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%] ' The Persistence of Preschool Effccts
First’Year Report,

Abstract

.

¢ 1. Overview
The Developmertal Continuity Consortium is a collaborative effort of
_twelve research groups conducting longitudinal studies cn the outcomes of °
early education programs. This repoft summarizes the findings of current
analyses of longitudinal studies of low income children who participated
’

L]
in experimental infant and preschool programs initiated in the 1960's..
4

Ld
<

'R

I1. Methods . “
, Thrse educational experiments wérq of three general types: (1) homebased,
parent educ1tion-infant prograwms, ) pre;chool center programs, and (3)
combiuned preschool center and home visit programs. The two sets of data
. <
discussed in this report include 1) data ‘collected independ:n:ily by each
research group at the beginning of their program and over a number of years

N
aftetr the program ended; and 2) common follow-up data collected in 1976-77.

&
These low-income youngsters, who are predominately black, now range f rom

nine to eighteen years of age. Parent and Youth Interviews, Wechsler 1Q
scores, achievement test scores, and data from school records were collected

in the current follow-up on program,children and their control or comparison

group. Methodological problems inherent ia longitudinal research and secondary

analysis such as attrit.omn and sample selection variatious are discussed.

Strategies tor investigating program characteristics (age and length of

interventton, curriculum types) are prop~sed for future analyses.

III. Findings
The results analyzed’thus far show that investments in early educat.on
have long term benefits in three areas: ,

BB 1 et Provided by ERIC .
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1) Special Educaticn Asg}iyment. The combined evidence fiom prggect

sites which collected this data shows that early education sig-—
nificantly reduced the number of program children assigned to
special educational classes.

2) In-grade retention. The combined evidence from seven project

sites able to collect this information indicates that early .
educatien significantly the number of children held back
one or more grades.

3) Cognitive measures. The children from all three of programs

surpassed their controls for up to three years after the end of
the program on the Stanford-Binet. This significant difference
appears to last through the primary grades. Current Weéhslcr
results show only the youngest program subjec : with TIQ scores
significantly higher than their controls'.
Attrition analyses indicate that over all, therec were no significant differ-
, ences between the early demographic and cognitive characteristics of those

subjects foind and those not feund for follow-up study. Less than 3% of

2
those contacted refused to participate in the follow-up study.

-~
»

IV. Conclusions

The most important fin<ing is that los income children who received

( : eurly education are better able to mez2t th. minimal requirements of their
- schools as shown 1n reduced rate of assigﬁment to special education and in-
grade retention. In addition, the preschool programs improve cognitive

skillf into the primary grades as measured by the Stanford-Binet. Parental

satisfaction with programs was high as measured on the follow-up inter-

*

views. Preliminary analyses indicate significant differen es in attitudinal

§El{fC‘ ; 13
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.
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responses such as program children rating themselx:s better than others

in their school work compared to their controls.

.
-

>

V. Implications

The implications are that well pianned curricula for young children

&
{

in day care and Head Start are likely to reduce later costly special

|2
gl
¥

S
7

education or remedial programs in schools.

13‘:“?.?
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PART 1

INTRODUCTION

A. Background

Alexis de Tocqueville, writing at a tire when broad generalizations

3.
1
L
3

5

3
S,
5

w

o
Jme
B

f

were still respectable, observed that Europeans tended to accept their -

gasna

stations in life and to try to improve conditions within their stationms,

iy

whereas Americans assumed that they could chang. their station through hard
work, virtue and talent. While in recent years we have added the idea of
opportunity, de Tocquevillé's generalization about Americans can be
defended today.

Head Start was built on the assumptign that early education, pareAtal

- involvement, and the provision of medical and social services could enable

s

children of poor parents to achieve cognitive parity with their middle-

class peers, aiid leave the rarks of rLhe poor.

From this traditional American premise, a vast array of programs and .

s - curricula emerged. The age of entry into programs, the length of intervention,

the settings, the teachers, and the materials employed all varied in-a pro-

Y —

fuse diversity of programs for low-income children and their familijes.

L

Twelve years later, with sufficient numbers of rrogram children in
their later years of childhood and adolescence, it became appropridte to

take stock of outcomes. ,

o This repo‘g\gescribe§ the findings of fourteen longitudindl studies of
~ ~
low-income children' who participated in experimental infant and preschool

programs prior to 1969. It was conducted as a collaborative effort by a
N

dozen investigators who agreed to collect common follow-up data in 1976-77.

s
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We bel}eve that the findings in this report now leave no reasonable

doubt that in the main, programs which had deliberate cégnitive curricula

had a significant long-term effect on school performance. The findings
are hoth too conservative in the methods of data analysis from which they

energe and too dramacic in their consistency and size, for the main effects

-

they found to be spurious. The critical questions they address could, we

believe; be addressed only by longitudinal methods.

Longitudinal data provide the most valid and direct way of
4ssessing the\cognitive, social, emotiongl'and familial outcomes of programs
for young children. Scientifically useful longitudinal data are also the
most difficult to obtain, and longitudinal studies are the most difficult
to design and maintain. ‘

Intervention programs typically have small N's; our mobile society

»

produces high attritionj changes\}n psychometric technology .make baseline

measures obsolete; changing political climates can suddenly cut off access
~ ) R
— to data or research funds. Furthe¥, policy-makers are rarely content to §
. !
wait for findings -- but children's growth cannot be hurried by electoral
9
calendars. ’

the demonstration that investments in early education have long-term

benefits that are both humane and fiscal cannot hzlp but quell the doubts

. ¢
that have effectively frozen such investments for almost a decade.

Theoretical Significance
[n recent years, there has been a resurgence of the pgrennial
populist-elitist debate about the malleability of the child's mind. It
. 1ic perhaps symbolic that today's most eloquent champions of the elitist
position speak from pos&Lions at our oldest -- and traditionally, most elite--
university. It is from Harvard that we hear that intelljgénce is primarily
Q
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genetic (Herrnstein); that anything that can be done must be done before three

years of age -- and then by a s;pétmom who stays home (White); that early
trauma will be "outgrown" anyway, without the taxpayer's investments (Kagan);
and that, in any event, if a poor kid makes it, it's purely a matter of luck
(Jencks). This modern echo of Cotton Mather is also part of the American
experience, and only the clearest pracfical demonstration that ta.ents,
‘learning ability, and capacity for social development are widely distributed,
and can be actualized by appropriate stimulation, will permit continued
natiohgl investment in Head Start's role in the search for ways of increasing
human capabilities. The ideological.and theoretical arguments' are not new.
What is new is tne opportunity to move part of the debate érom the realm
ofispeculation to scientific test. That opportunity exisgs because of

the inyestmenis in early intervention of the sixties, and 0CD's decision

to risk the outcomes of 1ongitudinai studies.

OCD has.been no stranger to longitudinal stndies. Where other
federally supported longitudinal research usuglly did not involve specific
interventions (Perinatal Study, Children of Ka&ai, Berkeley Growth étudy),
the ETS Longitudinal Study, the follow-ups of children in the PCC's and the

N\

PCDC's, the current studies of Home Start, and this research all have the

potential of testing the developmental hypotﬁesis; of reaching rew insig' ts

1 <o the rvelationship between early experience, the conditions and settings

1
of a young child's life, and the behaviorai, social and educational outcomes

of planned eariy intervention.

) - .
The reader is asked to keep a few caveats in mind as (s)he reads this

~

report.
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(1) wWhile the curricula and delivery systems used in thesc experiments
can be found‘in Head Start programs in many places and could be easily
adopted by others, and while fhe children were typical of Heah Start's
populations, these were not typical Head Start programs. They were
experimental programs. They varied in ages, frequency and-duration of
sessions. However, some were actually Head Start sponsored, and current
Head Start quality standards are such that similar curricula are likely
to be part of typical Head Start programs.

(2) These studies; with a few exceptions, were not initially desigped

a -

as longitudinal studies, nor were they designed for later comparisons or
pooling of the data. This ié«a‘sepondary analysis, and thare are very

real limits on the amount of information that was common acreoss =tudies

, . &
when they collected their initial baseline information. However, they are,
I

4

with a few exccptions, all the existing studies that can be used for'ﬂﬁ?

investigation of long-term effects of early intervention. It would take

Y

!

A

another fifteen years (an’ at least five million dollars) to create a
similar sample. 7

In this, report we describe in detail each of the analyses and their
limitations so that teclinical readers can assess our methuds and conclusions
for themsclves. Some of the juestions for which we now have the data will
nced to be dealt with in future reports. This report includes in
iLs anal@ses raw data received up until the first week of .july, 1977. "~More
d5td have been received since tﬂen, and the quantities of such additional
data are indicated. I'ull information on all located subjects will
proh?hly not arrive until late in Octoborl

Not all comparisons include all project sites. This 1is due, not to

deliberatc selection on our part, but to the availability of the data at

time of analysis.

18




B. Formation of the Consortium

The idea of this Consortium arose out of at least four interests
that conversed in 1975.
- Seve.al of the investigators were very much conéerned with finding
"ways to follow their original subjects, primarily for scientific
reasons.

- There was a building band-wagon of professionals who weré\\\

~

denying the importance of early experience or continuity of h

experieﬁce in later 1ife - an idea which, to many other profes-

~

sional§, not only defied common observation;, but was based upon
witat they felt was very flimsy and highly sgIe:tive evidence.
- There were clear indications particulafly in published budget e
projections, that Lhe Office of Management and Budget sought to
- severely reduce fedr ral expenditures for young children. The

T -

virtual atolition of all ¥at custodial requirements for federally -

*

supported day care seemed a hartinger of the future.
- A number of state governments were seeking help in selecting a
sepsible policy in regard to early'childhood programs(
o Da;ing 1975 a number &f the investigators who were attending a
national aeeting met informally and agreed that the only proper "test" of
,the effects cf ear}y experience was to seek out cﬁild{en who had been -

subjects in early intervention studies long enough ago for any effects a

to have appeaved. The early intervention studies of the late 1950°s
t

and early 1960's seemed a fruitful source ot such persons.

a

- 1rVing Lazar, of Cornell University, who was then examining the

research issues relating to the continuity of development for the

~
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Social Research Group at George Washington University and serving as
an advisor on program development for the Educatior Commission of the

States, was able to obtain some travel funds to call together persons who

>

had directad early intervention programs which had certzin basic

characteristics: - _

They had completed their studies prior to 1969.

| &

They had large enough original samples so that a recovery rate

of 30% would still be a statistically usablee number.

VO B

They met some basic conditions of experimental design.

They had made some effort to follow their subjects.

A i B
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They had explicit and standard intervention pregrams, so that

the content of the child's experience could be specified.
At the initial meeting, sponsored by the Social Research Group,
two other investigators with sizable numbers of subjects were nominated

for inclusion in the proposed collaborative arrangement. One of these

accepted the invitation; the other made no reply, and since his data had

not been made available to the scientifir community, no further pursuit
Y -

—_—

‘was-undertaken.
Because of»the importance of the proposed follow-up to state governments,
the Education Commission of the States, which serves as a policy research
.organization for forty-nine state povernments, offered to sponsor the

Consortium effort.

At a second meeting of the Consortium group, certain basic agreements
were undertaken: ‘
(1) Each member would turn over a set of his/her original data and fnllow-
up data for central processing to a grdhp who had not been

involved in any of the studies.




(2) Each member would retain "ownership'" of thosc data, in the sense
that he/she could -review in advance the uses which the central
group would make of them and retained full rights to publish his/
her own findings. Tée Consortium could use the data for its
common purposes, but only individual investigators could release
the raw data t; others.

(3) Each member agreed in advance to collect a common set of protoccls;
to be jointly arrived at, in the new follow-up.

It was declared that Dr. Lazar would chair the Consortium, would direct

che datd treatment at Cornell, and would take the lead in seeking financial

support for the studies.

C. Deédription of Studies

~ £

The interventior scudies dincluded in tnis report Qere designed to
%e;ermine whether an individual program with children had duFable ggsulté.
They involved treatments which varied as a functf%n of the theoret%cal .
- disposition of the principal investigator. Age, type, duration, and
intensity of intervention varied from study to study. yost of the '
programs were begum in the early and middle 1960's. Federal funding '“1
was obtained from various sources, including the Office of‘Econamic
Opportunity, thé U.S. Office of Education, the Childgen's;Bureau,
the National Institute of Mental Health, and the National IPstitute of
Child Health aﬁd Human Development. Additional support came from private

funds, notably from the Carnegie Corporation and Ford Foundation. While |

each of the intervention studies was originally designed to determine
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whether a particular treatment (or treatments) was effective, as a group

they provide an answer to whether or not intervention as a concept is

eflective.

The studies from which the data presented here were drawn may be

-~

grouped by delivery system into three categories. Home-based delivery

systems direct their educational efforts primarily toward the parent,

RS TN, P

usually the mother, as the major instrument of change and influence

[y

in the child's life. Activities, toys, and games arejbrought to the
family home by a "home visitor" who trains the mother to use the

activities and to promote her child's development through parent-child

t

interaction. Center-based programs provideﬂﬁore or less structured
, ?

. L7 . .

nursery school programs for children. Ingg?%ctlon usually occurs in
- & * .

small groups but in some cases is on a one-to-one basis. Parents are
kept informed about the program but are not actively involved in day-to-
day. intervention. Each combination program consists of a center-based

nursery school program coupled with a periodic home visit in which both

parent and child are involved.

The charactgristics of the studies included in this tesearch are
summarized in Table 1. Below is a brief description of each of tlie

-
programs. Additional information, such as the details of sample selection,

ra

are included elsewhere in this report. b

The Philadelphia Projec br. Kuno Beller

Dr. Beller's program studied the effects of variations in the timing
of entrance into preschool or school. Three groups of children were -
1]

involved. An experimental nursery school was provided through the school

system for a group of four year old children. Classes of fifteen children,

22




attended by a head teacher and an aégiStaQE? operated four days a week.
A second group of children began regular publ¥;\§bhoq} kindergarten at

age five, and a third group entered school in the birst é?5deQat age

six with na kindergarten preschool experience.-

Institute for Developmental Studies: Drs. Martin and‘Cynthia Deutsch o

The Deutsch's program examined the effects of a specific intervention

program on several sample waves of children from low-income areas in New )
N\ }

York City. They compared each of these vo three control groups of children from
R the same areas. Their specificallv developed curriculum, which began vith

Kl
a preschool program and extended into elementary school through third

grade, emphasized language development, concept formation, perceptual

and overall cognitive deveiopment, and the child's self=-concept. _

The Parent Education Program: Dr. Ira Gordon. N

AN

Dr. Gordon's project provided home-visitor, parent-focused intervention

= during the middle 1960's to children f{rom three months to three vears .old.
This study was specifically focused on the énhancement of the intellectual o
and personality development of the child ané the‘production of cganges

- @ .
in the mother's self-esteem and in her conviction that she could affett

what happened to herself and her child. Gordon utilized trained para-

>
1

professional home visitors who worked wich each mother once a week. The
sequenced curriculum emphasized P;aggtian concepts .appropriate to the

child's stage of development. One treatmentﬂﬁfohp received weekly visits
7

for two years, starting when the child was three months old; a second,

< visits from three months to one year of age; and a third, visits from one

L4

4

year to two years of age.

3
1
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As the chilgren reached two years of age,'they entered Gordon's

v

Home Learning Center Program for an additional year. This treatment

’

continued weekly home visits to the parent, but added a twice-weekly

o

four hour group experience for five children at a time. The "backyard

centers" were located in the homes of the families in tfie project.

Early Training Project: Dr. Susan Gray

- Dr. Gray's program utilized a single intervention model but(implemented

.

it through two delivery systems, a center-based summer program and a home

visitor winter program. The project was directed towards developing the
ol “

child's attitude: and aptitudes,conducive to school success, as well as
AY ’ -

his or her general competence, and towards encouraging the parent to become

a more effective teacher of the child.

Family-Oriented Home Visitor Program: Dr. _Susan Gray

This home-based program focused on enabling the parents to bepome
more effective edpcational change agents with their small children. Home
visitors worked with the mothey and toddler plus one other child to improve
the mother's effectiveness as an educational change agent. This took '
place weékly for eight months. The entire family was involved wﬁerever

po§sibfé.

Curriculum Comparison Study: Dr. Merle Karnes ;

. . «£
In chis study, 2ach of five groups of prescﬁool children attended

programs offering different curriculum models: Bereiter-Engelmann, traditional,

Community—IntegrEkgd, Montkgsori, and Dr. Karnes' concept development cur-

riculum. Each group attended one of the pfeschool models for about two

hours a day for seven to eight mounths. . .

[T

.
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Mother—Child Home Program: Dr. Phyllis Levenstein

Dr. Levenstein's program used commercially available toys taken by

"Poy Demonstrators" to homes in an urban area of Long Tsland. Visits with
?
mothers and infants on a weekly basis concentrated on iwproving verbal

interaction, attempting to prevent educational disadvantage through early
*

cognitive and affective intervention.

et

Experimental Variation of Head Start Curricula: ©Dr. Louise'Miller "

- Dr. Miller's study compared the benefits of Bour'established preschool

‘programs: lMontessori, Bereiter-Englemann, DARCEE, ‘and a traditional
nursery school program. Each group attended a six-hour daily program at . ]

age four, followed by either a traditional or academic kindergarten

By

program at age five. One half of the DARCEE group received home visits in

e addition to the center-based program.

Harlem Training Project: Dr. Francis Palmer -
. 1

Dr. Palmer's study provided one-to~one center-based intervention
oo fol%pwing two. models: a Concept Training Group and a Discovery Group.
3
The experimental children attended one'or the other of the programs for

one hour, twice weekly, for eight months.

Perry Prescl >ol Project: D.. -David Weikart

-This program provided academically high-risk children with a
.cognitiyely—oriented preschool program for two years before the children
entered kindergarten. Five cohorté of children were studied over a,

period of thirteen years.

Curriculum Demonstration Project: Dr. David Weikart

L\ This project utilized three curricula: Bereiter—Ehgelmann, cognitive !

' [

training, and a unit-based or traditional model. The children Qttended
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a half-day program and were visited by a teacher once a week over g tvo-
- : /
year period for 90-minute periods of instruction.

- .

o

Carnggieffﬁfﬁﬁf’g}ogram: Dr. David Weikart B .

Dr. Weikart'sfhome—based‘infént program provided a series of lessons

to very young infants and their parents. The curriculum emphasized the

developwental theory of Piaget and stressed the facilitation of the

growth .of mothers as teachers. ")

’ Micro~Social Learning System: Dr. Myron Woolman

Dr. Woolman studied the effects of a’preschool program utilizing

.

an arrangement of modular units in which children yorked »through a pre-

kg

planned sseries of activities. They received periodic reipforcemert as

the' completed each objective in a sequence. The program design also

included a life-simulator space in which the children applied their newly

learned skills in free play. - This aspect of ..ae program utilized materials

and equipment designed to provide unstructured free response favorin -
o

interactive pldy.
¢

‘Head Start and Follow Through New Haven Study: Dr. Edward Zigler

This study investigated the effects of regular Head Start a d Follow

.

Through interventions on two cohorts of preschool children in New Haven,

Connectizut, using measures of academic achievement, [Q, and social-

emotional development. The original group has now veen followed through

the eighth grade. *
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Tab}e 1: Summary of Studies
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Through New Haven

Study

TYPE OF .-
PROGRAM INVESTIGATOR LOCATION DELIVERY SYSTEM AGE AT INTERVENTION YEARS OF PROGRNM_;‘
Thét?bilgdeiphia Dr. Kuuo Beller 2 Philadelphia center-based 4-6 early '60's
Project i . .

Institute for De~- Dr.'s Martin & . Harlem center-based 4-8 late '50's
velopmental Studies : Cynthia Deutsch : early '60's

.The Parent : Dr. Ira Gordon ; northern home~-based 3me -3 “mid '60's 7
‘Education Program R ._Florida .

“fhe Barly Training : Dr. Susan Gray ; Murfreesboro or combination 4=5 early '60's
Project ' Columbia, Tenn.

- The Family-Oriented Dr. Susan Gray Nashville, Tenn. home-based 0, 1 early '70's .
Home Visitor P ,gram :

Curriculum Dr. Merle Karnes Champaign - center~based 4 mid '60's
Comparison Stuay Urbana, Ill.

The Mother-Child Dr. Phyllis Long Island home~based 2-3 late '60's )
Home Program + Levenstein : early '70's
Experimental - Dr. Louise if*ller Louisville, Ky. center-based 4 mid 60's

Variation of Head cowbination ’

Stapt Curricula

-"nglem Training Dr. Frank -Palmer Harlem center-based 2-3 mid 60's

Project '

Perry Preschool Dr. David Weikort Ypsilanti, combination 3=4 carly '60's
Project . Mich.

iCurriculum Demon=- Dr. David Weikart Ypsilanti, combination 4 mid 60's

, stration Project hich.

Carnegie Infant Dr. David Weikart fpsilanti, home-based 3mo ~ 2 late '60's

Program Mich.

Micro-Social Dr. Myron Wcolman Vineland, N.J, center-based 45 late '6Q's
Learning Systemn

Head Start & Follow Dr. Edward Zigler New Haven, Conn. center-based 5 mid ‘6G's

RIC 27
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D. Consortium Problems, Decisions, and Notes on the Environment of the

Study -

Once the basic decision to collaborate in a longitudinal study was

undertaken, and it was agreed that all the original and, follow-up data

would be treated by a group who had no vested interest in the outcomes

S

and had not participated in any of the original studiés, three major
kinds of decisions needed to be made: .

- The variables and measures to be included in the follow-ups

>
- Decisions and choices in statistical treatment cf the data,

~

- Reporting, dissemination and interpretation of the data. ‘ -

14
The Decisions on Data to Be Collected. . “

i The major constraint %n the conduct of this study was fiscal.
It was extremely difficult to find support for this research for a variety
of reasons: A
- There had been widespread publicity about the Westinghouse-Ohio
University Study which was interpreted as meaning thaé‘there
were no educational benefits frem préschool education. The
methodological problems in that study, built into the design
prescribed by OEO we;; never widely understood. Private foundations
we approached did not believe we could find any effects after
ten years., The interpretations by Jensen, Jencks, Hernstein and
Bronfenbrenner reenforced their expectation of negative findings.
~ Meny fedcral personnel were fearful that another follow-up study

would simply serve to hammer the final nails into the coffin

then being buiit for Head Start by the Administration in 1975.
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< Many people believed that a consortium of this kind could never

work - that a dozen senior and independent investigatrors would

[13

. never agree on a single study design, or stick with it.

> .
+

- Others felt that after a decade it would be impossible to find

-~

enough of the original samples to have any meaningful data.

There was interest among sophisticated decision makers in having something

s

R e e e

substantial upon which to base decisions about programs for young children.

.

- 5 - Governors were faced with decisions on state investments in .
fe

services for young children. ' _—

- There was considerable pressure to make permanent the elimination of-
I3

educational requirements from the Federal Interagéncy Day Care

Requirements. This pressure was “justified" by the assertion that ,

° early education had no benefits worth the cost. . '
- Thoughtful pol?ticians of both the right and the left qﬁestioned

the assertion of no benefit, noting that half of middle class

-

11 N
families pur-hase preschool services and have for almost a century.

It seemed unlikely that so many consumers could be so wrong for

'so long a time.
The Office of Child Development agreed to take the risk of financing
what many thought to be a hopeless task. The ‘amount oé money they could,
make available while substantial irn toto, meant that each investigator
would have to locate, interview, test, gain access to, and record school
data on youngsters, and irterview their parents for a total cost of about
$250 per family. This is a small fraction of the cost-per-subject of

other longitudinal studies. This limitation meart that we could not afford

S
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to make more than one contact per subject. That in turn limited the amount

" of informati.u which could be collected.

Consortium members were torn between their personal wish to use that

K

contact to examine socio-emotional variables and the public policy need

to investigate cognitive variables. The public policy needs won out.

Further, although IQ scores seemed not the most relevant of the cognitive

. measures which could be c@psen, it was recognized that the prior public

.

storms about IQ would cast doubt on the credibility of any other findings

if IQ's were not also examined.

Thus the battery chosen: the WISC-R, the interviews, the school

I

records, and, with reluctance, the school-administered achievement tests.

-

Most of the group had grave doubts about our ability to use the achievement
test data collected by the schools. Indeed the problem cf tpéating those

. -

data has been the most vexing and time consuming methodological problem
we have faced. ' ' .

,As it turned out, even the sparse allowance per-case w; projected
was wrong. We anticipntcd‘locgting bet&een a third and a half of the
original subjects - if{ we were lucky, As the reader can see, we struck
a jackpot and retrieved ovey 2/3 of the original subjects. And we
kept running out of monev.

‘Many of the institut ions which empioyed the invostigat;;s, recognizing
the unique and potentially important nature of the Qata, were persuaded to
contribute all or most of their normal overhead costs. Several investi-
gators gave up their summer salaries. Supplies, equipment, and
telephone costs somchow got largely absorbed. Some of the deans and

business offices developed sudden blind spots when passing the of fices

and research spaces co-opted by the consortium.

2}

A 31
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Indeed, as it turned out, keeping peace between the investigators

_ was never a problem. Long standing differences were set aside, minimal

’

time.was spent on trivick debate, and decisions, once reached ware
[

accepted. The Chairmar's job turned out to be a combination of stringent

fiscal management, begging, coping with school district lawyers and .
running interference with unieersity admiaistratgrs. A dedicated central

staff coped with the data and kept in continuous touch with the research

teams in the field.

~

Decisions and Choices in Stat*stical Treatment

Both secondary analyses and longitudinal research are activities ‘ é
3 . .
noted for the size and frequency of their hazards and mazes. In combining

both of them we knew that our own statistical skills would need supplementation.

»

Many of the investigators, in addition to being leaders in Child ‘ . N
Development, are superb methodolog&sts and have excellent. staff. All considered

the problems their own and gave ireely of their time and skill. We waht

to particularly acknowledge the assistance of John Madden (of Fhyllis

Levenstéin's staff), Frank Palmer, and Mike Woolman.

removed from the projects. Profs. Richard Darlington, Henry Ricciuti,

John Doris, Steven Caldwell and Jay Millman, all of Cornell, were consistently

generous with advice and information. Dr. Robert McCall, of the Boys

=

cy Additionally we drew upon consultation from methodologists totally
|

Town Institute and formerly of The Fels Pesearch Institute, shared his |
unique experiences with the’treatmen} of longitudinal data. Dr. Bernard

Brown, of OCD's research staff, was a constructive partner in every

stage of chis study, and helped us in innumerable ways. Prof. Urie

Bronfenbrenner (also at Cornell) served as "heavy" critic, and periodically

32
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. understand what these findings are - and what they are not.
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I ~

helped us re-examine thc validity and meaning of our procedures. And
finall&, the Social Science Research Council's Committee on Longitudih§l
Methodology offered to critique the whole study.

‘}nitiallya believing that readers would understa%ﬁ that this was’,
;qf necessity, a heuristic investigation, we« intended to use the usual
methods of standard-score con;ersion to pool all of the data across

studies. We rapidly discovered that finding positive effects touched a

number of raw ideological nerves, and that we could expect to be attacked

» 3
PN

for not meeting the standcrds of a single, planned‘experimeht carried out
entirely in a laboratory with caged‘animgls bred for the purpose of the
study.‘ While no 'field-based study of real people can meet the design .
.criteria of a laboratory experiment, we came to the conclusion, after
seeing the initial data, that in order to at least reduce resistance to
these findings we would use the most rigorous and conservative data for
trea;ment'choices available. These‘choiceg have minimized the findings,
juét as the two sampling anomalies we found‘(i‘e.. Palmer and Miller)
minimized diffe;ences between experimental and control populations.
Since there are virtually no_other examples of so many fully in-~
dependent tests of a single central hypothesis, conducted over so long

a period in contemporary social science and brought together in terms of

comparable data, we trust that the reasonably objective reader will

In general, Consortium members discussed treatment choices thoroughly,
and helped central staff understand the limitations of their own data.

Acting the way scientists are supposed to, they were remarkably non-defeisive

[N
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about their data, cooperated fully in providing information as best they

.
n

- could, :and neQér attempted to interfere with‘thc independence of the Cornell

o

group in treating and interpreting the data.

Reporting, Disseminating, and Interpreting the Findings . ~“¥

At the first meeting of the Consortium, it was recogﬁized that

prompt reporting of findings,was essentia; if they were to be useful in

14

decision making. Work on two 1it;rature review documents was delegated
immediately. Dr. Kuno-Bellef is chaf;ing a subgroup preparing a technical .
monograph reviewing all available research on early intervention, which is
awaiting these dgta for completion. Dr. Frank Palmer prepared. a popular “

review of the e§§géifindings which was wﬂdzly distributéd in 1976. In

June of 1977 he prepared a new review, presently being edited for publication,

for the White House Commission on Mental Health. Dr. Bernard Brown
&

successfully arranged for presentations by Consortium members and staff at

B R S e e
<
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major professional meetings across the .country in 1976 and 1977 (See

: 2
The Educational Researcher. < 5

i

}g .Appendix A~3). Over a thousand cop%es of a preliminary, non-technical

§J . report prepaged in gay,1977 fotvan OCD meeting in él Paso, Texas have been

% distributed in respomse to requests from state and federal agencies, school ‘

g. districcs; Head Start sponsors and universities across the country. )

%A Substantial coverage by newspapers andl£ews1etters has already occurred,

;‘ and the Consortium chairman and staff have made %resentations of the data ' )

- to staff at the White House, in the Congress, and to various Head Start

é and day care groups. Articles have been scheduled in several major

? ‘ pubiications, and a summary of this report will appear in the widely

é ) read publication of The American Educati;nal Research Association,

? }
|
|
|
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’;‘ If suppart for further multivariate gnalyses becomes available,

L ERIC

disseminatiqn of those findings will be underwritten by a grant from the B

-

Hewlett Foundation.

Adﬁitionally, the individual investigators will be publishing

-

findings unique to their own studies, using data beyond the comiion core

gathered by all the Consortium members.

A "popular" summary of this réport is being prepared

'fo; distribution to state legislators and governors, and a %1ide/soundq

presentation of the data will be produced for loan to local groups.

A series of supplemental sEudies on special topics is planned to
reach specialized audiences this fall and winte;. Several doctoral dis-
sertations are being drawn from these data, and will lead to additional
publications. Consortium members have allowed themselves to be drafted
for public and professional presentaticns, and a freque~t use of telephones, :
air-package délivery, and finding ways to get together has kept the
members reasonably abreast of each other's work. W

Just as the data of feach study remains the "preperty" of its principal

. V . - .

investigator, so too has the independeuce of each investigatbr to publish -~

o N

aﬁd interpret the data in his/her own way been carefully preserved. Inter-
pretativns in this document are those of the Chairman and the staff, although’
the membership will be asked to review”the document before its delivery
to our sponsoés. .

The Consortium worked, we think, because its membership were
personally secure, mature and well established scientists who respect‘
each other, and were ailling to forego personal goals in a genuine

effort to produce a socially as well as scientifically important study.

-
Y
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Under such circumstances, decision makirg and impleﬁentation flowed 3

a

.— —..from the importance of the task. 9pen knowledge of finances, difficulties,

gpd*ﬂimitations eliminated most problems{of misunde}fs nding:v The few o8

possible sodrces of conf¥}gi were quickly-brought t8 g discussion,

despite the discomfort of such discussions. We believe FEB; these
Y

S w

practiégs, plus the character of the investigators, made this project
possible. »

E. Problems of Secondary Analysis .

This report essentially constitutes a secondary analysis of the . T
data from the Consortium members' pr>jects. ‘'This is true even thouéﬁ the L
1976-77 .data were collected specifically for this report, since the

: design of the projects had been determined prior to cthe collection of

.

e these data.

The most basic problem of secondary an?xysis in general is that the
analysis uses data in a manner for which they were not originally intended.
A prime example of this occurrence is the importance of‘the Stanford-
Binet scores in ghe current analysis. The Binet was(used by the origiral
projects as one, of many measures of program effectiveness. However, ‘
si;;e the Binet was'fhg test used gy more 'projects than any other (in
fact, other than the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test it was the only test

used by a majority of projects), it assumes a much greater importance

= in the current analysis that it had in the original analyses by the
E L

projects.

A second problem of secondary research is that the duestions which
can be posed are limited b&-the data which have already been collected.

One simply cannot ask whether eariy education affects second grade 1Q
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_scores unless the projects gave IQ tests at that time. This problem

is made more complex by the fact that the projects were conducted in-

’

dependently and, hence, the chances are slim that most projects would

have independently collected the same measure at the same time (in fact,
this happened only for the Binet and Peabody Picture Vocabul -~y Test.)

A third major problem is that the experimental designs were dif-
. N /
ferent (particularlywithrespect to selection and assignment of program

and control children) and that, hence, comparisons of the studies are

always ter-ious. A secondary analysis does not give as directly useful

.

information as would a carefully designed experiment of the same size.

.

(An analysis of the sample selection and assignment procedures used by

g fRN 18 ARG T

each project is contained i Appeﬁdix B-1.)

v

F. Problems of Longitndinal Analvsis

_Since this feport follows the same subjects over a number of years, y
it is also subject to the problems involved in longitudinal research.

The most basic préplem in lonéitudinal research is that of attrition,
i.e., the loss of subjects over time due to death, 'inability to be located,
refusal to éarticipate any longer, etc. This loss of subjects is only
a minor problem if tue loss is random, 1.e., if there is no factor which
causes the dropouts to be systematically different from the final sample,
However, the rosuirs of rcsca?ch can be biased if one of threé types
of attrition occur: .. \ -

- the dropouts differ from the final sample on some important

characteristic (e.g., if children with less educated parents tended

to drop out while those with more educated parents tended to stay

in the final sample).

