1

2957.¢68

1564.12

853.72
67
89

55.42 -

257,64
1564,12

tvogram ¥ Participation .
lcells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5

~ 2icells 3,6 v8 4,5

3 Class/Progran - B

151.76
21447
98.52

642,14

14,71
04,47
93.52
80.27

pre-Score Effact . 1

4554,50

4554,50

Error o

68,09




PERFORMANCE SCALED SCORE (WPPSI)

hnalyais of Variaize Table

Neqrees Sun of Mean
of Freedom Squares Square 3

source of Variation

Total 168

Programs | 5 2789, 29 557.66 10,79*

1016.38 1016.38 19, 66*
10,87 470,87 9,114
141,60 141,60 27
1vs 2,3 956,79 956.78 18,514
2 s 3 | §73.70 873,70 16.90*
participation vs Non-Part, ] 4,3 1,39 09

4vs 1,2,3,56
5vs 6

ot . \

[ .

Program x Participation 238.% 119,18 2,31
Leells 1,4,6 vs 2,3, 1 258,23 258,23 4.99
dicells 3,6 vs 4,5 | 1 168,22 168.22 3.25

3, Class/Progran

538,01 67,25 1,30

Pre~Socre Effect . 1 1128,19 1126,19 21,824

Frror | 151 7806, 45 51,70




ngramg 5 5403.88 . 1080,78 11.01*
4vs 1,2,3,5,6 1 1890.63 1890.63 19.26*
1,2,3 Vs 5 6 | 1098.18 1098.18 11,19%

SR l 355.39 355,39 3.62
1vs 2,3 l 1672.44 - 1672.44 17,04%
275 3 l 176,41 174,41 1,78

PﬂrtlclpatlDHV?‘ Non-Part, 1 W13 R 14

Program x Participation 2 486,89 243.45 2,48
Licells 1,4,6 v§ 2,3,5 ’ 525,48 525,48 5.3
BIEELIS 3,6 v8 4,5 1 1.7 . 3.85

Y Class/progrn D 9.0 1,21

Pre-Score Effect 1 2540.19 2540.19 25,86+

Error 131 14870.30 98.15

source of Variation

1-4
PERFORANCE RAW SCORE (WpDSI)

hnalyqif @f Varianc& Table

e S rrar peSmE =T - e gt

Dearees sum of Mean
of Frecdon 5quares Squarcs

Total

168

60



Source of Variatiaqﬁ -

UL SCALE SCORE (VRS

hnalysis of Vﬂfihﬂé%‘iﬁbl&

Degrecs

Sum of

Squares

iean

Squaze

1-5

Total

168

067,65

uns

15,50

Prograns
§vs1,2,3,56
1,7,3 vs 5,6
5 vs 6
L vs 2,3
275 3
Participation vs Non-Part.,

s et i e

500,28
2113.05
126137
1091.51

138,99
w1l

500,28
2313.05
126,37
1091.51
13699
311

41.40*
16.51*
9.14¥
1,79
99
w22

Program % Participation
licells 14,6 vs 2,35
2jcells 3,6 vs 4,5

3|Class/Progran

599.45
647,62
496.86

1239.11

299,72

647,62
496.86

161,139

115

2.14
4,62

' 3555

Pre=Score Bffect

4018.10

4018.10

28,66*

Error

Ms
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1=6
1) EQUIVALENT OF FULL SCALE SCORE (WPPSI)

Mnalysis of Varianca Tahle

TR LEesma mErE TTOERIEI mEi

Degraes

v Ees mw e

Sun of .

Mean

Source of Variation

Total

of Freedon

168

Squares

Square

Programs

5

5615.29

1123.06

4y81,2,3,5,6
1,2,3 vs 5,6
5 ys f
Lvs 2,3
AT
Participation vs Hon-Part,

el et b g e

3034.99
116,57
716,79
523,21
72,74
19,55

3034,99
116,57
716,79
523,21
12,74
19,55

Program x Participation
Leells 1,4,6 Vs 2,3,5
Jeells 3,6vs 4,5

3| Class/Progran

(3% ]

1011
356,40
5 .45

628,09

155,05
356,40
245,45

2,10
4,83

3.3

1,06

Pre~Score Effect

Il

TR

29,074

Brror ) 151 - 11130.8 nn
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" Class/Progran

. Spurce of Variation

TNFORMATION RAY SCORE (WDSI)

Degrees

of Frecdon

un of
Squares

1

7 .

Total

Programs

;

! N

8.04%

4vs1,2,3,5,8
1,2,3v8 5,6
55 6
1vs 2,3
2vs 3
Participation vs Non-Part.

176,94
32,88
87,43

5,02

03

2,26

26,114 ~
4.8
11641

T

00

3

Prograf X Participation
Lcells 1,4,6 v8 2,3,3
2cells 3,6 vs 4,5

8,84
1,50
19.10

230,48

0.63
22

2.82

4,25

i

- Pre-Score Effect

9860

Error




TNPORMATION SCALED SCORE (WPPSI)

Malysis of Varianze Table

N e =

Degrees Sum of | Mean
of Preedon Squares Square, F

Source of Variation

Total o S

Pragfams 5 118,71 14,98¢

177,09 177,09 31, 70¢
114.96 114,96 20,57
25,25

fvs 1,2,3,5,6
1,2,3 5 5,6

S b | |
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0,00 o 0,00 0.00

2vs 3
Participation vs Nen-Part. 5 1 52 - 52 .09

[ NI NS RV )
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—

‘
el
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-1
et

Progran x Participation 2 122 0,61 BN
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gource of Variation

VOCABULARY RAW SCORE (WPPSI)

Malysis o Varisnce Table

= e S

Sun of
Squares

Deqrees
of Freedom

Mean
Square F

. 168

Total

Prograns

264,36

5281 5,634

4v51,2,3,56
1,2,3v8 5,6
575 6
Lvs 2,3
2vs )
Participation vs Non-Part,

110,57

13138
433
9,32

R

1 1.55

110,57 11,76
11,9 1,28

1.3 13,98+
4,3 46
9,32 92
L% 6

i = = \7 i e i

Progran x Participation
1 cells 1,4,6 vs 2,35
2 cells 3,6 vs 4,5

3 Clags/Progran

) 16,85
! S5
! o

8 169,68

8,42 0.90

54,45 5,75

2 02
oA 2,26

Pre-score Effect

.

10562 2.3

Error 151 1419.03 9,40
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Fnalysis of Variance Table

g

Degrees Sun of
Source of Variatien ;:f Fr:eedc_:m

Squares

\ | VOCABULARY SCALED SCORE (WEPSI)

1-10

Total | 168_

0

4vs1,2,3,5,6

1,2,3v5 5,6
Sv?E
1vs 2,3
283

[ R T TR TRV -
Ly ]
Lo ]
IR

Participation vs Non-Part, l .81

9.08%
8
L1
.30
00
86

Program ¥ Participation 2 16,30
icells 1,4,6 vg 2,3,5 l 38.79

Ycells 3,6 vs 4,5 1 22

3 Class/orogean o

2,59

12,148

69

1.92

Pre-Score Effect 1 10,12

39.12
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Error ‘ 151 482,23

3,19
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ARITHMETIC RAW SCORE (WPPSI)

'Ana:]_;ys‘_is of Variance Tahle

Degrees umof Mean

Soutce of Variation- of Freedon  Squares Square -

Tatal : - — I e 7185 s —-”. - — = ___ — .. _T—_F—E

Progtans 5 168 N 5,814

69,26 69.26 10,954
23 23 0
70,45 70,45 11,14¢
1ys 2,3 0.6 21,26 336
278 3 - 7,13 3 L3
participation vs Non-Part, B 2,21 ) ’

4vs 1,2,3,5,6
1,25 5,6
5vs 6

b el il el

progran x Patticipation 2 15,8 1.9 1.2
1 cells 14,6 v8 2,35 6.9 65.39 10,
, 2cells 3,6 v8 4,5 - 1 1,67 1,67 .26

