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 INTRODUCTION . = - -

‘g
\v

Aﬁ DVérviéﬁ pf‘P'@jact De velopméntal Contlnulty (PDC)

The Office of Child Dévelapmént orlglnated Prcjéct' :
Developmental Coﬁtlnulty (PDC) in 1974 as a Head Start demon=
stration program "aimed at promoting gredter: ccnt;nulty of
edu:atlon and comprehensive child development services for
children as they make the transition from preschool to school.
The single most important €ffect of this undertaking, it is
hoped, will be to enhance the social competence of the. ‘
children served--that is, to increase their everyday effec-
tiv:ness in. deallng with thélr epzironment (at school, at
home, in the communlty, and ,jin socie®y). PDC also aims to
brlng about broader and more intensive involvement of parents
and teachers in the governance of schkool affairs, and to
'Eromate positive change in the institutional process, even
beyond the people who may occupy the institution at a given time.

As part of the overgll Head Start Improvement and- ~
Innovation effort, PDC- emphasizes the involvement of admini-
strators, classroom staff, and parents in formulating educa-
tional goals and developing a comprehensive curriculum. The
object of this effort is to ensure that children receive
continuous_individualized attention as they progress from
Head Start through the early primary grades. Existing
discontinuities between Head Start and elémentary school
experiences will be reduced, if the program is successful, e

by PDC mechanisms that encourage communication and mubual .
decision-making among preschool and elementary schgal teachers, :
admlnlstrators, and parents, o , _ﬁ

Two program models Provide alternatgye ways of Establlshlng
. the administrative structure for continuity. In the Preschool-
. gcriool 'Linkagek approach, admln;stratlvely separate Head Start

and elementary programs are bfaught together by the device of

a PDC Cound¢il, whose memberahlp includes- teachers, parents, and
adminiétratéﬁs from both organizations. In the Early Childhood
Schools approach, Head Start and elementary programs are
combined both administratively, by the Council, and physically,
in the same building, creating a new in%titution,v In both
approaches a gqualitatively different program is expected’ to
emerge as a result of the Head Start-elementary school

~cooperation. o : ‘ . K%ﬂ



that.of the individual child and that of the school structu;é_.
In the, first context, continuity means, for example, that a
child should not have to have his or her personal nature
‘and needs rediscovered. each yvear as he or she moves from one
grade to the next; instead the child should become a m@re‘
‘and more fully recognized member of %he school "family"

time passes. In the centext Df gchaal Structure, ccntlnulty
lﬂVElVES artlculatlon af thlasaphles and methads in all the
various areas of school enterprise. It is éxpecteﬁ that
structural continuity will contribute directly to- contlnulty
in the atteﬁtlcn given to 1ndlv1dual children.

School organisations at 15 sites araund the. country
received OCD funding during 1974-75 (Program Year I) to design
and plan future implementation of the seven. prescribed com-
ponents of PDC.  The cOmponents focus on:

=

) Aﬂministfaticn* administratlve caérdlnatlan betwee

Educatlén- coordination of currlculum ipgraaghes

[ B
and educational ‘goals; _ . R

‘e Training: preservice and inservice teacher training

i aﬁd"éhlldrearlng training for Parents- .

] Developmental/gupport Services: camprehensivah
services (medical, nutritional, and social) to
chlldrgn and families; :

® Parent Involvement: garent PartlElPatan in
policy-making, home-school aEth%tlES, ‘and
classroom visits or volunteering;

v .

® Services for tha,Handicapp§ﬂé services for
handicapped children and children with learning,
disabilities-

® Bll;ngual/Blcultufal and Multlaultura; Education:

programs for bll;ngual/blcultural or multlcultugal
children. =~ - :

) . _
Durlng Year II, 1975-76, 14 sites (one had withdrawn
voluntarily), CDMPIlSng_a total of 42 Head Start Eénters and

elementary schools, began to implement PDC accordlng to the
plans they had drawn.up ddiring Year I, pilot- -testing their
aﬂaptat;ans of the praqram - At the erjd of Year TLJ-another
site drapped out of the progr . :
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. In Year III, 1976-77, PDC is expected to existgin
mature form.at the 13 participating sites and-a ﬂecision
rasented thmalntaln or modlfy DCD suppo:t far the éntlre
emonstration program. The decision .will be based in large
‘part on consideration af the feasibility of Evaluatlng PDC's
effects on children's development over a long term. If the .
program is continued, it will be for a five-year period, from
1976 to 1981, during which its effectg on children will be -
observed as the children in the focal group - progress from
Head Staft through grade 3.

. . : LT =

Purposes Df the EDC Eyaluatlanlg )
The major purpose of the PDC evaluatiﬂn is to aid the
_Office of Child Development in its efforts to design effective
- programs for early childhood educatl on. To accomplish this,
the evaluation will ultimately have to provide answers to the
following critical questions about PDC's impact: .
B ‘ x < ) . = .
e How-does PDC affect children's social competence?
- ! . s

[

joi]
e

'@ How does PDC affect parénts?
e How does PDC affect the attitudes and workstyles
of teachers and other staff?

' i s . . .
e How does PDC affect “the school organization in
terms of philosophy, metho@s, and social climate?

ln ‘addition to descrlblng the consequences of PDC, the
evaluation will describe &nd analyvze the processes that led
to those consequences. Figure 1 illustrates the proportions
of the total evaluation effort that are devoted to each component
of the study.- Although the assessment of child social competence
is very important and is emphasized in the present report, the
relationship of this to the rest of the evaluation_should not be
neglected. Volume 2 of Interim Report IV dellneates the -process
evaluation more fully; it is sufficient to emphasize here that
the aims of the total evaluation, are to produce conclusions about
what nhappened (impact) -and how and why it happened (process).
This information will facilitate future decisions about whether
the program should be fepllﬂatgdi and if so, how replication can
best be accomplished in the light% of past experience!

Purposes of this Report

1) s
=ar, Proqfam YPEI Ii was resgserved as a time
S Y ut and refin 2 strategies they had
d during the planﬂlng yﬁar Tth? was no analysis
E program impact thig year--analysis of impact will
th Program Ypar III in the coming fall.
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; Figurg 1
PDC EVALUATION EFFORT |
(Total 3-Year Study)

-
s

CIMPACT STUDY . § PROCESS STUDY -
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" During 1975-1976 the evaluation methodology was also
pilot-tested. Interim Report 'I1I, Part A. (March 1876)
addressed questions abbut three 'issues that are’ funéamental
ta the integrity of the evaluation:

. (1) Areé the measuring lnstruméhts'apprapriatg to

the task?
(2) -Are the PDC and ccmparlsaéygrau§5 really ‘
" comparable? - - _ o ' L
o St o g - o
5% (3) Will large enough samples of children remain . .
"~ in PDC and comparison schools at %ach site .~ ¢
to permit a longitudinal study of program
effects?
. The pre:ént report extends the answers offered in the last
. jélet to these three guestions. - (However, there is greater
¢ remphasis this time on 1nstrument sultablllty and less on
graup comparability.) - "
Instrument appropriateness. Since the ultimate 'goal
of PDC 1s to enhance the social competence of children, it

is vital to the evaluatlan that the instruments used agtually
do yleld valid measures of social Eompetence——valld not
just in some theoretical sense, but in a way that can be
. demonstrated among the children who make up the p@pulatlon
1 . EELved by PDC.-

=

The first step-in establishing a test's valldlty is to
establish its reliability, since an instrument cannot be
valid unless it is first reliable; that is, it cannot yield’
relevant measures of a specified trait unless it yields
fonsistent measures. For example, if each child in a
classroom is given a certain language development test on

' Monday and then again on Wednesday, and the scores for. the
two testings are in wide disagreement, then one or both of-:
the scores must not reflect language development truly
because the reflections are inconsistent. '

It.is possible, though, that the test in quegtlon could
yield consistent measures for other children (e.g., 1n a
community where children are less inclined to. be: ghy about
interacting with the unfamiliar adult who administers it)« .
Thus reliability and validity are not strictly inherent
propérties of an instrument, but may vary from sample to
sample. Accordingly, in our last report reliability and
validity data were examined and tabulated separately for
each site. However, although dlfferancag were found in

[N

.




rellablllty and Valldlty coefficients from r-*1te to ;lte,'
there. was no indication that these were other than random
differences. Thus in the present .repdrt the analysis of
test characteristics is. baséd upon data pooled across. all
sites, on the grgundedzasaumptlon that..the gests "behave

in abaut the same way at every site. The aggregate sample
'in other words, is believed to be repfessntatlve of the