¢
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differential attrition between groups - if the pattern of attrition’

»

differed between the program and control groups (e.g., if the

children with less educated parents were those who dropped out of

- the control group, while the children with more educated parenté

- tended to drop out of the program group). ; . a

- diéferential attrition due to refusals to participat?-by unhappy‘
or dissatisfied subjects. ! ¥

The overall evidence in our study seems to indicate that, although
thére‘are some instances of differential attrition, the final sapples
are representative of the original samples. Overall
there were Ao significant differences Setween the demographic
i . charactqristics'of those subject% found "and those ;oq found. The only

significant attrition dependeﬂggn whether specific pieces of ‘data ~

were in hand on July 1, 1977. Tﬁus, attrition appears to have been a

fairly random process. This conclusion is not surprising given the
. »

-~ ' fact that much of the attrit;on occurread whi%p neither program nor

control children were receiving any major benefits (or c;sts) from the
. project (i.e., after project\rerminaé;on)l The major reason to
suspect biases caused by att;ition is tﬁat the benefits received from
the proc~am will cause a differeﬁn pattern of attrition in the program
versus control groups. Since the current Tollow—;p occurred several
years after program germination, there is little reas;n to”suspect that
differeqtial patterns of attrition would occur when neither group was
receiving benefits from the program. Tﬁe most crucial period for

which attrition must be investigated in evaluation research is the

period of program duration - and the question of attrition during the

4
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. program has been addressed by most of the péojq&fs in their original
~ reports which dedl with more immediate posttests. The fact that

© less than 3% (N=22) of the parents and/or youths contacted refused to

. ~ participate in the follow-up eliminat@i any concerns we had about

contemporaneous differential attrition. The detailed attrition

-

«
<

. ihalysis ig‘contained in Appendix 333. - -

S
»

A second problem%in iongitudinalr?ésearch'is ‘that the-measures
. . - @

- .

used can change in meaning over time. This is especially true of IQ

and achievement tests since both the content and the'standardization

change with age. The content of a test used to measure the IQ of A

.
e

seventeen yedr old’ obviously differs from ‘the content of a test used to
S y

R

me33ufe'the 1Q of a three year old. Given such differences, it takes

a tremendous leap’of faith in the infallibility of the test designers

\

. to say that an IQ of 100 at age seventeen is "the same as'" an IQ of 100
8§
at age three. This probleQ is further complicated by the fact that IQ

.and achievement tests are standardized cross-sectionally (e.g., IQ at age

.three is standardized on a group of three year olds, IQ at age four‘on \

; a different group of four year olds,.ete.) rather than longitudinally

)

(e.g., IQ at age three being stahdafdized on a group of three year olids,
~
IQ at age four on the same group when they turn four, etc.). Cross-—

sectional standardization requires the additional leap of faith that the
g}0up of three year olds is "the same as" the greup of four year olds.

N

Y I
5 To avoid these diffié:ifles, this analysis aiways considers IQ scores of

the, program children as compared only with the 1Q scores of a control:

group. The posttest of the program group is never compared to their

pretest as an indicator of whether they gained in 1Q. Rather, the program

. " ) . . ;
- ERIC o -

-
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" to their control group.* - ' .

.
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-
bl

>
{ . " -

children are ééid to have gained in IQ only if cuey have gained relative

. A thixd problem in iongitudinal analysis is that of test-retest

+

effects, i.e., the fact that the very act of taking a first test may affect
the scores of the second test. Again, this effect is controlled for

to a certain extenc in this report by comparing the program children only

to their controls and not comparing program postest with program pre-

test as an indicator cf success. (This method controls only in those

i,

instances in which the control children were also given pretests; hcowéver,

>

this did occur in most projects.)

G. ngfyiew of the Analysis. : ‘

>

Data for this study were collected 1n two stages. First, the original

. A\
data collected independently by the praojects were duplicated and sent to )

kS -

the.central office. This original data consisted of any IQ, achievement

or other bsychnlogicai test data plus such demograﬁhic data as were col-
lected by the projects. Second, ea.n project collected curreat-year
féllow-up data in 1977 consisting of a standuard parent interview,

youth interview, school record data, achievemént.téét data and WISC-R

.

1Q data. The incerviews aud data collection forms were developed

by the Consortium znd were utilizéd by all but one project in this follow-

up. 3

L) R r\
‘‘he analyses contained in tanis report are pased on the Stanford-

I

Binet- 1Q test scores (from the or;ginal data). the WISC-R 1IQ scores.

-

% We recognize ‘that, this is a more conservative standard than is considoered
necessary by many psychometricians. Throughout this study we hav
selected\the more conservative of alternative data treatment chot

", 'so as to avold debates which are rot® germane to the principal problems
belng investlgated




* indicators of assignment to Special Education and of grade fai. :re from
the school records, plus selected variables from the ynuth and parent

interviews (from the cvrrent follow-up data). The status of the other

[
o

'ﬂaga collected in this project is cortained in Appendix A-4. DNata collected

'aqg”ppyqrepor;gé «n Ehis’'paper either arrived too late fur inclusion

. L el .
ch e emmEe TR e

wfﬁ}ujfﬁﬁﬁ will be included in later anal&ses, or have not yet been apalyzed.1
. » »
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PART II

DATA COLLECTION METHODOLOGY

.

II. Data Collection Methodology

-

‘Gentral data collection me .odology is described in this section.

More S;ecific information on the follow up data collection methodology
(response rates,‘interviewer characteristics, etc.) is contained in .
Aﬁpendix B-2.. The methods used in the vafious analyses are contained
in t@g;analysis sections.‘

N

A. Original Data

»

The "orig; ~ data" ccnsists of data on individual children col-

CIY

lected by the projec prior to their becoming inv¢ .ved in the Consortium.
& .

Raw test and demographic data were duplicated at each project and transferred
to the Central Office. Five projects (Beller, Levenstein, Miller,
Weikart-Carnegie and 2igler) transferred all data cn Hollerith cards.

Six projects (Deutsch, Gordon, Karnes, Palmer, Weitart-Perry and Weikart
Curriculum Demonstration) transferred most data on Hollerith cards plus

some data (generally demogra, 1ic informatior. never beE;re coded) on raw
data sheets. .Two projects {(Gray ETP and Gray FONV) Fransmitted all data

on raw data sheets. 6&§a from the raw‘data sheets'were coded an key-
punched at Cornell. All data were then checked for aécuracy and internal
consistency ard, where necessary, corfected after consultation with
personnel at the project from ;%ich they came. Crosstabulations of type

of data by prvject were performed to select those variableg which were
c;11ected by enough pro;ects to be selected for common analyses. Based

on the results of these analyses, the Stznford-Binet IQ scores plué selected

demographfc data were transformed to a common format and placed on a

single SPSS file. In addition, separate PSS files for each project

42
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containing essentially gli data received were created.

For purposes of these analyses a case was defined as any subject

whose test score was transmitted to the central ogfice.J In some instances,

4

this definition varies slightly from the definition of a case used

" * *by the original projects, producing minor differences in the reported N's.

Y

B. Follow-up Data

The decisions on the ghoice of common instruments to -ilused
in the present follow-up étudy evolvéd from lengthy discussion of alternativés'
by the Consortium nembers which lasted for over six monihs. Because of
financial restrictions and the high cost of locating subjects who had not
been interviewed or tested for many years, it was necessary to ~hoose a
1imited battery of measurements. The Consortium agreed to administer the
age-appropriate Wechsler Intelligencg Scale and the Consortium-
ﬁeveloped Parent and Youth Interviews, aﬁd to‘obtain data from the

chievement tests administered by the schools as well as data from

. . I
the school records. (See Appendix B-6, "Instruments".)\\

i

l. Parent and Youth Interviews )

The Developmental Continuity Parent Iﬁterviéw was initially

deveioped from a compilation of intervieﬁs used by indiéidual investigators,
//
especially those of David Weikart and Martin Deutsch! The interview

was pretested twice; the second pretest ised a carefully controlled

design which included families of children who hdg\?ttended Head Start in
Ithaca, New York, or had participated in a home-tased parent education
program based in Norwich, New York, from two to ten years earlier.

‘ actual sample to

The pretest sﬁmple parents were representative of the

be interviewed on such variables as race, urban/rural status, and humber




, of years since tpeir child had be?n in the program.*
_The Parent Interview was designed to obtain comprehensive, information
on hougehoiéwhompositioﬁ] sgcio—economic status, parental attitudes
.'-toward,faspirations for, and evaluations éf their child, information on

- the child's medical history, school educational history, the parent's’ ‘2

current relationship with the child, and parental assessment of the . N

" intervention program. . . :
The Youth Interview also drew upon previously developed interviews
<
used by it primcipal investigatces, but it leaned more heavily upon items

;};‘ of salient interest to participants at severalibbnscrtium meetings. .

This interview was also revised and ﬁretested in,gﬂe manner of the

-

3 Parent Interview. - '
- »
" \ b 4 ~

ifﬂ The Youth Tnterview obtains information on the child's status in school,

B _ his educational and occupational aspirationms, leisure time activities and

’

f{ interests, emplcyment status, and integration into his peer group and

<

A the larger community.

The irterviewing, whirh had begun in October, 1976 for some sites, was
completed by most sites before July 1 1977-g,TW° sites which were delaved for
& variety of reasors {princivally the problems associated with getting
school recordsdata) will complete their interviewing and testing this
summer. As of August 15, 1977, 958 Parent and 910 Youth Interviews had been

4 completed and sont to Cornell. It is expected that the total number

‘é ‘ of each type will exceed 1,200.

v

%

T, ———
* None of the studies took place in upstate New York, and these sites

- were not included in this study except for pretests of the interview

:? ’ . forms. Pretest interviewers and subjects varied in ethnic .group

:membership. :

Q

kA ot Provided by ERIC
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All project sites experienced some difficulties locating their

= . subjects after so many years. Various methods were used. Some projects

' began with name and address lists, both old and current. provided by
local schools and Boarqsrof Education (with elaborate procedures to insure

? informed consent by parents prior to the release of information). Other

. ¢ i
H .

sites had maintained contact over the years through hocme visits, Christmas

cards and post office forwarding addresses. Recently retired school
- L
o J .
teachers who lived in the community were a valuable source of the families' -
i curreni addresses. Mcost sites contacted relations or friends of the

families or asked the located parenls about other families who were dif-

» ficult to contact.

2. Wechsler Intelligence Scales
The Wechsler scores (WISC, WISC-R and WAIS) were sent to .

Cornell in a common format on coding sheets. A total of 725 Wechsler
- scores were received from seven project sites. Five projects (Gray,

Karnes, Miller, Palmer and Woolman) administcred WISC-R's during 1977
and sent them to Cornell for the final report. The Palmer project sent
additional WISC-R scores which had been collected during 1976, and the
WISC-R's sent for Gray's ETP group were administered in 1975. The
Levenstein project sent WISC scores collected during the current year,
while the Perry project sent WISC scores collected when tue subjects
woere in eighth gradc. (Since the Perry project consisted of five
cohorts of children, it was decided that it was best to send test
scores from a point when all children were the same age rather than

from the current year.) In the remaining sites, WISC testing was not

completed in time fouv inclusion in this report.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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3. School Record Forms

s
-~ LY

For the October NERA meeting; Cornell staff developed an

-
-

iustrument for collecting school characteristics and student performance

(marks, attendance, 1iscipline). After Consortium members expressed

concern abput the time and money involQé& in collecting this data fpr
every gradé, the decision was made to develop a sh?rt form to be used by :
" all sites and an optional long form. The School Record Form (face .
sﬁeets, short form) provided data on the most critical variab?es;
;urrent status in school, placement in special education, retention
history, or accelerated experiencés. In addition, scho;1 identificatir.
?; by code number, location ané type was collected so that school variables ,
such as funding 1evei, staffing, and ethnicity, for example, could be
investigated through secondary sources at a later date. Each site
agreed to provide school énd achiévem;nt test data for four years
“(the latest available year and three other specified years) rather °

than every year. Information about ‘the School Record Supplement is

% contained in Appendix B-2.

> Most of the data on assignment to special elucation” and on failure
in grade were transferred by the staff.of the individual investigators
from the school records onto the School Record Form designed for use by
all the projects. In some cases: however, the investigato;s had
already collected such data from the school rec8tds in a different
format, and these data were used in the analysis.

The sources of the data used in the special educatien and grade

reten-ion analyses are listed below.

E lk\l'c 4 (j

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v

Tt
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'~ For Gordon's project, the analyzed data on special education and
retention contained in the report "School Performance as a
Function of Early Stimulation" were used.

- For Gray's, Karnes', Miller's, and Woolman's projects, the raw
data on special education and retention from the School Record
Form were used.

- For Levenstein's project, the raw data on special education and

oot

R R S o E
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' retention collected from school teachers' reports on the children,
were used.
o - For Palmer's project, the analyzed data on retention from the

ERELT A s

paper "The Effects of Early Childhood Intervention” wc¢.e used.

E}

Y
.

- For Weikgrt's project, raw data from fourth grade coilected on
¢ — their forms were transcribed to the School Record Form.

- For Zigler's project, the raw data on retention collected in a

. different format were used.

Since some of the projects collected data oa other than the School
Record Férm, the definition of "special education" varies somewhat across
projects. The School Record Form itself provided four categories which
are considered as special education for this analysis: speclal e/ucation
(unspecified); educable mentally retarded or trainable mentally retarded;

emotionally disturbed; and learning disabled classes. 'he definitions

used, by project. are as follow.:*

- Gordon: Educable mentally rotarded, trainable mentally retarded,

specific learning disabled, emotionally disturbed

- Gray: kducable mentally retarded, trainable mentally retarded

% ,
Speech and hearing classes were not included in the definition of
special education since many of the problems which couid cause
assignment to such «lasses are not susceptible to remeaiacion by

education prygfjects. 4'M




Karnes: Special education (undefined), oducable mentally retarded,

Trainable mentally retarded, learning disabled,

emotionally disturbed .

Levenstein: Educable mentally retarded, BdCES, learning disabled.
remedial reading, remedial math, bilingual*

Miller: Special education (undefined), educable mentally retarded,

trainable mentally retarded, learning disabled, emotionally

disturbed

Woolman: Special education (undefined), educable mentally retarded,

trainable mentally retarded, learning disabled,
emotionally disturbed

-~ Weikart: Special education (undefined)

* A few children in bilingual classes were listed as being in special
classes.
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PART III

COMPARISON OF SAMPLES ACROSS PROJECTS

S
All projects in this study claimed to serve "disadvantaged" -

chiléren; However, an obviojus question which arises is this: to what
extent does '"disadvantaged" mean the‘same thing across proiects? , ‘
More precisely, were the &hildren in one project comparablé to the
children in other projects? Tﬂis question can be approached in two
ways. First, the children in the projects can be éoﬁﬁared on
véiﬁgus measures to see if there are significant differencas acress
projects. Secondly, the procedures and criteria for sample selection
of each pr..ject can he anaiyzed. The first approach is dealt with
in this section; tre second in Appendix B-1. s
The children 1; the different projects were coﬁpared on three

measures (all collected at the onset of the projects): pretest
Stanford-Binet I.Q., mother's education, and head of household SES
(Hollingshead ISP). One way ANOVA was performed for each of the three
variables, usirg project as the gr&uping variaple. ﬁach ANbVA was
performed separtely on two samples: the ofiginal sample (i.e., at the
beginning of the projects) and the current follow-up sample. Thus, a
total of six ANOVA were run. Following ANOVA, the Scheffr procedure was
used to divide the projects into homogeneous subsets (i:e., groups of
projects among whom there were no significﬁnt differences).

Table 2 reports the results of the ANOVA's on pretest 1.Q. for

both the ovriginal and follow-up samples. Iu Loth cases €

significant differences ambng the projects. As seen in Figure 1,
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there were no significant differences for the original sample among

: the Miller, Karnes, Palmer, Levenstein, Deutsch, Beller or Gray pro-
jects. The Perry project was significantly lower in I.Q. than any

other project except for CD, while the CL project was significantly

lower than three of the uther projects. Thus, the Lwo projects whicﬁ\
had specified a maximum I.Q. of 84 as a criterion for entrance AN
(see Appendix B—lS had, as expected, the lowest IQ. As seen in , \\
fiéure.z, the %erry project was significantly lower than all other N
projects for the follow-up sample and there were no significant \\\\

differences among any of the other projects.

Tablc 3 reports the results of the ANOVA's on mother's education
for toth the original and follow-up samples. Again, the differences
were significant. Figure 3 shows the groupings for the original

7

sample, with Palmer's project having the highest mother’s education

(significantly higher than Deutsch, Karnes, Perry and ETP) and Perry

and ETP having the lowest nother's education (significantly lower
than Palmer, Zigler and Miller). Figure 4 shows the groupings for
the follow-up data, with Palmer and Miller significantly

higher than Welkart and Cray.

Table 4 shows significant differences in the ANOVA's in SES for
both samples. Figure 5 shows that for the original samples, Palmer
is gignificantl higher than six of the nine other proiects, while
Perry and ETP are significantly lower than Miller and Palmer., Other-

wise the projects are homogeneous. Figure 6 shows that Palmer is

significantly higher than all other projects in the follow-up samples

and that Miller is <ignilicantly higher than Weikart and Gray. |

DU
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In sum the analyses show that there are some significant differences
among the projects on pretest IQ, mother's education and SES.' However,
the analyses also show that there ar: basically one or two projects 1in
which the samples are s}gnificantly different than.the rest, wﬁile the

~

balahce of the projects are homogeneous. -The Perry and CD projects' »
i -~
are lower in IQ than the others due‘to their maximum I0 criterion.
The Palmer and Miller projects are generallw the highest -in méther's
education and SES, while the Perry and ETP projects are lowest. Thus,
in general, the children in the different‘projects are very similar
on thece measures, Howéver; the differences which have been. pointed
out, particularly those of the Perry, Palmer, CD and ETP projects,
should be kept in mind wh~on evaluating the results of analyses.
Se;eral words of caution should be addeu at this point. First,
the measures used, of course, can give only a rough ;eflection of the
true d&fférences among the children. These measures do not reflect
such crucial differences as the fact that, for instance, children in
the ETP project grew up in Murfreesboro, Tennessee, in ~he early 60's,
while children in the Palmer project‘ig;w up in Harlem in the late 60's.
Although the ETP, Karnes, Perry and CD projects administered fu}].binet
pretests to their entire samples, Levenstein administered a Binet
pretest to only about 20% of her sample (others were given the Cattel)
and Palmer administered a pretest to ;nly 60% of his sample (those who
began preschool at age two were not pretested). Miller did not
administer "pretests" to her experimentals until they had already been
in the programs for two to-threc months. Given the evidence that

.preschoo® significantly increases children's IQ's within the first

three months, therefore, it is likely that the programs had already
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’ increased the children's IQ's by the time they were "pretested,"
Their true pretest scores Wweyld probably have been several points
\10Wet; and the "pretest" scores reported cannot validly be comparqg

l\
either with control pretests or with pretests for experimentals from .

,

other projects.* Furthermore, since neither Gordon, Gray-FOHV, nor the

Carnggie projects gave Binet pretests (as their children entered

before age three), these projects could not be included in this analysis.**

Thus, the analysis of the differences in pretest I1.Q. scores applies

-

only to a limited number of projects.,

<&

* This "late" administration of .he initial intelligence test may account
for some of the differences in findings for Miller's groups as compared
to the findings for he other studies. i

%% While it is possible to convert Binet and other tests to standard
scores in order to include the other studies' pretest 1Q's in this analysis,
we have again chosen the most conservative option. 1

P
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Table 2: Comparison of Projects on Pretest "Stanford-Binet 10

_.Original Sample ' . Follow-up Sample

Proj ect _ T T T
Mean I[.Q. N ' Mean 1.Q. . N

. Beller 89.67 168 ' 92.58 86
Deutsch 90.85 - 930 92.43 54

Gordon e 0° L e ) c 0

G’ray ETP | 88.39- 88 « \ 88.19 Q%

Gray rOHV TR . ' 0 o

Karnes 92.30 224 ey - an

Levenstein 91.18 .. 45 ¢ ‘ 92.05 21

Miller 19237 227 93.17 127

Palmer 91.28 183 . Tm 131

Weikart-Perry 79.02 123 79.02 123

Weikart-Cp 80.56 41 - 0

weﬂ;art—Carnegie ————— 0 ‘ [ . ' .0

Woolman  ==—=- 0 - S 0

Zigler ————- N . 0 ———— -0

average 90.'12 90.25

overall F 10.57 \ 11.854

significar;ce .01 l< .01

/
N\ I4
o3 \
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-* Homogeneous Groups of Projects*
"on Pretest Stanford-Binet [Q
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within each c{rcle

(Venn diagram), there
s no significant
difference in IQ among
the projects according
to the Scheffe’ test




nnnnn

e '~ RS O3 _l’l... N . ,

Nt

Takle 3: Comparison of Projects. on Mothers' Education

Original Sample ' Follow-up Sample
) Mean'iGrades Completed N Mean Grades Comp]eted N
. Beller -—— 0 [ 0
Deutsch ' 10.14 64 . . 10.09 24
G or 18.49 115 " 10.68° 37
Gray bV 9.13° . 88 9.28 75
Gray FOHV 10.18 49 - 0
rnes 10.11 200 10.08 118
Levenstein 10.51 248 10.53 . 185
Miller 10.82 227 17,79 1./
Palmer 1123 299 o 11.14 219 )
Weikart-Perry 9.42 123 ?.QZ 123
Weike t-CD 10.34 41 | — 0
Weikarc-Carnegie 10.71 v56 — 0
Woolman - ‘ -0 - 0
-Zigler 07 97 -—= 0
{
average 10.4>\ 10.38
overall F 10,431 6.995
significance <.01 <.01




Figure 3

y -+ Homogeneous Groups of Projects*
1 on Mother's Education
for the Original Sample
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Table 4: Comparisén of Projects on Head of Household SES

Original Sample

Project mean ISP
Beller- -
Deutsch 65.94
é;rdon, 63.°7
Gray TP 6
Gray FOHV 66.41
Karnes 64.76
Levenstein 64.94
Miller 63.15
Palmer 58.17
Weikart4;;rry 68.48
Weikart-Cp 64. 34

Weikart-Carnegie

Woolmar

Zigler

average
ovarall ¥

significance

63.95

14.132

{ .01

N

163
108

82

46
193
247
170
295
122

41

-4

Follow—up Sampie

mean ISP "N
-— 0
64 .88 43
54,18 34
69.67 70
— 0
65.30 114
64.76 184
63.46 94
59.18 216
68.48 122
-—- 0
-— 0
-— 0
--- 0
64.21

9.074
<.01
o7




Figure 5

Homogeneous Groups of Projects*
on Socio-economic Status
for the Original Sample
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N PART 1IV.

ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM AND CONTROL DXFFERENCES
IN COGNITIVE FUNCTIONING

_The first question on2 is inclined to ask when presented with the
body of data collected by this project is this: overall, does the
gvidence indicate that early education improves the academic performance
of low income children?* The fact that this report is a secondary
énalysis of independently conducted research efforts limits the rigor
with w?ich this (or any other) questicn can be addressed by this body
of data. These data, however, contain better selected non-t-eated
controls than any other study of comparable size. Additionally, the
fact that it would take two decades to collect equivalent longitudinal
data makes these data perhaps the best available to answer questions
of theh\effectiveness ;f early education for low income childrer.

;:l to the differences in sample assignmeni procedures, comparisons
between program and control are made for each project individualiy;
data are not pooled across projects in this report. Rather, in order to
evaluate the overall evidence, the significance 1e;els from the

individual project program-control comparisons are pooled using a

standard statistical method.

* All of the projects except the Perry Preschool and the Carnegie infant
Program compared variations of programs (eitner in terms of age at
which the program was administered, or in terms of variations of the
curriculum or apr-oach, or in terms of both). However, this analysis
deals primarily with the effect of participating in a preschool program
in the context of family variables and does not make a systematic at-
tempt to distinguish among types of preschool approaches. Therefore,
these variations are grouped together as "having received experimen*al
preschool education" and are contrasted only against controls who had
not received such an educatisn rather than against each other. It
must be remembered that this secondary analysis has purposes different
from the original intent of these studies.
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Of the data accumulated in usable form by the time of this report, .
three bodies of data seemed particularly appropriate in answering the question
of whether early education can produce academic benefits for low income
children: the Stanford-Binet IQ data collected independently by most of the
projects over a number of years; the WISC-R data collected primarily as

part of the current follow-up: and the school record data on assignment to
special education and grade retention collected pvimarily as part of the cur-
rent follow-up. The analysis consists of three stages, with each stage
corresponding to a particular .oa;y c{ data.

The first stage employs the Stanford-Rinet 1Q data to answer the
question of whethgr the programs increased the mean IQ's of the children
relative to a control group and, if so, for how long did these gains
last? The question is addressed first by making simple comparisons (t-
tests) of the mean EosttestvIQ scores of prog.am and contrel groups for
all available data points for each project. The significance levels for
the comparisons are grouped by number of years after program termination
and then pooled across projects. This technique gives an indication
of whether, given all available evidence. there is a significant dif-
ference in IQ scores between pregram and control children o given
number of years after the program. Secondly, the procedure is repeated
while coutrolling Yor pretest IQ where available. This analysis serves
primaril as a check on the sample assignment procedures of the projects.

The Second stage consists of an analysis ol the WISC-R [Q data col-
lected during the current (or previous) year for those proj~cts which

have reported it thus far. This body of data constitutes the latest 1Q

data available and is useful primarily for addres. ng the question of

G
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) whether early education can produce lbng-term IQ score increases.
5 ‘¢
Since these data were co.lected at widely different ages (rarging from ten

}  to seventeen years), the analyses are reported individually for each
g project. Again, the analyses consist of .t-test comparisons of program
g( . and control group mean IQ's. ‘
The thiré and final stage consists of the analysis of whether the
children were assigned to special education classes.or held back ip grade.
;; Crosstabulations of the number of children assigned to special education "
and of the number of childrea held back by program-control status are
performed for each project and significance levels‘are pooled. This

analysis indicates whether early education affects actual performance in

school. The last section of Part IV discusses analysis of school related

responses trom the Youth Interview.

A. Analysis of Stanford-Binet IQ Scores from Immediate Posttest to
Three Years after Program Termination

«

The Stanford-Binet was chosen because it was the te=* most commonly

used by the Consortium projects and because it has had a fairly large

scale standardization. 1In all projects the Binet was only one of many
tests used to evaluate the program. The Binet evaluates a wide range

of abilities, only a few of w!ich may have been the targets of a given
project. Thus, the project could have achieved a significant improvement
in the abilities toward which it was aimed without having evidenced a
significant change in the Binet score, ;ince the Binet also taps other

abilities which the project had ot attempted to improve. A perusal

of individual project reports reveals that in many instances the

investigators found other tests to be more relevant than 1Q to the
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purposes of their -~nject. In fact these other tests often yielded more
favorable results than the Binet. (Unfortunately, however, since such

: . tests were more specific to the goals of each project, none of them

+

was used by more than one or two projects; hence, they form a less

. solid basis for comparison of the projects:)
4 4
In using the Binet as a uependent variable, this paper is employing

a®very stringent criterion ol success for these projects. Therefore

a failure to improve the Binet IQ cannot be taken hs a failure Jf. a

program to accomplish its goals. On the other hand, the success

‘ of a project in improving IQ scores means that it has accomplished

at least one goal which our spciety deems important.

This analysis'is also adopting a conservative tactic by comparing
only Binet 1Q's (rather than comparing re,ylts on Binet, W1SC, Catctell
Ay

and other 1Q tests) due to the problems inherent in comparing one 1Q

test with another. This approach results in the loss of early scores

i

in the Gordon, FOHV, VIV, and Carnegie projects, as well as several )
follow-up testing periods in the VIP project.* Problems of comparability
across projects still occur because of differences in testiag situations
(e.g., differences due to sex and race of tester, or extent of efforts

to let the child "adjust" to the testing situation). However, such dif-
rerences are assumed to be negligible ®nless otherwise noted in the text.

1Q scores are reported on the basis of the 1960 deviation 1Q tables

because these were the scores reported by the individual projects, *¥

% Separate later analyses may be undertaken at a later date In which scores 1
from varlous tests will be converted to standard scorves and compared.

%% Non-psychometrist readers should be cautious in comparing these 1
1960 IQ scores with Binet scores based on the 1972 standardization 1
since they are not idertical at the earliest age levels.

El{lC 6
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For the purpose of cemparing tescing periods across projects, oue
testing period "slot" was created for every year of age zo.g.% the first
slot ranged from eighteen to.twenty-nine ﬁonths: the midpoint being
twenty-four mpnths,;é;c.f.* The testing periods were then-.assigned to
the slots in which their mean chronological age fell. For example, any
testing period with a meah chronological age between chirty and forty-
one months would be compared with any pther projects' testing periods .
where the mean chronological age was between thirty and forty-one months.
This procedure ensures that only tests which were given at approximately
the same ages ave compared witﬁ each other and minimizes the age bias
built into this test.**

The available Binet cdata allow ore to evaluate the effects of pre-

school on IQ test scores up to three years after children have lef. the

prngram.+ Table 5 gives the results of the simple t-test comparisons of

mean posttest Stanfcrd-Binet IQ scores ior the program and contrcl

~roups for each project. With only two exceptions (Miller at ages

1

1
seven and eight), the mean IQ of the program groups is higuer than the

* Thus, all children in cae project's testing period were always placed
in the same slot. This procedure might seem too obvious to mention;
nowever, specification of the procedure was necessary because some
projects defined testing period by chronological age regardless of
time in the schogl year, while others defined testing period by time
of the school year (e.g., post first grade).

%% An alternative procedure would have been to define testing period
slots by number of years after the termination of the preschool;
nowever, this would have entailed comparing IQ across different
ages and this poses other problems....

Karnes and Miller have administered both the Binet and W1SC-R to
samples of the 1977 follow-up group. The new Binet data did not
arrive in time for this report, but may be treated and reported
separately later this year.
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mean IQ of the coatrol group. When the significance levels are grouped
by length of time after the termination of the program* and are pooled
using the‘technique recommended by Darlington** (as shown in Table 6),
the evidence shows that early education can prqduce significant increases
in IQ (over a control group) which last for up to thFee years after the

child leaves the program. The pooled z scores are significant for the

immediate posttest and for the one, two, and three years after posttests.

2]

Thus, the evidence from simple t-tests suggests that early education can

indeed increase 1Q scores and that thesékgains last for at least several

years. Ohe should note from Table 5, however, that for most projects,
while the diffcrence in TQ scores between program and contrel groups
decreases over time, it does not decreas? as immediately zs had been
previously asserted by critics of early intervention.

The next question which must be asked is this: does the effect of early

intervention on 1Q remain after one has controlled for the influence of
pretest 1Q scores? This question is essentially an evaluation of the

sample assignment procedures. If the procedures functioned to insure an

b3 , .
The significance levels were grouped by number of years after the

termination of the program rather than by age for® two reasons:

first, if one pooled by age, it would eatail pooling the results of
immediate post-tests with those of later foilow-up tests (which

would lead to inaccurate inference due to the "fadeout™ effect of ten
observed in preschool programs for low income ¢hildren) and second,

the technique of pooling only significance levels circumvents the

problem of comparing 1Q tests across ages. Furthermore, analyzing

by the number of years after program termination answers the question

of how long the effects last as opposed to the question of to what

age the effects last. ;

*k
Richard Darlington, Radicals and_Squares, lLogan Hill Press, Ithaca, NY,

1975, p. 525.
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initial equivalency between groups i& 1Q scores, then the procedure of
controlling for initial IQ will yield essenkially the same results as
would a simple t-test. To control for pretest IQ, the pretest Binet
(or in the case of Levenstein, PPVT) IQ scores are introduced, along
with program-control status, into a multiple regression equation

determining posttest IQ. The equation used is as follows:¥

IQ = PC + IQ + (IQ) 2
posttest pretest pretest
where PC = 1 for program children

0 for control children

PC
The regression equation was run.for each project for each post-
test. The regression coefficient for the early education variable gives
the difference in IQ points between program and control groups after
controlling for the pretest. The significance of this coefficient tells
whether the program had a significant effect on IQ after controlling for
the effect of prior IQ. Hence, comparing the signific%pce of the regression

coefficient to the significance of the t-test shows whether controlling

- Fumneeen Fo +1
e o JZ “

A oot C
al CTovals

about the effect of early cducation 1Q.

This procedure cannot be carried out for all projects. Gordon, FOHV,
and Carne- did not give Stanford-Binet or PPVT pretests. Their children
entered at too young an age for thesc tests and, hence, were given
infant tests. Palmer pretested only half of his program group, and his

control group was pretested at an average age of two years, eight months,

* Both pretest IQ and pretest IQ squared are introduced into the equation
in order to allow for a nonlinear relationship between pretest and post-
test (i.e., to allow the line graphing the relationship to curve at some
point) and thus provide a more unbiased estimator of the effect of pre-
school.

¥ o

J




while the program group was pretested at an average age. of three years.

Given the fact that two years of age is the very earliesL the Binet

»

can be given, plus the fact that the 1ongitudinal standard*zation of

TQ tests is questionable (see Methodology), the four months average

" difference could bias the pretest scoreé in a direction unfavorable to

the hypothesis that the program would have long-term effects. As
already mentioned (see Methodology), Miller did ncf administer
"pretests' to her program children until they had already been in the
program for two to three months. Thus, there appear to exist biases
id deh the Miller and Palmer projects which Qould bias results in
favor of Lhe atrols when pretest 1Q is enteres into the equation.