[ —

3i Class/Progran _ o 8 000 B 2,06

Pre-Score Bffect 1 3196,78 3196,78 503, 30*

ber B 5.0 o

ot




ARITHMETIC SCALED SCORE (WPPSI) -

Analysis

N _

of Varianee ?able

Degrees

Source of Variation ~ of Preed

on

Sum of

Squares

1-12

Mean

~ Square ¥

£9.13

Prograns ' 5

4vg1,2,3,5,6

1,23 v8 5,6
R

lvs 23 |

2v5 3 _

' Participation vs Non-Part. 1

[l e et e

93¢
61,9
1.9
54,62
2,64

4.94,

92,3 18.7%
67.90 13,614
1R LK
54,62 11,1#
2,64 5
49 L0

9.00%

Program x Participation 2
 colls 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5
2rcells 3,6 vs 4,5

1| Class/Program o B

- 13.30
2,68

40.82

0.5 48

73,9 14,91t
2,60 B

5,10 L

Pre-Score Effect ‘ B 1

425,70

250

86,58*

Error | _ : 151

R IYRT




STUILARTTIES RAW SCORE (WPBSI)

Analysis of Variance Table

Degrees
of Freedom

Sum of

Squares

Mean

Square |

113

Source of Variation

Total

Prograns

238,42

41,68

s 1,2,3,5,6
1,23 vs 5,6
§vs 6
Lvs 2,3

25 3

[

[P T R —)

145,72
37,08

.60

12,12
5.43
36,30

145,71
31,06
368,62
1,12

5.4
36,30

.ParticipEZiaﬁ vg Hon-Part.

~ Program x Participation
1 cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,
-~ Ycells 3,6 vs 4,3

17.89
5.08
3.08

- 92,5

8.%
5,08
3,08

e

3/ Clags/Progran

Pre-Soore Effect c

938,70

5,104
16,254
4,13
43

1,35

.61

4,05
1,00

51
M
1,29
104,674

Error "

- 134,24

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC



SIMIARITIES SCMLED SCORE (WS R

Aoalyst of Vriace Tl T

Degrees  Smof Mean . | \
of Freedon , &  Squares - Square ¥ \

Source of Variation 3

Progeans 5 16903 Cone s

88.14 g4 1 aLSe
- 5186 sLe 1.6
199 19,91 w481 Y

175 2,3 7.12 7,12 LM
s 3 ; 9, 93 2
Participation vs Non-Part. - I S L B

T - I

dvs 1,2,3,5,6
1,2,3vs 5,6
5vs b

[
TN}
-

AN
) —]

Program X Parficipatign @ 2 9,31 466 1.1
Jcells 14618235 - Coe o 62 9,45¢
0 Ycells 3,6 vs'4,5 ] . 96 S %6 24

3 Class/Progren | : Be s LY

6054 . 186,074

Pre-Score Effect L 160,54

mrr 151 .18 4,09




*COMPREHENSION RAW SCORE (WPPSI) /‘ Ly
c . , =13 s

 analysis of Variance Table

Degraes,  Sumof . Nean
source of Variation © ofFresdom  Squares

W ma

e

5,95 . /. 59,95 612
X E S B W K A

3,24,

Programs o | _ 3 o

4vs1,2,3,56
1,2,3 vs 5,6
 Susé ) S I
1vs 2,3 80.91 - BN IR v
2vs 3 L 1.06 k06 Jl
Participation vs Non-Part. - : M. 9.8

[ S T

Progran X participatién 3 B T Y/ : 18,61 190
Leells 14,6 ¥8 2,35 1 el ©6L.36 826
Jeells 3,6v845 - A S X A8 : A7

3 Class/Progran ‘ g 597,49

hrefcoreBffect L W05 w5
| , , r o

:\ifu.

- .‘\EIIGI o 151 iéBGiD?




COMPREHENSION SCALED SCORE (WPPSI) ' 1-16

Analysis of Variance Table
rgrees Sum of Mean

— e e e e e

E:
rce of Variation of Freedom Squares Square F

14.58 14, 9a

et et
s
o
. o
o0
[
o]
el
)

gram % Participation 2 14,71 - 7.35 2.22
1 cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 1 - 50.28 50.28 ,15.22%
2,cells 3,6 vs 4,5 1 .1 It .03

lass/Proqram - 8 138.14 17.27 5.22%

-5cors Effect 1 372.44 372.44 112.71#

éf : ’ _ 151 424.98 33.0d

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ANTVAL HOUSE RAW SCORE (WPPSI) 177

Analysis of Variance Table

Deqrees Sum of Mean
Squares Square F

Source of Variation of Freadon

Proarans ' 5 3469.08 £93.82 | 5,19*

1120.78 1120.78 8.30%

691,02 691,02 5,17

- 10.42 10.4; 08

197363 1973.63 14,764
100,49 10048 75
29,27 20

dvs 1,2,3,5,6
12,3 v 5,6
5 Vs 6
1ys 2,3
2y 3
Participation vs Non-Part. 1 2.7

[T B R T —

Progran x Participation 2 198.84 99.42 B
Jicells 1,4,6, vs 2,3,3 1 13,14 13,14 160
Zicells 3,6 vs 4,5 1 121,87 111,87 S0

. 3 Class/Progran B 177,30

97.16 n

Pre-Score Lffect ] %8119 211,69

Lo

Error . | 151 20178.53

113.63

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC



&

Source of Variation-

1

ANIMAL HOUSE SCALED SCORE (WPPSI)

Analysis of Variance Table

- Togrees
of Preedom

Gum of

Squares

- lean
Square

Total

169

¥

Programs

o

4,92+

§vs1,2,3,5,6
LT3 s 5,6

55 6

1vs 1,3

7vs )

st ittt

Participation v Hon-Fart.

A

[ S R A,

816
4,58
K

43,90

6.3

0,00

11,554
9
15
B, 4%
1.3

0.00

2cells 3,605 4,5

Progran X Participation
Loells 1,4,6 vs 23,5

5,4
23.0
52

0,54
4,38
10

3. Class/Progran

26,56

-

221,54

33

.66

uow_

CRrore 151 %0.1¢ 5,034




Source of variation

ERRORS AND OMISSTONS: ANIMAL HOUSE (WPRSI) 1-19

Analysis of Variance Table

Sunm of
Squares

Deqrees
of Freedom

Mean
Square I

= — e e — [
Total 168
Programs b, 333,67 56,73 5,344

1v31,2,3,56
1,2, vs 5,6
Svs b

1 vs 2,3

295 3

Participation vs Hon-Part.,

117,24
45.6¢
13.56

194,94

| 05
1 82

Bt e el el feen

117,24
15.66
13,5

194,94

05 .00
02 0

Program X Participation 2 311 1.56 0.12
Leails 14,6 vs 2,35 1 32,09 009 2,57
. Jeells 3,6 vs'4,5 1 4,63 ol W7
3 Class/program g 90.04 11.26 90
Pre-Score Effect 1196609 196,09 15,406
Error | 181 1885.67 12.49

00



TIMD IN GECCHDS: ANTMAL HOUSE (WPRSI)

Analysis of Variance Table

leqrees

of Freadon

Sum of Hean

Squares Square

1-20

Source of variation |

Total

Proqrans

26246.96

S 59,3

{vs1,2,3,5,6

1,2,3 vs 5,6
55 ¢
Lyg 2,3
2v5 3

barticipation vs Non-Part.

I T e

074,08 074,08
123,57 123.5)
" 3903.49 323,49
W62 L6
611806 619,05

101,77 101,77

Progran & Participatian
Loells 14,615 2,3,
Jicells 3,6 vs 4,5

3 Clags/Frogran

3880.66 1940,33
306,94 3006.94
3816.22 3816.22

AL 3040

80
1,4
1,5

1.32

E:EfgscrgAEffect

BEAG e

A

15

365072,11

2422.99

RIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

E

z

..