Samplgg at each Separate site., -, g ¢ L

Thaze di&*qualltlESEbEYDﬂ, presént indications of
rellab;llty and Valldlty that aff#Fet an instrument's suita-’
bility fdr-inclusion in the battery. The other qualities
examined during thig ahalys;s perlod included each instru-
ment's relation to & hypothetical "Sac;al competence"

‘criterion, its relation to all the other instruments-in the

battery, . /its sensitivity to change in the tralt measure&
its -appropriateness for children up to grade 3, and the
ease with which it can be administered. -The flndings
prodgzed by analyses of these  instrument characteristics
are all 1n:luded in . thlg report in response to questlan 1

abovp,

Group c@mparablgﬂﬁxr Last fa;l the number of. children
in the Mlchlqan “lté for whom tegtlng was completed was too
small to permit the dnalytlc COEingt of PDC ¥s. gomparison

grous. Characterlstliﬂ that was performed.for samples at other_

sites. Therefore thig-analysis was carrled\Out on data"’
collected in Michigan this past 5pr1ng,'andﬂlts results are’

contained in the present report. OSince the fdll compara-
‘bility aﬁalydez were based only on measures that were foundr

to be reliable and valid .at each’respective site, the 'same

.pfOCPdee was obsa:ved in the’ sprlﬁg analysis for Mlchlgan—=

only the measures that met minimum reliability and validity
Ccriteria there antered lnto ‘the comparability check. -

Because the laqt Ieportlng deadllne did not permit
ngSéntat;on of institution-level data that Lécently had
been gathered for all: PDC and comparison Head Start centers
and” schools, thege data, collected in-fall 1975, are included

. now in this report. Sinee. PDC and comparison schools were

originally selected on the basis of similarity,; and since

~continuing efforts are being made at each site to match s
"the two groups of children on' background variables, it was
not judged necessary to evaluate the comparability of

'1ﬁ5tltutlan level data Therefozp thé flqures are oifexed

i
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v ongected attl;t;@n. In early spring, each site &o-
“ordinator.was asked to identify children who in past years ,
- had  been enrollgﬁ'in what are now PDCVandfCQmpariSDn genters,
_ and tm‘dttélmlne how many of the same children are currently
- ‘,,' led in C and comparison elementary schools, respec-
< he purpose of gatHering, these figures was -to
of the rate of attrition dmong children
rYe the predecesgsors of the children in
art classes., .Projections were made, ;
' raté calculations,” of the, number of chil-
’ 1t d Start samples likely to still be in
: is choots,. as 'appropriate, come third grade
W the. prospective longitudinal study will
u of this attritionj study are given here
, nt n to the question of whether a sufficient
number of children will remain to permit-a conclusgive _—
longitudinal study. ‘ 7
this section . is a discussion of the
5t the Georgia site, which, instead of
re neous comparison group, involves
co s-section of children who are in
gr , uring the PDC group's Head Start year.
In ea 1 r vear, tht PDC children's scores are compared’ ,
with 'scores predicted on the basis of trends observed among o
the upper=-grade children. )
‘ follow are described
collection and data - - g
‘ wed ‘in the spring are v
. chapter presen
174 © )
F , validity, and e :
ruments included ’ .
4 e ¥
. : - ﬁd
o @  Results L of the g
‘ L roC and Jan; : o
e ristics
o along
from
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Chapter IV, Conclusions.and Reaomméndatlons. *We present

here COﬁClDSlGﬁ%'qnd implications drawn from our findings on

the major issues: adequacy of the measuring instruments;
comparability of groups in M#chigan, and projected attrition
at all the sites. / . N

Changes i in-EvaluatiOﬁ Plaﬂ Since\the Last R&port.

Changes =1in the sample of sites. Since thé last report

oCcD decided ,that a modified evaluation strategy would be more

.appropriate for the Arizona site bécause few tests could be

located that were suitable for use among Navajo-speaking
children as measures of child impact. .In addltlan, ‘the

‘enrollment prOjECtéd for the PDC and comparison groups’ in’

1976=%7 was much' Smaller than thé number recommended, so that .

‘even if- devel@pmént of original Navajo-language tests had been

undertaken, "it is unlikely that the sample available would have
been adequate for evaluation purposes. The Navajo site will

‘inst=ad be evaluated through a case history appraach that will

‘entirely; the pqufam the

d@:ument program process and perceived ;mpacts_

New Er%ey participation in pbc has been discontinued
re is no longer receiving OCD funds.

Postponement of surveys. Administration of the Teacher

and Parent Surveys . at each site had been scheduled for the

spring of this’year, and the results of the surveys were to
have been presented in this report. ‘The surveys were- postponed,

however, h@cdua@ the-required clearance has not yet been - .

receive drffom the fo;ce of Management and Budget.

. An analysis of the

Paatponement of PPLAT 518
sessment Tasks (PPLAT), an

an
Presahool Ptroductive Language A

this spring, ‘had original

: g A 7

- instrument that was aﬁmZﬂ’Steréd.Oﬁ a trial basis at two sites
1 4
t

&

y been:planned for this report.
is" test ig.complex, requiring

HGWbVér, the scafianof s ‘
omputer pqoqlam and the program was

YHevelopment of a Epé&%gl .

'hot Camplétad in time tb® permit analysis of PPLAT data. Presen-

tatioh of the results will be déferred unt;l the next report.
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_be systematic and ‘organized,

" children,.and monitoring testers.
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maximize the thent;al for Eollectlﬁq hlghtquallty
e following. procedureg were initiated:
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3. .0On= Slﬁe mﬂnlt@tlnq of testers by trainers was con-
dgcte .prior to the start of the actual testing.

4. -+ Weekly mDnltﬁIng was doné by site intexrviewers.

5.+ A weekly check of all curlently Compl%ted;data was
- :made by site coordinators. _ : " o :

k-

F

B B . . 'A’ . : "
EBEach of these procedures is dlSCuSSEd below. . 5

Y f

Field organization. In order for the data colle&tlon to

role responsibilities were
For example, site coordinator

explicitly outlined.

; responsibilities included contacting the PDC coordinator -

regarding the start of  testing, setting up and chairing a
meeting with the Head Start teachers involved in the ewaluation,

keeping in contact with the ‘supervisor of field operations

about' the status of data collection and any problems that the
site was hav;nq, checking all campleted data on a Weekly ba51s

'-&2ép1nq up-to-date records on the status of the data cgllectlgn,

carrying out any needed training, observing and,,egtlﬂg‘

) an : ® *!‘ -
'The tests. brdér of their
administra Further details
on tésting >llowed by testers
on site ca Manual, March, 1976.
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thﬁéd in the Sprlng and 12 new testérs wé:é hired. For the
m@st part, the additional hiring was done in those four sites
(Georgia, California, Texas and Mlchlgan) where both PDC and
non-PDC H&ad-Start children (or, in the case of Georgia, the
-elementary school chlldren) were -included .in the . -spring testlng
faample If there were’at least two retufnlnq ‘testers in a
site (other than those mentioned above) no new testers were ,
hired since it was feasible for two people to test the PDC Head
Start children in 6 we&ks. Thus, the number of testers per
site ranged from 2 to 5. ’ : o
Training model. Two intensive trainihg sessions were
held; a four-day session for'thé.nina§tester—trainer5 in early_.
h

March and an eight-day, session for  -thé 38 testers in mid-March.
The methods of training were similar for both groups and in-

. volved'explanation and demdnstration of a measure to the
entire group, followed by practice in small groups., During
‘the.training session for testers, the initial practice session
aftgr the large group ;ntrodugtlon and demonstration involved

. - the use of" test "scripts.” The scripts consisted of test ..
r - -~ instructions, child responses and rationales for scoring.
o In using the scripts, two testers would pair-up and one, the-
"child," would perform as indicated on the script while the
/  other tester. administered the test without the script. This
-provided aﬁ>excel]ént learning situation since -the child res-
”p@nses included on the script covered all the admlnlstratlgn
. rules and gave the testers a chance to work with and correct
each other without hav;ng to have a trainer nearby to answer
s 7 all their questions. Two scripts were written for most of
©  the tests. ' L

]

Rather than have the new tg;tef% iéarq bg{ﬁ the observa-
tion dystem and the '‘child tests’ (wh;ch is t@@ -much for!%ne%=
perienced testers to cover completely, even in 6 full days)
the declsion was made to have them focus solely on the tests
and master their administratien. Thus, there were essentially
two different training sessions going on simultaneously--one’

. for the experienced testers which included the observation
system, and one for the new testers which provided more

practice time. When possible, the two sessions were held

jointly (as for introduction and demonstration of a child
measure) to give the experienced testers and the new testers
the opportunlty to’ wnrk tothher ard ]eafé from one another.