Table 7 compares the significance of the regression coefficients
with the significance of the‘t—tésts in all cases where pretests were
reported. As can be seen, there was no éhange in significance in
twenty out of the twenty—seQen comparisons. In five cases, the
regression coefficient was not significant where the t-test had been.
However, two of these cases were from the Palmer project, for which
the comparisgn of program and control, while controlling for pretest,
may not be valid. Of the other two cases which showed a change in
signifi;ance. one'(Miller at age eight) was another case where
controlling for pretest may not be valid, while the other (Levenstein
at age five) actually showed a difference which became significant
when the pretest was used as a controlling variable.

Thus, there appear to be only three of twentv-seven comparisons
where controlling for the pretest eliminateé the significaunce of. the
effect of early odgcntion on Q. Moreover in the two ETP Comparisong.
the regr;ssion coefficient was still quite closeféo the .05

significance level (.13 and .06). (ﬁ(\
)
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In order to determine whether controlling for pretest IQ affects
the pooled results that were reported in Table 6, the significance levels
for the regression coefficients were, wherever available, substMtuted
into the pooled z analysisl The results are shown in Table 8- (Table 8
thus contains the significance levels for regression coefficients where
available and the significance levels for t-tests where the regression
coefficients wére unavailable). The results show that, although the
pooled z's were somewhat reduced,.there are still significant differences
in IQ for up to chree years: This is true gven though the regression
coefficients for the Mil}er and Palmer projects §wﬁich presumably contain

~

biases favoring the control groups as explained above) were inéludgd in -

the analysis. While this procedure is noc as rigorous as one would have

designed in a primary analysis, it does indicate that early education

does have a significant and 1asting (for at least three years) 2ffect

on 10. Other analyses conducted during this project (see Harry Murray,
"Earfy Intervention in the Context of Family Characteristics," and

Virginia Ruth Hubbell, "Differential Effects of Early Childhood

Intervention Programs,'" Appendix C) show that this conclusion also

holds when controlling for family eqxjroﬁhent variables. The overall

evidence thusg serves to refute the notion that early education has only

.

a very short-term impact on the 1IQ of low income children.

-
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. Déutéch

Géidon

Graﬁ'ETP

Gray FOHV

l.evenstein

Miller

Palmer

Weikart-
Perry

Weikart-
Carnegie.

s

Mean IQ

Mean IQ

Table §: Mean IQ's for Experimental and Controi by Project

N

o
-

Al
-

68

Age t-value Significance N
Program Control Program  Control
Pre 92.16 88.39 1.93 .056 - 57 111
5 98.59 88.39 4,48 .0001 56 . 111
6 98.36 92.07 2.69 .008 53 110
7 97.83 \90.59  3.20 .0u2 52 105
8 97.61 91 ¥3 3.10 .002. 51 ¢ 99
9 98.44 90.04 4.08 .0001 50 . 99
5 92.08 5.82 .0001 260 142
6 100.24 93.14 4.03 .Q001 189 97
7 96.10 93.00 0.78 437 31 21
8 ——— - - - ——— -
9 97.63 93.92 0.88 186 32 *12
3 94.88 91.40 1.82 -7.0072 144 . - 52
4 93.89 88.47 2.31 .022 133 53
5. 94.02 88.94 2.38 .018 134 53,
6 94.01 23.69 2.72 .007 127 .52
Pre 89.43 87.34 0.74 462 44 44 -
5 96.05 86.22 3.96 .0001 47 42
6 94.98 81.89 5.30 .0001 45 - 42
7 97.71 89.56  3.07 003 41 41
8 "93.63 86.10 2.47 .016 42 -~ 38
10 88.42 81.17 2.63 .010 T 42 3%
3 87.3%" 81.14 1.42 .162 29 14
4 91.11 83.88 1.77 .083 . 35. 16
5 91.@3 - 89.25 0.36 724 32 16
3 101.14 92.72 3.74 .0001 124 29
4 105. 44 96.00 3.94 .0001 108 42
5 107.07 103.17 0.74 462 97 6
6 101. 44 87.30 2.12 .060 . 99 10
4 © 92.87 89.21 1.57 17 2i3 34
5 - 97.33 90.00  3.27 .001 210 3
6 94.06 93.74 0.14 .891 200 31
7 ‘92.48 92.48 0.00 -+999 . 192 29
8 .89.72 94,00 -1.38 -.176 174 2
3 91.63 85.32  3.05 .003" 228 63
4 97.74 93.31 2.17 .031 221 59
5 96.41 91.13  2.55 .011 207 48
Pre 79.57 78.54  0.89 .378 65 58
5 94,05 83.20 5.40 .0001 64 57
6 © 91,25 86.34 2.43 .017 64 $30
7 . 91.72 $7.07  2.32 .022 61 58
8 88.11 86.85 0.57 .569 62 56
9 87.71 86.77 0.43 .666 61 56
10 84.98 84.61 0.17 .861 57 57
v
3 104. 10 100.44  0.82 417 20 18
6 111.95 109.47  0.52 .606 19 17
7 106.40 104.06  0.54 594 20 33




TaSle 6: Comparing Program and Control on Stanford-Binet IQ Score -
‘Pooled z's and Si“nificance for t-tests by Number of Years
after Termin. “ion of Early Education

=2 <
L

Immediate Posttest One Year After Two Years After 3 or 4 Years After X

&
,, score Significance z score Significance 2z scove Significance Zz score Signiﬁicance*
- /.
©7 Beller 4,48 .0001 2.69 .008 3.20 .002 4.08 .0001

_Peutsch  1.6% 092
Gordon .-1.82° .072 2.31 .022 . 2.38 .018 2.72 .007

JGra, TP 5.30 .0001 2.6 - .003 2.41 016 . 2.58 - .010

.. Gfay FOHV 1.42 162 1.73 .083 0.35 724

Levenstein 3.74 .ooo% 0.73 462 1.88 .069
Miller.  3.27 - .001 0.14 .891 -0.00 .999 -1.38 176
Palmer 2.17 031 - 2.55 011

" Weikart-  5.40 .0001 2.39 .017 2.29 -~ .022 0.57 .569 .
Perry P
Weiicart- . 0.81 417 " . 0.52 .606
Carnégie

z = 9.76 ' 5.44 4.3 [ 3.71
4
p =. .0000 .0000 . ©.6R00 .0002
* All significance .z2vels ate two-tailed. ] ()
. v /
- T | .




->0- ' -

Comparison of t-test Results with Regression on Effect of Progranm

Mean Regression t-value t-value Signi- Significance
Age Difference Coefficient t~test Regression ficance Preschool
Coefficient t-test Begression

5 10.20 = —=——- 4,48 —=eee L0001  —e—em A;}
6 6.29 4.23 2.69 2.59 .008 .0096 -
7 7.24 5.08 3.20  3.36 .002 .0008 :
8 6.58 3.60 3.10 2.28 ° .002 .0226 Aj
9 8.40 5.75 4.08 3.62 .0001  .0004 o
5 7.53 5.36 7.81 4.96 .0001  .0001 B
6 10.89 353 10.36 2.07 .0001  .0384
7 6.58  ———- 3.74 NE .0001 .99 _
9 4.98 6.24 1.70 1.11 .092 .267 .
5 9.73 7.85 3.96 4.37 .0001  .0001
6 13.09 11.52 5.30 6.60 .0005  .0001
7 8.15 6.29 3.07 2.80 .003 .0052
8 7.53 3.91 2.7 1.50 - .016 .1336
10 7.25 4 L4 2.63 1.87 .010 L0614
3 8.42 3.74 S .0001
4 9.44 7.94 3.94 3.36 .0001  .0008 -~
5 3.90 3.89 0.74 0.82 462 4122
6 14.14 12.08 2.12 2.84 .060
5 7.33 4.81 3.27 3.05 .001 .0022
6 0.32 -1.53 -0.14 -0.88 .891  ~-.3788
7 0.00 2.80 0.00 -1.40 999  -.1616
8 -4.28 -6.76 -1.38 -3.31 176 -.001
Palmer 3 6.31 B .003
4 4.43 -1.23 . 0.72 .031 4716 - .
5 5.28 1.14 2.55 0.57 .011 .5686
Perry 5 10.85 10.47 5.40 5.54 .0001  .0001
6 4.91 4.47 2.43 2.43 .017 .017
1 7. 4.65 4.05 2.32 2.16 .022 .031
1 8 1.26 1.16 0.57 0.55 (569  .582
) 9 0.94 0.70 0.43 0.35 667  .726
10 (,, 37 1 .17 o : .865 NED




5 5% ‘Beller
Deutsch

Gordon

Gray ETP

! Gray FOHV

Levenstein
Miller
Palmer

Weikart-Perry

S

Weikart~Carnegie

2

Table 8: Pooled Z's Substituting in Regression Coefficient Where Available

Immediate Post

1 Year After -

2 Years After

3 cr 4 Years After

2z score Significance z score Significance 2 score Sighificance z score Significance

4.44

1.11

2.59

.0001 .0096 3.35 .0008] 3.55 .0004]

.267] -

.072 2.31 .022 2.38  .018 2.72 .007

.0001] 2.80°  .0052] 1.50 .1336] 1.87 .0614]

.162 1.73 .083 0.35 724

.0008] 0.52  .4122] 2.83  .0046]

.0022] -0.88  -.3788] -1.40  -.1616] -3.30 -.001]

.472] 0.57 .569] 2

R
0.81 417 0.52 .606
4.38 4.22 2.41

] = significance and z score taken from regression

All significance levels are two-tailed.

P

=1
()
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B. Analysis of WISC-R IQ Scores . °

. As part of the current follow-up, WISC-R 1Q tests were administered

.

by the projects. Seven projects have thus far reported results. Of
these, six will be treated here. (The seventh, Karnes, has no untreated )
control group). Of rhe six, one (Woolman) will be discussed separately
due to the nature of his control-groups.

_ , ) ?able 9 gives the t-test c;mparison of the mean IQ scores for the
Iévenstein, Palmer, Miller, Perry and ETP projects. Figures are given
for the three types of IQ scores available from the WISC-R: Full Scale IQ,
Verbal I, and Performance IQ.* As can be seen there -re significant
differences on1§ for the two projects with }ounger childrxen. The
FIQ and VIQ are significantly greater for the program group in the
project with the you pgest children (Levenstein), while only the PIQ
is significantly greater in the cthyr (Palmer). For the projects with

* " children twelve years, eight months or older there is no significant

difference between program and controls (although the Miller results in

this féépect may again be a function of the 'selection process used for
the control groﬁp): Thus, the results from these projecfs indicate
that'the effect of early education on IQ, although shown to be long

term in the previous section, is probably not permanent. Analysis of
the WISC-R subtest scores” does nothing to alter this conclusion. Only
in the Levenstein project were the program children significantly higher

then the controls on more than cne subtest. It should be noted, however,

; * Fach test is made up-of ten to twelve subtests grouped intd a vorbal
- scale (VIQ) and a performance scale (PIQ), eact with five to si~
subtests. The full scale IQ (FIN) is the sum of all subtests.

-

~
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in no instances were the controls significantly higher than the program

children.*

The Woolmaﬁ projecé compared the program children to a random sample

of other children in their classrooms. Since the program children were

originally selected by the schocl district as disadvantaged, this

comparisen group would presuﬁhbly'bé more advantaged. (The city of

Vineland is not overwhelmingly poor. The 1970 Census reports 8.2%

as being below the low income level.) As shown in Table 9, there is

no significant difference in IQ between the program children and the

other_children in their classrooms. Thus, the children, although )

selected as the most disadvantaged by the school district, are not

lower in IQ than the other children ir the classroom. The children

are an average of eleven years and three months .old, so these results

also support the hypothesis of IQ in.reases which last for several

years.

; |
I a— |

xami.ation of subtest score patterns may be undertaken later this |
year. |




.Project

Levenstein

Palmer

Miller

Perry

Gray ETP

L]

)
Woolman

* The control group

Table 9:

Comparison of

WISC IQ's by Project

FIQ
VIQ
PIQ

FIQ
VIQ
P1Q

FIQ
VIQ
PIQ

FIQ

VIQ
PIQ

FIQ
VIQ
PIQ

FIQ
v
P1Q

Mean
Age
9-9
9-9
9-9

12-2
12-2
12-2
12-8
12-8
12-8

14-0
14-0
14-0

16-9
16~9
16-9
11-3
11-3
11-3

Mean IQ
Program
101.
© 98,
10S.
92.
93.
92.
84.
83.
89.

81.
78.
87.

78.

77
83

91.
86.

97

86
41

45

31
33
71

96
07
42

62
33
59

74

.09
.41

15
82

.85

Mean IQ t
Control Value
93.56 3.21
89.36 3.66
99.48 1.89
87.64 1.65
.92,20 0.37
85.20 2.53
87.69 < -1.13
85.53 , -0.96
92.41 -1.12
80.71 0.14
77.64 0.36
87.82 -0.10
77.79 0.32
78.47 -0.,49
80.26 1.02
93.50 -0.76
91.33 -1.31
97.38 0.16

-

Signi-
ficance
.002
.0001
.063

.102
711
.013

-.262
-.337
-.263

.885
.721
-.924

.752
-.624
.310

-.451
-.193
.873

N

Program

51 .

, 2
foam

51+
51
94
94
94

109
109
109

54
54
54

34
34
34

34
34
34

N "
Control -

40
40 1
40

measure is the mean I of the other children in the classrooms.

7t
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C. Summary of Results of the IQ Testing

Taken as a whole, the Stanford-Binet results from the original data
ﬁand the WISC-R results from the current follow-up data refute two—hyéﬁtheses:
(a) the hypothesis that early education has only a short-1ived

effect on IQ scores (i.e., that such programs basically train

children to take tests and that the effects fade quickly as soon

as the children are removed from the program).

(b) the hypothesis that early educetion has a permanent effect on

IQ scores. The evidence seems to indicate that, on the average,

“

2

well-run early education programs can increase a child's ability
to perform well on IQ tests and that this increussé in skills
lasts for reveral years but eventually fades. The effect of the
early educatiégithen, in terms of skills which are measurable
by IQ tests, is certainly of far more vaiue than a temporary
fluctuation in skill 1§vels but does not constitute a permanent
increase in intellectual skills. The chiidren's ability to
deal with intellectual problems, then, is genuinely increased for
a number of years. The child is not simply geared up to take a
particular test.

The obvious question which arises from this evidence is whether s&ch an

increase in skills if valuable. This question is not directly answerable

in this report; however, a related question can presumably shed some light

o

on it. Specifically, did these programs enable children to function hetter in

school. than the control children? This effect could have been the product

of the effect on 1Q or of other effects of the programs (such as social

~I
-




. effects or effects on parental attitudes). The following section will

. attempt to answer this question.

7 D. Ana%z§;§_gj‘§§§iggmeﬁt to Special Education and of Grade Failure

@ — ,

s Intelligence'tests are designed to predict academic achievement.

*»

Obviously actual achievement is a better mcasure than is a predictive

B instrument. 13 this section we.examine two indicators of actual school

‘

’

performance. - ’ . N

This section invégbigates whether low-income children who attend

ikely to be §assigned to speical

R4

4
early education programs are less i
i . R

aducation classes, and whether they are less likely to be held back "in
: .

‘grade. We found that early education does improve the ability of low-

income children to meet the minimal requirements of their schools. The

. analysis is based on the results of eight independently conducted

early education programs which have examined the school records of the

children who attended the programs and of control children.
1he use of these outcomes (whether a child was held back in grade aud .
assignment to special cducation classes) as measures of the cffectiveness
of early eduacaticn programs has one major advantage over the usc of IQ
or achievement tests in that grade failure and special e'uication placement
are concrete indicators of whether a=child has performed acceptably within -
his/her educational institution,
The use of these outcome measures, however, does have a drawback in
that both outcomes are affected by‘the policies of the individual states

and school districts. While the subjects were originally liviong in a

very small number of communities, hy the t‘me of this follow-up they

~J
I
Wi
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had attended several hundred different schools. We do not have information

on the distribution of promotion policies or the relative availability
of special education clagses in most of these school districts.. We are

Ly

] aésuming that with so large a number they are repre: :ntative of the national

situation, about 6hich some informatioﬁ is available. Morébvér, since
both special education gnd grade failure are methods ‘for dealing witg
children whg do not meet minimal school requirements, the two may
overlap to some extent és outcomes. For instance, if one project

- finhds a sighif}cant effec; on assignment to special education, but no
significant effect on being held back inlgrade, while a second project
finds the reverse, one could attribute éhese results to the fact that the
former school district tends to place low achievement children in special
education'classes while the latter district tends to retain them in grade:
'for a year. In fact, of the projects which have reported both special
education and grade failure data thus far, none have had éignificanc
effects on both outcomes; however, all.projects but one have had effects
w%th a significance 1e;e1 of .10 or less on one of the two outcomes.

The combined evidence from five projects which looked at whether

the children had been assigned to special education classes shows that

early education significantly reduces the, number of children assigned
to special education. v
- The combined evidence from seven projects which louked at whether

the children had been held back in grade indicates that carly education

significantly reduces the number of children held back.

An additional project, which compared the high-risk children who'

|
.
|




s : - E r
ctended its program to the general school population, found that the

2

1{
. ﬂwuprogram children were held back no more often than the generalaschool

- T

population. Further, there was no significant Qifferqgge in the rate of

N

assignment to special education between p_ogragychildren and the general

@ :

school population.. . .

The importance of reducing the number of children assigned to special

~
S

education ors retained in prade is so great that it scarcely seems

necessary to elucidate it here. The value of reducing the number of

children who mus® undergo the trauma of being labeled "educable mentally

retarded" “or Yot falléng® a grdde + ‘as well as ‘the, valye of the or . savings

to the school systems - is self-evident.

The same analytic technique wasg applied to both special education and
-
C grade failure data. Crosstatulations of whether the child was in cne
program with outcome (e.g., whether the child was assigned to special :

- education) ‘are performed for each project individially. Yates' adjusted

chi-square statistic {s computed. The significance levels are then pooled

«

across projects, giving an indication of whether the overall evidence

>

1 . .
when considering all projects cogether (i.e., considering each ject as

an independent replication of the others) shows a significant dffferedce.‘

. The pooling of significance levels is accomplished in two stages. First, ” N

significance levels are pooled only for *'ose projects which“had désiéhs’

~ f . [

which were very near to being experimental. Secom:, significance levels

are pooled for all projects, including those which were more quasi- . -

experimental.




e 1, spgcial education results of -five studies.

.2, grade failure results & sgven‘s;udies é_
3. " results for the Micro-Social Learniif System /

4, summary and imblications _;. LA

R [4 ‘."" . .
_ . 1. Special Educacioﬁ’o ) ) :
.' @ C \ ) '
. ° Data from five projects comparing the incidence of dssignment to

special education bétween program cniidren and control cb}idren presents

. pstrong evidence that preschool education for lgw-incomé/éhildren reduces
v :
oo the nnmber of children assigned to special education dd@ing their school
47 years. R N B . : '

«

_For each of the five projects, a crosstabulation of whether the child -

~

was in the program and whether (s)he was‘ssignéd to special education  _
. . ’ . . . »,. . ot L 2 e ‘QDQ .
was performed and the Yates adjusted dhi—squarehwas computed. Results o 7

-

N *
are shown in Table 10, The Gordon ,Gray and Levenstein projects all show
sigiificant reductions in the nhmber of children assigned to special
. N 7 LN
education. The Perry Preschool project shows a two-tailed significance
\

level of .N96 and, thus, comes very close to being statistically significant
— . ’ .

G ha

(i.é., having a'significance level of .05 or léss). For all four projects,

. @

the ditfferences in the percent of children assigned tc spg&}al education -

o L4

are striking: for gordon,.9% of program vs. 30% of contfols; for Gray: 3%

T g e

of program vs. 29% of controls; for.Levenstein, 10% of program ws. 39%%

of controls; and for Weikart, 14% of program vs. 28% of coatrols. Only

P

the Milier project gives no Yndication of a reduction in the number of

' childreﬂ §9§égned to special education.** Tne pooled significénce level

% -

H O

’ ~ * The two-tailed significance lével for the Gordon project was .052.
One-tailed significance tests result in significant differences for
allh but the Miller project. :

*% See note on Miller data in Appendix B-l.

X
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~ for the five projects (using the technique recommended by Darlington) is C

.0002. Thus, the overall evidence of the five projects (comparing 46). T

children) shows that early education does significantly reduce the . *

i

~number of childven in special education. E

It is important tc note that the projects with the most nearly ’

. v

random procedures for assigning children to program or control groups

. o .

had, in general, the most impressive results. The Gordon, Gray and ) )
. Weikart projects had the most stringent sample assignment procedurts & - ‘

,:i; . - - < ot
" (i.e., most closely_approximafing.an experimental design). Pooling only

the results of these projects gives a significance level of .0006, égaln

: 1Q§1c°ting a statiétically significant reduction. Thus; it seems’ fair )
K D ) oa"‘@' ) ‘
a4 : to say that the results with respect to special education are not due

to any self-selection factor. The cnly project in which a difference

was t.ot found (Miller's) had : nonexperimental procedure for creating «
@ - <
control group, due to the Eact that this pfoject was primarlily concerncd

- with comparing different curricula, not comparing’brogran children with
those who had ot receivd any program.* « (See Appendix B-1 for summaries
of the sample assignment procedures of each proj- -t.)

4

* 2
Perhaps the nost interesting column in Tahle 10 Is the last column

(éraphed in Figure 8), which gives the percentage reduction in children .

in spec:al education for.each project (e.g., the Gordon drta estimates

that 69X of the low-income children who could normally be expected to

be in speyial .education yould not reed to be in special education if

* According to a recent report by the Jefferson County (Lou
Board based on the 1976-1977 school year, the overall! digarict rate of

assignment of blacks to spe-ial educatiod classes wias hijfther thacn that of
Miller's experfmertal groups. |

{sville) Sfchool
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they werce glven garly stimulation). Although the number of cnildren

. ina given study {s small, in the data from all projects (except Miller's) N
-, the percentage reduction is verv substantial (irom 50.2% to 90.5%). :
5 Four of the projects reduced t&é exp&cceq number of children in special fj
3 * . . - l

. edecation by more than 50%. It is unlikely tha’ these {1 .dings would

* e affected by sample fluctuations. I
. v ’ In addit}un to the ébove results, the data from the Miller and ‘E
- i égrﬁca projvr;x. which wlre designed to compare differeﬁc preschool b j
';i”’ . curricula, tndicate no éign{ficant diflerences in the rate of assign- :

N

ment to spicial educatlon relared te different curricula (see Table 11).

Interestingly enough, the two projeets showed similar results for the '
H " )
three curricula compared by both projacts) of the three, Bereiter-
- Engelmann bgd Jhe greatest percuntaée agselgned to speclal eduvation,

Meptexa ri wan i the niddle, and tradicional had rhe smallest

=

prroeniaga tonizned. These results, thaligh conristent, were aol

.

gtatig. 1o ity <tgniflcgnt for etthog project.

(oS .

e¥aets Fatiute

-
0t

Man g Fror seven pruje o ORpr fag the peroentage of bl tdren

- ’

Y
A

held Lo ¥ 5o srade onee (@ flory befween  Cogram and control  renp -
present s aveliratd vvldence Taat corly edurat Iyn can hdave an etfoot an
£ »

Mbeifer ot e S endadren st Fob oty ;11’:;?#-

- -
M 1
-

R

A M Vler's DARUER group bad the highost rate ame - that pros®orts tour

*enrrienla, and Kataes' CDAL group had 8 12ty betwsen those ol the
}ipruuﬂrxfruw!mmn and Montessori groups,
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Crogstabulations of whether the 'child had been held back with
,,/whéfﬁé; s(he) was in the program were perforrmed. Yates' adjusted chi-

squares were calculated for each project.

One sheculd Tirst note from fables 10 and 12 that the percent of control
¥

the percent of control children placed in .special education. This 1is due

‘to two factors: fir t. the children in the different projects are of

-

different ree, and, hence, the projects with older childrcn generaity
have more children held back bécause there were more years in which they

: could have been left back*; and sec d,‘{n the many school districts

1
i

'

! where social promotion is practiced retention'in grade is a less
; .
frequently used way of deating with children who are academically

/ .
| failtng. (In four of the six projects, the control children were held

back less eften than ihey were assigned to special eduration).

]
As seen in Table 12, when each project is considered individually only

o

Palmer's project #ignificantly reduced the number of failures. None of

the projects which bad signiricantly reduced the rate of assignment to

special education also reduced the number of children who were held bacl.

However, the comhined results of the ¢

sxgniffcant reduction, as do the combiped results of the fou. projects

.

most closely approximating true ekxperiments. Thus, although the ‘overall

eogts that early education can reduce the rate of fatlure for

data
i <
<~ low-income chiidren, the evidence Is not sv strorp as the evidence for |
reduction fn special education.' Fyis could ke partially due to the fact
# Apsignment to special education tende to.occur primsrily during che
carly giades, while retention {8 mo ftkelyv to occur at anvy time.,
.
. 84
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r wven projects indicate a statistically

-




o retention varies more widely among school

’

districts than does policy with respec& to gpecial education. In any

that policy with respect t

event, the findings must be viewed in light of the fact that four of these

projects produced significant or near-significant reductions in the rate
of assignment to special education (gee Figures 9 and 10).

The Karnes and Miller projects show no significant differences among

the different curricula in grade failure. (See Table 13.)

{Note: See Appendix D for explanation of slight differences between these

ﬁsﬁ& analyses and thnse reported in "preliminary Findings of Developmental

YT

Continuity Longitudinal Study,” May, 1977.)

Grade Failure and Special Education in the Micro-Sccial Learning

3.

System Project

The ‘ficro-Social learning System iu '{neland, New Jersev, is discussed

geparately due to the nature of its cont’ ol group. Since the program

children in this project consisted of the -highest risk children in the

school district, {here did not exist a sufficientlv large non-treated

group which could be used as a control group. Theref{ore, it was decided

not to compare the higr-risk program children to a similar population,

but rather to the general schocl popnlation. A random sample of the previous

year's flrst grade puopulation was chosen. Thus, comparisons could be

made to see how the high-risk program children compared to the g veral

schonl population in Vineland. The general school population included

middle class as well as lower c¢lass children.

Because the program group had a much higher percentage of Spo~igh

surnamed children than the geoeral s hool population, an additional thi v~

the prior sear's firat

six Spanish chigdren were randomls selected from

Su
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grade population. These additional children allowed the cqmpnriﬁnn of
Spanish surnamed program children to Spanish surnamed children in the
general school population, and, in effect, constituted a control for
ethnicity and social class (since most of the Spanish speaking children
were from the lower class).

Thus, two comparisons could be made:

{1) program children to the randem sample of the general school

population (i.e., excluding the additional thirty-six Spanish

. surnamed ohildren)

(23} Spanish surnamed program children to a random sample ot Spanish

»

sucnamed «bildren in the general school population (including

toath the thiriv--ix additional <hildren and the Spanish

childres in the first samapled,
Emploving these two coomparisone reveals that the Miera-Social
program had an imprc~‘ive'and signiticant effect on redacing the nurbag
of program (hildrien whe were held back in grade.  Even though the pro, . o
.
children constituted the niph ro b pop Tatfon ot the srhool districi, the s
were retralned no moere often than the general schonl popdat o, A8 neen
in Fabie latad, there wies no centifegnt ditfervace hetween program
children md the randon »r;::m%e- of the vehor ' sonool aapulation in the
numbher of children wde ok, The propram tha o pared the hildren

.

to meet minimal < luw’ reguirements as well as the peneral « bool

population,  Mis esidence s made even more Lapresalve when om

comparts 0" carssh Lo namedd program chtbdren with tte Sparah .

Z
A Sime the ranmder  emed e pener sl cchosl poepalatyon fad oo s
sy el one vear fepeer chae the proye am childres, e chitd an the

panden waend - own owre toerbd ek oenda oan the fast owvoar was ottt ed o
.

- fever haviog Yooer Metd haak Thin ersired that the comurdsone e}

ot be brased, " ouls oy okl b B owan RTIND

_ERIC. “
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children in gereczl. As shown in Table lé(b),.a gsignificantly lower

- percentage of the program children were held back (32.8% retained as |

compared to 62.94). Thus, the srogram children were held back at a

significantly lower rate than the geneﬁal school population when even
1 .
. this rough control for ethnicity and social class was employed.
. - f

The data on ‘assignment to special education did not reveal as marked

an effect, although this may have been due to the fact that the highest

&

risk children were assighe to the program. As seen in Table 15(a),-

there was not a significant d1fference between the program children

T

and the generzl school population; however, the difference was very :

close to sigpificance -- p=(.066. Further, as seen in Tﬁyie 15N, )

assigoment to special education
and the general Spanish L

-~

there was no significant difference in
between Spanish speaking program, children

population.

SR R

The fact that the Micro-Social program had & significant effect on

Ay

retention & uot on special education, while other projects v A4 gignifcant A

effects on assignment to upecihi education but not on belng hel& back,
~

L2

recalls - the hypothesis that these programs do affect the percentage ;
of children whe mec: ainimal school raquirements and that the question
of whether they affect the rate of grade failure or the rate of asgignment o

t?ﬂfggcial educst ton may be as much a function of the school district’s

policy on how to deal with underachieving children as it is s function of .

the specific curriselar effects of the early education program- ‘

The Micro-Social findings on the effert of the program on retention, N

then, are gquite impresaive stuce they indi.ate that, given such an early

- %

s
~ [y
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« intervention program, high risk children were able to mget the minimal

e

school requirements just as well as the general school population.

4. Summary of Implications of Special Education and Grade Failure

Asalysis

«

The data present very strong evidence that early education for low-income

-.  children improves their ability to meet the minimal reéuirements of the

* &
2 schools they enter.

*
.

The combined Jdata frum five studies indicate that early education

- »

~ reduces thé number of (hildren who were placed in speclal cducation classes

during their school vears. Four of the studies show reductiuvns ranging {rom

S0% to 90% in the numb r ot children assigned to special classes (with al.
significance levels below .10). The fifth found no significant differences.

: The combirtd result- of the five projects showed that thic reduction was

o

significant (p L .01). .

The comblined data {rom scven studies fndicates that early educatioun

= reduces the number of low {ncome children who are heid *ack in grade one or

more times f<:.ﬂﬁ). When these studies are ronsidered separately, bhowever,

onlv Palaer's project showed a significant reduct ton, tone of the prolects
1)

which signivicantis reduced the rate . f ussipgoament to special education also
\

s{ignificantlv reduced grade failure.

: C fi;hv Mi r Sodfal learning System found 7t1mt high risk children in {is
program «ere bold vack uo mege oiten thdan the peneral school population. It
algo found a wipn.*1cant reauction fn the number of Spanisn speaking chlidren

¢

held havk.

g *
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. el . . . . ) .
The combined r&sults from ail projects indicate that early education

helps low-income children to weet the minimal requirements of their schools.

This ~an consist of reducing the probability of either being assigned to
speéial‘education.classes or being heid back in grade. The sperific effect
of a pﬁégram could be primarily a function of the predominant policies of
local schools for dealing with children who do not meet the minimal

. q s
requirements. Thus, it appears that early educatior can result in cost

savings.be reducing the rate of assigument to special education and/or
’”’Zheirate of grade failure. Move importantly, there is now evidence that
early education can improve the probability that low income children

will be able o perform acceptably in school and not become labeled as

failurééh

-

The last section of Part IV will discuss the analysis of school-
&£ =

related responses from the Youth Interview.

]




Table 10: Effects of Early Fducation on Special Education for T'v- Projects

% Proypram % Control Two-tailed 7% Reduction
Children in Children in Chi- Significance in Children .
Project Special Ed. Special Ed. Square Level: in Special Fq.
Closely Approx, .
Experimental Design
Gordon2 9.4 30.0 3.74 .0524 68.7
B Gray3 2.8 29.4 5.72 .0168 93.5
4
We.kart 13.8 27.7 2.77 .0962 50. 2

Povled z score’ for three projects = 3.46
rooled significance level% = .0006

a

Pussi-
' Experimental
uévensteins 10.1 39.1 8.17 004 J4.1
\ 6 " y oy 8 ‘
i tler 20,4 12.5 0.16 (.6892) (38.73%)
Pooled » score’ for ti.c groiocts = 3,78
fooled significance level™ = 0062

Total N = 461
Jootnotes:

o= [l - (” "rograr Chyldren fn $pecial Ed./ 7 Control Children in Special Ed.) )

L
2 Majority ot children in 3rd prade, Program N=64, Control N=20
> Majority of «hildren in ] ''u grade, Program N=36, Control N=17
4 Majority of cbhildren in 4th grade, Program N=58, Contro!l N=h3
3 Majority of children n 3rd grade, Program N=f9, Control N=23
6 Majority of children in 7th grade, Program N=93, Control N=16
7 Taoled o= é_lﬂ where p - - score for slgnificance levelyof the h project.
’ K - number of projects ,
8 Indicares that 4 greater percentage of program children are in specfal cducation.
9 Two-talled )

b

i T
e
\;::)

e
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Table 11: The Effect of Different Curricula on Assignment to

Special Education#*

M msmerecn

,
Louise Miller Project##* ’ .
s .
Rereiter- )
DARCEE Englgmann Montessori Traditional PR
Assigned to - .
Special Education 7 6 3 3 Y 19
(26.9%) (23.1%) (17.6%) (12.5%) (20.47)
Not '
As:igned 1 ' 79 : 14 21 14
(73.14) (76.9%) (82.4%) (37.5%) (79.679 .
> -
total 26 26 17 24 13
X" o= 1.796 Not Signit&cant. -
Merle Karnes Project -
Bereiter- i Commuzity
GOAL Engelmann  Moatessori Traditional Integrated  teral
Assigr~ . to
Special Fducation ) & 4 2 6 2
(42.9) (607) . 30.87) (5.07) (54 557) T MY
Not
Assigned 12 ! 9 6 5 34
- (T ) (69.27) (75.07Y (65.57) ©
‘ . ‘
- o e — L Ny
total 8 I I 13 8 11 63 .
o= 1,640 Mo tagntficant
v
% Comparisons hetween studies cannot be direct iy made due to difforir}ﬂ N
avallabititsy of soec bl education claseesw among the various eratess
s A& Do oappenliv Belb .
»
9.2
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Table 12: Effects of Early Education on Grade Failure for Five Projects

-

Pooled significance levelll = - 0478

-

- Total N = 827

Foo*'nores: ;

i . .