0



Total

31 Class/Progran - -

Source of Variation

© o pf [eeedam

PICTURE COMPLETION RRW SCORE (WPPSI)

tnalysis of Variance Table

| sum of

Degieny

I Gguarng -

Mean

Square

1-21

168

Prograns

3 316,32

75.66

6,17#

dvs1,2,3,5,6
1;573 vs 5,6
5 v5 6
1ys 2,3
2vs 3

“Participation vs Non-Part,

253,01
16,81
13,46
75.76

.54

Pt et et e ot

B L

253,01
16.81
13.46
15.76

64

20,64
1.31
LI
6.18

05

Progran % Participation

Jcells 1i4,6vs 23,5 7

2 cells 3,6 vs 4,5

2 1.8
| ot
* 216

8 146,04

1.4
37,07
2,16

- 18,26 : 1,48

Pre-Score Bffect . A R 18,13 33,20t
Frror . 1851.17 12,26




05

s

source of Variation’

DICTURE COMPLETION SCALED SCORS (#PPSI)

fnslysis of Variance Table

[ioeees

cf freedom

gum of

Squares  Souare

o

Mean j

Total

168

238:50

Prograns
fvs 1,2,3,5,6
1,2,3 va 5,6

5 ys 6
Lus 2,3
2vs 3

Pafticipgzian vs HNon-Part,

C el

51,09

30,7

R

00

67,

Brogram x Participation
Weells 1,4,6 vs 2,15
Zicells 3,6 vs 4,3

-3; Class/Program - ;

1,76
37,98
1

1,08
698+
2

L1

|

Pre-Score Bffect

137.91
51,09
]
0.5
1,70
o
5.08
11,98
11
6.3
208,18

52,054

Error

151

96



MAZES RAW SCORE (WPPSI) | 1-23

Mnalysis of Variance Table

Deqrees Sum of. Mean
source of Variation of Freedom Squares Square F

Total | 168

150,06 30,01 1,84

Prograns | 5

140 LA W
RIS B LA
13,44 13.44 .82

1,10 400 2
91,66 9L o83

19,56 19.58 1,20

495 1,2,3,5,6
‘1,23 vs 5,6

5 y5 6

1 v§i§,3

[T S OO SUNNIS T -

Participation vs Non-Part.

T

Progran ¥ Participation : 2 10,27 35.13 2.15
Leells 1,46 v 2,3,5 o 1 17.10 77.10 - 4.1
Ycells 3,6 vs 4,5 1 9.15 .15 3.01

3 Class/Progran I 08,10 oBER 2.42

Pre-Score Bffect ’ 1 82,56 .58 5.06

Brrer | Bl e 163




NAZED SCALED SCORE (WPSI) 1-24

inalysis of Variance Table

Degrees - Sum of Mean
Source of Variation ~ of reedon Squares Square

Prograns T X ng2 L

4vs1,2,3,5,6 1 2 2l 0
1,238 5,6 4 . l 35,80 35.80 h,4]
5 5 6 | -1 1 19 |03
1vs 2,3 | ] 4,11 4,11 62
215 3 ] R 14,74 2.3
Participation vs Hou-Part. 1 7.00 7,00 1,06

~ Progran x Participation 2 oan 13,80 . 2.10
Lcells 1,4,6vs 2,3, ] 51.00 , 51,00 1,7
2cells 3,6 95 4,5 Lo 1o 10.48 L

YClassfrogrn 9 0.2 na e

e, S = S ——

Prefcore Bffect 1 W& Ly o
Bror D 2%




GEOMETRIC DESICN RAW SCORE (WPEST) | 1-25

Analysis of Variance Table

Negrees Sum of - Mean
Squares

source of Variation o of Preudom

Total 168

Programs 5

61,41 61,41 2,04
297,09 0705, 9,89+
9,23 Al

1vs 2,3 617,36 617,38 20,53
2,v8 277 277 09
| Pﬂftiﬂipggiéﬂ vs Non-Part, L 4.30 - 40 .M

4vs 1,2,3,5,6
1,2,3 vs 56
5v5°6.

[ U
LN
-
o

Progran ¥ Participation 2 67,02 3.5 L1l
) oells 1,4,6 v 2,3,5 - 1 135,61 135,61 1.5
2cells 3,6 vs 4,5 1 .65 17,65 59

3 Class/Progran R ook L

Pre=Score Effect | 1 5540.43

5540.43

Error o 1B _§540i82 ,,WA39*972

0o - _ "




GEOYETRIC DESIGN SCALED SCORE (WPPST)  » . L.

Inalysis of Variance Table

Degrees Sum of Mean
source of Variation  of Preedom  Sguares  Square

Total . o

Prograns 5 21.% 4.2 e

0.6 S5 380
A7 38,51 A7
14,60 9,754
L vs 2,3 106,40 C9.90 19,56*

2vs ) 3,91 1.2 T

Participation vs Non-Part, 1 5,63 5,63 '

4w 1,2,3,5/6
12,3 v5 5,6
5v5 6

e e
.
.
-J‘ w
LWy |

‘Progran x Participation o Sl 9.5 14,63 2,69
Leells 14,6 vs 2,35 1 58,28 58,28 10,73%
Zreells 3,6 vg 4,5 B m 3,01 662

§ Clags/progran ; 150,92 16.87 3474

- Pre=Score Effect ol 356.46 356,46

‘Brror 15 ‘_ 320,09 | 5,433

@ 104




105

Source of Variation

BLOCK. DESTGY 8 SCORE. (WPPS1) IR

Aﬁalysiﬁ sf Variance ’Table

 Degrees
“of Freedom

Sum of
 Sauares

111 .

Total

Programs

T =

fvs1,2,3,5,6

1,2,3 vs 5,6

“5vs.b
1ys 2,3
2vs 3

Participation vs Non-Part.

[

Program % Participation
Leells 1,4,6 vg 2,3,5

3 cells 3,6 vs 4,5

¥ Class/Program

Pre-Score Effect

_Errar

106



-Tstal )

" Prograng

v Brror

BLOCK DESIGN SCALED SCORE (wppsl) 128

Analvsis of Variance Table

Degrees Sum of Mean

" Source of Variation

- of Preedon  Squares _ Square P

168

5, 11409

2,94

4¥51,23,5,6
123w 56
Bys b .

s 1 ;g 2,3

WETE

% e

LYY 15,22 1.7
63.00 61,90 12,904
9 3,29 o5
15,31 15,31 285
) AN 00

-~
[ S S

Jatticipation vs Non-Part,

- Program & Participation
Leells 1,46 vs 2,3,5

fcells 3,6 v 4,5,

ok

3 Class/Progran -

O (B 1 0

) 18,08 Y N
L s .00 . 104
. 0 NN &

B - 116.65 | jﬁ N A

i

’PZEfSécre Effect

Y AT 9.4




k|

f‘\
SUM OF

-

RN SCORES: TOfED (WPSD) - 19

* Mnalysis.of Variance Table:

CDegrees . Swmof  Mem |
Squares Square =~ - F

Source of Varlatien  of Freedon

-

Total , | _ 168

Programs ? 5 Be D

) 6l L

PR I %] 21
PR ' I 30,9 AL
1vs 2,3 936,25 9.5 2,56+
2wl | 500 25,10 61
Participation vs Non-Part., l SN LI J5 00

1,2,3 vg 5,6
556

K - I

Cohogndrticiption 1l % 141
Veells 14,68 2,3,5 1 18,28 18,28 LM

Jolass/rrogran o m Dgy 20

Pre-Scote Effect S CERR X S X SN %'

2 S S TR Wi

i 4




SUN CF RAW SCORES: PRORMTED (VEBBSI) -

Mnalysis of Variance Table
Smof
Squares

Degrees

Source of Variation ‘of Freedon

Hean

CSquare ¥

L 168

 Prograns R -5 - 2203968

TR TR

4,50*

255,33
1916.19

1v81,2,3,5,6
1,2,3va 5,6
5 vs §
ol )l
218 3
Participation vs Non-Part, , ]

[ T WU

89.90°

15540.52 -
19,9

16,09

X 09

%0 . %
351,57 R

405
15540,52 16,00*
13 8

brogean ¥ Rarticipation B B4
beells 146w 235 )
;EEHSLEE4§ 1

T Class/progran ;' S8 095,60

- 123,86

363695

178,71 166
00,9 a1 |
LR ok

3,76

P§E=Séare Effect. o ] 19947.95 ,"

s e

Boe gy

s B

64




PSYCHCLINGUIST;SMAGE* (T72A)