om observation instrument was introduced

= - - The revised classro
to the returning testers as a group with trainers dem@nstratinq
. the behaviors reflected on the instrument and returning testers

L
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ﬂ t;fylng the Observed behaviors. . the PDC observation
anual was reviewed and discussed in s ’quups,fthé testers,
in groups of two and three, wrote 5?,1pt incorporating ;
behaviors on the Gbsefvat10n system. " They then acted out the
-scripts while the othex testers coddd the behaviors. A better
understanding of the behavioral categories and items was
gained by this ,script- writing and -acting. Videotape nelia-
blllty data were collected toward the end of the training
session (the videotape had audible time signals on it that _
corresponded to the beep tapes used by testers in the class-
room). However, the trainees had a difficult time seeing and
"hearing the target child and coding the behaviors. Videotapes
were used minimally during the trainihg process bEEEUSé of
these problems. . e . A
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Since 1t is critical that lﬂtelVleelS admlﬂlgter the

sts .in a standard way, each interviewer was systematicall
Checke' out" on all of the ghild measures. during the train
;éessi@i; During this proceaﬁre a trainer plaved the role o
the child (also recording the "child's" responses) while
tester administered one or more of the child measures to

. Prior to.these "check-outs" the trainers' had decided how
trainer (acting as the child) would respond to each item.
each test. This was done for two reasons: - 1) to insure

v
ing ,
£

<E

watfw
sl ]
]

n
that each interviewer was exposed to the same situation ‘and
2) to incorporate child resp@nses that covered all test - admlni'—
tration directions. For example, on the PIPS interview, ‘therf

~are ;pec1f1r things for the tester to say 1f the chlld gives
an unrelated answer, a repeated answer,. refuses to answer,
etc. By exhibiting all these behaviors in the check-out |
Sisuatlon, trainers were able to assess the tester's under-
standing and éxpertise in administering each of the child

, -mcasures. 3 L, Lo .
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lhe tra;nelg met every evening to dlSCu the day's
ctivities and to report on the progress or status of each
tester.. "Potential problems were Lﬂéﬁtifled and dlaCDSEEl as
ere nece sﬁary GFhEdulE'Chanqu. . :

On-site ménitorlnq In al ite é£c€ptﬂéne thefdata
51lection started one week after the tfaining session
wa had a spring break and.so the testing started two weeks.
ers

o
ter training in that site). During this 1ntLrva1 test
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[
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2 ¥
practiced admlnlateflnq the tests E ogether, and ‘where possible,
administered the tests to’ pnpachﬁol aged children not in the °
sample. They also met with the PDC Codrdinator, the Head
Start teachers involved, and spent time in the classroom§
acquainting or rea cqualntlng themselves with the children.

~
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of ‘March 24 and April 5 a trainer visited!

two dayd to moniter eachH of the inter- 7
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worh o
m o

of this visit was threefold:, 1) to N
as 'she/he -administered the ‘measures to ™
th@r@ughly the observaticn system and - '« |
m along with the tgsters. (for reliability.
i the monitoring system‘with them co
able to monitor each other - )
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were pointed out te the particular tester and; if

H
=
(]
[0y

necessary, further training was provided by the site coordinator.

'he site coordinator also kept track of all completed data P
in addition td the individual records each tester kept of - %
1is/her classef) and mailed the completed -data to the H;gh/%é@pe
oundation on a weekly basis. :

"’"f]\ D‘ — '-—3\ ol c

Recording and scoring of data. Data received from each

site at the High/ScOpe, Foundation were checked by the Supervisor .
of Field Operations. Errors in recording or coding were .

‘identified and explained to the site coordinators, who then o .

dlSCDSSéd them with the other tester

[y

I B
. Once the raw data.had.been SCEEEHéd for accuracy at

High/Scope, the test protocols were tagged with unique identi- (
fication numbers for each student, scored and verified, Chen -

keypunched, and verified. : : 7 e,

\l

m

Data collection sequence. 1In thos thrée sites where the
data were collected on both PDC and cargar son children, the.
same prosedure was followed as in.the g 11: . each tester was
assigned to test children in both the PEC and comparison classes
and the data on children in both groups were collected simul-
taneously. At-the zémalnder of the sites only the PDC cRhildren

were tested, and testers, for the most part, were assigned,to

claSSES they were familiar w1th.
e,

The children were listed on the tégt;nq rosters in the -
order of their fall “testing date and testers were. instructed v
to test children in that order (e.g., the children tested “ﬂ}
,Eirst .in the fall would be tested first in the spring). This
was to maintain a test=retest interval that would be fairly
constant for all children. The mean .interval between fal
and 'spring testing was 6.8 months, 1th a standard deviati
of .8 montha.

LA_.H

iron

The procédure followed by testers in determining the
language capabilities of children in®the testing sample was
(1) to ‘ask each child's classroom teacher for his or her judgment
(2) to observe the child's verbal behavior: under natdral class-
room Fzréumstances, and (3) on the basis of these indicatiQﬁE%
to administer the English or Spanish v;ralnﬂ§g§01 both, of the
Bilingual Syntax Measure (BSM). In mgat .cases, all three atépL
of this procedure produced. consistént conclusions,;. and’ gubaequént
tPStlﬁ% qu‘arcard;ngly conducted in English-or apanlahauigﬁoth

. (In_some cases, this férééﬁlng process le® to the conclusion that
the“«hild was ffof1c15nf i#n some third language, but not EngllSthé
.or Spaﬁish Th@s (hlldl&ﬂ were ielalpd ffum thp testing sample,) -

the tester made .

ased upon all

a 1udqmtnt_oL tn@ Lh1ldjr_lanquaqg capabilities N
the available informatiOHf ‘ : ] ’éi;

I
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) The spring PDC data callectlon started the week of March
28th in all the sites' except Iowa, where it started a WEek

The lengyh of the data ‘collection period was fairly

lazé

constant across the sites, with most finishing up within

six weeks. The data collection effort progressed much more
’smaothly during the ;prlng due to. tEfggf familiarity with the

tests,
etc.,

gae testing préc;dure, the_ ¢ ;ldfenf the teachers,
ané was successfully completed in all sites.

- = 5 = A , - \ gi\ 5
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,* Data Analysis Procedures S ‘

The p:iﬁary(puLpoge of the spring anaiyql of ¢child . s
, as toldetermine. their adequacy for use 'in, the
. longitudinal evglugtion of PDC. .Secondarily, data from the
' .Ml;h;gan g;ta wé?é?anglyzed to detérmine the comparability
3 ere, since aﬁffliléﬁt daLa
gomgjrlgoni . For goth pulpag;g ;t was ngceggaLy to &xamlneA
. (or re-examine) the reliability and validity QF the instru-
- ments 1included in the spring battery. The primary analysis,
- hich focused on psychometric characteristics of the - »
fynatfuﬂents, consisted of six major steps, as shown in
Figure 2.2 These stepg dealt sequentially with:

%o * internal CDquStEHCy in spring L1976;

< e constancy of in#ernal consisteficy from fall
. to. spring; - .

e9 00

The .details of these steps. are de
text. = Flow charts depicting each, , js
can be found in Appéndlﬁ c. 3 SN

r
'

5t€é4}i~iDG957thé IS&ELnal Cons §2tenév C@éff'u ent 1nd12ate

RellablLity . | i . \ - - 7ff

s

Cronbach's alpha, a measure of telnal canﬂlatency,
an index of the amount of overLappl g variance among the
ms that comprise a scale; it may be conceived as the
" mean of all possible split-half cnflzlations (e.g., a corre~
lation of the -odd and eveh 1ltems with scale). Coefficient
alpha can be interpreted as a measure\of the reliability ‘an

ﬂi instrument at a single administration since it ref.
= - 2 e
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'ﬂégrpe to which .the zonstituent: items of a . tes

‘ unltazy§CQ struct--the deqrea tn which they tend to measure B
the same ¢t} Jng -
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The procedures described. in this secti r to all child
measures except the Preschool Interper roblem Soluing .

- Test and the Classroom Opservation System nternal consig sncy 7
analysis is inappropriate for the PTPS so 1 and 2 %5;‘%
omitted from the analysis sequence for th agure. The

. analysis of the Classroom Observation Sys ‘ 7
ingChapter III.
I N 15
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| reliability?

Does the spring
1976 internal
consistency

Figure 2

Master Flow Chart for Analysis of Instruments
in the Spring 1976 Battery

ot
|
[ ¥ ]

el
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( - The procedure followed for the determination of spring
1976 internal considtency reliability i1s pictured in Figure
C-1, Appendix C: internal consistency was determined for.