¢ -

; . 1z > 11 (" regram Children RvLaingd/? Control Children Retained)|
2 }éjority of chiléten in 3rd grade, Program N = "7, Control N=21
3 Mejorfty of vigﬁﬂren in 12th grade, Program N = !', Control N=12
" Majority of children in 5Stb g'ade. trogram N = 131, Cuntrol N=k.
5 Majerity of children in 4th g;anc. Program :\,/;8' Contyol N 63 Ky
6 Majority of children in Jrd grade, frogram : 68, Lowérol N=23
7 tajority of children in Jth grade, Propram N = lOSy'CéucroL N =18
8" Majority of children in 7th and 8th grade, Program N = 79, Control N=6% )
9 Indicates that a greater percentage of program éhtldrép warée retal .ed
10 Pooled 2 ~%}~{£~where zp = » gcore for significar e level of the pth project
N . K = number of wrojects R
11 two-tailed

~
% Program % Control Two-tailed: i,Redhcdtion
’ Chirdren ' Children Chi- - Significance in Childrén
PROJECT Held Back Held Back Square Level Jeld Back
“Closely Approx. ’ ) .
Experimental .Design
© Gorgon’ 7.1 9.5 0116 @ .9204 25.26
-~ ° , dr
Gray3 5L.5 66.7 - .3196 .5686 22.79
Palmer" 22,0 45.0 - 11.54 .001 51.11 -
Weikart’ . 3.4 "L 10.8 1.463.  .226 68.52
. 10
. Pooled z score for four EYOJECCS = 2.64 -
booled significance levell 008 - )
Quasi-
‘Experimental. . ) ‘ . -
- e . ] ~
Levenstein® 13.2 13.0 0006 (.9840) a.sw? -
‘ . , o T i H .
Miller! - . 6.7 0 L3509 (.5552) -
K . R re ¥
Zigler8 26.6 12.3 ' .32 .9700 17.65
Pooled 2 scorelo for seven projects = 1.98 o

!




- u—

€ . . ' L3 '*_‘:
Percent of Program and Control Ch idren Held Back a Grade |

[

~ . N

. m
Control Lugd -

.

L - T

I} & L4 T

. Progear seee
-~ t s

- S » m . . o£
Weikart Levenstein Miller Zigler : .

Gordon

U — >

-C;f‘ay - Palmer

. ' ' ) A )
Figure 10. }’e;centage,Rcductim in Childrai -Held Back in Grade

»

> v
- » Increase <4

o
Control Level

T

W9
¥ -

. -~

.

% Requetion

.
i

=

E Y

\
.
~ k|
3
N .




~79-

ELEY S e

Table 13: The Effect of Different Curricula or Grade Failui,

-

Louise Miller Project
>

Bereiter-
DARCEE Engelmann Montessori Traditional total
Held Back 1. 3 ~ 1 2, 7
. (3.7%) (10.0%) (5.0%) (7.1 . (6.7%)
: * Not Lo L - ' ) : :
: Held Back ~ .26 27 19 26 98
(96.3%  (90.0%) _(95.07) (92.9%) (93.30)
A : "
total 27 30 20 28 195
X2 = 1.016 Not Significant
Merle Karnes Preiect :
Bereiter-. - Community
COAL Engelmann Montessori Traditional Integrated total .
Held Back 4 2 3 0 - 10
(18.2°)  (20.02) (Zi.4%) oD (8.3%) (15.42) . _ -
: —— L I S o~ — S
Not ' t . N
Held Back 18 8 11 8 11 56
3 . . )
ABL.8%)  (8OL) (78.6%) (1007 (91.77) (84.6%)
——— — ) . —
22 & 10 YA 3 12 66
= 2.632 Notv Significant
'
~ . ’
95 1
< , r——
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Table 14: The Effect of the Micro-Social Learning System on Grade Failuxe
. . . - i
% (a) Program Children vs. General School Population
i» Not Retained Retained Total
Program N | 117 62 194
. % of Program (68.0%) (32.0%) {1002)
T flaneral Populutien N 66 15 101
{ ' % of General (n5.32) el 71 -(1007)
1 Population . . b
8 P \: ; ay
Total N 198 97 - 299
2 : .
. e 113
Sigaffican. ¢ » 0.74 .

(b) spanisit. “uanamed Proseam Children s, Spanish Surnamed Schouwl ?quiﬂtiEKT:A

.

»
Nt Retalned Retaiped fotal
.ogram N, ) iy 149 i1e
7 of Program (87.25Y {12 .8L) {1607
Population N 21 3 62
Z of Poapulatinn {47,100 {6.0.9%) £ W)
Total 103 ] 152
2 , .
7 = 11.888 ; -

) Stgnificance < .0OU]

»
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~ Table 15: The Effects of the Micro-Social Learning System
S on Assignment to Special Education

v

(a) Program Children vs. General School Populatjon

Not in Specizl In Special

: Education Education Total
? Program N ‘ 169 ] 27 © 196
% of Program (86.2%) ‘ (13.8%) (100%)
} - General Population N 95 6 101
! % of General 94.1% 5.9%) o 100%

‘ of Gemeral __ ( ) (5.9%) (100%)

Population T — . ’ﬂ,,//”///

E Total 264 33 297
A X = 3.39

VS}gnificaﬁce = .066

(b) Spanish Surnamed Pfogram Childre% vs. Spanish Surnamed School Fopulation

.7 Not in Special In Special

Education Education Total
: Program N : 104 17 121
§ i % of Program (86.0%) (14.07%) (100%)
3 Population N 54 ' . 8 62
. % of Population (87.1%) (12.9%) (100%)
- Total 158 ' 25 183
: . Xz = 0.0002
& Significance = .99
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E. Analysis of Schooling Variables from Youth Interviews

»

The next question is: how far will these children go in school and what
£
factors motivate them? Measures of motivation such as self-concept and

educatignal aspiration are thought to play a role in the number of years

of échooling completed. Three variables from the Youth Interview provide

information on the educational attainment process. These variables are:
Current Status in School (Question 1); Educational Aspiratlen (Question 2);
and Self-Evaluation of Schoolwork (Question 5). A total of 773 Youth
Interviews from nine project sites were available on Juiy 1 te investigate
differences between program and contfol groups. The preliminary analyses
indicate:

-.A slight tendency for more control than program children to drop

out of school, and a trend for control children who drop out to leave

.

school at a younger age compared to program dropouts. The differences
¥
) are not significant, but these findings warrant further investigatién'
when the data collection is completed;
. ' = the children who participated in early education programs do not
appear to have educational aspirations that differ from children who //
did not participate;
- there is, however, evidence in Consortium datﬁ that program
children rate how they feel they are doing in school higher than children
e who did not participate in early educational programs. The analysis

related to this self-concept finding is discussed below.

1. Self-Evaluation of School Work

Self-concept is a variable often suggested to be related to
’ /

educational attainment. Enhancement of self-concept, in addition, was
- [

often an expressed goal of early intervention programs. Question 5 in

" ERIC 98
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the Youth Interview was designed as a measure of self-evaluation related

-

to ¢urrent self-concept in order to asses an important aspect of the long
. . o

term impact of early intervention programs.

Question 5: "How are you doing (did you do) in your schoolwork;
’ that is, overall, not just in one subject? Is your
) schoolwork ... much better than the others, about
the same as others, a little worse than others, much
worse than others?" . .

v .

The response te this question indicated how the sample evaluate their

school work compgred to their classmates. For this sample ‘Q = 731),

5.6% rated themselves much better than others; 30.5% rated thémséives

a 1ittlé betteé} 54.3% said they were’ about the same; 8.5% rated themselves
worse than others; and 1.1% rated themselves much worse than others.

Chi square analyses sho@\a significant treatment effect for the dlder
subjects. The program group which had participated in Beller, Weikart,
G;ay and Deutsch's earlf'intgrventZBn érograms are now at least fifteen
years old. These program children aye%signifiéantly more likely to rate

themselves better than others in their school work comﬁared to their

controls (X2 = 7.81f, p==<.0£0) as shown in Table 16:

Table 16: Self-evaluation of School Work by Program z
or Control Status (older project sit.3 only) { =

3

\ R &
Ty

,

H

H

Self rating %Z Control % Program :
Better than others | 33¢p 48.5 5
- — X H
About the same N 56.6 47.7 3
) Worse than others 9.8 3.8

N of cases 122 132

x% = 7,812, p = <.020
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Looking at the four project sites individually, they are all in the

predicted direction but only Deutsch is significant (X2 = 5.9, p ={-05)-

. .

The program vs. control comparison is not significant for the younger
* subjects and there are no significant sex differences. ) A4
) \ ’ Taken with the other data on special education placement and failure . §

Y to be promoted, this self-rating data would appear to be a relatively :

-

accurate assessment. There is no reason to expect that the program group

would be moré likely than the control:s to say what they think the

interviewer would like to hear, and it is assumed that the interviewers a i

h I3
! ~

for the most part were blind to the program or control status of the

e g

respondent. This program effect appears in the sample when the subjects
reach high school -- a time when decisions about educational goals are
: critical.
L
I'n sum, further analyses of Youth as well as Parent Interview responses
can serve as an important data source for the investigation of attitudinal
and interpersonal variables that mediate the effect of early educaticui -n?

later educational outcomes.
™~

Because of the complexity of analysis of the interview data, and
because it does not contribute particularly to the main effects reported
in this paper, we have decide&’to delay its ful; treatment untll the whole -
“ body of data has been feéeived.
Several studies experienced unavoidable delays in data gathering while
- waiting for school districté\to decide upon the adequacy of their informed
consent and privacy procedures. All finally did get access to school
data, but in one study (Beller) data collection will not be completed

until later in the fall, and in several other cases, data could not be

collected in time for this required report.
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PART V - - -

ANALYSIS OF DELIVZRY SYSTEMS

As+ Parental Evaluations of Programs

.

As part of the Parent Iaterviews, parents of the experimental and

-

of some of the control children were asked to evaluate the programs their

. 2

children had been in ten years earlier.  The responses of these 684

o .

parents were quite positive, and these final results comfirm the

N

preliminary findings reported in May on several hundred fewer

respondents.

While in some studies control parents were asked to evaluate
"programs" in order to mainqain the blind condition of the interviewer,

!
the primary results to be reported here are from interviews with parents

|

of experimental children. f

In response to the qu?stion, "Was the program a good thing for

|
your chitd?" many more pargnts answered "yes" than "no" or "don't know."
i

3 :
As may be seen in Table 17, all of the parents whose children had been

in home~based programs answered the question positively, as did 93.47%

i
of the parents of childrén from ceézer—based prcgrams, and 87.8% of the

parents of children who:had been in copbination programs. There -was

more-uncertainty, howeter, in the center and combination delivery systems

where nineteen parent$ (4.3%) and seventeen parents {10.9%) respectively
. £
answered that they did not know whether the program had been a good thing

i
J

or not. Ten (2.3%)/of the center-based program parents and two (1.3%) of
. 7

goed for their children. While these last negative findings might be

the combination prdgram parents stated that the programs had not been '
!
of concern to prggram administrators, they are extremely small

i

!
J
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psrcentages, and may indeed be indicators of the validity of the

. . , .
interview in that this question evidently was not (at least to some -

parents) one that intrinsically demanded a positive parental response.

o .
Table 17: Responses to Parental Interview Question "Was the Program -

A Good Thing for Your Child2" By Delivery System

=684

- Center Home Combination
Answer N A N % N %
Yes 412 93.4 87 100 /137//57.8
No 10 2.3 . NUPR R B B
bon't ) .
Know 19 4.3 17 10.9
Total 441 100 89 100 156 100

2 = 18055 b =¢.0012

The chi-square performed for relationships between the variables of
answers to the question and delivery system reveals a statisticéily

significant rela&?onship,with home programs being most likely to have

parents who answered the question positivaly.

In order to determine thé basis of their judgments about the program's

value, the parents were asked what they liked best. While there wes
$

a

considerable variance across delivery systems (which will be discussed

below), overall the best liked category velated to cognitive aspects of
’ -

the program. This group o/ responses included mentions of learning with

23

toys, etc. Next most popular overall were program characteristics “22.3%),

including teacher-child ratio, length of program, materials, etc, Also

102 ¢
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approved of at 51milar levels were the total prﬁgraw (13.6%), parental
|

aspects (13.1%), and social aspects (15.4%). Additional services (suc

\
as medical cage) accounted for 3% and "nothing" (usually meaniﬁg\

-

- _ "nothing in particular") ?ccounted for 1.2%.. ‘ ) \\
Table 18: Answers toithe Question "What Did You Like Best About \ oo
vhe Program Your Child was In?" By Delivery System ANg i
| \ ~
: N=605 ‘ ' R
Centerf Home Combinatio; e ‘
N % N % _N-
_ Cognitive Aspects 134  34.3 17 20.5 40 30.5
Program Characteristics 85 21.7 29 34.9 21 16.0
social Characteristics 80  20.5 2 2.4 11 8.4 i'
Total Program 43  11.0 15 18.1 24 18.3 j
-Parental Aspects 29 7.4 19 22.9 31’ 23.7
Additional Services 15 3.8 ‘ 1 1.2 N 2 1.5
Nothing 5 1.3 2 1.5
83 ? 151

Total 391 ,

0f particular interest are the differences among the delivery systems
«

on social, parental, and program characteristics. As would be hypothesized,
parents of children who had been in center-based progams {(which Qad the
salient feature of groups. of children interacting with each other and with

) adults) were much more likely to identify social aspects of the program as
best liked thgn were the parents of children who had been in the home or
combination. programs. Conversely, parents of children who had participated
in home-based or comhination programs were nearly three times as likely to

identify perental aspects as best liked as were parehﬁs of children who had

been in center-based programs,

103 L
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Even so, in no delivery system did the parents choose parental
benefits more often than they .did direct benefits to their children.

The most frequently mentioned category for the home-based programs was

frogram characteristics and for the combinution and center it was cognitive
. - benefits. '

The last category "notging" should not be interpreted as meaning that
the parents did not like anything about,the program. Rather, analysis of
+a answers for the seven parents who answered this way reveals that the
answer apparently meant that they liked everything about the program and

: vot one thing in particular. Only one of the seven said that she did not

Jike the program; two others said that they couldn't remember anything 3

TN HpRC T e

about the program except that it was nice, .
& . ' . : |
To obtain more critical evaluations of the programs, the parents

were asked what they did not like znd how they would have changed the

program to make it better. By a wide margin, most parents responded that

“here was not anything they did not like. By delivery system 84.17%, 83.1%.

«©
»—~—and 89.6% of the center, home, and combination program parents responded R

3 3 .
in this manner. In other categories 8.7% overall answered that they did

not like some of the characteristics of the program (like the teaching .
- & .

philosophy). o

* ¥

: As to what they would change apout the programs, 57.3% overall said
that 'they would change ncthing, 13.8% responded that th?y would change

program characteristics such as the length or frequency of the program.

Other categories were quite low in responses.

The parents were asked if they liked the location of the program. .
1A preceding statement explained that sometimes programs for young.

1 C. . . . s .
wiideen are conducted in centers and sometimes a home visitor brings

.

SO - v

+

N
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activities to the home.) Parents in both home and center programs

1

preferred the location that they had utilized; 98.8 % and 96.0% of

vl st vt e s WS B A R
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S N
t e
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the location of the program. Only one parent from a center-based

program and three from home-based programs did net like the location of

&
the program, as may be seen in Table 19.

Table 19: Responses to the Question "Did You Like Having the
o Program in a Home/Center?” By Delivery System

t

R Home Center . .
N A N %
Yes 84  96.6 422  98.8
No 3 3.4 1 .2 ] )
a Al .

Don't :

Know - 0 0 4 .9

Total 87 100 427 99.9

.
§
’ \-/%
o

For the combination programs, the parents were asked if they liked
X h;ving the progrém iavboth locations; B8.7% (118 pahents) respondeﬁ that
ffélihey did like having both home and cehter locations and ‘11.3% (fiftéen
E?rents) said tHat they did not like them. When asked if they pref;;red
either the home or center component of the program, 58% (eighty par~nts)
had no preference, 31.2% (forty-three parents) prefgfred the center
program, and 10.9% (fifteen parents) pre?erred the home p;ogram.
When parents were asked why they liled the location of the program,

distinct differences emerged between the home and center-based studies.

In contrast to what they liked best, the parents of children in home-

1935
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based studies mos* frequently said that théy liked parental ‘aspects

.

(76.2%). Tor the.ceﬂfér—based studies, the most frequent response was

v
<

that they liked everything about the program -=z. ox that they "just

liked it" (27.2%). Another 25.9% of tiese parents answered that they

liked the social aspects of the center location.

Similarly, when the combination program parents were asked what
they liked best about,the double locations of those programs, 56 &%

¢
responded with.mention of the parental aspects, while 18.9% an wered

with the zeneral "everything" or "I just liked it," "It was fine."

A} L .
In summary, the p3rents stéted that they considered tbeqyrograms
. [ .

-
v

to have been valuable to their chilaren in a variety %f develupmental

!
»

ways. Theré was little that they did not like about the programs, and

-

little that they would have changed. Generally, they liked the location

of the programs and the aspects.of it that made the 1oca§ion unique;

.

that is, parents of home-based and combination progr?m\children»liESG

. \ . *
parental aspects of -the programs and parents of center-based prograr
) \

childrennliked the total program Best. .
Generally it may be deducegjthat these programs were hig%ly

‘ ‘\
succesgful in obtaining parental satisfaction with their efforts.

+ . *

W
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B, .PrograM‘V'“iablesqgnalysis ) ‘
- B . * .
c . 5o .
. Are ‘'some Intervention programs significantly more effective than

’

others? If soj what kinds of proérams are most effective? We have just
e
’ .\, L ) N . Cow 4
begun to ‘address this important set of questions. &
. ) 7 ¢ ', .
It seems’reasonable to approach this, topic in' four steps:

»

N 1.» Determine whether there are reliable differences among the

.

programs, as measured by the difference bgtween expé}imental groupy and

\Jcontrol group means on IQ's or other depeundent variables.

. ~

e S e T
ks .

2. ‘Determine whether these apparent differences amoné programs

(if any such differences are fqund) might-be due t> the fact that some

(RN

2 procjects had methodological biases favorifig experimental groups, and other
s P -] 9! 3

2 ™

e projects had methodological biases favoriug control groups. If such

biases existed, then statistically reliable differences might appear in

. the apparent effectiveness of the various programs, even if there were no

real differences in program effectiveness, *

. ~ . .
-

.o 3, If differences among project results appear to be due to real

°

. differences in program effecfiveﬁess, the next step would be to determine
. “ .

whether these differences are caused by identifiable features of the

-

programs, such as delivery system,lstaﬁf tnaining: etc., or whether they

-

?ight be due merely to idiosyncratic features of individual programs that

cannot be replicat& in the future)*uch as personal effectiveness of

I . .
5

individual teachers or supervisors. This would involve demomstrating

some consistency across projects, in the types of projects which yield

T

superior results.«
4. }f the results of step 3 are positive, the next step would be

to see whether program variables are confounded with each other. If

107
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superlor programs consistently have feature A, do they also have feature

B so that it is not clear whish feature produced the superiority?

Cf the four-step program which would be necessary before any useful ¢ ;

conclusions can be drawn from this Eypé of analysis, only the first

step has even been approached seriously, and even there we have used J ' {
only one dependent variable of perhaps minor interest-~3tanford-Binet ’ ¢ j
IQ measured immediately upon coﬁpletion of the program. Ohly one -%
statistically reli;ble difference has been detected thhs f;r-»programs - .

¢ . H

having medium or high degr~-» ofo;eé¢hing strucéurq appeared to hagf 5

d s

4 on
greater effects on immedidte [sttest IQ than progrhms with low teaching .

. R . :

structure. Even for Ehis'fihding we ‘have not yet completed step 2 .

¢ -

above--determining whetﬁer this result might be caused by biases faveri:,

~

the experimental groups in some brojects. Preliminary inspection inilicate.
‘that even if this finding suvrvives a staée-Z analysis, it will probably - .
not survive a stdge-3 analysis. Thus the fiﬂ?ings in this area so far-- .
which involve only immediate posttes} IQ--are essentially negative.

This does not mean that program cgaracteristics have no effect on

t

development. It may mean that there were too many ambiguities‘in our data’
to iraw definite conclusions. Or it may be that clear differences will
emerge for other dependent variables. Or it may mean that the projects

we studied were all managed too skillfully fgr differences to appear, even

if differences might appear for less carefully mhnaged projects. To X\‘

take only one example, if it makes no detectable diffcrénce whether~

A

children werec :aught in groups of Lwo or five children, there may never-

theless be important differences between groups of two or five on the one

- N -

3 - M :
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hand, and groups of twenty or twenty~-five childeen on the other.
The stage-1 analysis proceeded as follows. First, a measure of \
the effectiveness of each intervention program was computed. At first

°

we considered using the simple difference between the meails nf the

et 2
el A
.

LA

experimental and control groups for each project. However, because

7
!

|

P some subject popuiations‘were more homogeneous than others, and because

el

e 5

different projects used different IQ posttests, it se2med desirable to

}*.*wmw;rw_w“.mm. e
\ Sl I

adjust these for the standard deviation of each projec .cores
. To do this, we computed a point-biserial correlation for each projeqt,
?f:} between immediate posttest IQ and treatment-control status. This »
o &

correlation is essentially a measure of the effectiveness of the broject,

— as measured by immediate posttest IQ scores, standardized for the standard

deviation of IQ's in the project. These effectiveness measures are
shown in Téble 20.
A list of vaviables relevant to all pr?grams, such as adult-child
ratio, degree of structure in the teaching method, etc., was compifed'
. ‘ using man§ of the variables identified by\Gor&on, et al.* and by
.. Goodson and Hess.** Based on written reprrts,and raw data, each(variable
was assessed and assigngd a vaiue for each'program (see Table 21). For

-

example, degree of sfructure in the teaching method was determined to be

v <o ‘
* Gordon, et al, ''Research Report of Parent Oriented Home-based Early
Childhood Education Program.' Institute for Development of Human

<. Resou:ces, May, 1975,

R

*k ngdson, Barbara Dillon and Robert Hess. 'The Effects of Parent
Training Programs on Child Performance and Parent Behavior." Stanford

University, undated mimeograph.
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high, moderate, or low for each study. This listing was then sent to

each investigator for review and corrections before it was used in

the analysis. Not all studies were included in ghe analysis because

<

.lists were not returned in time for the preparatgéh\of this report.

In addition, two studies with the greatest diversity in program (Karnes'

Curriculum Comparison and Weikart's Curriculum-Demonstration) could not

be included in this analysis because they did not have control groups.

For the analysis, each variable was forced into dichotomous categories.

e e e L

- < — l\ . f — [ - -~ =
For example, Parget Group was dichotomized as children only versus parents

N

and children. Each study (or its relevant groups) was then assigned to

the appropriate category. In those cases in which a‘study was divided’

between groups, separate effectiveness correlations were calculated for

oach part of the study. 7 ‘ o 7“—fj

- Using the following formula, a z score was--calculated for- each.. '

program variable. This formula was suggested by Richard Darlington o . -

and incorporates the fact that the standard error of a low produc.-moment

correlation is about 1/n.

ci = the effectiveness correlation
c.v, -
: e = = 1 v, = a weight (the sum of all of which
. 2 ' must equal zero)
Vi,
P ny n = the number of subjects in a study, i

- "

A total of twenty-five comparisons were made, irvolving fifteen

E

different program variables. Thc uncorrected p-values for these
~——_—**~compafisons are shown in Table 22. Each of these p-values should be

multiplied by about rwenty-five (the actual‘figure may vary slightly)
;e N :
‘ to chtain a significance level, to correct for the fact that they were t '

£ T T T e
E - N
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selected post hoc from among the twenty comparisons. When kéiktétep'
is takeq, only one of the comparisons is still significant: for low
teaching structure vs. medium or high teaching structure we have a
significance level of 25 x .0014 - .035. It must be remembered that
the effective sample size for this result is the total number of

children in all projects together, or 2060. A result which is

significant at ouly the .035 level in such a large sample should tfot

be taken too seriously. : B
In summary, the analysis outlined at the beginning of this section
involves four '"'screens'" which a finding must pass before it can be taken
seriously. So far, only one finding has passeé even the first of these
four screens, and its outlook for passing the other three screens seems
dim. However, we have studied only immediate posttest IQ, and more

pusitive results might be found if other variables are studied. '

N




Table 20: Correlations Between Immediate Posttest IQ

and Treatment-Control Status =

. Sample Size Correlation
Beller 163 .2073
Deutsch ; 740 - .3564
Gordon ‘ 186 ) 41682
Cray-Early Training Project 87 .4982
éray-Family-Oriented Home Visitor 51 L2454

_ Levenstein 150 . .3082
Miller 231 .0091
Pélmer 197 .1289

© Weikart éerry Preschool Project 120 <2179
‘Weikart Carnegie Infant Study 36 : .0890
Zigler ) 99 .0410
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Table 21: Matrix of Program Descriptions Q .
. Beller Deutsch Gordon N
Age at *Group 1 = 4 yr. 4 yrs. Groups 1,2,4,5 = 3 mo,
beginning of Group 2 = 3 yr. groups 3,6 = 1 yr,
intervention** Group 7 = 2 yrs.
p .
Length of Group 1 = 2 yrs. 5 yrs. Group 1 =-2 yrs, 9 mo,
Intervention Group‘2 =] yr. Groups .2,3,4 = 1 yr. 9 mo.
in Years e Groups 6,7 = 1 yr.
Length of ¢ mos. 9 mos. 12 mos.
intervention
in mo/yr.
Goala stated for Chiidren Children , - Parents and children
parents and/or ;
children ** ) ‘
Geographic Region 3 Region 2 Region &4
location by (Mid-Atlantic) (Northeastern) (Southeastern)
HEW regionsk* .
Child Gondition Normal Normal N Normal
at Entry** - :
, - y Y I
Delivery -system** Center Center Hotoe; p N
Site . ? Home and Canter
- . \ - .
Adult-Child Nursery School: Nursery School: Home: 1-1 .
ratiok* 1-7.5 1-7.5 Center _
) ‘Kindergarten: 1-30 Kindergarten and A - -
T g ' above: 1-12.5 . -
Staff Nursery profes- Professional - Paraprofessional
Qualifications sional teacher teacher
Paraprofessional aide, Paraprofessional’ -
R ndergarten-Profes~ aide
: sional teacher - _
Staff ) Pre-Service and Pre-Service .
training In~Sérvice In-Service } and In-Service
Progam Cognitive Cognitive, Langdage, Qgternal COmpecence -
goals Affective Perceptual, Self- Child~Psychumotor,_; .
- Language Image --Cognitive, Affectivé ‘
Dégrae of- v #oderate Moderate " Moderate '
structure in A -
teaching
activities
Specificity in Moderate Moderate Moderate
instruction by B ’
parents or teachers
Emphasis on Moderate High Moderate .
language training
Philosopbical Trad{.ional Cognitjve and Cognitive
orientation socio/emotional sonio/emotional
Parental Moderate . Moderate High
Involvement

Number of hours
of intervention
per year’ —

Nursery and
Kindergarten:
720-hrs/yr B

Nursery and Kinder-
garten: 720 hr/yr

___School grades:
1350\hr /yr

Home: 52 hr/yr
Center: 208 hr./yr

,,,,, e Y

52

v Hours per year Nursery and Nursery sand kinder-  Home:
x adult-child ratio kindergarten: garten: 93.6 Center: 104 ~
N ° 95.76 Schnol grades: 108
Child-child Nursery: 1-15 Nursery: 1-15 Home: 0
ratio . _ Kindergarten: 1-30 Kindergarten and Center: 1-5

—

* See last section of Table 20 for key to Group Codes by proiect site.

—gchool-gardes:
1-25

*% These variables are taken from Gordon*or Coodson and Hess.
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- ! Early Training Project Home Visitor

*Age at heginhing of . *Group 1 = 3.8yrs  16~22mos. ’ : ) ~i‘

intervention** ; , " ';‘

3

* Length of int:eil'vention Group 1 = 2 yrs. Groups 1 & 3 = 2 yrs. ! -

in Years' Group 2 = 1 yr. Groups 2 & 4 = 1 yr. 3

Length of intervention 12 wos. (10 week -4
_in mo/yr. summer school 9 mos.

. home visits)

o T e e

Goals stated for parsnty *Both . Both 3

and/or childrent* ‘ - TN
y

Geugraphic location Region 4 % Region 4 . ‘

by HEW regionsh* (Southeastarn) (Southeastern) ! T4

Child Condition at Normal " Normal l N

Entxy**

Delivery systemk* _  Home and Center Home *

Site

Adult-Child 1-4 summer school 1-2

ratio*x, 1-1 home visits

Si:afff 9ua11_f1cat:iona Professional teacher, Professional and para- -

o . paraprofessional professional

-~ aildes & home visitors

» - _

yStaff training -+ - Pre2service and Pre-service and In-service .
T oo - In-service apprenticeship ‘ . T3
Program goals ) Camnitive ’Qognitive affective, .
. attitudinal parental competence - ) . :
Deéree of structure in High Moderate ' |
teaching Activities . R ~ ' -~
: Specificity in | High Moderate . B
instruction by parents . ) -
or’teachers ’ ' . : .
Emphasis on language _ Moderate Moderate — . i
training . . I ——
. ) . » %
Miilosophical Cognitive . Cognitive and socio-emotional . .
orientation ' -
Parental - High Moderate - ' o ;!
Involvement 4 - i - Pt
“Number of hours of 240 hr./yr. 24 hiufyr :
intervention per - 2
year
Hours pér year » 100 24+ .
adult-child ratio ~ -
thild-child ratio 5 for summer school O e
- 0 for home visits L - .
* See last nage of Table 19 for key to Group Codes by project site. s’

*% Thesge variables are taken from Gordor or Goodson and Hess. ’ -
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Age at beginning of

4 yra. . A yrs.

w i .

interventionk#
/

Length of intervention 1lyr. 4 yrs. - intervention & regular
in Years school; 5> yrs. - intervention &
. vork=gpend

Length of intervention .8 mo/yr ' 9 mos/yr

in mo/vr.

Goals stated for perents - Children = ' Children

and/or children#*

Geograﬁhic location Reglon 5 Region 4

by HEW regionsk# (Midwestern) (Southeastern)

Child Condition at Normal Normal B
Entry*#

Deliv&ty gystem~* Center Groupe 2,3,4 = center

site

1/2 of group 1 = centev, 1/2 of

Adult-child ratio*#® .

cranp 1 = cowbingtion -

*G.ioups 1,2,3 = 1-5  Gruups 1,2,5 = 1-8
group 6 = 1-6 group ‘4 = 1-7
group 7 = 1-1¢

Staff Qualifications - Professional & Prcfeasfonal and paraprofessional
3 g o#raprofessional . . .
Staff training In-service Pre:aer?ice aad In- crvice

.Program goals

Group 1 - language  Group 1,2 - cognitive,
cognitive, affective language, achievement motivatio
geoup 2,5 ~ cognitive. group 3 - cugnitive, sensory,
group & - coynitive, datly living. character
self-developnent group 4 - cungitive, emotional,
group 7 - language. social, vhysical :
cognitive, affective

Degree of structure
in teaching activities

Groups 1,7 - mianimal Groups 1,2,3 - bhign
erouos 2.3.6 - high group 4 - moderate

Specificity In
instruction by parents
or teachers

Gcoups 1,7 - moderate Groups 1,2,3 - high
groups 2,3,uv - high group 4 - }oy -~

Emphasis on language Groups 1,2,3,7 - Groups 1,2 - high
training high, . group 3 --low

group 6 - low group 4 - moderate )
Philoscphical Group 1,7 - Groups 1,2 - cognitive, behaviorial
orientation traditional group 3 - cognitive, personal ;

groups 2,3,6 - group 4 ~ traditlonal socio/emot?onal

. behaviorial  ~ 7 4 o

Parental " Moderate Groups 2,3,4,6 1/2 of 1 - minimal;
Involvement 1/2 of group 1 - high

Number of houre of
intervention per yecar

36U hrfyr uroup i - 1206 hi/yr .
groups 2,3,4 - 1160 hr/yr
7

Hours per year x adult- 72 Groups 2,3& 1/2 of growp 1 - 146.25;
child ratio, group 4 - 166.14; 1/2 of group 1 -
182.25
Child-child ratio 5 Groups 1,2 ~ 8
. group 4 ~ 7
group 3 - 2

* See last page of Table 19

“*“““Thé#e“variablea are taken-from Gordon or Goodson and Hess.
N _— - B

for key to Group Codes by project site.
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Age at beginning of
Interventionk*

Levenstein Palmer

Groups

2 yrs, 1,2
Groups 4,5

= 3 yrs.