'gnalysis’dfﬁY@;iaﬁeg_Tab;é

Degrees Sun of
Souece of Variation

~of Freedon- - Squares. -

Mean

 Sqare

1+

3 A |

Rogms S ane

56,74 -

I
391385
16,60

415 1,2,3,5,6

1,2,3, v8 5,6
55 6
1vs 2,3 |
1% 3 ; 136,81

[/ TR TR I TR R—

500.69 -

A
313,88
60
- 500,69

338,81
LY

16
o

A7

8

Participation vs Non-Part. 1 BLY

Progran X Participation 0 5960,57

] cells 14,6 %8 2,3,5 L e

Beells 3,6 v5.4,5 D TP 18

980,28

Cma
1538

2,507

i

8

 Claso/orogran o 1628251

203,31

Y

Pre-Score Effect - 1 ‘; 144,45

b | | o 100053,

| s

1192.41

o

* ¥Prorated sum of rav scores




AUDTTORY ASSOCTATION-RAR SCCRE (ITPA) L

Analysis of Variance Table -

Degrees oSmof Mean - .
~ ofBreedom  Squares  Suae - P

" saurce of Variation

A

X R X L

£) IR | I 297
91,65 o8 ¢ 8T
ALl 21113 .
18R 155,34 14,804
CONY YR
/U N ¥ R

—
~
[}
~
[}
-
TLIFD
L L
N T -y
) LR w2 A . )
[ S W——

W TH
]
K,
WX
i
~d
-
e
e

Pa,rtic'ipg{i@n v Non-Part, 1 - 6.1

progean * pacticipation A T 1 I 4 o
Fells 146w 225 1 1.5 1.5 5
jeells 36585 SRS % | R | B

'3Cla:ss/Prﬁgiram - - S A 359

A S % U S .

Brror - ) ll’Sl 1504, 85 X




ﬁ._,

source of Variation

~ of Preedon

 [ANGIRGR MG SCORE (1T

Aralysis of Varance Table

Negrees .. S of
 Souares

Colfan
Squate

ol 18 S _
Comowws 5 YR i

Lvg 1,2,3,5.6
S L2358
S
1w 2
A3

Particin%gian vs Non-Part,

AT
310,69

56,63
2182.41

[ T

1203.75

103,75
Ry
10,60

56,63

092,41

S0

1Y

16
0
91

Y

1 6136,03

2. 7164, 34

1 836,80

o 1403.16

636,00

mnn
836,48

LB

Coase

156
35

3,000

oy e

1o Bhel.el

2,75

 Progran « Particination
Deells 1,46 v5 2,35
dcells 3,6 vs 4,5
J Class/proaran |
Pre-eore Bffect
frror

L

R ‘356575;195!? R L ]




-+ Source of Variation

Digres  Smof -
of Fresdon ~ Squares

omp X0 ()

- pnalysis of Variance Table

Calotal

-Progrars - - 4

.Y %45 . am

- 4 E% 1¢2151516'
1,238 5,6
5 vs 6
b 2.}
2vs 3

Participation vs Non-Pazt. -

2.0 08 .l

208,61 ) '258,51 . 5588
13,08 4 03
S 59 o
S L X R L,

Program ¥ Participation.
Jeells1,4,6 35;_‘12,3,5,
Joells 3,6 vs 4,5

R TR | R ¥ IR R
R ¥ I A
1 BN V22 TS ¥ 0 S

8- ey lgal o

3 Clﬁ.ass‘[l?ragraxﬁ; Ny

- o

. Precore Bffect | "

Ll owg

i

Brrot

19,




 VERBAL EAPRESSTON-RAH SCORE” (100) o

Analysis af_?arianq;aTgb;g . ; e

Degrees - = Sun of ' Meén

. Source &f Variatian T - of Freedon + - Squarg% squara N
o _ =a a‘ —— i __l_ ey X y :; -l B h . = - _ k f ) _ v, - - =
Total o k 168 = ’

Programs

i

bys 12,056 1, 360~ w130 3
1,33 v5 5,6 1 106,08 1106,08 35
Svs6 R 101 PR 3 | R N S
_ L3 * Y onele 2035006 el
4 2w B | 1.~ 3082.88 - 082,88 o

| Partiéipatiaﬁ‘ys NﬁniPart. : 1 2231i37'g ooy,

e e = . — e S i T A

5 ;Praqram X Partlclpatlan . N 74 n L 37.45 | ,1;78~4
o Teells 14,6 vs 2,35 ol 60,09 . 640708 . 2,02
Joells 3,6 vs 4,5 L 468,54 8.5 0I5

{l 3 Class/Pregram | - é ‘ szg;gg .'103,33 | | :4,915,' ‘

Pre-Scove Effect . o | 1 Ll ) L I B

1




3 Clags /Progran

© Frror

Source of Variation

VERBAL EXPRESSION LANGUAGR AGE SCORE (I TP)

of Freedon

hnalysis of Variance Table

Degrees. Sum of

Square

=

Mean

Square

1=36

dvs1,2,3,56
1,2,3 vs 5,6
5 v5 6
1vs 2,3
2vs )

, Participation vs Non-Part.

1 981.32

100,50
363,27
79.27
317.09
154,47

100,63
363,27
79,2
317,09
154,47
981,32

Jotal 168
P;quams N el 517,63 .39

Program x Participation.
['cells 1,4/6 vs 2,3,5
2 cells 3,6 vs 4,5

) 1969.2],

i

1. 1917.64
I N

8 M.

3964,61
1917.64
126578

394,61

3.02
1.45
96

Pre=Score Effegt

e

20

SR

. L4258,15

o 199420.97

]

1320,67

- 14250,15

i

1



VERBAL EXPRESSION SCALED SCORE (ITPA) .

Analysis of Variance Table

Negrees Sum of Mean |
Source of Variation of Freedon Squares Sqare - 'F

= = pas=

Total 168

Prograns 9 172,93 34.59 1.23

U 13,4 1.40
54,74 54.74 1,95

dvs1,2,3,56 1
2. ]
1 Al Al 00
1
1

hvs b

1vs 2,3
2v8 3
Participation vs Non-Part., R SO, L. .. L.

0,61 .61 2.10
5.6 15,62 31
L6

Program X Participation 2 1.95 3.98 14
1 cells 1,4,6 vs 2,2,5 1 18.45 18.45 | .66
2 cells 3,6 vs 4,5 1 .94 94 03

3 Clgas‘s/Prgqram 8 919.08 114.89

4,094

53,904

Pre-Seore Effect 1 1511,84 1511.84

g__rr.jar_ | ‘ 151‘__ o .4_'2_35_!20

LA

12




LABELS (ITPA)

 nalysis of Variance Table

Degrees Sum of Mean

Source of Variation ~of Freedom  Squares Square T

Total B il

Programs 5 1,13 1.42 1,42

1,2,3 vs 5,6
518 6

4,15 4,15 4,14
A5 15 12
07 07 07

1vs 2,3 1,69 1.69 1,69
2953 1,15 1,15 115
Participation vs Non-Dart, : 1 1,54 154 1.54

E L e TR Ry SR TR -

Prog - x Particiration 2 1.02 .5l b1
boos1d6vs235 2.0 B0 22,984

=

3 Class/Progran g 12,72 L 1.59

Pre-Soore Bffect 1 my 1.7

121,95

Error

B 1L L0

o 128




Smurce of Variation

COLOR (T7PR)

Analysis of Variance Table

Degrees sum of

of Preedon

Squares

Mean

Squere

= mez s S

Total ) 168 i

Programs 5 18,79 3.76 2,57

195 1,2,3,5,6 ) 00 00 00

1,2,3, v5 5,6 1 5.90 5,90 4,03

5 vs ] 4,00 4,00 27

1vs 2,3 1 52 52 3%

25 3 1 5.6 5,62 3.84

Participation vs Non-Part. 1 08 .08 05

Progran X Participation 2 AL 1.10 W5

L cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3, 1 23 2 16

4 Class/Progran b 28,00 3,50 0%

Pre-Score Effect 1 266,52 6650 182,11t
Error 151 220,89 L6
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Source of Variation

- Degrees

SHADE (ITPA)

Mnalysis of Jeviance Table

Sum of

of Freedom Squares

Mean

Square )