T ™~

ich measure for the two combined samples of Englléh ~dominant
and Spanish-dominant children taking each test. If the
alpha for a measure was.over%.65 within either language
* gsample, the measure was CDnalngEd internally consistent
for that group for the spring test administration: if the
alpha value for a measure fell below .65, that measure was
likely to be drogpped fram the analysis procedyre. :

Bl . 1,

m
d

op 2@ Is the _Internal Consistency Coefificient Constant from
L to 1Pflng ' _ - L L N =

Sl Ry
T ‘ t
',‘5

e
n

=

25 the procedure for
lent alpha walues. For
r the English and Spanish
g a the fall alphas for the
sh and Spanish "L Measures that werc
ble at both time pu1ntg ] .65) were considered
ave d;manatfgted ddeguate ! teina; CDnil;EEHCy and are
ke be retained in the final test battery. Problems
with 1Ftarnal consistency at each time point are discussed
in the Findings section for each particular measure. Measures
. that failed to achieve an alpha value of .65 at both time
points are likely to be dropped from the battery.
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Step 3: Does the_iﬁst Retes® Coeffic lgnﬁrlndigépgrgt“billty?

P

1 ity
H“ﬂ'(

m

3

Hav1ng data available from two administra
child measures for the same children, it was
assess the rEllabLllty over t{me (s tabllltj)

o - i N

"The English-language sample includes all English-dominant,
non-handicapped students for whom each measure was obtained.
The Spanish-language sample includes all nonrhandicapped,
Spanish-dominant students for whom each meazure was obtained
in Texas and California. (The procedure for deciding which
lanquagé would be most appropriate for tPStinq bilingual
children was described on p. 13.)
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éfgr*individuals and for the two language groups. Figure C-3,
Appendix €, illustrates the procedure fqgllowed for fall-to-
spring reliability checks. . Stability of the measures for '
individuals was assessed using the Pearson product-moment
correlation as the coefficient® of test-retest reliability.
Since, in most cases, the time between test administrations
fwas relatively short, it seemed logical that spflng scoreés |
would correlate Strongly “and positively w1th fall-scores for -
individual students.  On the other shand, the’ intetval (about
six manths) was greater tharY*usually desirable. for test-retest

rellabillty——espéclally considering ‘that. it represented six : (

months during a child's first preschool experience. Therefore,
extremely hlgh correlations were not expected nor were they

required to astrate reliability. The criterion for this -
measureé of ,nd1v1dual stability was,a r value greater than .40.

R

Step 4: Are the Measures Valié?v

'of moasures are plétureﬂ in Flgure c- 4 Appendlx c. As w;th
reliability, previous research prav1des some information on the
validity of the measures. But the valldlty of the measures
also must be ascertained within the context of the PDC
evaluation. Most of the measures were selected from larger'
existing batteries, and items on most of the measures have
been modified, both to meet the needs of the sample @élng
tested and to permit use by paraprofessional testers.
Therefore the validity of the measures within the PDC
environment, and within ‘the 'test battery in which they are
3dm1n1;terpd,vmugt be determined ancw. The cancern in this
Eg;;gﬁrt is with conecurrent validity-=-a measure's, relat;on%hlp
other measures of the same construct and to measures of
other constructs: a measure should correlate highly with

i

¥

other measures of .the same constructs, and should not Gorrélat%%i'

at all with médburLS af “independent cangtructs.

An hypothe51ze§ correlation matrix- was constructed prior
to the fall data.analysis, based 'on knowledge of the constructs
the -measures were presumed to represent. The values in the
matrix indicate the level of relationship that theoretically
should obtdifi~between the measures if they are valid measures, .
of the constructs. The actual spring correlations (within
language groups) were then evaluated against  the hypothesized
correlations. :

-



The hypatheslzed ccrfeiatlan matrlx ‘was constructed by
N

determlnlng first the correlations, within t;é three- areas of
child tests; that is, within CagnltLVEFLang age measures,
within Psychomotor measures, ~and within. SD:laliEmthénal
_me§§ures.- Then the desired correlations- among the three .
: grqups. of tests*were determined. . Generally, higher corre-

‘% . lations’ were.expected WLtQ%ﬂ an area than between areas. '
But shnce.each area is actually éompaged of llnked canstructs
rather “than alterpative measures of ‘the same c@nstruct very
fewhigh® carrelat;@ﬂ% ware. axpeéted.-‘-. e M

v + - . £
.The actua; .8pring. correlations between measkras (the
ones. found reliable) were cglgulated within each! language .
_grgup, and, the following, procedure.yused to determine whether
: glven meaéﬁf& was malld Flrst }the abtalned'lnteragrre—
Tatrix and-
dev1atlans Df eaﬂh Correlathn from- the hypothes;zad one were
_calculgted (e.g., if the hyp¢ h251ze§xsorf;lation was medlum
. and that obtained was "low," & dEVlathn Df -1" was scored;
- if the hYPchESLZEd cor:elatlam was "zero" and that obtained **

"was "medium,". a"deviation’ 6f "+2" was scoredf.. For each s
' measure, thé absolute values Gf the dev;atlans were summed '
" across all rieasures ang leided by the pumber of measures.
If this ratio had a valu€ ‘of. 190 or: les’s, the. measuré was
'EOHSldEEEd valid. The criterion 1mpllélbfln this procedure : -
is- that a measure's concurrent valldlty is adeguate if, on .. o
_~the average, the obtained correlations with other measures s
-are with4n the range adjaaent to xhe expected value.
. : 5 S b , . !
Thls pracedure allows: for rather large dev1at1cns from. = . ..
‘the hyp@thESLEEd relations; but the pt&cedure was judged '
_to permit a usefu% first appr@x;matlan t% Establishment Df
~val1d1ty . I EY , ‘
, . ) o P : , .
For each measure, thé actual sp;;ng Cérrelatlon matrix
Qf rellable measures for the”Engllsh— and Spanlsh language
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aggregateq tn‘dé eTmlnlng!tﬁe valldlty Df a meazura,
“most yélqht was givén to 'the domparisons of actual spr;ng
"value8™ ‘with the hyp@thg51zed dongeptual framework. ' However,
if & measure. failed at both time points to .fall within the
hypoth221zed range, buﬁgfell within the Siﬂ@ range® (e.g.,
"medium") at both time points FOﬂnldEthlzﬂ wds giwven to
the possibility.that these Dbtalnéd values might more. o
;lﬁgely repreﬂent tﬁe aztual deqree of fFiﬂtlDﬂEhlp between '
1 (See thé
SULes.)
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'An lmportant criterion Gf an 1nstrument 5 utlllty is
- whether or not the scores it produces reflect change when -
change can;be assumeﬂ to have Dccurred. _Figure E S Appendix c

dcm;nant SamPIES.v FDf all non- handlcapped students
- ﬂon—m1551ng data at both time polnts, paired t- tests=ﬂere'
' computed camparlng fall and spring scores on each reliable
"and valid measure. Spglng means for groups were predicted to
be greater than fall means. Each: measure for-which the spring
mean was significantly greater than the fall‘°mean (using a '
- directional t-test).was considered sen51t;ve to grass changes ;‘;
\ , in groups ‘over .time.’ However, since with* ‘sample sizes as large::
i - as these slight’ changes in mean scores m;ght produce a
significant resulty furthe: analyses of SEHElthlty to change
'werefnecessary to assess the suitability ‘of the instruments as
chafge measures in a longitudinal analysis. These furiher
analyses were based upon consideration of the. separateesaurces

fof :hange 1n the behav;or Df chlldren in the PDC testlng sampies._

and the relat;valy small=d1fferentlal b%{ween PDC and comparlsgn }
. programs at the Head Start level. _Thus -the analys focused on
‘age-related change,-as will thlS"ﬂlSEUSSlGﬂ

¥ . There are two=géne:al waysrof’v1ew1ngrthe agesrelatedness
of a test score. At a single time point, for a group of .
children, ﬂlfferences in- the children's ages may be related to
differences in thelr test scores. The correlation betw
and test score is ‘a measure of the. Strength of this re
In this sense, age is a characteristic each child has i
relation to other children. A researcher can predict £he
‘difference between the test scores of two children based on-
some proportion of the’'differences in their ages. - For a : .
particular child, the-difference between his or her test scores
at two time points may also be related to the difference in )
age ‘at those two time palnts. In this sense, age is a charac-
teristic each child JMas, in relation t6b himself or herself.
With other status. variableg controlled, the relationship of an

o 1ﬂdlv1dual chind! Sfage to test scores over time should be
51@;}5: to the relatlénshlp between age and test score in a
group of mixed-age Ehlldfen at a single. time point. :

-
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o
changed ‘in age.

moriths in the fall.