Length of Intervention
in years

*Groups 1,15 = 9 mo,
Groups 5,7,8,12,14
15 = 1 yr., 9mos.

Groups 1,
Groups 6,

Length of Intervention 7 mos/yr 8 mos.

in mo/yr.

Goals stated for Parents & Children Children

Parents and/or Children** v .

Geographic location by Regioa 2 Region 2 -

HEW regions #* {Northeastern) (Northeastezn)

Child condition Normal Norual

at entryk*

Delivery system** Home Center

Site

Adult-Child Ratio** 1-1 1-1 B

Stefﬁ Qualifications Professional, - Professional and para-
’ Volunteer, \ professional

Paraprofessional

Staff training

Levenstein Pre-
service and In-
service

Palmer In-service

Program goals

¢

Cognitive,.affective, Cognitive-
language

Degree of structure Righ Groups 1,4,6 - digh
in teaching activities T e 577 ;Groups 2,5,7 - 1
5 M - e

Specificity in instruction High . Groups 1,4,6 - High
by parents or teachers " Rd a%' Groups 2,5,7 - low
Emphasis on languase High Moderate
‘training
Philosophical orientation Cognitive and Cognitive

. Traditional socio/ .

- emotional \

Parental involvement High Mode}qte !

Number of hours of
intervention per year

46 hr/yr (long year) 45 hrs.
7 hr/yr (short year)

Hours per year x
adult-child ratio

46 long year 45
7 short year

Child-child ratio

0’ .1/0

v A

* See last page of Table 19 fcr key to Group Codes by project site,
*k  Thege variables are taken from Gordon or "Goodson and Hess.
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Table 21
cont.

-To1- :

Welkart Perry
Prescliool Project

W t
elkar ! Woolman -

Curriculum Demongtrxation

4 Ch{ld-child ratio

Ago at Beginning of *Group 1 = 3 yrs. 3 yrs. .
intervention ** Group 2 » 4 yrs. 4 yrs.
-~ * B ) >
“enzth of Intervention Group 1 - 17 mos. 2 yrs. 2 yrs. -
i\x\Years Group 2 = 8.5 mos.
2 AY
,3“'3* Lengt\h of Intervention 8.5 mos/yr. 8.5 mos. 12 mos.
o in mfyr.
o, Goals stated for Children > Children Children
S - parents andfor- 3
Yor - <" children* .
-%a : Geographic Tocatlon Region o 7 Regioh 5 Regtor2-
- o by HEW reglonsk* *(Midwestern) (Midwestern) (Northeastern)
I Child Condition at Functionally Functionally Educably Mentally
e -, Entry** Mentally Retarded Mentally Retarded Retarded
- Delivery System®* Combination Center .
: Site .
I - E. J
Adult-Child Home: 1-1 Home:. 1-1 1-15
3 Ratioh* Center: 1-5 Center: 1-5. T
1 R N
o . staff Protessional, Professional and Professional and
5, ‘ Qualifications para-professinonal paraprofessional Paraprofessional :~
; and volunteer ’ :
: ' . Staff Training Welikart Perry Wekart Curriculum Woolman in-dervice
= Preschool In- Demongtration In- ¢ P
s Service Service ! R .
;:« - Program Goals Lognitive, La‘\guage Cognitive . Languug 2, Cognit::lv'é:
'~ affective . Social, Achievement
- sk Motivation,
Degree of structure Moderate Groups 1 & 2 = high Moderate
ir teaching activities - Group 3 - low | ¢ (i/2 high, 1/2 low)
A ,
Specificity ‘n Moderate Groups 1 & 2 - high Moderate
- ins_t_:ruct:lon by parents Group 3 ~ low -
oy teachers -
';‘: . ‘ * ’
o - 4  Emphasis cn Moderate Groups 1 & 3 - high High » ,
i language training Group 3 - moderate ,
- = <&
Philosophical Cognitive Gr‘éup 1 - Cugnitive Cognitive, Social
Orientation @ Group. 2 - Behavioral’
: _— Group 3 -~ Traditional
§ " Parental High High ‘ Moderate
s ¢ Involvement -
U Number «of hours 504 hrs. 450 Frs. ' 600 hrs./yr.
VRN of Intervention
‘A i .per year . .
. --Hours per year 128.7 198 , . 39.6
" _ we X adult-child ratlo ~
—-—— H .
1/5 1/5 in center - 1/15 - .

,1/1 in home

~

N

See last page of Table 19 for key to Group Codes by project site.
** Thaese variahles are taken from Gordon or Goodson and Hess.
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Weikart : Zigler
carnegie Infant Study . R

5, 7, or 11 mos. 4 yrs . .

sI.g\t‘las“(:%l;r@o! Intervention 16 mos. S yrs. for follow-through
“Years ’ -group-

12 mos. 1st year ‘9 mos.
: 4 mos. 2nd year ) )

Both parent ard ’ Childven
children N .

Geo’grai)tjlic location by Region 5. Region 1
HEW:iregions** (Midwestern)

o A A a

‘Child Condition at Normal Normal ~

Home ' Center

C2duitichild 1-1 : 1-5 for Head Start c
ratiok® ’ .. 1-10 for follow.Through -
staff Professional Professional and Para-
Qualifications . . professional .
Staff Training Weikart Carnegie Infant Zigler In-Service )
‘ In~Service j
Program Coals - Cognitive, Mother as Co:gnitive, Sociml, Emotional,
' Teacher . Physicak ;Za:\_ , ‘
” - o T
Degree of structure Moderate . Low - Head S
in teathing activities Ot 4 /_be\erate ~ Folltw Througl ,
Specificity in instruct Moderate ’ . fbde}ate ~ Follow Through .
instruction by parents ‘ : ~ Head Start ‘ h
ar teachers ‘ ‘ . < ‘ \k'\
Enphasis on language Moderate Voderate
. training - . ’ . o~
rhilosophicsl ~ * Cognitive Traditional, Socio-Emotional ~ . .
Orientation ) . . . * T
Parental High Moderate
Involvement . . ~ .
Humber of hours 48-72 hgs/yr. 1260 hrs./yr. S e
of intervention ) * .
per year -
’ Hours per year 72 108 - Head Start -
x adult~child ratio 126 - PFollow Through ~ . .
Child-child o 1/5 - Head Start . .
- ratio : 1/10 - Follow Through N

. . e

*%  Thege variables are taken from Gordon or Goodson and Hess. ) R
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Group Codes for Program Variable Descriptions

‘ 4

Beller
Group 1 = Entered nursery school at 4
2 = Entered kindergarten at 5
3 = Entered first grade at 6 . :
Deutsch ‘ -
- All groups the same ‘ ' ‘
R Gordon - ‘ Tl
PN Group 1 = Experimental first, second>and*third years . .
2 = Experimental first and second years, conifol third year -
3 = Control first year, experimental second and third years o
o 4 = Experimental first and third years, control second year .
5 = Experimental first year, control second and third years
! 6 = Control first and thifd years, experimental second year
i - 7 = Control first and seqbnagyears, experimental third year
- 8 = Control all three years
Pt .
Grav: Early Training Project- o . . . s b
: . Group 1 = Experiméntal at age 3.8-years - R T—
E 2 = Experimental at age 4.8 years - - .
E ) 3 = Ra-dom local control;
E 4 = Distal control . -
'i;A Gray: Family-Orientzd Home Visitor
L Group 0 = Control )
7 1 = Extensive home. visitihg for 2 years - i
= 2 = Extensive home visiting for 1 year )
g' ‘3 = Materials only for 2 years
£ s . 4 = Materials only for 1 year , i o
~... . - Karneg—— . _ .\ . .
% . . Group 1 = Traditional Curriculum ;
i 2 = Bereiter-Engelmann N\ )
3 3 = GOAL program
L 6 = Mortlesgori
§. 7 = Community Integrated
é . . Levenstein ‘ |
L - » |
i Group 1 = 1 year treatment
i 5.= 2 years treatment
3 7 =1 and 2 years D
: . 8 = I and 2 years D Materials only" |
. 12 = 2 years materials only -
14 = 1 full year, 1 short year
15 =1 full year, 1 short year, materials only
16 = 1 year control (visitor), 1 year treatment
— 17+ = Control, 1967 (2 & 3 yrs. old)
18 = Control, 1967 ( 4 yrs. old)

= Control, after only .
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= DARCEE
Bereiter-Engelmann
Montessori '
Traditional

= Original Control

’

1 = Training at 2 years for one year, concept trairning
2 = Training at 2 years for one year, discovery training
5 = Control
4 = Trained at 3 years for’bne year, concept .training
5 = Trained at 3 years for one year, discovery training -
6 = Training-at ages 2 and’3 concept training
K 7 'Traiwing at ages 2 and 3, discovery “training
‘ H

v = 0

»

¥ Control " . é.
= Experimental from ages 3-5
= Experimental from ages 4-5

1

Weikart Currlculum\hemonsxxation Study -

v Group 1.= Cognitively—orientedfcﬁrriculum
. 21 Béreiter-Engelmann
3 = Traditional

Weikart Carnegie Infant Study

Group 1 = Experimental
2 = Control
4 = Post—-tested only controls
é -

All groups the same KT

Woolman

Zigler

Group 0 = No follow—fhrough
‘1 = Follow-through
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Table 22: Z-Score Computation for Between-Program o i §

ox 'Variable Categories ;
* Variable o Contrast 2z . 7P K

'S . 'i

Geographic Region - Northeast vs. Southeast’ & Midwest - .534 .5962 .

.

Nprtheast and Mitdwest vs. Southea;E\x 45652 5754 'f

- =* Chiid Condition at Entry Normal vs. Retarded- - .1323 .8966
[4 v . - 7 - * ’y =
Target Group . ‘ ' . 3
(Goals Stated for Whom) Children Only vs. Parents and .1646 .8728 :
' 5 /¢ Children : - v L
‘ Legé&h ggaﬁn;ervention Over:+9 Months vs. Less Than 9 ,- 7478 .4592 E
g in. Moyths/Years Months T .
R - ’ T
R “Deli;?ry'Systeﬁ Home vs. Center and Combination - .0765. L9442
. :§‘ . R Combination v%. Home and Center 1.5637 .1188
[/ ¢ : .
X \ .
5, 'ﬁ . e ¢ Center vs. Home and Combination -2.0850 _ .0376%
N P . ) < ’
L & Staff Qualificationss Paraprofessional and Volunteer .6034 o .5486
§ . * only vs. Paraprofessional and
‘ Professional/and Professional R
R only *
e . Professional only vs. Parapro- -  1.0340 .3030
- fessional, Profedsional and !
.Volunteer o . ~
Child Group Size s On vs. 5 or more children C\\ - .5785 .5686)
Empnagis on Language Medium vs. Hfgh and Low § .9763 .3320
High vs. %gdium and Low 1.2690 .2076
. ‘ Low vs. Medium and High ~1.4352 .1528
Philosophical Orientation Cognitive and Behavioral vs. 1.0625 .5352
of Program Traditional
Adult~Child Ratio 1:1 vs. 1:1 and 131 - - 3101 7566
' 1:21 vs. 1:1 and 171 ~1.4942 .1362
Teaching Structure High vs. Medium and Low . . 1.7477 .0818
Medium vs. High and Low i .3031 ©  .7642
- . &"h‘ . -
. Medium and High vs. Low -3,2088  .00l4* - |
* uncorrected p valups'C.05 . |
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~-Adult Intensity Ratio
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. *.uncorrected p-values < .05
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Contrast z P N

- N ' e

Medium and High vs. Low - '2.5547  J011B*

L] " . v
High vs. Medium and Low -1.2329 .2186
Pre-service and In-service vsﬁ. -2.0820 " .0376%

In-service Only . \

Less than 100 * -~ per year vg. . =-1.6199
More than 100 hours pgr year ,, . .

Less than 50 Potential Adult .4196
Hours of Contact vs. More .
than 50 Hours !
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PART VI < e
LR CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS )
. A Cbnclﬁgions o

If one accepts all of the assumptions inherent in the analyses, then

™

&

the foilowing conclusions -seem reasonable:
1)- Infant and preschool services improve the ability of low income
I'd N

J,J' childrén to meet the minim * requirements of the schools they
enter. This-effect can be manifested in either a reducﬁg

probability of being assigned to _special education classes or u ‘

reduced probability of being held back i%kgfadé. Either

T

' reduction constitutes a substantial cost reduction\for'thé school
system.

2) Low iﬁiome adolescents who received early educa*tion rate their
competence in school higher than compareble adolescenté who did

not have preschaol education.

3)‘ As measured by the Stanford-Binet and the WISC tésts preschool
programé produce a significaﬁt increase in the intellectual

functioning of low-income children at least during the critical

years of the primary grades in school.

?robably the most important finding is that low income children who

f;,;—-»»received early education are better able to meet the minimal requirements
of their school. Results on IQ tests indicate that this m;y be due to gn‘

'f;r*‘iﬁéi;;;e in intellectual skills thch lasts through the very important

primary grades in school. Additionally one might hypothesize that the

reduction in vate of assignment to special education or uf being held

RGN B

back in grade is due in part to increased pzrental concern and competence
. %o deal with the school system - an indirect effect of parental

- sensitization by the .preechool experience of their childrea. This

o
»
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,’.hypofﬁesis is certainly suPpofted by the fact that all of'the projeefg ﬁhich

found significant effects on special educatien either were home visiting |,
) N N . . e
programs or had some visiting components. The t%&(grojects which found

« 7

significant effects on grade failure had somewhat leéééa degrees of parental
Y - 62

—~ _ 1nvolvement. At this point, then, the evidence does not differentiaﬁe

«

between the relative contribution to the effects on school performance
nf increased intellectual skills in the child and.increased parental

concern with the child's learning. The positive effect of early education

on school performance is now fairly well established, but the mechapism

», which it has this effect is still open to conjecture.

The evidence also suggésts that, with respect to schoolhperformance,
there is as of now no indicatio; of a "magic age" at which early
intervention 1s most effective. Prcjects having signific;nt effects'on
assignment to special education were Gordon keducézion from birth to
two years of age), Gray ETP (four and five‘yea;s_;f age) and Levenstein
(two and three yeérs of age). Projects havi;g §ignificant effects on
yvade failure were Palmer (two and three yearé gf age) and Woolman (four
years Sf age). \Further, programs which had significant effects ranged in
duration from eight months (Palmer) to up to Ehf%g years (Gordon). The
most that can be said is that, at this point, there is no indicatlon of a
most effective age or }ength of intervention. However, given the
relatively small number of programs investigated and the relatively
large nu.aber of confounding factors (geographic region, cohort, school
policy, etc.), it is possible that such magic points exist, but are

not discoverable without a more rigorous, large scale experiment designed

specifically to answer those questionms.

S \ 1oy




Y N - .
- In sum, .the most important conclusion which has been reached to date

from this body of data is that well-run early education -programs can in " ‘

- ~

of their schools.

.

1
some way improve the ability of low income children to meet the requirements l

B. Implications and Recommendations for National Policies and Programs

In examining both the statistically significant findings, and the trends ﬁ% ;
whicb appear across these studies, certain policy implications seemed clear’ o
to us:}'ﬁhile further analyses and other data will .be necessary to fully i

document-these impliqations, we felt it important that they be listed now,

even in their somewhat tentative state.’ 2
1. Day Care ) ! r .

-

These findings indicate that the faildre to require a deliberate,

well planned curriculum for young children in federally suppotted “day care
programs is likely to cost more money in later spectal education expenditures
than would be saved in day care costs. We recommend that the educational i

requirement not onl& be restored to the Federal Requirements, but should

*  be made explicit.

2. Program Delegation , o,

?3 While it is difficult to generalize across all public schools,
\ in none of the public schools who sponsored preschool programs included

in this study were parents involved as teachers of their >wn preschool

children. Neither did they mount home-based services, nor accept
children under four years of age, Further -- there are except ions =-
most public schools have rigidly defined and highly structured curricula, ‘

and Ehe,typical supervisory structure of a public school does not permit

very much leeway in structure. The tendency to adopt uniform policies

ric ' “ 125
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and philosophies in districts mitigates against -the capacity of many .

A}

‘school districts to be responsive to individual and subcultural needs in the

way a fifteen-chijg.Head Start site can. ) - o !
Until further.research data are’'available, it would seem imprudent -

”towassign‘éither’day care or Head Start responsibilities solely te\schoof
\districts in general. 1In some commun%ties the schooiwcoule be the optimal
aite. But respect for individual differences in children suggests that
many kinds of auspices are a safer choice than is delegation-of stich s ‘ Ce

programs to a single type ‘of auspice:¥

3. Age, Duration, and Type of Curriculum -

?

The data in this'report do not clearly indicate that either a - . { s

RO S

particulaxr age, or a particular length or type of preschool experience is

optimal for all children. Future analvses of these data may assist in these

=

policy areas.

4. Head Start

2 ' “

We see three major implications for Head Start programs which flow

§

from these preschcol findings.

a. A large national random sample of new Head Start enrollees and

' their parents (or whole sites) should be identified so that baseline data*¥

could be collected prior to the program experience. We believe that fears
of rejectidn of sucl. 'ata collection at entry by parents are overblown,

- that most parents are accustomed to an intake procedure for public n

services. Without such baselines.and an initially tight reseaich design, later

evaluations of typical Head Start programs are not possible.

* - .
These experiments were carried out under various auspices -- public schools,
. Head Start Centers, independent agencies and universities. Quality control
may be more important than auspice.

“*¥ We can make euggestions as to the implementation of this recommendation.
| 12¢ |
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b. A careful review of the extent to which structured curricula

are actually being used in Head Start programs should be .carried out. Further

o

steps may need to be taken to ins re’ that deliberate learning goals are ~—
S

identified and teaching strategies implemented. >

R -~

‘c. The establishment of PCC's as a demonstration program a decade

ago, and of Home Start some seven years ago, may have been necessary to try

those ideas out. To keép these services separated from "regular" (i.e.;

~

‘center-based) Head Start operations seems né longer justified. The evidence

suggests that all Head Starts be encouraged to adopt PCC and Home-Start

‘ services (and age groups) as part of their regular programs, to obtain the

N

benefits of earlier and mixed—locué»ggge;vép;ioga The separate PCC's and

- o

Home Start Centers could be converted into training sites during the
period of iﬁtroduction of their services’ into Head Start programs, and then

could be expanded in scope to become "regular" Head Starts.

Finally, and recognizing the self-serving nature of this recommendation,
we think that this study provides a reason why Head Start recearch funds
should be increased, with a greater portion of those funds‘reserved for

investigator-designed rather than contract-designed studies.
- AY
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PART V'I C .
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i

FUTURE TASKS

As rapidly as resnurces willi permit, we plan to complete apalyses of
‘these data to’ addresy questions ia the following areas:

A. WISC—ﬁ Subtest -Scores a2nd Patterns

Is there a different pattern amorg suh-test scores for the control
jgroup compared to the program grou%? Miller has a sample of fourty-four
children who took the’Stanford-Binet as well as the WISC-R in the sp%ing
of 1977. The sample was stratified by oriéinal Head Start program or con-
trol and hy sex‘inzso far as was possible. We plan to inyesligate’the
comparability of the two IQ tests. V ;

B. Achievement Tests

We havé’3,129 test records for the 1;115 subjects. The tests were
given i; grades one through twelve, but our results were primarily for
grades three, fo&r, five and six. There are 200 records for grades seven
‘and eight and 100 for grade nine, The approximate N's per test ara:
Cates MacGinitie ~ 100; California Achievement Test - 200: Comprehensive
Test of Besic Skills - 400; Iowa Test of Basic Skills - 400; Wide Range
Achievement Test - 400; MetropolitanAchievement Test - 600; and Stanford
Acheivement Testx— 600. Thgre‘are grade norms for 1,349 recocds using

primarily national norms. This data has not been analyzed yet because of

a

the very complex transformation problems involved. We will investigate’

several possible approaches to these analyses.
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= €. Special Educatiog and Retention

Special education and retention as main effects are established but we do . -

- . I 7

. - not yet know anytrtng'about the pathways to ‘those outcomes ard what ef~-

@

fects.different mental'abilitieg, family structures or sax;-fbr example,

have on those outcomes. .The effects of "mainstreaming" under PL-94-142

2T v
%

ma§ mask these differences in future studies, making replication with a

new sample very difficult. , -

o

D. Parent and Youth Interviews : :

Interview responses are yet to be analyzed in depth. In the area of
-3 .
values, self-esteem and social perception, we have indications of some i

provocative results. For example, using Youth Interview regponses to

v -

question #17, "What is tﬁe worst trouble you've ever been in?", 20% of T

»

o v
el £

by
TE

) the control group compared to 14.9% of the program %gbjeéts mentioned

N

policé-involﬁed incidents, drugs, thefts, or being expelled or suspended.

SR

FoTpuit
R
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e
7

This difference appears to be the case for both contrél boysand girls. ;

Y.,
P

R
=

The program group also appears more likely to have” higher job aspira-

i

R

_tions. Both these results, along with the dropout findingé"diﬁcussed in

o -

the analysis section, are only preliminary findings. ' N

The Consortium members have agreed to pool efforts to investigate

.
- '

the extent to which program and controls are known to state Child Welfare )

R

Systéms. This investigation is in its preliminary ph§se.

At
o
4
»n

E. Who Benefits? ’ .

!

vThe basic prac;iéél question for thch the data will soon be on hand re- L.

G R

b
i
7

mains a central concern:
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What kinds of children
s - * '
T "+ from what kinds of families

1

benefit most

= , bl

from what kinds of intervention

at -what points - and with whét dvuration - in their eafly years?

.
. <

F. Developmental Questions

Aside from the effects of early intervention, what can these data teilhus

<

about cognitive and emotional development in children from low income fa-

»

ﬁilies, during the school years?

. O
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APPENDIX A-1 -

A\ INTRODUCTION -

.
*

°

e ) Although this constitdtes our final report to OQP on research

a
A

\&ﬁ" K o ) N , Y .
S eénducted with their support 1?’FY 77, it does not constitute the final

by

. Vork we intend‘tb accomplish. Some data iéfstill being collected, and we

.plan to undertake a number of additional analyses. . Because the costs for

R il B

[4

"A_thié study were necessarily unpredictable (i.e., the number of subjects

-~ -that.could be found was not predictable, nor the length of time

, .

- nedessary to get school district clearances), the spring meetingé of the
Consortium were canceled so that the funds could be used for data col- ’ 3

" lection. ' \ .

PRLTCIT R

As of August 15, 1977,sa1aryumneys'§e}e fully expended. A grant from

the Hewlett Foundation will permit some continuity until new funds can he

:

- o \
' gbtained. This will permit coding of the additional data*yhich will o
arrive, and com ‘etion of several analyses now in progress. These will be-?

submitted as separate supplements; but are not crucial to the major

purpose of thiis study.

A
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CONSORTIUM MEETINGS -

\

A preliminat§ Consortium,meeting sponsored by the Social iesearch
Group of George Washington University was heid in Wasbihgtnn on July 9,
1975. Here, the interested investigators met to discuss the isgues involved
in'undertaking a pooléd longitudinal reséarch effert. Discussion centered>
on definitions of developmental continuity and on the policy impiications
of various approaches to the reseaﬁqh. .
~ “The Education Commission of the States offered to sponsor the sub~
sgguentConsorthnnefforts[ At a second meeting, pafticipaﬁt researchers
agreea as an initial st¢$ to make all their original and follow-up 'data
available in detail for tﬁe purpose of join. analysis. Additipnal tasks,
such as the Production of a position paper and an inverntory of available
data, wersz ag;aed upon as priorities. .

A subsequent meeting was held i; Washington on October 3, 1975.
At that time, Dr. Palmer rel;ted the issnes of his paper, "Has Compensatory

Education Failed?" %o the currént educational climate among public and
private_decision,makers. Dr. Lazar's draft paper on research issu€s was
also discﬁgsed, and plane were made for ideatification of avai.able data.
Pr. Lazar was delegated as chairperson for the study.

A series of regional subco&mitree meetings were held 1ate<%L 1975
and early in 1976. Of primary concern was the selection of instrumenéf
to be used by each of the programs involved in the study.

A meeting in March, 1976 in Gainesville firmed up the study design

and budget, and specifications for proposals with which to seek support

for the longitudinal research. The initial interview forms were approved

7




for pretest.

-

Following award of a grant from the Office of Chiid Development, *

a meeting was held in conjunction with che October, 1976 NERA conference

v

in Ellenville, New York. Discussion centered on the design and use of

»

the various instruments. Issues such as the énalysi& of SES, attritiom

problems, and comparability of IQ and achievement scores wé;e brought up.

Each project presented a progress‘report on their data.collection ef=-
forts. Agreement on variables to be measured was reached, and a tentative ~

productjon schedule was established.

A




APPENDIX A-3

v PRESENTATIONS GIVEN 1976-1977 .

- N ’

Preséntations by Consortium members were given At the meetings of the °
American Psycholpgical Association (Seﬁteﬁber,/1976); ggpt{;astein Educa~

’ -

cational Researdh Association (October, 1976); National-Association for thé

. ; .
Education of Y#ung Children (November, 1976); American Association for the

—

Advancement of Science (March, 1977); American Orthopsychiatric Association

_{April, 1977); American Educational Research Associagzgn (April, 1977); and

a

bffice of Child Development Conferencé‘(May, 1977). Papers presented at éhesa
: < .

meetings arejlisted.below, and are attaclied in Appendix C.

Brown, Bernard, 'Methoddlogical Issues im Cémparing Early Intervention
Programs" (Symposium)'. Symposium Participants: Irving Lazar, E. Kuno )
Beller, Susan Gray, Ira Gordon, Victoria Seitz, presented at Northeastern
Educational Research Association, Ellenville, New York, October, 1976.

Brown, Bernard, "Sleeper Effects from Early Intervention Programs.'. Symposium
Participants: Cynthia Deutsch, Merle Karnes, Louise Miller, Francis
Palmer, Sheldon White, presénted at Northeastern Educational Research
Association, Eilenville, 'New York, Uctober, 1976. ‘

%Hubbell, Virginia Ruth, "The Developmental Continuity pansortium‘Study -
Secondary Analysis of Early Intervention Research," presented. at- the -
American Association for the Advancement of Science Conference, Denver,
March, 1977. A

Hﬁbﬁell,NVirginia Ruth, "Differenttal Effects of Early Childhood Intervention
Programs,” presented at the American Orthopsychiatric Assoclation
Annual Meeting, New ‘York, April 16, 1977. -

Karnes, M.B., "The University of I1linois Study of the Differential Effects of
Five Preschool Pxograms', presented at the Annual Meeting of the Ameri-
. § = can Educatioral Research Association, New York, April, 4977.

’ Lazéf, Irving, Chairmén, Symposium: "Early Intervention: How Well Does It
Work?" Participants: Francis Palmer, Victoria Seitz, Robert Hess,
Discussants: Urie Bronfenbrenner, Marshall Smith. American Psychological

7

Association, Washington, D.C., September, '1976. .

Lazar, Irving, with Virginia Ruth Hubbell, Harry Murray, Marilyn Rosche,
Jacqueline Royce, "Preliminary Findings of the Developmental Continuity
Longitudinal Study," presented at the Office of Child Development
"Parents, Children, and Continuity" conference, El Paso, Texas,

May 23, 1977.

Miller, Louise B., "Differences in Process and Product in a Four-Program
Comparison: The Touisville Study," presented at the Annual Meeting of .
the American Educitional Research Association}Ngw York, April, 1977

N\ o 4_ 35
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Murray, Harry William, “Early Interventioa in the Context of Family Charac-
. teristics," presented at the Amersican Orthopsychiatric \Association

Annual Meeting, New York, April 16, 1977. - .
*Palmer, Francis H., "The Effects of Early Childhood Intervention'", present-

P T

_ed at the American Association for the Advancement of Science Confer- ;
ence, Denver, March, 1977 ) ‘ * 3
Palmer, Francis H., "The Effects of Minimal Early Intervention on Subsedueﬁt o %
1Q scores and Reading Achievement ," presented -at the Office of Child AN ¥
Development ''Parents, Children, and Continuity" conference, El Paso,’ E 3

*

-~

Texas, May 23, 1977. .

Palmer, Francis H., "The Effectz of Earlylpﬁildhood Educational Intervention : ;
on School Performance," prepared for the President's Cormission on . RN
Mental Health, July, 1977. .

erm Effects of Intervention: A Longi;udinal,lnvesti- .
n for the Advancement of

*Seitz, Victoria, "Long-t
gation," presented at the American Associatio

" 5 Stience Conference, March, 1977. °

"Can Preschool Make a Lasting Difference?" presented at
d Continuity" .

t

¥

Weikart, David,
Officé of Child Development 'Parents, Children, an

conference, El Paso, Jexas, May 23, 1977.

-

Pl

* Included in Brown, B. (Ed.), Found: Long Term Gains from Farly .
Intervention, Westview Press, Boulder, 1977 (Copyright, American
Association for  the Advancement of Science). .o

[y
1*
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APPENDIX A-4

STATUS BY INSTRUMENT ,

The data collected from six instrtments comprise the follow-up data

» -

base. Data rcceived at Cormell before July 1,Q1977, on four instruments
N, i .
(Parent and Youth Interviews, School Record Forms and WISC—R scores) were o

. coded, keypunched, cleaned and merged with "original" (pretest and earlier
v ’;[:
posttest) data to form a SPSS Consortium Master File. This Master File /

is now on compr *r tape and was used for the analyses reported in this

paper. All Woolman data, however, are in a separate‘file on computer” tape.

Alsc, Zigler'ec earlier 1 .e and post test resu1t§ are in the Consortium 4
Master File, but the latest posttest data are on computer cards. bata on
the pther two inskruments (Achicvement Tests and School Supplements) have
been keypunched and cleaned but are nat yet included in the Consortium

<

Master File. Table A-1 shows the number of cases received from each

Taho 4 keovatk e At o

project site by instrument as of September 30, 1977. Table A-2 shows tne
aumber of cases in the SPSS Mas‘er File used for this report. A more

complete discussion of the current status of each instrument f{ollows

P

below. - T .
1. Par mu ond Youth Tntgrviews '

> For this report; thé‘Consortium Master Fiie includes 871 Parent. ) ‘
Interviews and 773 Youth Interviews merged with the pretest and earler

~

. posttest data. In addition, the separate Wociman file (which had no eariier
posttest data) included fifty-four garent and ninety-seven Youlh Interviews.
Since the July 1 deadline, thirty-two additional Parent Intefviews and forty
additional Youth Interviews have been code:, keypunched, cleaned and are ‘
ready to add to the Master File. Inter. iews continue to arrive at Cornell
(Primarily from Beller and Gordon sites), but have not yet been toded or

K

keypunched. This group includes an additiopal tairty Parent and

13/
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sixty-two Youth Interviews. In addition. 185 Zigler scores wil! be ’

added to this total. .The Zigler site interviewed their subjects as they
reached seventh and eighth grade using their,owﬁ interview. Four or five

of their attitudinal questions correspond to questions on the Consortium

. :

Youth Interview. These data, which are on comopnter cards, Were sent to

Cornell along with PPVT and Achievement scores for those cases. As shown

( in Table A-1, the total number of Consortium Parent Interviews received

by September ‘0 was 987. The number of Consortium Youth Interviews :eceiveﬁ

was 971 plus 185 Z'gler intervieés, making a total of 1156. These totals

are approximate. It is to be noted that aii projects with the exception
of Zigler interviéwed their subjects in '976-77 year.
Other family dara yet to be keypunched 4nd added to the file are

Beller's retrospective data. These demographic data are to be included
< - R

in the pretest (Yoriginal) part of the Consortium Master File.

2. School Record Form

Data on special education and retention for 1529 cases are included in
this report. As discussed in P;rt 1T, Methodology, this information came
from several sources. The Beller site has sent an . ‘ditional thirty-six
School Records not yet keypunched. As shown in Table A-1, the September 30
total is 1578 School Records. '
3. Wecshler Intelligence Scales

Eight project siges reported Weschler scores. Apalyses of results
for six projects arz included in this report.“ The seventh site, Karnes,
has no untreated contrcl group. The Consortium Master File, as of July 1,
inéludés 1Q scores for 630 cases. An ‘additional ninety-five from the
Woolman site are in a separate file. The fifty-seven WAIS scores received
from éhe Deutschhproject have be:n keypunched and cleaned and are ready to

mergefaith the Master File. Zigler sent 185 Peabody Picture Vccabulary Scores

.1
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on computer cards which can be included in future analyses. As showq\in

Table A-l the number of cases with follow-up pos£ test{IQ scores is approximately
979, The Gordon and Beller sites are currently administering WISC—R tests

@~ that the ;Q sample is e#pected to be close to 1000: (See Part II;

~ata Collection Methodology for additional detail on which sites administered
WISC or WISC R tests and how old the subjects were): In order to investigate

-

tne comparability of the two IQ tests, the Miller site sent a listing of

IQ scores for a sampl: of forty-four children who were administered the Stan-

ford Binet as well as the WISC-R at this posttest. Karnes is administering both

tests to her entire sample.

4., School Supplement

~ 7

Three project sites chose to collect supplemental school data on attendance,
marks, etc. A total of 219 cases were received and keypunched. Approximately 200

casesmfpéﬁrthe Woolman site also have these supplemental data available.

None of these data have bheea cleaned or analvzed.