1-40

Total

168

Prograns

5 20,53

4,10

4,35

4vs1,2,3,5,6 1 3.1 A 4,02
1,2,3vs 5,6 ] 8,37 8,37 8,87
5 vs 6 o1 1.82 1.82 1.93
Lve 2,3 1 6,5 6.5 6,96*
L lusd o 1 1,75 1,75 1.86
Participation vs Non-Part, l 4,04 4,04 4,28
Program x Participation 2 04 .02 02
T cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5 ] 1,38 7,38 7,834
2 cells 3,6 vs 4,5 1 9,75 0.75 10, 34¢
3 Class/Progran 8 29,90 29,90 31,80
Pesoore Bifect Y 1.9 36,00
Error 151 142,35 0.94

132



source of Jarlation

COMPOSITION (ITPA)

Analysis of Variance Table

Degrees Sum of

of Freedon Squares

Mean

1-4]

Square

Total

1,52

Programs

v31,2,3,3,6
1;53 E’.}S?S
" vs.6
Lvs 2,3
2vs 3
Participation vs Non-Part,

1.61
1,82

N
el

1.61
1,82
.58
Al
13

6,23

3,29

1.7

175
2
2

Prqgf%m X Particigaticn
1 cells 1,4/6 vs 23,5
dcells 3,6 vs 4,5

7 Class/Progran

.36
1.4
15,9

A3

K

15,19
12,58

i

]

Pre~Score Effect

71.2%

*

Error




IToxt Provided by ERI

FUNCTIONS (ITPA)

Analysis of Variance Table

sun of
- Squares

+ Degrees

Source of Variation - 7 erF;eedgm___

1-42

Mean
Sare T

Total

Prograns

11,46

4ys 1,2,3,5,8
598 6
1vs 2,3
295 )
Participgzign vs Non=Part, o

— e e g .
s
W
L]
[

64

1.01
15,03
42,04

42
166

Program X Participation 2
Jicells 1,46 v 2,3,5 ]
% oells 3,6 vs 4,5 o

3 Class/Progran | 8

1
3,5
194

17.66

Pre~gogre Effect ]

491,10 56, 66*

Error

13



Source of Vgriagian o

'MAJOR' BARTS (ITPA)

hnalysis of Variance Table

Degrees Sum of Mean
Suares  ‘Square

1-43°

Total |

éragzams 5 11,71 2,34 2,16

4vs1,2,3,5,6
1,2,3 vs 5,6

5 vs 6

s 2,

2v8 3
Participation vs Non-Part,

8,09 .09

1

1 1,89 1.89
1 U4 24
1 33 W33
1 03 .03

T 0l

1.45%
1,74
W22
-0
.03
01

Progran X Partiéipati@n
T cells 1,4,6 vs 2,3,5
3 cells 3,6 v5 4,5

J Class/Progran

2 44 2.2
1 41,24 41.24
1 17,12 17.12

g 6,20 o

2,05
.97
15,76+

Pref5§¢fe Effect

L s 204,58

Error

151 ¥m4 1,08

19
)



NUMEROSITY (ITPR) 44

o Degrees sunof Mean
Source of Variation of Freedon ~ Squares  Square - F

Total 1 168

Programs | 5 1,55 Sl 1,11

J4 ' 14 | Sl

00 .00 Q0

.04 04 14

95 | .95 R Y
L] | | 10 10 L%

PartieiggEiﬂn vs Non-Part,. 1 W22 22 .80

[

< 4 E 112131515
1,2,3, B 5,6
5vs 6
1 é 2,3

R T

Progran X Participation 2 1,95 97 3,50
Lcells 1,46 98 2,35 1 12.44 R - 116,68*
deells 3,6vs 45 - ' 13,2 41,51

[
[r—
Wt
-

[ u
e

ey
I T
-
[l
| <n
n

4 Class/progran K K

I

1088 517,20

‘Pre-Score Effect : 1 143,88

Prror ‘ 181 42,00 0,28

40



B " © CONPARISON (IDBA) L

halysis of Variace Table

Degrees sum of © Mean
of Freedom Squares Square

Source of Va:iatian

~ Total : ' 168 :

Prograns I 2.1 o 1,83

04 .04 14
1.63 1.63 5.48
_ 17 A
1vs 2,3 g7 SN/ L%
2vs 3 4 43 145
Participation vs Non-Part. i 1 R Y 107

4vs 1,2,3,5,6
12,3 vs 5,6
5vs 6

(T A R

—t

L ]

Progran x Participation 5 L0 .99
I cells 1,4,6 Vs 2,35 1 01 0l 03
Jeells 3,6 vs 4,5 a ! 11 161 5,43

T Class/Progran. ; W, %

Pre-Score Bffect | ] %.65

26,65 - 89,63

ror 151 .8 o




Source of Variation

OTHER CHARACTERISTICS (ITPA)

Analysis of Variance Table.

- Sum of
Squares

Degrees
of Freedon

Mean

~ Square

" 1-46

Total

168

Prograns

4vs1,2,3,5,6

1,23 vs 5,6
5 y5 6
132
dys

EazticipEZEGn vs Non~Part.

44
30
00
.83

i
’ Pt e e et I

i

Progran x Participation
Jcells 14,6 vs 2,3,5
2 cells 3,6 vg 4,5

J Clags/Progran

94
18,52
5,68

Pre-Score Effect

Error

1



y
PERSON, DLACE OR THING (IT0R)

Inalysis of Variance Table

Degree;

' Source of Variation - of Fresdon | Squares

Sumof -

1

47

Total - 168

Prograns

| /f 5 48,83

A3 1,2,3,5,6 5.79
123w 56 ‘
Svsb
17 2,3
2vsd )
Participation vs Non-Part,

30,4
B3
W4

[ R R S R

[

4.51

8.24

2B

Program x Participation 2

3,88
5,26
1.9

¥ Class/Progran | 8

2.0

32
1,49
3,36

RV

 Presiors ffect | 1 155,56

43.98*

Error

534.03

155,56

|35

1



- 148
VONBER GF DIFFERENT CATRGORIES OF CREDITED RESPONSES (ITPA)

Analysis of Variance Table

| Degrees sun of - Mean
dource of Variation of Freedon Squares ~ Square F

motal | 168

prograns SR TR (1 (N R W ¢

I W b1
R EE 1.8 R
vs 4.9: R N R
1vs 2,3 3 3 S
28 3 | 5.41 X! 2,08
participation vs Non-Part, 1 9,54 9,54 A8

4vg 1,2,3,5,6
1,23 vs 5,6
5vs 6

‘ ‘! . -
"
nASe
|

\\ progean & Participation -2 10 05 o 02
2 cells 3,6 vs 4,5 ‘ 1 442 W4, 5,55
L — . . 4 i :

3 Class/Progran | B - 3,38 5,42 200

W
B Y

me-seore Bifect | ! 183,61 18380 70,61

prror o 19197 28

i

A ’ N . : — | | . R T “




. CHRONOLOGICAL AGE T MONTHS: * M7 TIHE OF TESTNG (I72H) T

ok

sm@ﬁmmﬁk
fegrees = Smof o ten

-~ of Freefon Stuares - Sqare O F
= e _
fotal e o

- Source of Variation

oo R T X T I [P

dy51,2,3,5,6
1,2,3 98 5,6
5vs h.
195 2,3
215 3 |
Partiéi;gziﬂn vs Non-Part, | N 4,78

S - mic—— SESEN T

[ NI P T [ T}
P

. . o Pan

- - ~ - -
Lo I L
LWL B o L
-
WL
N
BT

Prooren % Paticination S b : B! -
- Q_sellsfiié,s vs 2,35 o ] R 11 1.0l
Yeslls 3,6 vs 4,5 B S (N | I

AT 6,20 | N

J Class/Progran

i‘ [l
‘
-

|
[

Pre-Score Fffect

Coma -

o LB e o




APPENDIX IT
IIEANS AMD t-TESTS FOP THE INTERVENTION

TABLES 1 - 49

o

ERIC

Aruitex: provided by Eric



pairticisgting Parents

Jon tarticipatiag
Ll 20ty

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

VIAaAL

6,33

9.07

(%]

4.10

1 ys1.2.3.5.6

1,2,3, vs

5,6

L
<4
LT
L)