S0,
do as well‘*s (ana prcbably

gé -related change:

3 2

Status varlables,

significance. level

was necessary

It: As.logical to expec
~child measures are déVél@meEt&},(i e‘,
_rélated changes), ‘child-4,. whase age-was 50 menths in the
- -fall and 55 months in tﬂé Sp:lng, ShDuld have a spring 5care, .

. that is similar to child B's fall score: ;f.ehlld B .was. 55
’ It is also reasonabl
five months Df educat;anal exXperience shafld ]
something to a chlldﬁé score over and above ‘mere aglng.
it made sense to-predict that child A in the Spflng

The fallaw;ng strategles Wefé EmplDyEd

Fall thld measures were regressed on Ehl

" overall R? ‘an@ the sggnlflcance levels Gf eash k
. predictor werd exarfibed,, : - o S %

- compared to the fall pred;ct@rs
to determine whether or not these

Between the . fall and sprlng testlﬁgs,_the child "has

wrl'

that if the PDC
sensitive to age-.

Qrexpect that

better than) chlld E dld ;n the

if.

in assessing

1nclud;ng fall age. The >

A ]

The overall R? and the
s of each spring pred;st@r were
This replication

predictors stood in the same relationship to the
child measure-as they did.in the fall.[ Unmeasured

'faatczs,

dlffgrencés
treated

‘measured. .If fall

were not :Qmparable,

.child in the fall

such as the difference between programs
or levels of implementation, or increasing |
etween-ethnic: groups or prev;ausly
(preschool) children, might have seriously
altered the predicfive power of the status variables

and spring regression equations

1/

Based on knowledge of status vaf;ables fgf each-

sample, EXPECtéd spring scores

- were computed us;ng a multipgle linear regression )
substituting the new age (spring)

- prediction model,
- for the old age

(fall)

in the fall prediction

‘equation (separately Far Engllsh and Spanlsh

L . o < .
‘zExaleé: - e o :
—_——— & ) F *i‘ . o é
. Fall S ore: BSM-E = a, Unit Vector + & Fa all Age + a, Sex
f a,: Ethnlc:lty +.a, Prgg;a,,, + ag P echhagl + ag .
i H
- Expeeted )
Spring Score: BSM-C = a, Unit + a, Spring Age + a,, Sex +
, a5 Ethnicity + a, PLuqra\T\Jr a. Preschool +
g 5 o . ~ ag Sibilings
i3 * s
& .
£y
o Lonet ~ }
it 21 =

" language samples) .:

Sprlng Ehlld measures were regressea ‘on Eh;ld status
variables and spring age.

+

oy

ﬁéuld_

the analysls was terminated here.v

;
3
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Within 1angue§e greﬁpei'epring observed meeﬁfeeeree were’
.- compared with spring expected mean scores. (In.eﬁdltLOHf a _

status variable was created that classified children’ on whehh r
e: ‘mot their ebeerved score was higher than, equel te, or

_}ewe; than the.expected score. The percentage of . ehlldren
having. scores higher than or equal to fall scores was predicted
td -be larger than the percentage whose eprlng eceree were lower

then thelr fell eeoree )

R . y i .

If the mean ebeerved eprlng ecere was gﬁeeter then or
equal to the mean ex,ected spring score, the measure was
considered sensitive to .age-related:.change.. If the observed
score was less than the. expected score, the measure was not -
considered sensitive 46 age-related change for this testing
lnterval. Nevertheleee, the measure mlght be retelned for’ 5;;

perfermanee.

FERE e The measure might have been designed to tap relatively
» stable child dimensions, enaree.eu,"vmeygbe used as «
- a caovariable in later enelyeeeg DRt
. e ® Ao T U g
A e The child of 4 or 5 may not gain competence on this,

,teek duflng this age perled but mey ehew elgnlflcent . o,

(— o later egee.

e Thle measure might, be ‘sensitive to changes over
" greater time periods f{e.g., 12 months or 18 menthe)
% - '

'Stepﬁéf"Are the.Measures Feleted te Soci e; Competence!

‘}m\

- . If social - cempetenee s not simply an uncen&eeted
collection of epeelfle abilities but a fairly global trait oL
: eerxeepondlﬁg,tq SQmethlng like "know-how" br "eevvy " then =+ . 7
Fg we might reeeenebly expect each individual méasure in the i "
° battery to be empirically related to a central criterion of
social competence.” To-test- this aeeumptlen the ratings
eee;gnea toxeach child in the eample by his”or her -teacher .
, _ (using the PDC Child Rating Scale) and those assigned.by - il
L the tester (uelng the Pupil Observation Checklist) were
selected as: the mdstigeneral egelleble measures ‘of "social

;,“;.ix-comgetenee  and thel’relationxhip of, the: pther measures tq -
y); - these was examined. 3Tje ratiorale for the eelectlen of these

- " measures was that a broad ranga of the child's characteristics--

Y fr eqel emptional, eegn;tlve, linguistic,. and Ppsychomotor--is
{;panned when the teeeher and tester aeeESe the degree to which

, the child. . } . " A ,fa\f-_

Cy "When ;peeklng of a. meeeure of "social competence," s distinct :
from the concept of social competence, humility dictates the
use of guotation marks, since we are far from being able to
sume that what has been measured is a genulne embodiment of
iad cempetence
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"}Léé‘pa trying vs. Gi’if:js up FCI‘?*LZJ \
There are 39 items in the atlng‘scalficﬂmpleted by the teacher
-and 12 in the -scale completed by thé;téster, assuring a fairly

. broad repcftiaf the .impression the “@B ave ga;ned of the ah;ld s;}

£

general gerﬁarmance. L . . ,J:ﬂ @gb
i,“’, Hav;ng selected these two sets of measires as "social
ccmpetence criteria (the strategy fDr examlnlng the relevance

Ff:thEOCLal competence of the other measures in the- battery was
t@ determine how.well scores on each of these chér méasures
cculd be predicted from knowledge of a child's stgfus on the-

SDClal competence” criteria. The more._accuratelyla test -
score could be predicted, the firmer the grounds for assuming.
that the trait measured by the .child test ‘is tfuly relevant .-

'to the development of social competence. ' It is important ‘
to note, though, that the reverse reasoning does not' hold:

‘the finding of a weak ‘relationship does not ‘necessarily mean

that the trait measured by the child ltest is unrelated to
social competence--it may be, for example, that the relationship
is—one that cannot be detected at n,’early Stage of ﬂevElépment

‘and ‘it may also bé that the SDCléﬁ competence" criteria selected

;d@'n@t adequately represent the can:ept of sac1al campetence.

. “The pf@cedufe followad in this ‘exploration of each

., measure's relévance to social competence g%s first to factor r

. analyze all the 51 items- :Qntalnéd in the DC Child Rating . )
‘Scale and the Pupil Observation Checkl;st fhe 'indtrumehts = - .o

campéiéed by teacher and tester, respezt;v,ly) to determine ’

how e items might.best be aggregatéd n the basis of the
fact¥rs that emerged, factor scores were computed for. each
‘child, then these scores and all other measures were fa&t@r
analyzed together. - (If the aggregated teacher and tester

s frﬁglngs truly represent assessments of* comRetence in general

oL her ‘than particularized competence, th& \actor scores ‘

Lo created from the ratings wauid be expected to load pramlnently [

on the gehneral LaLtDrs f@unﬁ within the tobtal set Df Chlld =

1)




measures; thus this analy51s pr§v1ded a tentati ve check on the

'valldity of tHe criteria.) Finally, each measure Ersduaed EE Lo

By the child tests'was regressed -on .the "social competence" -

‘criteria. -In Dthér wbrds, the critetia‘served as the predlctar L,

,variables and each child medsure was the variable whose value

was to be predlcted. The .results permitted an examination = . ..