5: “Achievement Test Scores

As shown in Table A-1, one ovr more Achievement Test Scores for 1313
subjects have beern received and keypunched. These data have not been me;ged
with the Master Fil?, for sev-.ral reasons. First of all they'have not yet been
cleaned. Ia addition, problems merging with the SPSS Consortium Master
File have not been worked out. The data for an SPSS file must have exactly
the same number of cards for each case. For the -achievement test data,
»ach case has a different number of cards depending on how many achievement
test scores are reportgd. The preliminary analysis on which tests were

given and at which ages is discussed in Part VII, Future Tasks.

135 .

\




Table A-1:, Number of Cases Received by September 30, 1977

for Each Instrument by Project Site

School

,Methodology) for additional detail.

* Total includes 185 Zigler cases who did nol have Consortium Interview.

*k Scores include WISC-R scores for Gray, Karnes, Miller, Palmer, Wooiman;
WISC scores for Levenstein, Weikart;

+ Any data is defined as number of cases for which data un at least one
instrument were reported.

WAIS sceres for Deutsch;
PPVT scores for Zigler.

’ School
Project Parent Youth Record Ach'F. Record - IG
Site Interviews Interviews TForm Tests Form Scores**
Beller 93 93 77 64 64 -
Deutsch 53 58 33 21 _— 57
. Gordon 107 76 --‘ - - --
‘G;ay 72 69 74 72 74 72
Karnes 120 114 107 99 104 112
Levenstein 98 75 120 116 - 76
Miller 141 141 139 134 - 141
Palmer 143 144 209 197 - 132
Weikart 106 104 123 96 - 110
Woolman 54 97 511 349 200 95
Zigler - 185 185 235 ;l_. 185
Totals 987 1156* 1578 1333 442 979
Note: These totals are apprvoximate. See Appendix A-4 and Part II (Data

- Any
Data

106
66

101

121
18¢
141
228

[
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1945
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Table A-2: Number of Cases in July 1, 1977 Computer file for Each
Instrqunt by Project Site *”é@ .
e T g School
Project Pareént * Youth Record Any . .
Site Interviews . -Interviews - Férﬁ ‘ WISC Data*
_ Belleg . 78 ' 59 41 - 86 |
Deutsch 47 57 33 - 63
Cordon % 42 s o 9
“Gray . 3 . 72 : 69 o r72 77 :
,'xames S 120 ° . 114 107 112 121 :
Levenstein - 84 59 120 76 186 ~
2 . | Miller . 141 141 139 141 141
Palmer 127 128 198’ 119 221
Weikart 106 . 104 123 . 110 123
Woolman 54 97 . 509 95 185
%" Zigler - . ;__ 185 P 611
Totals 925 . 870 ° 1529 725 1910%*

A GIRCE P ey m

erTmvre

pacevery
-+

* Any data is defined as number of cases for which data on'at least one
instrument were reported for this analysis. ‘

‘%% Total includes 1114 cases in merged file; Woolman and Zigler data are
on separate data files,

ey
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AFPENDIX B: TECHNICAL SUPPLEMENTS

3

APPEADIX B-1

SAMPLE SELECTION AND ASSIGNMENT

Perhaps tpe—most critical question which can be asked about a
report which combines the results of a number of studies is this:- Were
theésubjects initiayly compargble across studies,or ‘were the studies
dealing with different types-of children? One approach to answering
this question was ;;ntained in the body of the report, hamely a
comparison of the project childgen An sever{l initial. measures
‘(SES, IQ, dnd mother's education). A second ;pproach ig to ansalyze
the actual criterta and procedures used for sample selection and
assignment to progr;m and control groups. Since the projects included
in this analysis were conducted indepen&ently (with the exception
of those projects conducted by the same principal investigator), no
two had criteria and procedures which were exactly alike. 1In order
to let the reader form his/her own opinion on the comparability across
pr9jects,the gelection processes of the projects will be summarized
in three sections: ’

- sgource of subjects ’ .

- selection criteria

- rocedures for assignment to program Or control groups.
g prog

Source of Subjects i&

As seen in Table B-1, most projects recruited their subjects from
the general community (Jsually a fairly well defined neighborhood). Two
projects (Gordon and Palmer) recruiced their subjects from names on
hospital birth records. The Woolman project included children referred

to his program by the school district.
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" saBelection Criteria

- 1

g

As ghown in Table B-2, a variety of criteria were,uQéd in selecting

- the-samples. All projects uéed geographic and age criteria, and all N
but Woolman's specified some type of SES criteria. ‘Table B-3 }7
};;deliﬁeates the specific SES criggg;a used. "One should nogf that i;

the Palmer project was the'énly'bne to make a specifip attempt to iﬁ-
éludehmiddlg class children as part of its sample. ’Many projects P

spegified"some sort of health criteria, usually designed to eliminate !
children with org: ‘c impairments. Several projects did have speciul

selection criteria which caused their samples to dif‘er from the nthers

-
- N

in important ways: . ‘ A

7

%

~ The Palmer project selected only boys.

+

- The Karnes project selected only children with an IQ of 70 or
above (this oroiect has the highest mean pretest IQ).

v -~ The Perry Preschool and Curriculum Demonstration projects
selected only children with an 1Q below 85. (These two
projects have the lowest mean pretest 1Q's,)

- Finally, the three New York projects specified that the children
must be English speaking (Levenstein relaxed this criterion
for later waves), although most projects in other areas would
not have found this criterion relevant. Only the Woolman-project
had a large proportion of Spanish speaking children.

. Procedures for Assienment to Program and Control Groups

The procedure used to create the program and control groups is one
of the most crucial factors affecting the validity of research findings
on program effectivénass. 1f prop§g\ rocedures were not employed
there is no real way to know whether tﬁ; program and control groups
were comparable tc begin with, and, hence, therc is no way to accurately

: measure whether the program had any effect.

A major concern in sample assignment is the question of self-

selection. Bernstein et.al. state:




(329

»

Obviouslv; if clients themselves determine whether or

not to seek treatment, one never knows whether it is

the treatment, itself which is responsible for observed
differences betiween the experimental and control groups,
.or whether other variables correlated with the selection

of treatment versys control are responsible for the

observed effects. (Bernstein et. al., p. 109) (1)

Thus, if a stuly were designed in such a way that the program children
were those wﬁose parents volunteefed for- the program, while the control
group consisted of children whose parents may have decided not to
volunteer for the program, the two groups were initially different in - ‘
an important way. The post~treatment differences between experimental

and control gréups might be due, not to‘the program, but rather tg the
fact that the program children had parents of the type which would
volunteer for such a program whiie the control children did not.
- The more genefic problem is that, if the assignment proceéas does
not closely approximate a randomized assignmenﬁﬂto progrgﬁ and control,
the results may be biased to an unknown extent. A reviewer who believes
that the program was a "good" one would be able to formulate excellent
theoretical reasons why the control group was originally "?etter of "
than the program group with the result that the"efféct of the program
was underestimated.

On the other hand, a reviewéer who believes that the program was
"ineffective" could undoubtedly also create excellent theoretical
reasons why the control group was originally '"worse off" than the
program group and that, hence, the effect of the program was over-
estimated. Thus, unless the program and cuutrol groups are randomly
selected from a population which volunteered for the program (e design
which is questionable on human relations grounds - unless other services

are offered - and which is nearly impossible tc implement in our

society), doubts can always be raised as to th. initial comparability

144
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of the two groups, These doubts can be raised even in numerous in-
L

Qicators of initial status (e.g., I1.Q., SES) were collected at the ' e

outset indicate that the. two groups were comparable, since it can

always be hypothésized that the "true difference' was not reflected

in these measures.

In general, the projects used in this analysis come closer to
being experimentally valid. After reviewing their sample selection -
and assignment procedures, we divided those projects included in‘the
analysis of special education and retention into two groups:L thdse most
closely approximating a randomized experiment (Gordon, Gray, Weikart,
and Palmer) and those whicr were mo. - “"uasi-experimeptal" (Lévernstein,
Miller, and Zigxgplh4ﬁAnother reviewer could have arrived at a different
classification since the differences are not always clear-cut. Therefore,
the procedures for assignment to program and contro} groups will be

breifly described fo£ each project so that the reader may make an

independent evaluation of their validity.

Kuno Beller's Philadelphia Project

Each of the four scﬁgols opéned a nursery
program for fifteen four-year-old children.
Applicants were recruited through notes to
parents of all pupils-attending each of the ~
four schools which announced the opening of
such a program .. . . ‘

Fifty-six of the original children graduated
to kindergarten in the same four public
schools in which they had attended nursery
school. Group II consisted of fifty-three )
five year olds who entered the same kinder-
garten classes as the children of Group I
however, without prior nnrsery experience.
These children were selected from a larger
group to approximate age, sex distribution,

: 4
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and ethnic background of the childfén in /
‘Group I. The majority of children‘}n Group

I and II graduated from kindergarten to first
grade classrooms in the four same gschools in
which the original program started. All
children_from Group I and II were assigned to
first grade classrooms in each--of the four
schools in such a way that an equal proportion

of children frcm Groups I and II'would have

the same teachers. This was done to- reduce
differential“effect of the -educational
experiences due to différences-between class-
rooms. and teachers. I§g¢ the: first grade
classrooms in which f£ifty-eight children of

toup I and II were enrolled, a third group of
children was selected who had .no prior preschdol
"experience. Again these-children- were.selected to
be comparable to the age, sex distributiom, and
ethnic background of children in Groups I and II.

Martin and Cynthia Deupsch's Institute fo; Develqbpentél Studies Program

As the program became established, an increasing
nuwber of parents volunteered their children for it.
However, particularly in the early stages of the
program‘s operation, it was also necessary to conduct
active recruiting in the community. Staff members
obtained the names of children from a variety of . :
sources: from church groyps, from response to posters, ” i
from word-of-mouth information, from other children, s
from teachers and principals, etc.” ~Mirimal demands
were then made on the parent(s), who were asked to
respond to a short interview given in their home and to
bring their child to the school for a short observational
period. -

A final sample was chosen from the group that
had been gathered through these recruitment proc-

‘edures.

Approximately one third of the children selected
by the above criteria could not be handled by the
small number of Institute classrooms, and these
children, chosen randomly from the total N, con-
stituted a control group. Since thig group was ‘
equivalent to the experimental group in parental ' :
motivation and desire for the child to be part of
an enrichment program, it was designated the
control group for the factor of self selection, and is
is referred to-subsequently in this report as the
Css group. The experimental group was given
enriched schooling from prekindergarten through
the third grade, while the Css group first en-
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countered formal schooling in the regular
kindergartens (or, in some cases, first grades)
~of the Tew York City public school system.

, (Although most Css children began school at -
“kindergarten, this was not stipulated as a
requirement when the group. was originally formed.)

In order to provide further controls for the IDS
program, two additional control groups were
constituted, one at the beginningsof each of the

N next ‘two successive years. The first was the
"kindergarten control" or Ck group. This was
composed of children who had no prekindergarten

" training and who entered the kindergartens of
the .same public schools that the E and Css groups

--attended. .When the Ck group was selected, of
course, the E and Css groups were also entering -
kindérgarten. Apart from the time of their
selection, the children in this group differed
from those in the Css group primarily in that they
were not recruited nor had they volunteered for
the Institute's program. The second additional
control group was constituted at the beyinning cof
the following school year, and included children
who entered the same public schools as the other
groups at the first grade level. They had uo
prekindergarten and no kindergarten experience.

In the later years of the program, Head Start
was in full swing, and, to obtain a sufficient
, number of children for the Ck group, it was
N necessary to include children who had been in the
Head Start. program. Their inclusion, of course,
would have the effect of minimizing E vs. Ck
differences, and thus was an experimentally
congervative choice. @

=

Gordon's Parent Education/Backyard Learning Center Profect

Theéprocedures used Qy the Gordon project to assign qhildren
] ’ -
to prograr. or control groups were quite complex and will orly be

summarizea Liere. Three waves of children entered the project.
For the first wave:

Assignment to experimental or control groups was
based on randomization of geographic ares to

avoid contamination. Towns and their surrounding
areas were randomly assigned as experimental or
control towns then they were randomly assigned

as Negro or Caucasian towns. A given town

became experimental for one race and control f -
the other. Gainesville, which has a relatively
large population, contains-control and experimental
subjects of the same race but in.differenc

areas . . . (2)
14
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Mothers of children in program areas were invited to-participate

Half the control pbpulation (Cj) were also contacted
and invited to participate in a program for helping
the University learn how babies grow. They were
informed that they would be visited about once a
month and that some testing of the baby's develop-
ment would be made periodically. The remainder

of the control population (C;) was not‘solicited

< for active participation until the baby reachad-.his

12th month birthday, at which time a parent educator
visited the family and invited the mother to bring
the baby in for testing. (3)

For the seconp wave !

. . . three new groups, (E,, C,, and C,) selected in
fashion as the original population . . ., and randomly
assigned to series stimulation, "other" stimuation
both considered experimen for the current
analysis and a new contral group, were started in
July 1967. They were drawn from all the eligible
babies born in the hospital between May 1, 1967 and
October 31, 1967.(4) e

L

At the start of both the second ‘and third years of the project,

children from Ehese two waves were randomly reassigned to experimental

or control status for that year. At the\elart of the third year of
the project, a ﬂew wave of children were added who ;ire of the same

age as the original children (i.e., now two years old). (5)

This wave was randomly assigned to experimental or control status
f;r the final year of the project. Thus, all parents volunteered
for a program to study young Ehildren and all children had the
possibility of being assigned to experimental or control status

for at least one year of the project.
\

< Susan Oray's Early Training Project

Sixty-one low-income children were randomly assigned into three

groups: two groups’ which received the progra. (beginning at different

ages) and one control group. The two program groups aye treated
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zand

whose parents volunteered for the program), there is no self- &

‘selection factor contaminating a comparison of program and -control .
. . , & . - ' -
o groups (both volunteered with the possibility of recieving the

program). A second control group was established in another city (6). R
This group is included in mosg of analyses in this report, but

is excluded from the analfgis of épecial education and retention N

~

because of the self-selection factor (since this group was recruited J

.

specifically as a control group) and becau@e this group was in a

-

mly assigned from the same population (a group of children :
1

different school system (which would contaminate the results on

special education and grade failure because of differences in-school

. policy).

Susan Gray'é Family Oriented Home Visitor Program

¥

I EG

The children were randomly assigned to one of three groups: )

-

’ Extensive Home Visiting (EHV), Materials Only Home Visiting (MOHV)

° -

s

%
3
3

EY

33

kY

R

5
i

and Control. There were three waves of children in the project.

Kd

& Merle Karnes' Research and Development Program on Preschbolggpildren

\; Two waves of children entered the Xarnes project. The first
9

wave was assigned to one of three curricula: GOAL, Bereiter-
2 \

Engelmann, or traditional: The second wave was assigned to one

to one of three curricula: Bereiter-Engelmann, Montessori, or ' ! .1
Coﬁhunity Integrated. There were no untreated controls. For each i

wave the assignment procedure was as follows: _ . .
/ . <

T The 1960 Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale was ° )
. administered to eligible children who were then .

stratified on the basis of their intelligence

quorients irto three groups: IQ scores 100 and

above, 90 through 99, and 70 through 89.4. The ‘
. children were agsigne ' to class units (N=15) in

1
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which one-third of each class copsisted of ,
‘children who had scored in the "high" IQ range;
one~-third, in the "middle" range; one~third, the
"low" range. Mean incelligence quotients were
then computed for  the three strata and for each
e " class unit. These means were evaluated for
. comparability between class upits as a whole and
for strata between classes. These strata insured
a balance range of intelligenc@ scdres in 2ach
- - class unit and provided an opportunity to eval-
: uate the effectiveness of the various programs on
children from different ability groups. “he
mean IQ (approximately 95) of children placed in
classes is, of course, higher than the mean of
children screened. . ) ¢
Class' units were examined to assure comparability :
of gex and race. When necessary, subetitatione
were made between classes to maintain an .
. approximate ratio of 67%Z Negrv children arid
33% Caucasian children and a ratio of appreximate.y
. 50% male and 50% female children. Finally,.each.
class unit was randomly assigned to a patticular
intervention program. (7) N ’

gy b g UG,
it et
.

ghyllis\Levenstein's Mother-Child Home Program (8)

* hge
A

The prccedures used by the Levenstein project to assign chdldren
to program or control status were "quasi-experimental." Three cohorts
of children ére’usedlin the analysis of special education and gxjide

'
failure.

'

The first cohort consisted of children from three housing projects;
one project was raﬁdomly designatgd as a.program project, while the
other two were qontgol projects. The children in the éontrol projects
, were récruited for testing onl&; however, one of tue latter groups
were given Ehe program during the second year (i.e., when the children
were three years old), and, hence, is treated as a program group.

The second cohort consisted entirely of program children, while the

T

third contained two groups - one group recruited to receive the !

«

. program agd a control group recruited to receive the program materia’s




,‘.ggiection would make this grorn not compaxable to ﬁﬁé program groups

is uyaknoun. It would sefm_on tpe basis of the'seleétion procedures
‘describéd'that the other two control groubs would be more likely to

Qe comparable to the program groups (since théir parents did volunteer
gpqm for parFicipation of somé sort in their'g%eschool §ears, if only s
testing or receiving materials). More importahtly,since the group |

) i
was drawn from a first grade population, children who were assigned

Vi

to special education pricr to first grade or in the eérly stage of “
. \

. . |
D first grade would be epresented (i.e., che\samplefwas drawn from

regula- first grade classiooms). Thexefore, this group is not \

included in the special education or grade failure analyses, but

-

1 -

is included'in I.Q. test analyses.

'
{ b

Louise Miller's Experimental Variation of Head Start Curricula

The program groups consisted of 214 childrcn enrolled in Head
|

Start classcs in Louisville, Ky. .The control groﬂp‘consisted of thirty-
four children from the same neighborhcods - twenty-one of whom were in

s
the Head Start waiting 1list are unknown. The program and control

-

groups were not selected from the same population;\therefore, there could

“pe en initial difference due to the self~selection kactor {at least in

'

\ .
the case of the thirteen children who were not on the waiting list)}.

o

'

The cAptrol group contained significantly more whiéelchildren anq

<

s"gnificantly wwore children with both parents in the household. Thus,

¥
-y

5)

1

there is reasun to helieve that the program and contrpl groups are not
x

e “'««W‘U#}—,ﬁﬂ;m’k}i&“q‘ég’t’jﬁ_ﬂ RS

é— toially comparable. \

The procedrres used to assign program children t&‘onu of the four

variations in cu.ricula were as follows: !

1
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The four experimental replications were placed
in four "target arecas' of the city....Thus it
was important to as3ess sample characteristics
and to balance classroom facilities across programs. -
‘Since the experiment was being conducted as a part
of the regular Head Start Program, it was also
desirable to provide both experimental and non-~
= experimental classes in the same schools.

L
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The four target areas were designated Cal-
ifornia, Jackson, Park-DuValle and Russell.. Since
the 4~program comparison could be replicated in
only two areas with the two Montessori
teachers, th: two largest ares, Park DuValle
and Russell, were selectod for this purpose..
All four areas contained replications of -
the 3 program comparison, Classroom faciiities.
in the Russell area were in general 1nadequate.
All four programs were located outside of school
buildings, thiree in churches and ‘one in a
small and ver, vid nortzble. aln the other
three areas, facilities wors “In satisfactory
school classrooms. “

Y s
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To some extent the distribution ol classes
constituting the vs¥ious programs into
different geographical areas insured that
the combined program samples would consist of
similar subjects. But it was also desirable
that childrén wh~ attended experimental classes
would constitute a random sample of those who
registered for Head Start.

In the strict sense, ''random" assignment of subjects
would be accompiished by obtaining the names of all
children eligible for Head Start and, assigning each
child to one of the fourteen classes or to a control group
by using a table of random numbers. This would not
have been possible with a sample of approximately
250, since it would have forced many children to
cross the city to attend schools outside their
n. ighborhoods.




It was possible, however, to arrange for assign-

ment of registrants in each school on a random basis.
All schools contained at least two Head Start classes.
In one school, both classes were experimental; however,
in the remaining schools both experimental and
non-experimental classes were available for
distribution of subjects. Registration forme wvere
f%lled out on the same day 'in all scihools. The
parents’ signature on the form gave permission

for children to be placed in experimental classes
should they happen to be selected. e

When all forms were turned in, the forms were' -
divided on the basis of sex to insure a balance in
each class. These piles were t’ :n shuffled and
distributed into classes, expe: :u.tal or non-
experimental. (%)

Thus, the procedures used by Miller for assignment to different
experimental groups were quite rigorous since the comparison of
curricula was the primary purpose of the project (rather than the

comparison of program children with untreated control children).

Francis Palmer's Harlem Training Project (10)

The program chilé;en were gelected from the children born
betwesn August 1 3nc October 31, 1¥64, in the Harlem and Syndenham
Hospitals. The controls were born in November-December, 1964, in
the same hospctals. The program children were recruited for the
prograé, while the controls were recruited specifically as ..utrols.
However, in recruiting the controls, the benefits from a total of
four and one-half weeks of testing were stressed so that, in effect,
the parents were volunteering for a program though of much shorter
duration. Although the two groups were not technically drawn from
the same population, there is little reason to suspect a self-selection

bias.

B-13
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Dﬁvid Weikart's Perry Preschool Project (11)

Five waves of children (a total of 123) volunteered for the

program,

+ ~

The study took place in Ypsilanti, Michigan, a
city of about 30,000, located about 30 miles west
of Detroit. Children came from families in the
Perry school attendence srea. This neighborhood
was selected because the school had. a history of
low academic achievement. Each E=zptember, the
names of all families with 3~year-old children
were drawn from the school census; the socio-
economic status (SES) of these familie. was
determined from the parents' education,
occupation of the head of the hcusehold, and
household density (rooms per person). If the
SES scors of the family was below a specified
level, the 3 year old was given the Stanford-
Binet Intelligence Test. Children with low
Binet scores (50 to 80), but no evidence of
organic impairment, became a part of the study
sample. Reflecting the ethnic makeup of the
neighborhood, all the children in the sample
were black. Thus, the study sample consisted

of young black childrer of low measured IQ from
fgmilies of low SES. '

Eachh year children were assigned to preschool or
no nreschool by the following procedures:

1> Rank the children by their Binet scores;
make an odd/even sort into a preschonl

group and a no preschool group.

2) Exchange children with similar scores
to equate the sex ratio and average
SES score of each group.

3) In later waves, assign younger siblings
to preschool if their older siblings
attended preschool, to no preschool if
their older siblings did not attend pre-
school. (This was done to keep preschool
from having an indirect effect on the
siblings who uid not attend preschool.)

4) Exchange children with similar scores when
a child assigned to preschool cannot attend
due to lack of transportation or a working
mother. (No funds were available for trans-
portation or full-day care, and special
arrangements could not always be made.)
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ngi@vWeikartis Curriculum Demonstration Project

Data included.in this report are for the middle two waves of
childrgn. Children with a brother or sister already in the project
were assigned to the same program as their siblings. The remaining
caildren in each wave were divided into three equal-sized groups
\ptched on ethnicity, sex and age to the extent possible. Twins were
assigned to the same groups. The three groups were then randomly
assigned to program types.

David Weikart's Carnegie Infant Program

The experimental design specified that sample children
would be randomly assigneg tc three different treat-
ment groups--two groups (experimental and contrast) to
be seen by either teachers or community representatives
and the third group (control) to receive only the same
testing and-data collection as the other groups. 1In
order to avoid the possibility of biasing the original
sample by accepting only families who were willing to
he assigned to a "no-treatment control group' or
alternatively by losing families following assignment
to a "mo-treatment group," none of the three levels of
_participation was described as "no-treatment."

After a famil:''s eligibility had been determined, the
teacher explained to parents that project staff were
interested in the different ways children learn by
playing; then she asked the parents if a staff member
could periodically bring toys to the home to be used
by the mother and the staff member for playing with the
baby. This described, equally well, both the home
teaching sessions and. the administration of the Bayley
Scales of Infant Development, so that regardless of
which treatment the family received, the same initial
description was accurate. All parents were *old that
the prcject would last cixtecen wontha, that the mother
rurt be prcsent at each sesairn with the child, that
no sesgion wou'd be held without her, and that she could
choose the times for the appoint ,ents.

After a sufficient number of families had agreed to
participate, members of the research staff assigned
them to treatment groups according to a table of random
numbers. During this random assignment the research
staff did not know which names belonged with each
treatment group, since they were numerically assigned

. Four sets of two children each were assigned jointly;
two sets because the children were twins and two sets
because the mothers were sisters. .
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Finally, all families assigned.to the experimental
treatments (experimental and contrast groups)_were‘
again approached-and asked if they would allow a
staff member to bring toys on a weekly basis for use
by the mother and staff member together for playing
with the baby. Only one family could not comply
with this request and had to be droppid from the '
sample. Families assigned to the control group
(those receiving testing and data collection only)
were not anproached with tais request. However, since
they were neve told that the regular visifs to their
homes by research staff did not constitute treatment,
control group families felt that they were participating-
in an infant education program. ‘

The contrast group is not inclurded in the cutrent paper. A

v

fourth group, consisting of chiidren in the original sample whe

did not become pattlbf any of the three groups but ¥ were recontacted

in first grade, is .inciuded in some -analyses.

Myron Woolman's Micro-Social Learning System - / i

¢
¢ i

The Woolman project consisted of one experimental group and threc /

control groups. The experimental group was selected by the Vineland
school district. The group consisted primarily of the child-e; of
migrant families, the majority of whom were on welfare. About 107
of the children were of higher socioeconomic status (These were children
whose parents had rcguested rhat they be allowed to enter the project).
The "initial control" group was selected by tpe state of New Jersey
. and consisted of children who had had other preschool experience. Sample
data indicates that the control children scored significantly higher on
j " : pretest IG. However, pending a more complete ;escription by the state
; j of the exact selection procedure, this group has been;excluded from analyéis.
’ The "'parallel control" group consists of a random sample of children
currently (in 1977) in the same classrooﬁgnas the experimental children.
This group was considered inappropriate for the special education-grade
failure analysis. (Obviously, there would bé no difference in those in

special education classes since children were selected from the same

classes. Similarly, the question of grade failure would be confounded )
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since the children selected from the classrooms >f those who had
failed would consist primarily of children wao had entered scﬂ;ol in
a different year). The group is, hfwever, used in the IQ score
analysis. ‘

The third control group, known as éhe "baseline controls,"
consists of a random sample of the general school district population
which entered the school in the year preceding the experimengal,group.
This group was the one selected for the special education and grade
failure analysis and is further described in that section.

Edward Zigler's New Haven Follow Through Study

Two waves of children were used in the study. In the first wave
the program groups consisted of children recruited for Follow Through
in several low-income areas in New Haven. The control group
consisted of ."all of the sconomically disadvantaged children in ome
classiocom from each of three schools located in similar low-income areag."
For the second wave of children, the control gruup consisted of children
drawn randomly from the same schools frem which the controls for the
first wave had been drawn. Since the program and control children
were not dr;wn from a'éommon pool of children whose parenté had volunteered
theq for Follow Through, the extent of the seif-selection bias is unknown.
It is likely to be minimized by the fact that the controls were drawn

from different schools than the program children {(meaning that the

“ controls did not consist of cliildren whose parents had decided not to

parficipate in the program). (12)




Table B-1:

Primary Source of Subjects by Project

Project §pdrce

Beller ) ] general community

Deutsch ) general community

Gordon 7 hospital records

’

Gray-ETP general community

N\

Gray-FOHV general community

»

Karnes . general community

NN N

Levenstein gerzral community and public
housing projects

B

Miller Head Start lists*
Miller ’ ’ Head Start lists*
Palmer hospital records
Weikart-Perry school district census
‘Weikart-CD . school dist:iét census
. Weikart-Carnegie school district census :
Woclman r general commﬁnity and school
referals
Zigler general community

* Part of the control group was drawn from the gene}al community rather
than from Head Start lists. ‘

ele 156 |

A v 7o providea by eric ]



’E]{l

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

Table B-2:

Sample Seluction Criteria Used by Projects

Location e SES Sex 1.0, Language _FPhygical or Mental Health
Beller ~ Philadelphia 4,5,6 See B-3 no serious mental or physical
handicapa
Deutsch Harlem 4,5,6,7,8 See B-3 {Bnglish Black | gensrally godd physical condition, mo aerious
emoti
Gordon Northern Florida 0,1,2 See B-3 single-birth, no breach or Caeserian delivery, no
' complications, no_evi tion o
Gray ETP Murfreesborc or 4,5 See B-3 Black — - °  wmother
Colymbia, ‘Tenn. illnest
Gray TOHV Nashville, Tenn. 0,1 See B-3 .
" Karnes Champaign -Urbana, |[4 See B-3 70 or above#
Illinois :
Levenstein Long Island 2,3 See B-3 early vaves were
English only e
Miller Louisville 4 See B-3
Palmer Harlem 2,3 See B-3 male English Black | 5 1bs. or more birthweight, no mothers with hiator
of parcotics asdiccion o ns
Weikart-Perry Perry School Dist.,|3,4 See B-3° less than 85 Black | no "organic involvement" in retardation
Ypsilanti, Mich.
~Weikart-CD Ypsilanti, Mich. 4 See B-3 less than by Black | no "organie involvement" in retsrdation
Welkart-Carnegie| Ypsilanti, Mich. 0,1 See B-3
Woolman Vineland, N.J. 4,5 See B-3 .
2igler NHew Haven 5 See B-3

* For longitudinal groups (one pre-post group not inecl»”+4 in the current follow-up was composed of retarded youngsters).
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Table

R

3: SES Selection Critéria

half middle on the
Hollingshead ISP’

~Income Education Occupation SES Housing
Beller mother working
Deuts-h .low by institutes i’
scale
Gordon "indigent" ;
(1st group )
OEO criteria ’
- (2nd) .
- Gray ETP below poverty | ninth grade or | skilled or .
‘ level below unskilled poor housing

. . .+ - ']

Gray FCHV unskilled, semi-
skilled, welfare; project, subsidized,
also mother not or detericrating’
working orfull-time -

Karnes educationally economically

deprived deprived \
- T
Levenstein high school or | skilled or less ’ eligible for public
less housing
Miller |¢ Head Start criteria ‘
" Palmer - half lower class,

Weikart-Perry

Culturaldepriv-
ation below eleven

Weikart-CD

"
V\Te ikart- - “n
Carnegie
Ziglex A k school or semiskilled, low income housing
less unskilled,

161

unemployed

162




I )

i

APPERDIX B-2

¢

¢

FOLLOW~UP DATA COLLECTION AND DATA ANALYSIS METHODS

¢

LS

An wverview pf the methodology for the collection and’analysis of
the follow-up data was deseribed in the bedy of this report under Parg
11, Data Collection Methodology. Technicaltdetail on the design of
the instruments, data-collection and coordination methods (inc%uding
interviewer characteristics), and data analysis methods (including
response1rate data) are diécussed in this appéndix. Copies of the
instruments and instructionge are found in Appendix B-6.

.

I. Parent and Youth Interviews

A. Data Collection Methods

-

¢
After pretesting in the summer of 1976, the final drafts of the

Parent and Youfh.Ipterviews were circulatea to Consortium membecs for
comments the first week in September. A training session for the
Interview Fiela Supervisors was held in Philadelphia on September 17.
The supervisors from seven project sites attended and discussed

shared concerns.* After incorporating the suggestfons of various

sites, the final Parent and Youth Interviews were printed and distributed

the beginning of October. Video-taped training sessicns were prepared
at Cornell and distributed to all sites for their continuing use in
training intefvie&ers as they were hired. Interview Instructions

and other training aids such as "Ethics of Interviewing" were sent
with the interview materials.

-

The Consortium members met during the Northeastern Edd@ational

Ly

- Research Association fieeting (MERA) at the end of October ts discuss

any problems with the interviews as well as to make decisions on the

s

.* The site supervisors were experienced professionals or graduate students

and were of various ethnic groups.
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Instructions were distributed in early .January.:

" - B-zl y . “«.-}i

data to be collected on achievement tests and school records. The N
Interview Instructions were then up-dated throughout the fall, as

recording ambiguities were found. No changes, however, were made in
- e
the wording of the actual questions. Interviewers at each site

Y .

v R 5
brought their problems to _he site supervisor who -qenﬁgommunica‘ed
l

frequently with Cornell staff by telephone hd ibtterf /alarification

N

i I . :
for Interview Instructions and status repo¥ts on data collection

were sent to Consortium wembers regularly and the final reviscd Int.~view .

’ A ~ At

t . N N

B u_‘ v,
The -incerviewing, which had begun in Ogtéber. 1976, for some -
sites, was completed by most sites before Jﬂly 1, 1977. Two sites
which were delayed for a variety zf reasons: will complete their

interviewing and tesQ}ng this fall.

1. Informed Consent

Either consent/permission forms were signed at the time of the

_ .7 .. e e
Parent Interview, or an autiwricaiion was signed and sent through
by »
4
mail before the iuterview, or a verbal request was follcwed by a

letter. (All projects except Woolman obéained written consent before

testing or intervleging children. However, p<rmission for testing

‘l)

was obtained from all schools.) Only twenty-two parents refused to
&

particirate.

2. Payments to Respondentg\
B

The amount of money paid to respondents was an individual project

site decision. All sites except one allocated money for respondents.
Typically, the siées allocated $10;for the 1htervdewing. One project
paid the youth the $10, and did not pay the parent. Two sites paid

the parent $10, and did not pay the youngstér. Two projects paid the

parent and the youngster $5 each, gnd one project paid the parent $6
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~nd the youth $4., Two sites allocated less money ~- one paiu the
paré;t‘$3, and the cther site paid the parent $5 and did not pay
the youngster. One project paid an a;ditiynal $5 to the parent

- (above teh $10 interview paymentj for the WISC administration.