Participation vs Hon-Participation

Inveraction 1

Ingeraction 2

o

-
[

il

i

.67

.93

1.65

1.00



LP LF, LP
1 _

A

[
—

dERY

Participating Parents

11,43 1,11

10,66

Jdon-Participating
Barents

4,9 8.62

11,79 19.87

Tragran deans

3.2 1.9

11.713 13.67

dy3 L,2,3,9,6
1,2,3 vs 5,0,
5vs 3

lvs 2,3

participation vs ton-Particivation
Interaction 1

Interaction 2

W
[
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2-3

PERFORAICE SCALED SCORE (4PS1)

Al

bl
=3
==

oy P L

participating Parents -2.11 11.04 4,15 418

Non-Participating

Parents 0,58 5.07 578 -1.75 5.64 9,94 4,23

L]

Eragfém Jeans 0,77 8.03

§vs 1,2,3,56 t = -4.43
1,2,3, v 5,6 = -3,02
Sv6 Lo L6
il | B
2vsd | t= 1.30
Participatior vs Hon-Participation b= .29

N Interaction 1 t=-2,2

Interaction ? t= 1.3

157




PINPOIANCE ) (PPSI)

2

-4

gP LP Lp C ) L AER
A 2
participabing parents 2,54 15,3 5.20 6,84

ion -barticipating
Parents

Progran 12ans

§vs 1,2,3,5,6 £ = 4,30
1,2,3 va 5,6 £ = 3,3
595 6 t = -1,90

t = -4.13 ,

1vs 2,3

particination vs Non-Participation
Interaction 1

Interaction 2

t= 1.3

I

t— u 1196

231



UL SCALE SCORE (7PBST)

particinating Parats 4.0 20.44 9,46 12,13

don=Participating

Parents 5.2 16,10 12,39 -3.50 15.16 21,92 10.72

Progran Jioans 5,49 15,21 1,38 3,50 15,06 WR 1L

¢
1ve1,2,3,5,6 . t=-6.4]
1,2,3, v5 5,6 t = -4,06

t=-3.02

Ly
]
H,
Lt

1 Vi 2;3 t = EZ;?Q

2 V3 3' t B igj

Participation vs lon-Participation

—t
]

-

-

Interaction 1 t = -2,

Interaction 2 t= 1,88

me | | |



FULL SCALE 1) (/PPSI)

EP, LF LP, C
* 2

e=a

participating Farents  3.14 1470 6,35

Non particinating

parents 5,00 1,11 e =1,55

1,59

orogran leans 407 19,99 3,74 2,55

3,17

4 vz 1,2,3,5,6
1,2, vs 5i5
| | | 5 Vb
1vs 13
2vs 1
Participation vs Non-Participation

. Interaction 1

Interaction 2

i:nif';n\



THPORMIION RAW SCORE (WPPSI)

 Participating Parents

VR B

ion-participating
- Parents

1 S0 4N

1.7 §.28

Progran Jeans

4,79 4.9 104

171 4,28

3vs1,2,3,5,6
1,2/3, v8 5,6
5950

1 vs 2;?

!

29513

Participation vs Yon-Participation

Interaction 1

Interaction 2

t = «1.68

|

b



TIPOLLTION SCALED SCORT (4BP3I)

Particinating Parents 2.73 L7 2,0 .45

son-Participating
Parents

,,,,,

4v3LLLi§ RN
1;2,3, v5 5,6
5vsh

lvs 2,3 | t= 1.2
i%B s b=
Pﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁﬂﬁ@ﬂ@ t= -3l
Interaction 1 Cote 2

Intéractian 2 te 1,20

4



K

P

YACABULARY RAW SCORE (iPPSI)

Participating Parents 3,37 5.4 275 3.7

lion-particinating
Parents 3.82

4,71 .43 1.15

Progran leana 1.5

4,57 3.9 1,15

l 'K l12,31515

S5vs 0
1vs 2,3

2 vy

£ = 0.0
t= 103

t= 3.7

| ts ‘AES

participation vs Jon-Particination

~ Interaction 1

Interaction 2



VOCASULARY SCALED SCORD (BSI)

ED P i
- 2

Lo |
]

2-10

HEAT

participating Parents 030  L0% 0.l

0.49

flon-Participating
- Parants 0,85 0,6 1.87

.73

K™
o,
ra e
L% ]

Progran eans 078 - 0.8

0.73

o

4wl£A$£

123 vs 5h

5v5 0

lvs 23

2vs ¥

participation vs ton-Participation
Interaction 1

Interaction 1

T
b= L33

t= =19

{11



" WRITHMETIC RMJ SCORT (PPSI) 2=l

£P, 2 o Lp, C B L HEA

it
f ]

participating Paveats 2,43 2,05 413 | g | 134

S

lon-Participating | | |
- Parents S Y, AR ' R A 2,12 3.8 0.98 1,55

Progran i2an3 2,75 1.2 2,11 RV R I 0,93 1.4

4 V3 1;2,3;5,6 t = .53'31 -

' 112I3 Lk 5;5 ' t= »14

particination vs Non=Participation = 39
Interaction

! : Interaction 2

ERIC | - | | 1m



i

| AIITAETIC SCALZD SCORE (7P2SI) ! 2212'

L
t—ﬂ
sl
[
|
gl
b5
i

3 . ‘ » Y

I. 1 '.F l i =
participacing Parents 1,00 0.9 b | |
‘4 part ‘%:a;tinc: ' | o
Hon-Partizinating | o o o
prats N Y R R Y IR T S \

n \
I3
! o

Prograi leans La7 39;39

e : 1‘

1,2,3 vs 5,6 | © ot 1,12

particinstion vs Jon-Parcicipation £ = ~L0

-
i
[
L
o
g,

ateraction 1

Interaction 2

B U




o STAILARITIES RN SCORE (P2st) [ ) BERERE

S . — ,:;_,. \__ - e i i _ __/ i

perticipating Parents 409 - 333 6T ol N

ion-Particinating i ;

parents IR 3,62

Wt

M
)

[}

Fd

progean eans w06 4d8. 5.0 L W 68 AR

5v5 6 | - o ta-2,08

1vs 2] N t 2116

7 vs 3 N | £

Participation vs NanﬁEarticigéCién ts 2.0
AR

niteraction 1 o te <73

meraction 2 te =50



ST ILARITILS SCALED SCORE (IPPSI) 2-14

L
=l

Ep p, o [ L R

participating Parepts 2,52 2.43 L.06 | 2,20

non-Participating
Parents 2,08 117 1,91 0.22 200 3,08

B
w

L]
j 2

3,98 2.06

et

[ A
[
bl
iy |

ProJral deans 2,30 1.9 1.48 0.22

2vs } : tz 48
participation vs Jon-larticipation b= .54
Interaction 1

Interaction 2 , T

179




| N
i
—
I_a

10% TS0 (YDRIT)

" 0y : gl

L)
LA
S
Paeca’}
WA
-
il
o
el
[ oy
Yo
L |

particinating Parants 3.3

Ton-Partilating . . .
2,50 3.96 2091 037 1,87 4,41

o
el
[

Jardats

Yojran e 2,45 AVE 5.12 1,57 ST Y 1,19

P
ot
-
ol
<
P
s
s
lil
i
et

[
<
£
"
Wi
1
It
1
e

= 2.9

,.__.
o
Wk

R

-
1

’!33

Tt
et
ur
[l
i

Kt

particination vs lon-Particination |

[
|
-
L
]

Interaction 1 AR

Intaraction 2 b= .09

5
=N

"
w



C0.APREIEISION 5CALZD SCORL (\EPST)

L=
-

partici.ating Pareats 9,09

for-Participating
Parants

s

217 0 2,97 2,25

frogram 42ans

-
Lo ]
|
—
-
L
.
L]
[
Uy |

0.26

4vs 1,2,3,5,6 te 2.1l
1,2, 18 5,3 B N )
55 b t= 2.4
1vs 2,3 : t= éé,lj
! 2vs ] ' t= 52

]

particination vs Hoa-Particimation U=

Interaction 1 £ o=

it
i

Interaction 2

fi



ATIVAL 10USE RAY sQURS (PREI) 2-17

participating rurents  3.60 17,32 7,78 H 7.1%

¥ i

son-Pirticipating
rarents : DY, 14.52

Provran leana 4024 16.3) 12,7 1.28 6,55 5.69 7.84

1va1,2,3,5,08 t= =290

W
-
Wt
[T
s
!
Mo 3
e

P
<
ol
T

—

‘s
il
i
Mo
[’
b

, o .
\ particijetion vs won-Partizivation  t= - .47
Interaction 1 t=-1,26
. Interaction-d- . t= 9%