. of the relationship- between, each child measure and the_“saéi
competence" criteria, EGLlECthEly and singly. Flgpr CIE,*
Appendix C, ;llustrates the analytlc ‘process just de cribe d

-) . L By ﬁa
‘ %ﬁgg»ppthei,éhélyses- e 8 _i!; ]

P

#

- W

- In addition to the analyses of test characteristics,

"two other sets of analyses were. performed: examination of ,
_the comparability of the PDC and comparison samples in Mlchlg

: and examlnatLQn of the. sultablllty @f the 1nstrgmé&ts for
cﬁlldren lﬁ(hlghéf grades. * - ;

Ca
4

. £ ¢ } Fat
'9 ’J’ . et -
_— ’PDC d@m@ar;s&n?gfaug‘aamparablllty in Mlchlgan. In the

fall, difficulties encountered in data collection made’ 1t?,
‘impossible to gather the data needed to determine the compara-
bility-of groups in Michigan as had been done for all the other
PDC sites. Thus both groups at this site were re-tested in the
spring to permlt this- essential ana1351s. The procedure '
involved camparlng the groups on the same demographic variables
involved in the fall comparisons far che: sites, and on the
per formance measures found to be Yeliable and valld for the ]
Mlchlgan sample this spring. For every -variable, all avaitable
data entered.into a test of the equality of PDC vs. comparison
group status, For Eategarlcal data .(on ethnicity,” for "example),, ’
the ¢ "llty of "PDC and ccmparlsanhgraug ED}3rtanS was evaluated
by mgans of the chi square stat;stlc, for me! ic data (all test {
. . .scofes), equallty of group means was.deteruuned by t tests. The
;r;terla§’of significance for each statlstlcal test wag a -
rprobability value ot less than L1005 ¢ >

- Sultablllgz of, the lngtruments ST chlldren in Higher~

grades. .In Maryland, 30 third- “grade®children were selected
for testing this spring in order to permit examination of the
psychometric characteristics of the battery for children at
" this upper extreme. (1f the PDC evaluation is extended into
‘a longitudinal study, the tdrget cohort of Head Start children
* will be followed through their.third-grade year.) 1In Georgia, :

where -the cross- Eeét;onal comparison group consists ‘of children

in grades K - 3, spring testing of the comparison children

served the dual purpose of providing the cross-section of

~scores required by this special deglgn and also of yielding
further indications of the tests' suitability for children

in the upper grades.
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- scQre” dlstrlbutlans, .and relevance to social competence faf'A

P = ; o L;;;‘f 4
B - . e j i . .- 8 .r g B !., [ ’ ;

: The énalysis procedure was essentially. the ‘same.as that "j
followed- for, the children'.in the Head Start §amp;es excePt -
that no' comparison of fall=§pf1ng data was ifhvolved; the .. .
ébjectlvas were to examine thEttEStS reliability, val;dlty Y

chese "harb;nger “¢hildren. . - . .
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In falk 1975, PDG-and comparison group children were
tested at-14 sites. ‘Ihr.the spring, testing was conducted
at 13- sites  (the; decision had been made, as noted in Chapter I,
to ‘ekamine pragram impact if" Arizona by alternative means),
and at ® of these sites, bnly the PDC groups were tested be&agse,

@aCCDfﬂlng to the arlg;nal plan, children in the pllDt year

:amparlsan graups;were not to be followed* longitudinally. N
However, in Michigan, comparison ¢children were tested because At

~had not been possible to Eamplete testing there in the. fall;.
.in .Georgia, the cross- -sectidnal (elemanﬁarywlevelg comparison _

&,

group was tested in order to obtain baseline measures of

children's spring status adainst which to compaxe, the péffOEmanEE
-of the PEC#thildren in later years; and in Caglforﬁﬁa and Texas,
~ the two bilingu3l sites, é@mpariSané i'ldren” were- testdéd in order-

to Ensure a Spanish-dominant sample of the: largest possible

‘size*Tnote in Table IfIEk-1 that California and Texas “are edch”
"div;deﬁ 1nt@ Engllsh domlﬂant qnd Span;sh dpminant samples.

| 3 - =

Children were eliminated fr@m the analytlc sample (the- o

.sample from ‘'which data were drawn for the various analyses)
if xhey wereg %dentified -as having a handicap likely to interfere

*“W1th devel@ﬁment or- with testing (e.g., héar;ﬁg lmpalrment)
« Children with'non- éebllltatlng handicaps were retalned however.

Children with debhiljtating handlcaps will‘be included in some
aspects of the evaluatién in the future but are excluded at thiéf
stdge from analyses that focus on test characteristics.-

The first column in Table 1 shows the number\éf all
children tested at each site; the last column shows the
number of those retained in the -analytic sample. For purposes.
of general information, theptable_also shows ethnic proportions
and proportions of Spanish- and E_ lish-dominant children at
each site. 1In the bottom row, the®e variables -are summarized
across all sites and all groups. - o oo
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% These are revised’fi s, based on a review.of handicapping
conditions cenducted after completion pf. the analyses prefented
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Reliability. of the ir;fsztrurner‘l*w%‘Ergr fo Head Start Children R .

: . - =
. To estimates offrellablllty were calculated,far the '
measures: internal consistency, as defined by } ,
Cronbach!s alpha; and stability, fhe correlation between = -

‘gnd spring scores. Table 2 shows the internal : g

3 tEIlC:y of the measures; based on fal? :';‘]:, scores and »
on-'spring 1976 scores. Table 3 shows the stability of ,
the measures from fall 1975 to sprlng 1976. A measure
had tp achieve an internal confistency alpha of at 1east\;65

be| considered reliable for use with this populatlan / *\ 7
A fall- -spring correlatjon of .40 was considéred desirable, |
‘ : ess stfegs was plpced oh this measure of stability
’Weéﬁ’se it spans a fairly long interval of time for test=
retest reliability, especially for a.child's flrst vear of
preschool experience. 1In add;t;an,*sllght changes in test
“administration, and/or test scoring yere made%éﬂ many of the

tests between fall and spring and t;gse“haﬂ s couldagave
reduced the correlatlﬂns.

w0

?a summarize the fellablllty flndlngs, f%e following ‘
_tests‘are judged ta be ;ellable for use in the PDC evaluation:
BSM-E, BSM-S, WPPSI Block Design, Verbal Fluency, Verbal
Mem@ry, ‘Arm Coardination, Draw =A- Child *PDCL PIPS the Qh%ld
and DO iéﬁiﬁnaw,f,?) Each 1nstrument is dlscussed in detail .
below. - ) o T -

Bilingual Syntax Measure-English. The BSM~E is considered ¢
to be reliable for English-dominant children. . It achieved
atceptable levels of internal” consistency in the fall and
*spring and an acceptable fall-to-spring correlation for this
sample. An insufficient number of Spanish-dominant children
received this test to permit adequate assessment of reliability

for that group.
i

Bilingual Syntax Measgre Span%sh The BSM-S (far
Spanlsh dominant children) \is considered :ondltl,nally réllable
The. fall and spring alphds Jwere acceptable; but the fall-to- spring
correlation was low 4 38) ,/ possibly due to slight scoring ;haﬁqes

made’duflnq thé a§r1 = testlng perlod

— o

WPPSTVE;QEF Qgﬁ n. 'This tes st, intended, to be given at all
\4

ites in the fall of, Years II ‘and .III of the evaluation, was i
he children in the Michigan site this spring since those

g

i W

o) ,
chifldren were mot) tésted last fall. At all time points, the test
;5 juéqéd to be Treliable, based on the alpha coefficients for
internal Canzl_f&ncvi No fall-spring CDrfCl,tlDﬂg could be
aiﬁ11afpd neo no children received h ‘tixst at bhoth time points.
13 o . o5 ’ .
S ia - ;sﬂﬁs_
Q ! ) = 3
30 ]
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. - Table 2+ = . DT g
Estimates of. ﬁéliabi&ity of the Child Measures, .
Based on Cronbach's Alpha (Internal Consistency)! . y
' F@r Fall/D975- and Sp:lng 1975==Héad Start Chlldren J
C : _ . : _ ' ’1§fénba§hTs Alpha -
- ' English-Dominant]Spanish-Dominant
LT : . Children = Children
L ' o -} Fan1 Spring - | Fall Spring
. Chlld Méasures . (Source)| 1975 = - 1976 | 1975 1976
CDGNITIVE-LANGUAGE @ ' : . .
. - Bilingual Syntax Measure-English .82 - - .88 .93 .93
L , - (691)%2 . (430) (17) o (10)
_Bilingual Syntax Measure-Spanish o .88 : ' 1 .96 .76
< ' : ~ ar N (13) 'fSSJ ' (?QJ )
Elﬂgk Design (WPPSI) .75 =78 .80 .. -
. - N (734)_ (80) (87)
Con ertual‘GTcu§%§g JEE {MsCR) .63 . . .6l .63 1}
: k- . .- | (721) "= (458) | ~(87) . (68X
Say and Téi”lf-fL (CIRCUS) | .47 .31 . .47 .40
: : (720) - (440) © (86) (68)
Verb;l ;luensy . - (MSCAa). +75 .74 .72 T 57 .
. . ' (726) f§55} (87) - (68)
} -+ Verbal Memory-1 (MsCA) .64 ‘ .67 .
o C : - ' | (724) (§§5) (87)
Verbal Mémory-3._ < (Mscay .85+ .83 |. .74
‘ T (728) (434) | (5?)
PSYCHOMOTOR . : é@
Arm Coordination . (MSCA) 54 .62 .58 .76 '
] S : (738) (457) (87) (67)
" Draw-A=Child’ o _ (MSCA) .82 74 .81 .67 #
: : : (727) (456) | (87) (67)
Leg Coordination - (MsCa) .08 W49 .53 .34
N ' (733) (424) | (57.);:_ (66)
EDCIAL EMDTID JAT, : ’ ) ' =
‘POCL . . vf-;  (High/Scope)] .9v .93 .87 .94
L (219) - (462) (87) (?0)
Child Rat;ng Sgale l ’ .82 .91 i
Y wppide" - (High/Scope)] (205) (153)
Child. Rating’ Scale 2: _ o .87 U .75
"Agressiveness" _ . . (205) (153)
Child Rating 5¢aléfifgﬁa%ax _ 35 .82
"Determination"” ‘K\ (205) (153) -
Child.Rating Scale-4: = - : - .69 .85 o
"Self-sufficiency" (205) ~  (153)
Child Rating Sstale-5: , L7 .69
~_ "Flexibility" - WA;,”f;_r, (205) _-(153) —
SITE SPECIFIC MﬁASURESB ’ ' N !
" Opposite Anal&gies. _ . o : - - :
(Colorado and Utah) = T (MSG%) .76/.64 .69 A
Do You Know..? - . : » 1(71) (69) " (58 -
" (Floridg and-West Virginia) (CIRCUS)| .42/.67 .72 -
' o : ' : (34) (5892§ (d46)
o . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - %
* 1The samples.consisted of all PDC and Cgmgarlzcn Hgéd Starts éh;ldrén across all .
?7a;tea Alphas were calculated aeparately faf'Engllsh= and Spanlgh—fgéak;ng children.
Numb;r% in parenthesis are the sample Elz@ on which "the Frunéach alpha.is based. Y