3. Characteristics of the Interviewers*

The ten project sites for which we have received this information

employed .a total of fifty interviewers. The Parent Intervievs were

" conducted primarily by female interviewers (80.7%); wmale interviewers

conducted the remainin~ 19.3%, A total of 75.6Z of the Parent

Interviews were done by white interviewers, 23.2% were conducted

by Biack interviewers, and 1.2% by Cuban or Puerto Rican -interviewers.
) ‘ i

A toﬁal of 51.2% of the youths were interviewed by male inter;

viewers and 48.8% were interviewed by female Interviewers. White

i
1

interviewers conducted 65.6% of the Youth Interviews and B:iack inter%

viewers interviewed 34.4% of thé youths. Six projects;reported

data on the.educational background characteristics for thier thirt: o

intervereré. A total of 34.4% o° the interviewers had a BS degree or

were ; -sently undergraduate students; 53.1% had a Masters Degree

(usually in Education or Psychoiogy) or were currently graduate students;

3.1% were frum the community withoat advanced degrees but were previous

prcject staff membe;s; and 9.3% were from the community whu were hired

for this follow-up study (e.g., ¢ former high schkool basketbéll star);
\

A total of one-third of the in.erviewers were staff members previous

to thire follow-up study.

# Data from tea sit .

(%




SRR | R B-23 '7/ 'fvgf?ﬂ

/

4. Characteristic .f the Interview

a) P}gce of the Interyiew: Most of the Parent Interviews
ﬁoo& place iniphe pacents' homes (65.7%); some parents were Lntervigggd
in the projecr/cJACer (9.5%); a few were interviewed by pnone (132);/
and the remainder were interviewed in other placed s. ‘. as a co{le#é

or Board of Education, and oceasionally at mother's place of work/

(24.52). _ /

Yo ;-'”

i

b) Interest of Parent in Interview: The interviewers ra;éd

Y
M v

s
)

S
2l ,4;«‘\.‘.3;

. } .
71.3% of the parents as highly or strdngly fnvolved and interested

A , 4
g;v - in the interview; 24.6% of the parents were rated as neutraly and 4.1%
T . /j .
= were rated as not involved or interested at all.

c) Length of Interviews: The Parent Interview typically
lasted about thirty minutes. The range was from ten to Hinety minutes.
¥ The Youth Interview typically lasted fifteen to twenty miﬁﬁtes, with

‘ a range of five to ninety minutes.
i

B. Datu Analysis Methodology |

1. Office Coding Methods and Reliability

| i
Thirteen Office Codes foﬁ the open-ended questions on the

|
interviews were developed at Cornell after about 350 interviews were

received from the field. The Pollingsﬁ@ad Occupational Scale (1957) was

used zo code the occupations of household members, the job agpirations

/ N .
expressed by thc youth, and the parents’ job agpirations for the young

pefson. The occupation of household membé&s was coded in the field by

i Y .
supervisors and carefully monitored for coﬁgistency'gt Cornell. When the

v

first five interviews were received from each gite, the Hollingshead codes

\
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were recorded at Cornell and any discrepancies were discussed by phone

or letter with the site supervisor. This process was repeated until the
necesgary reliability was achieved for each site. After that point,

the occupation codes were checked for consistency when the other office
code rzliability procedures were done. The major share of the office

coding was done at Cornell in the spring by five coders and a coding
supervigor. In July, a 5% random sample of all Parent and Youth
Interviews was done by two independent coders. The coding reliability
was computed for the total of thirteen codes using the percentage of
agreement method. The resulting figures were 98% agreement on the
total of 2,687 iftems for the thirty-nine Parent and forty-three Youth
Interviews sampl'ed. For the individual office codes, the exact agree-
ment ranged from 90 to 100% on every Office Code. When the percentage
6f‘$g}eebeﬁf was adjusted for agreementewithin a category, (for.example, ,
cognitive aspects of the program), the percentage of agreement for the
thirteen Cffice Codes rose to a range of 95 to 100%.

In order to minimize keypunching prob;ems and later data cleaning
problems, careful editing of every intervie: was done before sending
it to the keypuncher. Each interview was checked for correct skip
patterns, valid codes, legibility of entries, deletion of names, and
empty boxes,

Response rate compuiation for Interviews is discussed below in

.

Section V.

ITI. Wechsler Intelligence Scale

The Wechsler scores (WISC, WISC-R and WAIS) were sent to Cornell
in a common format on coding sheets. A total of 725 Wechsler scure. were
received from seven project sites in time to be used in this report. An

additional fifty-six scores for the WAIS will b.> analyzed for the sites

Lo/
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that will be administerifig Wechslers over the summer. The Zigler project
sent 185 PPVT gcores. .

Six project sites provided information on WISC tester characteristics.
Tﬁey hired twenty WISC testers; some ware also interviewers, but otherg

were hired especially to administer the Wechslers. Ninety percent of

the testers were graduate students or people with advanced degrees in
psychology or education. Response rate computations are discussed
below in Section V. \\

I1X. School Record Form (Face Sheet and Supplement)

For the October NERA meeting, Cornel’ -taff developed an iastrument
for collecting school characteristics and student performance (marks,
attendance, discipline). After Consortium members expressed concern
about the timé and monev involved in collectiang this data for every
grade, "tMe decision was made to-develop a phort form to be used by
all sites and an optioaal long form. The school Record Fonsa(iaée’iq R
Sheet, short form) provided data on the most critical variables: current
status in school, placement in special education, retention, or skipped
experience. In addition, school identification by code number, location
and type were collected so that school variables such as funding level,
staffing and ethnicity, for example, could be investigated through
secondary sources at a later date. Each site agreed to p.ovide s hool and
achievemént test data on four years (the latest available year and three
other specified years) rather than every year.

The School Record Supplement (optional long fogm) was designed to
provide data on attendance; marks in r~ading, science and math; curriculum

assignment (regular, college prep, voc-tec ); psychological evaluation;

disciplinary citations; and total number of schouls attended.

: 16¢




~ 9vae g o/

The School Record (Face Sheet) was mailed to the sites in January

along with the achievement test forms and Instructions. The School
Record Supplement was mailed with instructions in February.
As of August 15, data for 1,529 School Records (Face Sheets) had

been received at Cornell. Three prcject sites obtained the Supplement

data for a total of 219 subjects. Additional Supplement dafa will be
available on a sample of subjents from a fourth site later this summer.

Record r characteristics and reliabilit; will be discussed below
in Section 1IV.

1. Achievement Test Scores

Because of the lack of funds, it was not possible for Consortium
field staff to administer individual achievement tests. The decision

was made tg ghtain the achievement #cores, from tests administered by

'Qo.u4"...'Y

each school system. The Consortium members, after permission was

granted by parents and schools, sent field staff to the local schools

to record the data from the students' school {iles. However, the

hund1 :¢s of schools attended by the students uver many years;administered
a wide varieLy’of tests, with a large variety of test batteries, form
and n;rms, and with scores reported'by a variety of methods (raw scores,

percentiles, stanines, grade/age equivalents, and standard scores). A

universal form was designed by Cornell staff and sent to project sites

with preliminary insctuctions in January. As of August 15, one or more
Achievement Test scores for 1,305 subjects had been received at Cornell.

1. Charac.eristics of School Record and Achievement Test Recorders

Six project sites (Beller, Deutach, Gray, Levensteiu, Miller,
Karnes) provided data on who recorded the data from the schocl files

! .
The interviewers on most field staffs also recorded the daty from the

1t
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school files. They were pradominately undergraduate or graduate students
or had college degrees. One project (Levenstein), however, arranged
féE class—oom teachers to record the school record data on forms provided

by the Levenstein project.

“

2. Reliability of Coding the School Record and Achievement Test Scores

~

For two project sites (Woolman and Gray) a photocopy of each of

the student's actual school records were sent to Cornell to be transcribed
independently by coders at Cornell. For the Woolman site, seventy-one
achievement test records were transcribed at Cornell from the original
school records to compare with the recording done by field recorders. Using
the percentage of agreement method, the resulting agreement between Coder
I (in the field) and Coder Ii (at Cornell) was 98%. The highest category
.v.,_,.aﬁ-éilne;graament' was on the recording of batte.y or level of test administered.

For the Gray site, a‘random sample of—seven complete school {olders (10%)

+ were sent to Cornell. The agreement was again\higﬁ between Coder 1 and
Coder 11. The perceptage of agreement was 94% for the School Record (Face
Sheet), 93% fo£ the Supplemené‘and 987 for the achievement tests, when
adjusted for the discrepancies between information not contained in

. the student file but available to field workers who could obtain additional
information from the school syster. Although it was not possible to check
the reliability of the other field recorders, it can be reasovably
assuted that the agreement would be similar given the sam2 high standards

. shov 1 by the project sites in the other data collection frocesses.

Efforts were made to keep the recorders blind as to the treatment v3.

contral group status of the subjects.

»
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NOTE ON RAW DATA FORMS:

’ All data reporting and interview forms were printed on self-
carbon rultisets, so that all origifal recordings produced two

copies. One of these was sent to Cornell, the other retained by

the investigator, thus eliminating the need for transcription and .

oo chance «f error in transmitting the raw data.

V. Computation of Response Rates

LY oA R

In crder to calculate response rates for the foliow-up sample,

an attritlon-disposition work sheet was sent to each project site

P gy

%' ‘gsev Appendix B-6), Six sites (Gray, Karnes, Levenstein, Miller, C.

i%..;tart and Woolman) sent the data to Cornell in time to be inc uded in

RSP

this report. The final disposition of each ID case number in the six
sites was assigned to one of the following categories.
(C) Completed = Code 1
(R) . Refused to give permission, refused to be interviewed = Code 6
‘ (U) Located but unable to test because
Moved = Code 4
Unable to test, keep appt., etc, = Code 5 1
Terminated, unable to complete tes; = Ccie 7
(L) Lost, unable to trace on records = Code 3
(A) Attempted to locate and test: (U) + (L) = Codes 3 + 4 + 5 + 7
(0S) Out of sample
Wave not scheduled to test at this f£ollow-up = Code 2

Dropped from sample at previous follow-up = Code 8

No Data, unknown disposit“>n = Code 9



Response rates are defined as the number of final dispositions in ¢
a given category divided by the number of cases in the total cample
or subsample. The three response rates compyted for completion and
refusal categories are shown below: .

Response Rate1 : Disposition divided by total possible cases

e.g. CR, = C
C+R+A+O0S

Response Rate Disposition divided by attempts (excludes out of samples)

2
e.g. CR2 = C
C+R+A ‘
Response Rat:e3 : Disposition divided by actual cases cor acted
(excludes lost)
e.g.‘-a{:‘ = C Swas
C+R+1U

The Response Rate Computations and Final Dispositions by Instrument

for the six project sizes are shown in fable B-4.
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Table B-~4: Response Rate Computations and Final Dispositions for Six Sites

S, e e e et e e
;‘ Disposition Rate Equation Parent Youth School |Ach’t WISC
5% I B —— | Interview |Interview; Record |Test __ | _
o N| % | N | %4 |N %z |N %2 In %
; {1) Completions CRl = C 590 142.4 |600|43.1;2072]77.0{860 |61.7]/606 | 43.5
. ' C+R+ A+ OS
E:(Z) Completions CR, = C 590 |74.4 |600 | 78.0;1072{87.4} 660 [83.8;606} 78.2
j:‘ (; + R 'l" A
; (3) Completions CR3 = c 590 !82.3 {600} 86.711072/93.1{860 |91.0j606 ! 80.9
1 CHR+HU a
-{ (4) Refusals RR, = R 221 1.6 | 18] 1.3, 16{ 1.1} 17 | 1.2} 18} 1.3
C+ R+ A+ OS

T%5) Rafusals KR, = R 22 | 2.8 | 18] 2,%alfh 1:3 17 | 1.7] Slda2e

& ¢ o ST e e - .

**CHRFA ’ A

§ (6) Reiusals RRy = R 22 1 3.1 | 18} 2.6f 16} 1.4 17 | 1.8] 18} 2.4
CHRFU

(7) Attempts AR = Ak CHR 1793 |57.0 {769 55.211227188.1; 1026|73.7}775| 55.6

4 C+R+A+OS
(8) Mot Attempted|0s = 3 [600 143.0 624 44.81 166111.9, 367/26.3|618| 4:.4
{Dut of Sample)l C+ R AHOS |
e e .. e Ao
% Total includes .3 Parent Intcerviews and 16 Yéuth Interviews received late and not
incliaded in other data analyses for this report.
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As shown in Table B-4, out of the 1393 original subjects in the gix

sites, 590 Parent Interviews were completed, resulting in a completion

.rate (1) of 42.4%. The rate of completion (2) based on the number of
parents located and attempted to té;t is 74.4%. The completion rate
"(3) based on the parents actually contacted for tﬂis follow-up is 82.3%.
N -~

The refusal rate (6) for the parents actualiy contacced is 3.1%. The
refusal rate (5) based on thgygota% number of"paréhts atteméted to
locate-is 2.8%. The refusal rate (4) based on all possible parents in
the original sample ts 1.6%. The total’ number .of parent interviews at-
tempted divided by the toéal number i; the original population (7) — j
yields a result of 57.0%. £his result may be considered a sampling
fraction or a measure of the effort to locate the parents which was
degﬁziist‘?n time, money, luck, etc. In contrgfgéfthe s?mple not
attempted (8) or out of sample remainder is 43.0Z. As discussed inv «+ e -,
more detail in he technical supplement on attrition, the final samples’
are generally representative of the original samples in terms of dif-
ferential rates of program and controls found, pretest Stanford-Binet
1Q scores’, Hollingshead ISP and mother's education.

The results are simildr for the Youth Interview except that the
refusal rate is lower. The refusal figure of eighteen for the Youth' Interview
,includes both youths who refused and parengs who refused to have their
child interviewed.

The refusal rates for the Youth Interview are i.3% based on total-

ofiginal sample (6); 2.37% based on number located and attempted to test

(7); and 2.6% based on subjects actually contacted -(8). The comr .etion




-

a1

rates for the Youth Interviews are: 43.1% based on total subjects
in original sample (1); 78.0% based on: :located subjects (2); ‘and

86.7% based on number of subjects actually contacted for this follow-

up (3). - The pe}céntage attempted is '55.2% and the out of sample

(4

percentége is 44.8%.

The Wechsler IQ response rates are similar to the Youth Interview
figures. The School Record and Achievement have a much higher
completion and attempted rate primarily because the Woolman site

had access to all school records and the Weikart site sent data on all

school records as of fourth grade. .

‘In summary, the refusal percentages of 2=37% are acceptably low

Jand $hg completion parcentages aﬂpéaf satiafagsosy given the *financial .-

and time constraiats.

1
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APPENDIX 'B=3 L

- ATTRITION .

One of the most serious threats to any longitudinal etudy is the
proy}em of attrition -~ the fact that, over time, some of the $ubj;;ts—
drop out of a study (due to moving, death or a mvriad of other feasons),

"Differential mortality’ effects déem from differential
subject and program losses from social expeviments. If the
loss of observational uni:s is different for the .
treatment and control groups, and the differences - o
cannot be attributed to chance, then external validity

AU is threatened."” [Bernstein et al., p. 131} B

! The analysis of whether atérition’has caused biases in the final

" sample will be directed towards answering three specific questions:

'

3

\ 1) Were there different rates of attrition for program and

control groups?

' o o at’
anson: 2 )4 Yere the final sampie‘s‘ different on some important characteristic

from those who dropped cut?’

3) Were there any instances of differential attrition (i.e. do
significant diéferences on the charscteristics emerge when
the sample is divided into four groups: progr;m final sample,
program dropouts, control final\sample, and control dropouts)?
?or purposes of this report, attriticn is defined as the failure
.to report infcrmacion for a particular child on a particular instrument.
This definitlon is applied because the different methods for collecting ) .

informat;on occasionally resulted in considerable divergence among the

samples receiving different instruments. For example, collection of

Youth Interview ind WISC-R data required actual contact with the child,
while collection of the School Record Form data required, instead,
actual contact with the child's school records -- a feat which could

' be either more or less difficult than actual contact with the child,



3

. /
depending on the cooperation and organization of the school district.

AN

Attrition in the Current Follow-Up

-

There are five measures of attritiomyin the current follow-~up:

whether

whether

whether

A

a

a

N
Parent Interview was reported.

Youth Interview was reported.

School Record Form was reported.

whether a W[SC-R was reported.

3

"general attrition").

I

°

Analyses are presented for each of these five measures of

However, the written discussion will concentrate mainly on the

measure.

The percentages of children found (on any instrument),qre

Table B-5.

[

whether any of the above was reported (referred to hereafter as

attrition.

final

given in

the same

Since all projects but one (Deutsch) found roughly
percentage of control children as they aid .of program children, there
«ppears to be no indication of different rates of attrition‘Petween

L

program and control groups. Thus, for &.l but one project the answer

to the first question is negative. However, the percentage found does

vary widely among projects. Tables B-6 throug.. 3-9 present similar

analyses for the Individual instruments. |

To answer the second and third questions, three characteristics were
selected: pretest Stanford-Binet IQ scores (or other IQ scores as noted
In the tables), Hollingshead Index of Social Position,.and mother's
education (in grades «completed). Two by two’ANOVA's were performed
as descr%bed in "Explanation of Attrition Tables ﬁ—]O hhrough B-24.,"

Vo

The main offect for attrition status was used to answer the question of

Lie




whether the dropouts differed from the final sample, while the interaction
between program status and attrition status was used to test .or dif-
ferential :szrition.

Tables B-10 thru B-12 present the results of these analyses for "géheral
attrition." As can be seen, there were only two instances in which a final
sample differed significantly from the dropouts on cne of the three
characteristics:

- Beller's dropouts had a significgntly lower mean 1Q than his

( " final sample. ' ‘

- Palmer's dropouts had a significantly lower ISP score (i.e., highgr

socioeéonomic status) t..an the final sample (although the overall

ANOVA was not significant).

In no instances did thz.final sample a1 4 the dropouts d ifet &d fore thau

a4
one of the three characteristics.
’ There were three instances of differential attrition:
- Beller's control dropouts had a Ibwer mear IQ than any of the other
0 three\groﬁps, a bias which would tend to diminish the chances
of finding significant differences favoring the program group. v

. - Gray's control dropouts had the highest ISP score (i.e., lowest
&

SES) while her program dropouts had the lowest ISP (l.e., highest

SES) .

- Gray's control dropouts had the lowest mother's educatiou.
These two Qifferences decrease the chances of finding significant
differences between program and controls since the lowest SES
controls have been lost; however, it is important to note that

the control dropouts did not have lower IQ's than the ot er

s
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. groups. Im fact, they had a slightly higher mean IQ than the

’ control final sample.

Y

Tables B-13 thru B-24 show similar analyses for the individual
insiruments. As can be seen, there are on each table anywhere from zero

to three significants of attrition (either main effecte or iﬁferacqionA

>

effects), although these are often from an ANOVA whkich is not significant

overall. In evaluating the evidence of attrition, one must remember the

.

definition of :tatistical significance - i.e., that the probability of

]
such results occurring by chance is one in twenty. If one regards the

- -

significance levels for-the main effect 6f attrition and for the

interaction betveen attrition and program status as two independent tests,
. then each table (from B-10 to B-24) contains between twelve and twenty

independent tests of hypotheses. Looking at the information in tnis

way.cie can estimate the number of "gignificant differences" one would

¢

have “in each table 1f all occurrences were chance (e.g., in a table with

twenty tests.of hypotheses. one would expect to find one “significant

fcsult" purely by clance). ‘Table B-25 presents this expected number of

~

"gignificant results" 1S there were no genuine attririon effect, plus

~the actual number of significant results. As can be seen, the actual

.

results exceéd these expected on the basis of chance in seven of the

/fifteen tables and are less thar those expected by chance in only mne

table. Howeéver, the fact that there are on1§ seven more significant

s

findings than could be expected by chaace indicates that the overall
effects 6f attrition are slight.
Two words of caution must be extended in inter,reting tte attrition

resukts. First, in some {nstances there were considerable numbers of
. L4
-~

, 1y

-




oo
missing values on the criterion variable (i.e., iQ, ISP or mother's

\

1
education). Therefore, the analyses may not aleys re ~siesent an accurate

1

\
jthe results of attrition
analyses can vary depending on how one defines the original sample.
4 \
These definitions can vary due to the fact that some groups of children

asgsessment of the effects of attricion. Second,

Were not designated to be followed up an this time, hence; it depends
\

upon one's purposes in doing the analysis whetheF these grbﬁps should
. : \

_ve included in the original sample. Definitions of original samples are

|
v

contained ir Table B-5.

i
f

The effect of varying definitions of the original samr < upon the
/éutcomes of the attrition analyses can bg gaugeh by comparing the results
Lof the attritior prerented on the School Record Forms in this ;ppendix
Qith theﬂattrition analysis performed specifically for the discussion of
assignment to special education and grade fgilure. As explained}in the

section on special education, certain groups from some of the projects

* .
,were excluded from the analysis'a priori and, hence, were not included

!as part of the original sample in that attrition aralysis. These groups
* were, however, included as part of che original sample in the attrition
analysis in the apvendix. )

Table B-26 presents the results of an attrition analysis performed

o for the sample as a whole.** This ana./sis is meant to be exploratory

% Budget restrictions requirea i‘har no efforts were made to find some
whole cohorts of subject. See also following footnote.

*%x If no information was received from a project on an irstrument, that’
project was not designated as part of the original sample for that

 instrument. Also, Karnes' groups 10-14 and Deutsch's non-self-

selected controls and Dentsch's waves 5-7 were excluded from the
original sample since they were not selected for follow-up at this
time.

EREESET R R
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¢ only. Three way ANOVA was performed using the following three factors:

¢ - which project the child was from
- attrition status
* \

- program status k\
Again the analysis was performed in hierarchical fashion with project
entered first, attrition status second, and program status third. Project
was entered first to parcel out the variance attributable to initial dif-
ferences between projects. Attrition status was entered second because it
is the variable of interest and, hence, in is more rigorous (i.e., more
likely to arrive at a significant attrition effezt) to calculate the main
effect of attrition prior to the main effect of program status.

As can be seen from Table B-26, the final sample differs from the
dropouts on pret.st IQ for all d “initions of attrition except aftrirfon
on the WISC-R. The only other significant main effect of attricion is un
the ISP for the School Record. There were only two significant two-way
interactions involving attrition (both between attrition and project):
mother's education for the Yough Interview, and ISP fo; the school record.

There were no two-way interactions between actritfon and program status

(i.e., no evidence for di‘ferential attrition as defined in question 3);

[ however. there were six three-way interactions. Overall, it appears Iin )
regard to whether a Biret was administered that the total final sample '

’is significantly dif¥erent from the total dropouts on pretest Binet IQ |

but there is little evi.dence for differential attrition hetween program 1

|

and control groups.

18]
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-
Attrition 11, the Original Data ’
; The parameters fc¢ . the analysis »f attrition for each project were
;‘ defined as follows:
! Criterion of )
. ~ Project Dropout Status Dependent Variables v
; Gordon Existence of a Binet at age 6 Binet at age 3, SES, mother's education
§> ETP " renwoon "oro10 ‘ " " pretest " " "
? FORV " romwoon . o *vtomr3 " " "
- Karnes long " rowoon "9 " " pretest " " "
: Karnes g;p " momn oo w5 e e " " "
Levenstein vt """ s " " age 3 " " *
Miller " - - " " pretest " " “ " 6
- Palmer | " "o ij " :' 5 " "age 3 " " S
) Perry " newo "o o10 "7 " op etest " " -
CD " rtoron "nov".o3g nm.ooWw oL "
Can%Lz " e "o g " " age 3 " " "

ANOVA analyses fci the~dif-

L]

Tables B-26 thru B-28 represent the 2 X
ferential attriticn on the original data, For four projects the significance

levele come from different level ANOVA:

Karnes pre-post: 2 X 5 groups

Karnes longitudinal:»'2 X 5 groups

Miller program comparison: 2 X 4 groups

Curriculum Demonstration: 2 X 3 groups

fon
o
o




A can be seen, thare are very few indications of differential
attrition, .Only the Levene?ein project on the ISP has é significant

s attrition effect whiéh contributes to an overall significant ANOVA.
Other projects did %how some significant attrition effects; however,
théir overall ANOVA's were not significant.

One should note that the a;tritio; reported here for Leveastien

¢
is artificilal due to the stipulation of this analys‘s that a subject

“ must have a Bifiet score at the designated posttest in order to be
considered part of the final sample. Much of Levenstein's "attrition"
is caused by the fact that many of her subjects were given WISC's rather

than Binets in latey follow-up periods.
Conclusions

The overall evidence seems to indicate that, althougl. there are
cme instances of differential attrition, the final samples are representative
of the original samples. Overall (, jeral attrition) there were no significant
difkerences between the demographic characteristics of those subjects féuud
and those not found. Sucp attrition as was significant dealt ;;th whether
Hspecific pieces of data were in hand on July i, 1977. Tbus; attrition
: appears to'have been a fairly random process: This échlusxon is not
surprising given the fact that much of the attrition o;;urred while neither
program nor control children.were receiving any major benefits (or costs)
from the project (i.e., after projezt termination}. The major reason to

suspect biases caused by attrition is that the benefits received [rom the

program will cause a different pattern of attrition in the program versus
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control groups. Since the current follow-up occurred several years after

program termination, there is livtle reason %o susp-ct that differential
-]

°

‘patterns of attrition would occur when neither group was receiving benefits
. from the program. The most crucial period for which attritioh must be

investigated in evaluation research is the period of program duration.

»

The question of attrition during the progrém has been addressed by most
of fée projects in their original reports which deal with more immediaée
posttests. The fact thatlless than 3% of the parents and/or youths
contacted refised to particip;EérI;_Ehe follow-up eliminates any
concerns we had abouct contewporaneous differential attrition.

¥

Explanation of Attrition Tables B-10 to 3-24, B-27, and B-28

Separate tables are provided for attrition on each of four
instruments in the follow-up (Parent Interview, Youth Interview, WwIsc,
and School Record) and for those whg had been given any instrumeét
versus those not found 2% all (the traditional concept of attrition).
Analyses werc performed for each project on three dependent variables:
Stanford—Biq?t or PPVT pretest 1Q score, Holiingshead Index of Social
Position score, and mother's educatic~. Thus there are a total »f
fifteen tables (three dependent v~riabies time five measures of
attrition status)

All tables are based on separate two times two ANOVA performed:for

each project.* The first factor ir the ANOVA is attrition status (dropout

* In two projects which were designed vo compare different curricula,
the attrition analyses are performed by 2 X 5 (Karnes) and 2 X 4
(Miller program only) ANOVA's. These analyze differentiai attfﬁtipn
among differeat program groups. Only the significance leve.s are
reported.




e
versus final sampie), while the second is program status (program vs.

control).- ANOVA is performed using a hierarchical method for assigning
variance (SPSS Option Ten) with attrition status the first variable
entered (i.e. the F statistic for the attrition -iain effect is

computed without controlling for program status).  The first three
coiumns in the tables present three significance lzvels taken from the

2 X 2 ANQVA's. -The first 'is the significance level for the main effect
of attrition .status; the second, the significance level for the
interaction between .attrition status and program status; the tldird,

the overall significance levei fﬁrothe 2 X 2 ANOVA. They are taken from
a standard SPSS ANOVA printout. For example, the numbers for the Cra,

<>

project in Table B-5 were taken from the table on the following page.
The last fouf columns give the mean score on the depenigpt

variables for each of the four cells defined by rhe 2 X 2 ANOVA, with

samrle size for each cell given in parentheses below the mean srore.

The tables do not present all of the information given in a
gtandard ANOVA ta),le simply because the entire analysls consists of
almust 150 separate ANOVA's (three dependent variables times five
measures of attritiou times ten projects).

The las' row in each table gives the ANOVA resu’.ts when all
projects are grouped together.

" The tables are organized as follows:

B~-5 pretest IQ by Parent Interview status for ten projects

B-5 ISF by Parent Interview status for ten projects

8-7 mother's educacfon bv Parent [nterview status for ten projz-'s

B-8 pretest TQ by Parent Interview status for tem proiects

B-% TSP by rarent Interview status for ten projects ete.
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Attrition in
the Special Education and Grade Failure Analysis

*

Due to the importance of the findings on special qgucation and grade

L.

failure, additional attrition analyses were conducted specifically for
the gfoups used in these analyses. Separate attrition analyses are

presented for each project.

trition analysis for the Gordon pi~ject is reported in !'School Performance s

B

as a Function of karly Stimslation." (1) Bayley Mental Development Index.
scores at age ng and Séanford-Biﬁet IQ scores at ages three and six

were compared between the 1976 sample and the sample at the end of inter-
v;ntion for cach of the groups. No significant differences were found. .

Susan Gray's Early Training Project: The final sample and-the dropcuts

were compared on three measures: Binet pretest IQ score, head of household-

-~

socioeconomic status (Hollingshead Index), and mother's educatfon. T-tests

Ira Gordon's Parent/Education/Backyard Learning Center Project: The at- l

.were run for the full sample sai for program and centrol groups separately.
No significant differences were found. Two by two analyses of va..ance

drop-out status x program status) for ach vari algo vielded no

-
PR

significant differences.

3

‘Both t-tests and ANOVA were run because of the problems in assigning

N o .
4

main effects in ANOVA of unequal cell sizes. The t-tests assign to drop-

out status 11 variance which could be attributed to dropout status, whil:

'

the ANOVA tests for interaction between dropout status and program status.

Merle Kernes' Research and Develcpment Program on Preschool Childrén: For

L S S N

each of three measures (pretest Stanford-Binet 1Q, mother 's education, i

el
~

tarith |

and Hollingshead SE§) a5 X 2 ANOVA (with the five experimental groups as

g( M .

% - one factor and dropout status as the other) was performed. No significant
io ’ differences were found. The t-tests comparing the final sample with the

z

e ot

e )

2 ¢

fea

B '
.
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4 ’

dropouts on the above measures for each of the experimental groups
individually also revealed no significant difference. ‘ @

Phyllis Levenstein's Mother-Child Home Program: The Levenstein project,

which has followed the chiliren almost annually since the inception of
the program ;ad da;a.on all but one of the program children and of ali of
the control children. Thus, there were no significant differences on
_any characteristic since there was no varian?e in the dropoug category.

Louise Miller's Experimental Variation of Head Start Curricula: The final

[}

sample ¢nd the dropouts were compared on pretest Stanfoxd-Binet 1Q and on
mother's education using identical procedures to those used in‘the Gray
project [Socioeconomic status (SES) scores were not availagle for

the control group]. No significant differences were found.

o A second analysis (4 X 27 ANOVA with the four experimental groups as
¢ ] =»
one factor and dropout status as the othez) révealed no significant

. differences among experimental groups with respect to pretest IQ, .mother’'s

education, or Hollingshead SES.
- Il

Francis Palmer's Harlem Tra.nisg Project: The attrition analysis reported

by Palmer concludes:

Attrition analysis, conducted by comparing 1¢'s and social class
at ages three. and five (the las! assessment) for those found and
not found in 1973, showed no gignificant differences between any
of the groups in the design. (14) ’

1

Y ’ .
David Weikart's Perry Preschool Project: The Weéikart project was able to

find school record data on all 123 children.