ANT AL OUSE GCNLED SC0%E (wPRSI)

i
raa
Lt
—~

sarticipating Parents

‘DEES

005

FORIEVIE

‘3163

sil 12‘;

)

rtiel ahlan 70 on-Participation

)
\l"lF

[ateraction 1

Intazaction 2

R

L

(1]

')



005 D 04155104 (VpRaT)

ImE
1
. n-_iAf}

-

oartielpating Parents =197 -4,

-3,d6

Ton-Partlcipating

(PR RS
barons TR

participation vs Jon-Particination

interaction 1

Iitaraccion 2

—
I,
o .
—
Lol

e
(1]
R

i

i —



PICTURZ COJPLETION RAJ SCORE (VRPSI)

22l

B L

Farticlnating Parents

Hon-Participating
PArents

PEogTan e .97

-

L 23]

i

|

| | : |

L participation vs New-Participation
| i

L , Interaction 1

) " Interaction?

i

W "

-
an ‘

1.4

it



PTONU A CONPLOTION SCALED SCOM ([ MB5I) 2-22

BLR

[

i

.
Tar
—

LE LE

Particinating Parents. 074 . L

N -Particinating
Parents C,

1.33

{ ot
P ]
]
f)
-
L
o
[
]
e
L)
(10 ]
B

LT

=
g

T
W
-
-
AL
LW
1T
et
L
pn]
o
"
At
Wt
p—
s
L

Progran . 2ins {0,849

w_
<y
w
I
.
Tt
T
o
r
1l
il
LT
e
Nt

jr—
[ ]
Heom
-t
el
Wit
—
e’
o
i
fwant
[y
e

Intefactian 2 t s _.14




HINT
MEAL

E : T T Al 4 . L
5P LE Lp £ B

-
)

2\

5 eTe Ly K
Participating parents 2.3 6,76 1.53 o g

lon=Participating ° , . ' ) 32
‘int PO 205« 2.85 157 364 143 34 2.0

Degeran feans 7.65 5.1 195

s
-~
Rl
~
s
<
£
Lt
e

[
i

50

2.3

ot
]
R
foat
i
)

[
T

= l,;,‘ * ,,- r
participation v don-Participation = =1,10

Interaction 1

.I;tericti;n 2




0.33 2.75 -G.15 1.43
3.3 0.11 0.18 9.9 1.73 C 1,85 0,74
Programn [2an3 a2 1.13 0.16 ¢.499 1.75 .85 1.03
i vs 1,2,3,5,6 t= =,13
-.1,2,3 v3 5,6 t=-2,32
5vs 6 t= =-.17
1vs 2,3 t= .79 :
vs 3 t= 1,19
o
Participation vs ion-Particination t= 1.03
Interaction 1 t=-2.78
Interaction 2 t= 1.26

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



£p Lp 1P, C L L kAN

Parcicipating Parents  -0.18 7.7 5.05 ' 2.82

don-Particiniting ,
Parants g.52 3.¢3 6.74 0.81 £.27 11,03 2.08

[Ep— - —— e e e e e e e ———— e — - _ — ———

Projram leans T 9.03 5.73 6.29 0.81 . . (.20 1.03 2.35

}vs 1,2,3,5,6 » £t =-1,42
1,2;3 vs 5,6 ‘ = 3.1
5 vszé t = =.55
lvs 2,3 £ = =y, 53
2wvs 3 t = 30
Farticipation vslﬂganazticipatiaﬂ t= .38
Interaction 1 ‘ 7 t=-2.12
. Interaction 2 ' t= .78
,, 1 199

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



-

CEOERIC DUSIG SCRLED SCOAE (@BsT) 206

LR
28]

Particijating Parents -1,20° 3.8 0,60 L0l

Non-Participating’ .-
prents 050 LA 04 008 003 L 2000 0.0

Progra leans S8 L8 05 QLT e— 200 0

ivs1,23,56 “ EREDRE
1,2, v 5,9 t = 0.6
5 15 ¢ | bx .
i) Nt 4
Zvvs ] | ¢ t= 27

~ Participation Vs NanaEarticipaticA t= 102
Interaction 1 t= 300

Interaction 2 ’ ’ BT ‘




sLOCX DEST

GY RAY SCORE (W7PP3I)

Lp_ c
2 A

227

AEAHR

participatiig varents 1.37 1.31 5. ‘ 3.34

Hon-Parcicipating -~

Parents

program «ieans

4

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

 Participation vs Ho

Interaction 1

Interaction 2

n=Participation

mo,

Wi

W

]

-1.31

.01



By
M

SL0CK DESIGH SCALED SCORE (PBSI) | 8

LSS

participating Paremts 0.2 2,26

. . Noiw-Participating
" parents

- Proqrait ieans 0,00 - 0.9 :

. o 7 :
1 , C dusladgs - b= -1.60

S Laawss. b= 3.0
| 556 | t= .73
X TR te L6t
298 3 | . ts .0
Pértﬁaipaii&% Vs ﬂﬁﬂﬁ?i!ﬁi@iﬁ&éiﬂﬂ xq t= L7 |
4 fataraction 1 | t= 3.23

oy Interaction 2

1

B ' " 5 ! 205




RNV SCOMES: TOTAL (#RPSI)

29

participating Parents

15,06

son-Participating

Parents

7.63 11,70 ‘12.55_ -

9.2

© Prograin :eans

a3 Ll

3,25

ot 6de

,g’ .
ivs1,2,3,5,6

‘1,2;3 vs 5,6
5v3 b

1vs 2,3

Ié2v53.

narticipation vs slon-participation
Fl’nte:acticn 1

Interaction 2

t= 1.5
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INSTRUMENTAL PERFORMANCE AS A FUNCTIONM OF REINFORCEMENT
SCHEDULE, LUCK VERSUS SKILL INSTRUCTIOHNS,
AND SEX OF CHILD
John 1. Stabler and Edward E. Johnson
Georgia State University and Southern University
Theory and research concerning internal versus external locus of con-

trol of reward has been claborated recently within the context of social

learning theory (Rotter, 1966). Experimental studies have demonstrated

skill rather than upon luck showed more resistance to extinction after
100% reinforcement than aftér 50% reinforcement. Under luck instructions
The results were replicated by Holden and Potter (1962) with slightly
different extinction measures, and by Rotter, Liverant, and Crowne (1961),
using different tasks to induce a skill or a chance orientation. The
present experiment extends suéh research from adults to éhildren.

In a recent review on frustrative nonreward applied to children's
to compare the effects of nonreward under conditions which may be construed
as self or other-blame situations." They also stated, "It is hoped that
over the next few years the relatiénshig of personality variables to
reaction to nonreward will be given more than the cursory attention it

has received to date.”

METHOD

Subjects gﬁé g;perimEﬂtalrﬁes%gg
The Ss were 32 male (¥ CA =5 yr. 1 mo., SD = 3.9 mo.) and 32 female

children (X CA = 5 yr. 3 mo., SD = 4.3 mo.) obtained from one local Head

I

Q : ' . ’ §34£§3
ERIC | o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Start Center. The 64 children wers assigned in equal numbers to eight
treatment conditions. Schedule of reinforcement (50% vs. 100%), instruc-

tions (luck vs. skill), sex (male vs. female), and trial block (10 trials

per block) were combined in a mixed factorial design.

Apparatus

The instrumental response was to press five telegraph keys consecu-
éively on a stimulus display panel. BAn arrow to the left of the t;legraph
keys could be lighted to signal S to begin the response, and a light
above each key signaléd $ which kefﬂtc press. A reinforcement dispenser
sounded a melody of bells and dispensed a ma:hie inte a glass jar at the
termination of a rewarded response. Three standard electric timers
measured the child's time on three segments of the response: fr@mlanset
of the arrow light to pressing of the first key; from the first key to
the fourth key; and from the fourth to the fifth key. As one timer was
terminated, the next began, thus providing measures of starting, mcvement,v

and finishing times.