dralt alphas are reported by site; they were not calculated Qvglalli

efc o e o

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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Table 3
Stability of Child Meésures-,sz’i_

g CGfIVLQQ%DQ of Fall Scores with Spring-Scores
r - ) o 4{ - . s - . ‘ ) o . - '
»ffﬁuﬁff L g Carrelatlan of Fall 1975 Score
' : . , ~with Spring 1976 Score

) oo S - English-Dominant ;SPaﬁish Dominant
' Head Start Children Head Start Ch;ldren :

Child Measure-"" 1\ - : N - r o, N _r

BSM-English | 331 . .68
BSM-Spanish! : . ) N\ 68 . .38

Conceptual G:quingi \ - 92 49 o : o

Verbal Memory-1 . o 328 .38
A | |

Verbal Fluency! C 362 l .45 68 .36
, |
'MY Verbal Mempry-3 . ! 342 .43 j

Arm Coordination! 41 J2 110 65

Draw-A-Child o 361 4.51 - 67 . /.45 -

|
W

Leg Coordinationl = _ 2

L]

pocL . .. 3 70 /.39

o
by
e
R v

fom

et
[
L
W
W

PIPS?

NOTE =~ I

7 All correlations ﬂfF 51qﬂ1f1cant at thé p < .05 level.

lAdmlnlStratlan and/@r scoring chagged from fall to- ;pr;ng, resulting
in some reduced sample sizes and possibly reduced EDfIElathﬂS.

]

Th

‘m‘

PIPS was administered at fewer sites in the fall. fﬁﬁ )'
i ) . ) Ef'f

2




j—
.

Caneeptual Grauplng. Th;e teat 1e unaeei

demlnant chlldren, due to low alpha (1n eplte of an
accéptable fall-spring correlation). _

Say and Tell. Say and Tell, a CIRCUS- subtest, obtained
unacceptably low alphas and ‘is ‘judged to be unrellable for

'beth samples.

2 Verbal FIueney ' Véfbal Fluency is judged to be eeaditieaally

reliable, based on acceptahle alphas. for both language groups

and -an acceptable fall-spring correlation for the English sample;’

"but the fall-spring correlation- was low for the Spanish sample.
‘The correlations were probably somewhat reduced because of a

change in item order from fall to spring which was intended
to help children dlstlngulah between the animal- and tey
categerlee. . . 7 %ib

Verbal Memory. . Parts 1 and 3 of this test were aﬁmlnieterei;

"and both have acceptable levels of internal coasistency although
the fall-to-spring correlation for Verbal Memory-3 was low. The

test was rot administered in the spring to Spanish-dominant eh11=
dren. ' Both parts are reliable for the English eample.

Arm Coordination. Some.changes in the admlnlatratien af_

- this teet appear to have 1mpreved the alphas for the spring

testing for both language groups; and since the fall-to-spring 'y
correlations were also acceptable, Arm Coordination is judged
reliable. .

Draw A-Child. Since the alpha< and the fall-spring

corrélations were all acceptable, Draw-A-Child is considered

reliable for bboth 1anguage groups.

= il

Leg Coordlnatlan. Thle teet is judged unreliable due to

Pupil Qbeervatlan Cheekllat. The POCL attained a high

degree of internal consistency for both language groups at
both time points, and the fall-spring correlations were
acceptable but lower than anticipated. This measure is judged
to be fellable :

Pfeaehéol Interperaonal Eroblem=501v1ng Test. The scoring

of the PIPS, does -not result in item'scores that can be used to
calculate Cronbach s alpha. . But bdsed dn an acceptable fall-
spring eo,relat;on,,the PIPS 'is judﬁed reliable. ™ :

m

'The eabaeaiee ‘for the\PDCL and the .Child Rating Seca 1 are
discussed; in Appendlx H .

L

£
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xthefﬁhlld Rating Scale are judged to be reliable, based on

?é;i@igyigfrthg:I§3t§§QEQtsﬁfér Head,Starﬁ Children R AR

@Dc éh;;é Rating Scale. All of the spring fattors on -

internal :Dn515t2ncy. No fall-spring correlations were cal-
¢ulated since. the fall and szihg factor scores do .not match
completely in terms of items included in each. The rating

. -~ Scale was used in only six sites- this spring, none of them . «-. o

‘with, Spanish-dominant children, so the rellablllty estlmates
apply anly to the Engllsh dam;nant gr@up.;rg :

_ PDC. Child. Intgrv1ew (Faces) Testers repérts from the
field made it clear that the Faces pracedufe was s6 confusin
for Head Start children that the results would not be useab]
Thus, the standard. psychametrlc analyses were not carried

.out for this measura._ Instead, the data will be reserved for
later study that may lead to IEVlElQﬂ of. the instrument.

. -oo& &
=, . 2 aem

- - } N

The validation procedure (desérlbed more fully in the.
Methods section of this.report) involved determlnlng the expected
logical relationship of each rellable measure to others,s then
comparing these expectations with .the relationships that actually
appeared in the data. ., Table .4 displays the matrix of expected
relationships. The more consistent the ‘exXpected-and the actual .
relationships; far any measure, the stranger the'basis for assum;ng Vet s
measurement val;dlty - Under this procedure, degree of- valldlty :
‘is expressed in terms of the mean deviation of:expected from -
actual. relatlonshlgs For example, if it was expected that the
correlation. of Measure X with Measure B would fall in the range

' defined as "Medium" but it actually fell in the "low" range, this

reprESEﬁtéd a deviation of 1 unit from the.expectation. Deviations
were. "sufimed and averaged to produce a validity index for each «1

= = £l

Figure 3 presents profiles @f the 1ndexes so obtajfdd for

each measure across testing samples. As in the interpfetation of

data analyzed in fall 1975, a mean deviation of 1 or Jeds was

accepted as evidence of validity. (deviations could thearet;calL&

range from 0 to 6). According to the ﬁTltElen,‘all the instru- .

ments examined are acceptably valid for Head Start- chlldren with aF
=~ the p3531ble exception of the English qErSLGﬁ of the BSM when

administered to Spanish-dominant children. This finding and

validity findings for older cHildren are dlSEQSSEd at greatér
L%pgth in this rep@rt - :
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O Sealer o " Hypothesized Correlation Matrix |
B . for Spring Data, 1976 o .+
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. Lows .1 to 3

L, e PR ¢
o Med: V3to 5
High: 5+

U: Undetermined

Syntax

N o Wl e M =T el B} 0
Lot roe

wupil Obserwvation

huexezke 1 A=t

&
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e
H
8
E

g
)
a
1
o
H
0

IS ~Loveas of

Frerbal Memoriy—1
= 1o Building
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eg Choord imat ion