Edward Zigler's New Haven Follow-Through Study: Two measures (PPV% 1Q

. ecores at age five and mother's education) were compared between the drop-

W

: 10y




.
By

outs and the final sample by t-tests for the total sample and for the

;B?Bgram4an7NFon£F01 groups separately. Two by two ANOVA's (dropout s-atus

and program status) were also computed. No significant differences were

found on the v-tests. However, the ANOVA on PPVT IQ showed a sigﬁificauf“”~= —

:

interactioﬁ between dropout status and experimental-control status (overall
F=3.128 p=.028). The control dropouts had the lowest averege I1Q, while
the program dropouts had the highest average IQ. Hollingshead SES

measures were not. available. /
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Table B-5: Final Sample as a Percént of Original Sample by Project:
"General Attrition"

" Final Final Total Final
roject Con:rols Program  Sample as Xz . Significance Definition of
: as 3 of as ¥ of Z of Original Sampl
- Original Original Original riginal Sample
Controls Program Total Sauple
‘Beller 48.6* 54.2%  .50.6 0.284 .5943 full 170 cases
(5% &32) (86) sent to Cornell
Deutsch 6.3 16.3 12.5 . 10.173 .0014 first 4 waves, groups.
fi (12) (51) (63) [ 1 & 2 only = 504 cases
iGordon _ 33.8 30.3 31.1 0.166 .6835 all 09 cases_with
- < s (23) . (73) (96) : b test” scoreB sent to
’ ’ Cornell
85.4 8L.8 83.7 0.03394 .8538 all 92 cases ETP caser
(41) | (36) ) . sent. to Cornell .,
;ga;pes . 82.9 82.9 ;74-- ----- * groups 1 thry 10=
- . (121) (121) : ) 146 cases
?zLevenstein 75.6 73.8 7 744 0.021 .8836 all 250 casges sent te¢
& (59) 27 © {186) . Cornell, (firat 5 waves
. Miller 56.1 50.9 52.0 .0011, .9739 all 270 casen sent to,
i (32) (109) (141)" < Cornell '
. /
~ Paimer ~70.1 71.9 71.5 . 0.016 .8980 . all 309 cases sent to
o (47) (114) (221) _Cornell :
" Weikart '100.0 7 100.0 100.0 - S all 123 Perry cases
2T (65) (58) (123) Y gsent to Cornell
e “ | v

* Since these figures ?ere calculated, Beller has located additional subjects,

" Bringing those figures up to 75% and 877 respectively. These additional data
did not reach us in time for this analysis, and will be included in future
reports. However, note that there are no significant differences between

the sample which was on hand and the original groups. The delay ir the location
of the .eller subjecrs was due to an unusually complex decision process in the

4 public schools. | -
Q kN

[NV —




i

Table B-6: Final Sample as a Pércent of Original Sample
of Parent Interview, by Project

-

Final Controls Final Program Final Total

Préject‘ " as a % of as a % of as a % of X Significance
Original Original Criginal
o Controld Program Total ot
.‘;;{ B 7 -
Beller = 42.3 52.5 - 45.9 1.2295 .2675 ‘
. (47) (31) (79 Lo !
Deutsch 3.1 13.1 c.3 12.9418 .0003 P
: (41) (47) !
Gordon 33.8 30.3 31.1 0.1662 .6835 . \
, (23) (73) (96) b
a : " ' .
Gray . 75.0 81.8 78.3 0.2905 .5899 )
(36) (36) (72) s
Karries ' 82.2 82.2 @ emeea R ‘ i
(120) (120) i
Levenstein 21.8 39.0 = 33.6 6.3335 .0118
(17) (67) (84) l
Miller 56.1 : 2..9 - 52.0 00107 9739
(32) (109) (141) ’
Palmer: 461.8 40.9 41.1 0.0001 .9917
(28) : (99) (127)
Weikart 86.2 86.2 86.2 0.0641 .8001
(56) (50) (106) :
v |




Table B-7:

Final Sample as a Percent of Original

~

Final Controls

for Youth Interview by Project

Final Program Final Total

o et

193

as a % of as a % of .as a % of * X Significarce
Original Original Original
Controls Program Total
Y
33.3 37.3 34.7 0.1200 .7290
(37 (22) (59)
5.7 4.7 11.3 8.7512 .0031
(11) (46) (57)
19.1 ) 12.0 13.6 1.7033" .1919
(13) (29) (42)
75.0 75.0 75.0 0.0581 .8096
(36) (33) (69)
i° Karnes 78.1 78.1 0 mememm meee=
" (114) (114)
gg_Levenstein 23.1 23.8 23.6 0.0009 .9764
(18) (41) (59)
f' Miller 56.1 50.9 52.0 0.0011 .9739
s (32) (109) (141)
N palmer 43.3 40.9 41.4 0.0437 .8344
- (29) | (99) * (128)
| Weikart 87.7 81.0 84.6 0.5929 L4413
e . (57 (47) (104)

f e

Lo




Table B-8: Final Sample as a Percent of Original
.for School Record Form by Project

’,

.

Final Controls Final Program Final Total

as a % of ‘as a % of as a % of 3ignificance
Original Original Original
Contxrols Program Total

Beller . 19.8 32.2 24.1 . .1078
(22) (19) o (41) :

Deutsch 2. « 9.3 . .0028
(29)

Gordon 0

(0)

Gray 81.8
. (36)
Karnes 72.5
(107)

Levenstein 37.2 ' : 24,3505 °
(64)

tiiller 50.0 0.0180
(107)

Palner 63.2
(153)

© Weikart 100.0
(58)
&




L]

i \ Final Controls Final Program Final Total 9

i Project as a % of as a 7 of as a % of X Significance
1o Original Original Original

e ———“*_*_"*~-Gontrols . Program__ Total

?ﬁ

%tBeller

=i

- Deutsch
"
7. Cordon
Gray
Karnes
© . Miller

'Palmer

Weikart

_Levenstein

0
(0)

0
0"

0
()

79.2
(38)

32.1 j
(25) -

56.1
(32)

37.3

86.2
- (56) -

&)

~

[

0
(0)

0
(0)

0

(0)

77.3 .
(34)

76.7 )
(112)

29.7
(51)
50.9
(109)

38.8
(94)

93.1
(54)

(0)

0
(0)

(0)
78.3
@2)

76 .7
(112)

30.4
(76)

52.0
(141) .

38.5
(119) ¢

89.4
- (210)




Table B-10: General Attrition’- ] .
Comparison of Pretest Stanford-Binet IQ Scores- 1

o .. |Significance Levels .l Mean I.Q. Scores ‘
Attrition Overall Dropout Final Sggple
Project Main Effect | Interaction | ANOVA Progran | Control | Program Control
élgeller .003 .030 .001 92.32 84.11 92.03 92.91
7 : @25y |57 (32) |8
.999 .193 .999 92.05 ,]91.68 93.51 87.00
. (229) (120) 45) - 19 -
: .999 . .999 296 95.38  [92.90 94,27 89.19 >
L ) . (80) (3D (64) (21)
{ Gray .999 999 .999 89.88  |88.71 89.33 |87.08
- ¢ ¢:)) (N (36) (37)
- .Karnes .999 .999 ] .999
%' Levenstein ** | .999 .177 .299 81.79  |86.67 84.50  |82.89
- " . (42) (9 (125) (27)
- Miller .306 .999 .308 92.09 87.81 1 93.62 * [90.44
;" Program/Con. (104) (16) | (109) (18)
[ Miller .999 .999 .220 ‘ -
. Program/Comp. g
- Palmer 111 | .056 .001 90.62 »[86.89 .| 95.92  [84.64
S (34) (19) (86) (44) ’
"~ Weikart No Dropouts on School Rdgcord ' 79.57 78.54
' (58) (65)
\~
A‘\\

.\1 g{‘l :
N Stanford-Binet at age three (a posttest IQ) was used in this analysis

*k PPVT . pretest I.Q. ‘v
*kk Oﬁly half the program group was given a pretest
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T
o . Table B-11:  General*Attrition - y oo
R ‘ Comparison of Hollingshead ISP Scores*j,'/
. ) A
" Significance Levels \ Mean ISP Scores - N
.y . Attrition |Interaction| Overall 4| Dropout Final Sample
" Project Main Effect ANOVA _Program|Control-| T ‘ogram|Control
. Beller No ISP data r , .t
. * Deutsch .310 999 .| .99¢ 66.71 | 66.05 | 65.05 | 62.67 i
o ‘ : 45)- | (%) (40) 3)- :
-+ "Gordon No ISP data|received oulcontrols | Com B
. Gray ° .£39 .007 .058 63.60 | 74.14 | 70.52 | 69.00 e
R . (5) (7). (31) (39) . R
" . Karnes .999 .999 .999 . z
Levenstein - 999 4 .097 2315 66.23 63.79 64.17 66.00 o
X D ™ (44) (19) - (125) (59) N
" Miller "
(Program & |No ISP data(on controls
Control) :
Miller 999 .999 .999 . o
(Program . , v
Comp.) ‘ <
- Palmer .024 .999 .105 56.75 | 52.85 | 59.12 | 59.04
7 (64) (20) | (164) (47)
" Weikart No Dropouts{on School Record 67.81 69.09
. (58) (64)
“ ( .
fﬁ— I -
*The Hollingshead Index of Social Position (ISP) ranges from 11 to 77, with
"11" representing the highést social class and "77" representing the lowest
social classg. * .-
A . 9 : ‘s
<
\
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General Attrition - ¢

Table B-12:
4 Comparison of Mother's Education

l
. Mean Grades Completed'}

Signi.ficance Le&els .
Attrition N Overall Dropout . Fithal Sauple
-Project Main ngect__lnteraction ANOVA Program Control ‘Prdgram Control
&' *Beller  -° " No educatipn data \\ ] X .
e . , \ . L
Deutsch .999 .097 \\ ,-999 . 10.36 10.03 9.9 12.00
' : . NE (45) (74) (41 (3
.Gordon Education Hata received|on only . N
. two controls A . ‘
-Gray .157 .018 .048 9.67 7.00 . 8.7 9.68
s |1 (7 (34 (41)
s “Karnes .999 .335 L4111,
‘iv Levenstein .999 .139 .999 10.27 1:0.84 10.45 10.27 .
57 ' (44) (19) (126) | (59)
-, ‘Miller .999 .999 .999 10.89. {10.67 10.87 10.29
\ Progran/Con. ) (95) (15 (100) (17
» "Miller .999 .999 .999
- Program/Comp.
Palmer .158 y .999 .999 11.45 11.50 11.12 11.23
(65) (20) ., (167) (47)
Weikart No Dropout# on School Récord . 9.47 9.3°
(58) (65)
&
&
. <
Ao
198
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‘Table B-13: Attrition on the Parent Int@fview -

* Comparison of Pretest Stanford-Binet IQ,Sqores .
{Significance Tevels " Mean 1.Q. Scorés
Attrition Overall Dropout Findl ngple ,
Main Effect | Interaction | ANOVA Program | Control | Program. Control ~ -
.079 .186 .067 92.46  |86.22 91.90 . |91s34,
' (26) (64) (31) - D) =
.999 - .194 .999 || 92.08 |91.59 .| 93.74 [85.40°
) , 1 (239) (127) (35) (5) -~
.999 ‘ .999 .296 95.38  [92.90 94.27 |89.19
C (80) (31) (64) - |(2D)
.999 .999 ..999 89.88 - [87.17 89.33 |87.41
. X L (8) (12) L (36) (32)
.999° .999 .999 ,
.026 " ———e .062 182.13 |83.82 86.33
‘ :(100) (36) 1 (67 0
Miller . .306 $999 .308 92.09 [87.82 93.62 |90.44
Program/Cort. - €104) (16) (109) (18)
2 ' .999 .999 .220
I,’rograrn/~ Comp. . . '
2 Palmer *kk .939 .999 001 || 93.21 [85.42. 96.23  |85.19
‘ . : (72)° (36) . (48) 27)
< Weikart .999 .999 .999 81.00 °{78.00° 79.34 |78.63
S ; : 2 (8) (9) (50) (56)
. //

: "% Stanford-Binet at age three (a posttest IQ) was used in this analysis.
" k% PPVT pretest L.Q. .

: - s
k%% Only half of the-program group was given a pretest.
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Table B-14% Attrition on thé Parent Interview -

Comparison of Hollingshead ISP Scores

IS

Significance Levels [T MeaniSP Scores
: Attrition Overall || Dropout Final Sampld
Project Main Effect | Interaction | ANOVA _ | Program | Control | Program | Control
‘Beller No ISP dat% . :
; Deutsch .152 .999 .999 67.02 65.93 64.21 65.00
: (52 |78 (33) (1)
Gordon No ISP dath received onjcontrols !
Gray .999 .002 .019 63.60 74.09 . 70.52 68.43
: ‘ : (5) (11) (1) | (3%
- . Karnes .999 .999 .999
Levenstein .156 .213 .222 64,33 64,56 - 65,27 68.71.
(102) (61) 1] (67) (17)
Miller - .306 .99% .308
Program/Con.
Miller .999 .999 .999
- Program/Comp. .
Pglmer .999 .999 .999 58.10 56.69 58.95 57.89
. (133) (39), (95) (28)
Weikart . 306 .999 .999 65.13 68.00 68.24 69.27
. Tl (87 ¢)) (50) (55)
0’
t_,' L 4

Y % The Hollingshead ISP (Index of Sozial Position) ranges from 11 to 77 with "11"
representing the highest social class and "77" representing the lowest social class.

ny )
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Attrition on‘the Parent Interyiew ~

Table B-15%

Comparison of Mother's Education

B-57

Significance Levels Meqé_@gﬁdéé'CbﬁSiéted -
JAttrition Overall Dropout Final Sawple
Main Effect | Interaction | ANOVA Program Control Prqgraq - Control
No Educatipn data % ‘
.999 .269 .999 10.43 10.08 9,73 . 12.00
. (53) (76) (33) (1)
Education fata veceived [on only '
two controls . L - “
.062 .014 .018 9.67 7.42 8.79 9.92
: (6) . [(12) (34) '(35)
.999 .340 416
% Levenstein .076 .999 .276 ~10.74 10.56 10.27 9.88
: ~ (103)  [(61) (67). @an
¢ Miller .99¢ .999 .999 10.67 10.389 10.87 10.29
" ‘Progran/Con. (95) (15) (100) @
i Miller .999 ,999 .999
Program/Comp.
%T Palmer .999 .999 .999 11.30 11.26 11.09 11.39
S (134) (39) (98) (28)
* 'Weikart .999 .058 .211 b1 8.00 0.78 ~ 9.70 9.52_
o @ o (50) | (56)

«¥
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Table B-16: Attrition on the Youth .Interview - - .
Comparisor of Pretest _anford-Binet IQ Sqores

L]

:

Significance Levels Medn I.Q. Scores I :
Attrition : Overall Dropcut : Final|Sample.
Main FEffect | Interaction | ANOVA Program | Control Progrim | Control

011 020 . 003 || 92.71 | ss.49 |o91.27] | 94.19
(35) a8 | @] 1. @D

.999 .999 .996 91.94 91.48 | 94.2 | 89.38
\ (233) (121) (41); (8)
.999 .999 +367 95.27 90.98 | 93.29 92.83
f (116) (40) (28) (12)
.999 .999 .999 88.73 88.09 | 8Y.67 © 87.09
: . (11) (11) (33 (33)

.265 . .999
.068 175 82.88 83.83 | 86.58
- (126) | (36) (41)

.306 . 308 || 92.09 | 87.81 | 9362
‘ (104) | (16) | (109

fll?rogram/Comp. +999 : -220 X S

I palmerxx - 1999 : .001

A

- We%kart ] 999

v

r

i

* Stanford-Binet at .age three (a posttest IQ) was used in chis analysis.
*% PPVT pretest 1.Q.

**% Only half the program yroup was.given a'ﬁretest.

¢




Table 17:

Attrition on the Youth Interview -

a®

Comparison of Hollingshead ISP Sccres*

L]

Vo

fe

Significance Lev"1s

Mean ISP Scores

1

iy

R e O
g

TaTay

3
yl3
H
-

* The Hollingshead Index of Social Position (ISP) ranges from 11 to 77, with

Attrition . | Overall Dropout Final Sample
Main Effect | Interaction ANOVA Program | Control Program | Control
No TSP dat%
[ R k) L. \\ <
%999 .999 .999 ‘6é§6ﬁ 66.05 65.78 62.67
- (48)n (74) CTD RN N )
* No- 18P dat# received on]Controls .
.999 .227 899 68.13  |71.75 69.96 |69.09
‘ (8) ~ (12) (28) (34)
.999 .9%9 .999 ‘ : o
.271 .080 .196 " 64.72 64.42 64.66 68.94
. (128) (60) (41) - (18)
No 1SP datL on Controls | -
¢ Miller .999 .999" .999
%ﬁ?rogfam/Comp. s
~* Palmer 2999 .999 .999 '58.26  |56.66 58.72  [57.90
& (133) (38) 9% (29)
- Weikart .016 .999 .081 63.09 66.50 68.91 69.46
1y . [(® (47) (56)
<

é "1 representing the highest social class and "77" representing the lowest social

tlass.

<03
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Table B-18:_ Attrition on the Youth Interview - .

Comparison of Mother's Education

\

4

Levels

—_— :
‘§F60‘~‘V

Signifiecance Mean 3rade Completed '
Attrition Overall i{  Dropout . Final Sample
Main Effect | Interaction | ANOVA Program | Control | Program | Control
No educationl data ) §' -
.99¢ .269 .99 10.42 | 10.03 9.84 |12.00  °
. (48) (74) (38 (3
Education dajta received ch + J
only two comtrols
.001 172 .003 §.00 7.17 .19 | 10.00
i 9 (12) (31) (36)
.999 .999 .999
favenstedn .012 .999 .088 ¥| 10.73. | 10.60 | 10.00 | 9.78
: o (129) (60) (41) (18}
Mill . .
‘progran/ Con. 999 999 « | 979 10.8% | 90.67 | 1087 |10.29
N » BN (95) (15) (100) ()
@ Miller ) . -
program/Comp. | %99 .999‘ | 999
palmer . 929 ,..999 « .999 11.310 | 11.29. | 11.97 |11.34
- (134) (38) (98) (29)
Weikart .303 .037 \142 8.18 | 10.00 9.77 9.30
(11) - (8) (47) (57)
;— di?:’/n': .
;‘“ . v g
» {
\’\
Id

iy e e |
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Table B-19: Attrition on the School Record -
) ) Comparxison_of Pretest Stanford-Binet IQ Scores

~_ _|significance Levels Mean 1.Q. Scores
‘ fAttrition Overall Dropout .4 Final ¢ ampje
iMain Effect | Interaction | ANOVA Program | Control Program Control’
.002 .-} .005 .001, 92.39  [85.92 91.68 ~ [98.36
§ . ? ' (38) 89) = | (19 (22)
sch' .117 .999 .324 91.88 91.40 96.23 89.75
: . o . (248) (125) (26) (4)
e No school gecords receiye?l |
999 .999 .999 89.83 - PB6.40 os .3 |87.62
o )} (8) . [(10) (36) (34)
..999 . 313 .999
999 - .999 999 ‘1 84.26  B6.66 83. 06ﬁi¢¢§2.89
v ® (195) (9).. - ”162) W(27)
.999° .999 .319 92.14 B7.81 2.60 90.44
(106) (16) (107) -‘018)
.999 .999 ] .228 - )
rogram/Comp. . .
.105 .194 .001 91.10 B5.48 - | 96.21 85.24
o (42) (21) (78) N (42)-
Nu Dropoutd . ' 79.57 78.54
: (58) (65)
/ ’ \
< |
L] . .. <
. &
& - :

Y

‘** Stanford-Binet at ase three (a posttest IQ) was used in this analysis -
** PPVT pretest 1:.Q. ; e L .

DY . A \

*** Ogly half the program group was glven a pretest : Ve T L

‘ ’

™




Table B-20: Attrition on the School Record -
Comparison of the Hollingshead ISP Scores*

Significance Levels Mean ISP Scores

) Attrition | Overall Dropout Final Sample

Project Main Effect | Interaction | ANOVA Program | Control | Prugram Contrgl

- Beller No ISP dats

.. Deutsch .999 - .999 66.36 | 65.92 | 64.83
o (61) | 7N | (24) (0)
i-—Gordon No ISP dat% received on fontrols IS
?‘7. ) - -
% . Gray .999 .030 175 63.60 7 71.50 70.52 69.31
T ) | ao | 6 (36)
- Narnes .999 .999 .999

Levenstein .999 1,999 .999 65.18 | 65.05 63.89 65.63

(107) (22) (62) (56)

Miller No ISP datajon controls
Program/Con. ’

¢ Miller .999 .999 .999 v
-~ -gram/Comp. ‘
999 | 043 55.76 | 53.82 | 58.84 59.88

;t . Palmer b .006 .
. (79) (22) 4 (45) (149)

Weikart No dropouts ’ 67 .81 69.09

* The Hollingshead Index of Social Position (ISP) ranges from 11 to 77,
with "11" representing the highest social elass and "77" representing
the lowest social class. <
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Table B-21: Attrition on the School Record -

Comparison of Mother's Education

Significance Levels

-Mean-Gfades.Cnmpl

-2

T in:
Final.Sample

Attrition Overall Dropout
Main Effect | Interaction ANOVA Program | Control | Program | Control
No gducatibn data N
V% TR [en—— . 249 10.42  |10.10 | 9.52 v
, (61) |77 25) | (0) -
Education Hata receivedjon only B .
_two controlls
- .999 .065 .182 9.67  7.90 8.79 9.66
(6) ~~-|(10) (34) (38)
.045 999 .261 '
‘Levenstein | -999 .999 .999 10.43 - |10.23 10.76 10.48
S : (107) (22) (63) (56).
;- Miller .999 .999 .999 10.88 10.67 10.89 10.29
#-Program/Con. 97N (15) (98) an
S Miller .999 .999 .999
" Program/Comp. .
. Palmer .198 .999 .999 11.42  |11.50 12.10 |11.22
(81) (22) (151) | (45)
;. Weikart- No Dropout% 9.47 9.38
- - . (58) (65)
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Table B=22: Attrition on the WISC-R -
Comparison of Pretest Stanford-Binet IQ Scores

it

1
i

(4) (9 (54) | - |.(56)

SN
\\\.
Significz..ce levels Mean I.Q. Scores <
Attrition : Overall Dropout Final Sample
Main Effect | Interaction | ANOVA Program | Control | Program Control
Nb'WISC-R'F received ! ’ . ‘ ?
No WISC-R'B received . %
O G . - - M 1 - *
No WISC-R'E roceived | - o -- :
.999 .999 .999 % 91.40 86. 40 88.85 - | 87.62
~(10) (10) (34) (34)
, .217 .999 .999 ‘ [
;- Levenstein** | .036 | --—- .096 82.74  183.83 86.32 ¢
P ) : . ) (117) (36) - {50) (0) -
©::Miller | .306" .999 .308 92.09 87.81 1 93.62190.44 — 4 ~
Program/Con. ' (104) (19%) (109) (18) .o
L. Miller .999 .999 .229 o
i Program/Comp. -
Palmer .216 .999 .001 93.25 |84.87 96.36 | 86.04
o | (75)  |(39) (45) | (26
N Weikart 174 .999 .306 80.00 ° |81.89 79.54 178.00
t}<

* Stanford-Binet at age three, (a posttest IQ) was used in this analysis °

" %% PPVT pretest I.Q.
**% Only half the program group was given a pretest




Table B-23: Attrition on tne WISC-R -
Comparison of the Hollingshead ISP Scores
Significance Levels Mean ISP. Scores
Attrition | Overall || "Dropout Final Sample
Main Effect | Interaction | ANOVA Program | Control | Progrem | Control
Yo. ISP data’ - .
No WISC's research "
No ISP data jreceived on congrdls
-999 4156 .999 +66.86 71.50 | 70.21 69.31"
' ) (10) (29) (36)
.999 V99% .999 ’
.999 032, | 174 |].65.21 | 64.36 | 63.50 | 67.80
(119)* | (53) (s0y | (@25
No ISP data bn controls . , ; ‘ . -
.999 .999 .999 . ; .
. .006 .999 .043 57.50 56.33 ,| 59.91 58.64
’ (138) (42) (90) (25)
§>.999 .999 .999 67.50 67.11 67 .83 69.42
(4) (9 |. (54 | (55
| -

P %

* The Hollingshead Index of Social Position (ISP) ranges from 11 to 77,
with "11" representing the highest social class and "77" representing
the loyest social class. '

v .
-

v,
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Table B-24: Attrition on the WISC-R -
Comparison of Mother's Education

Significance Levels . Mean Yeérs,—:c;:ﬁ;_E_ducation _—
- Attrition : Overall Dropout Final Sample
Project Main Effect | Interaction | ANOVA Program | Control | Program Control
- : \ :
‘Beller .| No Educatibpn data’
-Deritsch No WISC's feceived
“Gordon No WISC's Yeceived .
‘Gray .110 1 .253 .232 8.75 7.90 8.97 9.66
e . (8) (10) (32) |38
Karnes .999 .219 .329. . )
}- Levenstein .999 .999 .999 10.62  |10.55 10.40 |10.72
’ (120) (53) - (50) (25)
Miller .999 .999 .899 10.89 ° }10.67 10.87 10.29
“Program/Con.” | ' : H-95)- - [@s)y-. |} (100) 1 (17)
wf Miller }_.999 .999 .999 o !
s Frogran Comp . - )
i< Palmer .999 999 | 1999 11.29  [11.26 11710 11540
. : . (139). (42) (93) (25) -
i Weikart « 1 .161 .999 .999 10.50 10.11 9.39 9.27
g'.; | (&) 9) - (54) (56)
{: B \
23 . &
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Table B-25:

Expectad” Number of Chance "Significant Findings"

Jable
B-10 ~
B-11
B-12
B-13
B-14
B-15
-B-16
B-17
B-18 .-
B-19
B-20
B-21
B-22
B-23

B~24

* If there were no atﬁrition, i.e., by chance. Rounded to nearest inieger.

and Actual Number of Significant Findings

for Tables B-10 to B-24

Expected Number
of "Signififcant

Actual Number
of Significant

Findings"#* Findings*#*
1 2
1 2
1 L
1 1
1 1
.o
1 L -
> \\ é‘
1 _ 2, '
1 1
1 3
1 z
T
1 2
1 1
1 1
1 2‘
1 0 ] ¢

Difference

+1

+1

+2

+1

+1

%% On Attrition Main Effect or Interacticn Attrition X Program Status.

211

«

"?f‘;\
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Table B-26: Results of 3 Way ANOVA: ,Signifidance Levels
. P =4

Isp

“Mother's Ed.

:étercst I.Q.
18P

}3"Mo her's Ed.

School Record

Spretest L.Qr
o

% Mother's Ed.
WiSC~-R
pretest 1.Q.
st ISP
Mother's =d.

- "General

pretest I1.Q.

e -
Effects Involving Attrition Other Main Effects Interaction | Cverall
Attrition Interactions Prgject Progréh Status gigii:; X ANOVA
Main Effect|Project X | Program Status | 3 Way Main Effect Status
Attrition | X Attrition ' N
po
.034 .999 .999 - .999 ,601 .001 .024 001"
.252 999 . | .999 .183 .001 .999 .999 .001
.999 .119 .999 .004 .001 .999 999 | -001
.011 .999 .999 .187 .001 .001 017 : .Topl
280 999 | .999 .999 .001 .999 999 | .001
.999 001 | .999 .031 .001 999 999 | .001
.
' ¢ ?.' -
-.001 | - .999 | .999 036 .003 .001 =020 " 001"
041 .052 .999 217 .001 .999 .999 1 .001
.305 .140 .999 .151 .001 .999 ,999 .001
N )
" .106 Vo999 1. .999 .999 .001 .001 .038 .001 | 831
.130 999 | .999 313 .001 .999 999 N .o01 1031 |
|\ -999 196 | .999 .999 <,001 .999 , .999 .001 {1102
Q
T R . *
, .003 416 .999 043 .001 001 045 001 |1402 1 -~
.175 .190 .999 .090 .001 .999 .999 001 |.320 013
.999 .999 .999 .003 .002 .999 .999 .001 | 1403
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Table B-27:

Attrition on the Original Data -

N B—6§ 7N,

Comparison of Stanford-Binet Pretest IQ Scores

¢

]

' Significance Levels

Mean I1.Q. Scores

‘ bverall

.999
.263
1999
.999
.999 _
.243

.159¢

.250

117
L
.999-

999 -

.110

.99?
<299
.999
.229

.001
.999
.999

.282

82.59 85.00
(26)

93.38 90.00
(5)

.91.80 | .89.41

(17)

81.00 81.50

- e aa

91.50
(2)

-~

Attrition Interaction Dropout Final Sample
Main Effect ANOVA Program |Control | Program Control
.999 .999 .272 96.57 88.58 91.54 88.36
(7N (12) (50). .}--(99)- -
.019 L .999 .094 91.94 91.07 97.28 |103.00
- (256) (126) (18). (3)
.999 .999 .99§\ 94.17 92.00 95.07 91.31
(30) (N (114) (45)
v
.246 .035 .100 78.00 .. | 20.67 91.24 86.82
_ (6) (6) (38) (38) --
.058 .999--- ~130 -’75 50 63.00 . 88.19 82.54
h (2 (1) (27) (13)
© 999 | s . .001 é*} “ - .

—_—
85.51
(70)

(173)

93.29
(198)

79.54
(57)

;| 105.50

(18)

* Stanford-Binet at age three (a posttest IQ) was used in this znalysis
%k PPVT pretest I1.Q. )
k%% Only half the program group was given a pretest.

Q

. 80.80

92.76"

78.12

(10)

89.07
»(29)

83:80
(46)

(57)

100. 44
(18)
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Table B-28: Attrition on the Original Data -\

\ 370 "t E

Comparison of ISP Scores¥ :
1 J o
Significance Levels . Meawisp Scores
Attrition Interaction | Overall | Dropout Final Sampl:e . i
Main Effect ANOVA Program |Control {Program Control
v )'_
No ISP dat+ ) E
.252 .999 - .999 65.22 65.93 67.95 65.88
(63) -(69) (22) (8),
No ISP datf on lControls o __s'; S SN A
B - ' ANt e j - »” ,‘;:"_-\_‘.;,’ﬁ "“ R [ ——
.320 .999 .299 .73.00 71.00 69.13 69.6
: (4) -(6) - (32) (40).
- }, - - .« ——— - - ’« P e e B
B .999 L .999 .329 61.67. | .9.00 . 65.52 |- 68.80
2 3 (1) 27 (15)
T .023 ]
é N a &
019 > .99¢ .389
.025 .041 @ .027° 66.66 65.15 63.17: 61.22
A(73) (72) (96) (6)
\ ) , - :
Nc\a\LSP dath on Controls 61.7u ! . 63.42
(27) 1 (143) :
999 - 999 ™| ..999
| .071 ’ - .274} 211 M S53.81 56.84 59.07 57.33
: 27) (19) 4 (201) 1 48)
” & e it
.999 .999 N <999 69.00 67.13 67.79 : | 69.38
. )k \ @ ] ® (56) | (57
. ‘ ‘@
: « e ‘
!.99Q © .?9& : .999 ¥ 5& jLJ
- 2 ’
No ISP scotes availlable .
A é&f

The Hollingshead Index of Social Position (ISP), ranges from 11 to 77, -
with "11" representing the highest social class and "77" represent.ing

the lowest social class.

A
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Table B-29:

Attrit on on the Original Data -

vomparison of Mother's Education

v ¢

N +
!

- significaﬂce Levels Mean Grades Compl'eted }
Attrition Interaction | Overall | Dropout Final Sample .
Main Effect -~ ANOVA Program | Control |Program Control

\?{\‘i{“ 3 e ¢
No Mother'f Education Daga — -7 :”j:,-\,s
: ’ - AR
.999 .211 999 110.34 |10.04. | 9.64 | 10.63 -
' * . (64) "} (69 22 | ® | ¢
X . LS )
No Mother'T Education Data w
- ’ B
.190 .999 .999 8.40 8.00 9.00 .9:48 :
- (5) (6) (35) (42)
§:/ N -
T .999" 999 .260 | 10.67 | 10.00 10.53 | 9.40 .
(3 (1) (30) (15)
.164 S .999 ’ .
X
" .050 .341 .377 i ' ‘
.999 999 - .999 10.60 10.40 10.50 | 16.52
ko i (73) (72) CX)] (6)
.999 ? .209 .353 10.86 11.40 10.89 | 10.30 °
(36) | (5) (159) @n oo,
.999 .222 .298 . L -
w , ’ ,
.999 .999 .999 11.19 11.53 ;i 11.21 | 11.23
‘ 2% 19 (205) | (48)
120 C b 999 380 | 10.00 |8.13 9.46 | 9.56
B (1) 8) YA Y
995" —— g 143 R
.042 .264 .054 11.50 14.00 4)10.30 10.82
(2) (1) 1 (20) ~(33)
-w
& ,

p—
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’ Appendix B-4
. RELATIONSHIP OF CURRENT RESULTS ON SPECIAL EDUCATION -
co AND GRADE FAILURE TO "PRELIMINARY FINDINGS OF

" THE DEVELOPMENTAL CONTINUITY LONGITUDINAL STUD "

e
2 e

A ' The results feported in .this paper differ slightly from those reported
iJ,J' " Yin "Preliminary Findings of the Devel: mental Continuity Longitudinal Study."

The causes*of these.differences are as follows:

Gray: Notififcation of changes in the grade failure information on two,

. subjects (one from "missing data" to "failure" and one from "no failures"

hY

' N to "failure"). ) . .

Levenstein: The after—-only control group (twenty-seven children) was

exé%uded from this analysis for the reasons listed in Appendix B-1. -
Miller: Four changes affe%ted the Miller results:
- Speech and Hearing classes were Excluded from the definition of -

‘gpecial education for reasons explained in footnote 1. This

resulted in the shift of six cases (five program and one control)

from "special education" to '"no special education."

2

- One child who had been listed as "special education (undefined)"

> had actually been in an adbanhgd class and,<hence, was reclassified

- a -

"as "no special education."

3

v
~

= An after-only control group (thirteen children) was e*cluded from
the grade fa: ure apalysis. The group was neot part of the ;;;ginal
; experimental design and was excluded f;r &es%gn'reasons similar to
those resuiting in the exclusion of Ee;ehstein's "after-co-ly”
group. The group had ??t been includes in the séecial education

analysis in "Preliminary Findings..." but had been included in the

gradc failure analysis.

219




- Data was received on two additional children. This-affected only .

the grade failure analysis because the special educatioﬂggnformation‘

5

was missing for both children.




ETP
ETS
_FOHV
GOAL
ISP
NERA

0oCDh

OEO

PCC
PCDC
PPVT

SES
SPSS
WAIS
WISC

WISC-R
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Appendix'BfS

GLOSSARY .

Administration for Childreny Youth, and Families

Analysis of Variance

Curriculum Demonstration Project (Weikart)

Demonstration and Research Center for~Ear1y Education developed ‘

at Peabody College (Miller)

Early Training Project (Gray)

Educational Testing Service

Family Oriented Home Visitor Program (Gray)

Game Oriented Activities for Learning (Karnes' Ameliorative)

Index of Social Position

Northeastern Educational Reséarch Association

Office of Child DeGelopmegt (now ACYF - Administration for Children

Youth and Families)

Office of Economic Opportunity

Parent-Child Center

Parent-Child Development Center

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

Socio-economic Status

Staqlstical Packagé forathe
Wescl.ler Adult Intelligence
Wesch1e£ Intelligence Scale

Weschler Intelligence Scale

Social Sciences
Scale
for Children

for Children, Revised
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