Procedure

Each child was taken individually to the experimental room where he
was shown the apparatus and was asked to select from a tray of six toys
the one he liked the most. The S was instructed: to place his hand on a
tape X located beneath the arraQ light and to gféss the buttons when
the 'light went on. The E demonstrated one rewéédeé trial in-a similar
‘manner to each §, administered one Pretrainiﬁgnféﬁérdeﬂ trial, and then
admiﬁistéreﬂ 40 a;quisiticn trials and 20 extinction trials. If S delayed
over 30 sec on any segment of the response, E waﬁld say_"win {(or, Get) as

many-marbles as you can," recorded the response as 30 sec, and began a new
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trial. Marbles were dispensed on the 50% schedule of reinforcement such
that rewarded trials werec followed by n@nrewaraéé trials as often as non-
rewarded trials were followed by rewarded trials, runs of rewarded trials
occurred as often as runs of nonrewarded trials (no runs exceeded three),
and the last acquisition trial was a rewarded tfiél! The same reward
schedule operated within two blocks of 20 trials each for the partial
reinforcement groups.

The instructions were as follows:

Luck Instructions

"this is a game you can get prizes for. Do you like prizes? Good.
Pick the prize you want m@stzaf all. 1I'll put it here. You have to get
it by playing the game. Not é%ery child gets the prize. You get the
prize if you get enough marbles. You have to be lucky to get the marbles.
Do you know what I mean by lucky? The machine will give you a marble
when you are lucky. It's all a matter of luck. I'll show you how to
play. Look. I'm lucky this time. ‘I got a marble. Now you do it. You
prize. You will get marbles if you're lucky.” On 10 predetermined trials
E said either, "You're lucky," or, "You were lucky thaﬁ time."”

Skill Instructions

LS

"This is a game you can win prizes for. Do you like prizes? Good.
Pick that prize you want most of all. I'll put it here. You have to win

it by playing the game. Not every child wins the prize. You can win the
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prize if you win enough marbles. You have to do it right to win the
marbles. It's not easy to do it right. You can make the machine give g
you a marble dy doing it right. I'll show you how to do it right. Look.
I did it right this time. I won a marble. Now you do it. You dia it
right this time. You won a marble. Win as many marbles as you can so
that you can keep the prize. You will win marbles if you do it right."”
On 10 predetermined trials E said either, "You did it right,” or, "You

really know how to do it."

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
all data fcz‘starting, movement, and finishing.times were converted
to speed scores (5 sec/T for starting, 9 Sech for movement, and 3 gec/T
for finishinq); Mean group speeds were computed for S;x blocks of 10
trials: four blocks for acquisition and two blocks for extinction. The

speed scores for acquisition and extinction were analyzed by analysis of

variance. Starting, movement, and finishing speeds were each analyzed

separately.

Acquisition

The only significant effect for acquisition starting speeds was for.

il

= 15,94, df = 3,168, p< .01) which indicated increasing

[l

. speeds with practice. ' Acquisition finishing speeds showed a Reinforcement

Scheéule>§ Trial Block interaction (F = 2,90, df = 3,168, p< .05). The
finding that speeds of the partial reinforcement (PR) §raup§ became
relatively greater than the continuous reinforcement (CR) groups as

training progressed is consistent with past experiments with children on

the partial reinforcement acquisition effect (PRAE) (Ryan & Watson, 1968).
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factors. HMotivationally, greater speeds of the PR groups may be due to

Evidence that nonreward does lead to pfimary frustration comes from
studies of the frustration effect (FE) with both infra-humans (e.g.,
Amsel, 1958) and humans (Ryan, 1965). A m@tivatianal¥assgciaticnal
interpretation suggests that anticipatory frustration becomes conditioned
(perhaps to the experiméﬁtal situation as a whole) and thereby_mativates
the response. Pederson (1967), however, offers some evidence contrary
to this interpretation. A third possible interpretation is that neither
primary nor conditioned frustration plays a role in the acquisition
findingsrabtainéd. Instead, PR groups may respond fastEE simply because
of past learning experience. For example, in our cuiture children have
been taught to try harder if they do not at ﬁifst succeed.

Consistent with earlier acquisition studies (e.g., Eruniﬁg, 1964 ;
Ryan, 1966), the CR groups showed a decline in performance aequs trial
blocks. The nondeclining CR.curve féuga by Pederson (1967) maf not have
been obtained here because of a satiation effect arising from tﬁe gimilarity

of the rewards ("cat's eyes" marbles).

Extinction
The analysis of starting speeds during Extinctién“zevealed three main

£ =156, p¥.05), in-

¥

. effects; schedule of reinforcement (F = 4.74, d4f
structions (F = 4.04, df = 1 56, p< .05), and sex (F = 4.85, df = 1 .56,

ment than after continuous reinforcement, after skill instructions than

after luck instructions, and for females than for males. Aﬂalyaeé of
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movement and finishing speeds during extinction showed a significant
decline (F = 16.50, af = 1,56, p<.0l, and F = 10.29, df = 1,56, p<.01,

respectively). The analysis of movement speeds also showed two interaction

Ity

effacts: Relnforcement Schedulgg( ;nstruatiéns (F = 4.50, df = 1,56, P
.05) and Reinforcement Schedule /{SE:;)(T::LEJ. Block (F = 6.07, df = 1,56,
p<.05).

The first interaction shows that children's performance in response
to the reinforcement schedule by instruction combinations was similar to

that of adult Ss. A PRE was obtained under luck instructions and an

" inverse PRE was obtained under skill instructions. Chiléren given 3kill

instructions and continuous reinforcement were the most resistant to ex-

tinction, and children given luck instructions and continuous reinforcement

were the least resistant to extinction. Under gkill instructions, according

to Rotter (1966), the CR Ss would be more resistant to extinction because

they believed their skill would eventually enable them to obtain more re-

==

wards. The PR Ss, on the other hand, may have believed they were not

very skillful; sinne they/had won a reward only half the time; aﬂdrthey-
therefore extinguished more quickly when rewards were stopped altogsther.
Such an effect could have been meé;ated by impl;glt verbal respansas of
the naturé, “T never could do this r;ght, so I might as well quit w
After luck instructions. and céntiﬂu@us reinforcement the extinction
series ﬁa§ have been Percéiveavas a change in the situation, a disappear-

ance of E:eviéus luck; whereas after partial reinforcement the extinction

series may not have b- »n perceived as.very d fferent than the training
series.
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The second interaction reflects greater persistence of female Ss, on
the CR schedule, on the last blocks of trials. They may have responded
more as if they had been skill-instructed rather than luck-instructed,
regardless of the aztual»instzugtiang they :ecei§edi That iz, they re-
sponded as though thef wé:e more internally oriented than boys. This
hypothesis 'is suppgzt&d’by developmental-personality research which has
shown that gi;ls are more self-responsible, i.e., more apt to see éie con-
;tiﬁgency between act and affect than are boys. (Crandall, Katkovsky, &
Crandall, 1965). Although the Crandall study found the personality dif-
ference to be measurable only with girls and boys in the 6th grade or
higher,: their measure was a paper and péncil test, and sex differences at

earlier ages may be present but difficult to measure.
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TARLE I

MEAN STARTING, MOVEMENT, AND FINISHIMG SPEEDS FOR EACH EXTINCTION
BLOCK FOR THE EIGHT GROUPS2

Trial Block
Group Starting Movement Finishing
1 2 1 2 1 2

Partial rein., skill, male 3.99 3.46 3.46 3.20 3.21 3.12
Partial rein., skill, female 4,18 3.51 3.60 3.065 3.68 3.12
pPartial rein., luck, male 3.22 3.38 3.81 3.39 4,12 3.60

partial-rein., luck, female 4.52 3.74 3.61 3.28 3,60 3.05

o

Continuous rein., skill, male .48 3.38 3.89 3.58 3.85 3.50
Continuous rein., skill, female 3.69 4.15 3.51 3.92 3.98 3.86

Continuous rein., luck, male  2.42 2.12 3.38 2.85 3.36 3.10

H\
(=]
Lk
L]

ot
[%

Continuous rein., luck, female 3. 3.40 3.16 3.61 3.52

= == = — = ——— — B

2n = 8 in each group. .
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