.
g
0
L
d
A
|
0
0
o
]
[if
H

lan =Y e | Tell
YO aw—n—Clh i 1d

ﬂCmnﬁéptﬁal

fﬂlnck~wesigm—
mGroupinq,'

“Bi;ingual
R WEES T

= AMeasure-

-
"

CEveErbal Fluency
g r o

| BsH L

Block _Dé:aig@ A med 1100 1. | . ' f

Csncegtual | zow | Med | 1.00 | “ ‘ LY
Grouping I N I E—

Say and Tell Med | Low | Low [ 1.00

CGGMITrW@+ﬁAMGUAGE'

Verbal Fluency ed | Low | Low High lOD
Verbal Hemory-{ woq | 1o | Low | ted | Med | 1,00
Verhal Benory3 | yoq | Tow | Low | ted | Hed | Med | 1,00
f er B - 1% f_= 1 I
8| Arm Cacrai‘\nati@n 0f 00000 :8 1.00 H
| g e [ ——s ——— = i = i e _5 = _._:: o — ,jf,
g Block EuﬂLing | Low | Med | Med [ Low Lg}} Low | Low | | Lo | 1.00 1
D : S — = hm— i ._‘. ———— S il = — ) N . i ‘_ 7-’ o T /
G | Drav-n-child Low | Med | Med | Low | Low | Low | Low | | Low | Med | 1,00 Y ;;’/
e M T = S N et U S— — N s __L y B -
A — 1 T _
| & [ Leg Coordination O O VA 1 O O IV A High Low | Low 1.0_0 7 )

PS-Solutions Tow | Low | Low | Low Low |Low |Low | | 0 Lii:wi Low | 0 | J1.00) o

wloets of oyl g Ly [y fo [ fu | fu | tew 100
pocL, Med Med | Med | Med | Med |Med |Med Low [ Low | Med | Low Med |Med 10—%4

P
P

- 1

 SOCIAL-— |
_EMOTIONAT,

A "f .zaro correlations are positive.




= : .
i -
-

I . Figure 3

aE Vall&igy Pfaf;ies for Measurés Judged Tentatlvely Rel;able,
’ 7 . Spr;ng 1976 Data -

> Mean
Head '° Head . S, . {(unweighted)
Start ‘start - , across all

Erglish Spanish i ‘ 2 -3 groups.

v
BSM=Spanish
. ’ an
WPPST Bldck Design
. ) el ' &
2 Y . - b x ) .
< Eif PO . :
— 1.5 :
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Figure 3 (continued) .
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Vali d;ty Praf;les for Measyres Judged Téntat;vely Rel* 1able,
Spring 1976 Data . : /5 ,
(continued) .- . T
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7 : Head Head : S (unweighted)
i , , _ Start Start » . : . across all
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Sensitivity of Child Measures to_ Lhange i R -4

Siﬂ@iéthé 1mpact evaluation will be using child measures
to detect change that can be attributed to program differences,
it is necessary to determine the extent to which the child

measures included in the batterw are actually sensitive to——— -
change. The findings reported here -should be considered

only estimates of the Aen51t1v1ty tﬂ;t the measures are likely
to show in the future, since (1)- the time period between « A

testings was shorter than.it will be in the” future, (2) it - . =

was primarily PDC children who were included in the testing
and analysis, and (3) some of the measures underwent slight™
revisions betwezen the falljand spring testing périods.

As described under Data Analysis Procedures in Chapter II,
the sensitivity-to-change analyses were. of three, types. First,
the correlst;on of each mEEsura) 1n the fall and in thé spring,

ﬂétermlne thé age-= relatednéss of the measures (a 5ub5tant al
relationship was expeét d to be found for most measures).
Next, a paired (or  corriBlated) t test, was calculated for the
d;fference between the fall mean score and the sprln ~mean
score on -esach measure to ascertaih 1if the' scores .increas ég
significantly £rom fall to spring. Finally, a regression”
progedure was used ‘to determine whether the obsérved spring
mean on a measure was equal to or greater tHan - the, expected,
or predicted, spring mean, which would. show that children
gained at least as ;uch as they were expected to gain over

the given time int§:val; All three gnalyses were examined to
. assess sensitivity’ to change. The résults of the analyses

were more critical for some measures than. for others. For

_example, scores on the Child Rating Scale and the POCL ,were’

expected to be less pelated to age than were scores on the. '’
other measures since the ratings were being made relative

to other .children their age. And while scores on these ratlngg
were 'expected to change from fall to spring, they were nbt ’

expected to chanqe in a CDDSlStEnt up or-down dlrECtl@ni

[
B

m

e iens of each @iithe

es with child age at the time of testing are shown in

a 5. The correlations tend to be significant but low(
yenerally around .15 to .30. They were not, in fact, expected
o be much higher, since the measurés would not ‘be” useful for
a progrdﬁ evaluationeif they were related mainly to age rather

Co ;relatlans ‘witH age. The car;gld
sures

i
o

= »m
b

~than to.differential experiences. The only consisterd#§problem

1nd;catsd by the correlations is with DrawtA-Child. fgr the
Spanish-ddmindnt group. - There was, hQWeV@ﬁ'a s IR ]
from fall to spiinq (see Table 6) for these—eh¥ldrgn: In '

addition;  cons ldftdthﬂ “is being qlfcﬂ ko a more Eé@}lex3scgrinq

’ - : L

/ I

w W
A ¢



Table 5 ' ‘ ¥
5an5iﬁlv ty of Ch;ld Measures to Change 'Correlations
- of Fall 1975 Scores and Sprihg 1976 Scores
’W;th Age at Time of- Tes%&ng
o N ~ A _ N — .
R Carrelatlan of fall 7t Corrélatlén Df sprlng
' .. score with fall age score with spring age
e : Engl;sh English
BSM=E — L25%K b LLT** L
: - (328) - ; i (406) T,
BSM-S 33%% ' L28%%
, (68) {70)
" | Conceptual Grouping L22%* ' (D5 *
S (92) "t68)
Verbal Fluency L20%%° .23%* .17
: (356) . (70) (6&)
Verpal Memory-1 L12%% I.25%
’ . (338) - * (639) )
Verbal Memory-3 L22%% W22% 7 .
‘ - P (355)° (70) \
WPPSI Block Design
Arm Coordiration . b i . 54%*
7 ' (67)
Leg Coordination | ,38%%
. , . (66)
Draw-A—-Child J29%* - .13 .12
! (356 (70) (67)
PIPS - ! J19%*% .18
& P (123) ) (68)
& | POCL (total) fall g L22k% .00
7 ’ ; (347) (70) - .-
POCL-1 spring - ’ v L1T7k R .28%
: : (435) (70)
POCL=2 spring . | _15%* L23%
? . (435) (70)
Do You Know , .21 -
SR L) oY (44)
Opposite Analo&gies - LA2%% ,
3 ) o (4%3) =
CRSHF1 lead .14 :
‘ (95)
14 / e ]
(89.5) . * LA b .
L30%F '
(95) " . 2
.05 _ i
(95) ¢ .
‘ .03 8
(145)
4 D030 o _
L& o fzs 3P e
i -
, \ (1 s)
(,ZLJLJ) *
. 25%% ' o
L | (155) _
onal probability - 38 ‘3»_

'1al probability



]
g
ot
=
=
|

=asures to Change':

Tableaé

£

d

, as- Measure

English%DQminaﬂt
Head Start Children-
I 2 : —

Spanish=- Dominant

Head Start Children

Ny . ‘Fall Spring|’ ZV Fall Bpring| Pairwise
/ : ‘Mean | Mean |t statistic Mean | Mean | t statistic
,*,1;;,, = — e S——— S —— — - +—————

;‘CDn;éPtuEl Grouping
_! Verbal Fluency

LV;rbal ﬁam@rﬁgi

Verbal Mém@ryiB

i

|

! _
L Arm Coordination:
! 5

10.7

11

67

- 68

=i

| | “ - M
= = = - - ’7;"’[ . — —
**significant with p<.,05, directional ﬁr@bability
- s * . ‘\7 )
**significant with p<.01, directional probability
. S )
( ?; & ,E__f"i%a &
T T fif o ' ;
] & : 5 e £ . - '§
- a £
. s [} ‘
¢
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‘i's due t@° educational évPEtlen;g lﬁ':dd]flﬂﬁ to experience that

%

System for thismeasure, as. indicated in the .section
"Suitability of ithe Measures for Older Children," and Y
this change might’ improve the score- aqe correlation. The ~
other noted problems are with the spring scores for Verbalj
Fluency and PIPS, again for the- Spanlah deminant, group; here
the correlations are not noticeably different from those:for the
English-dominant group, but are not significant due to the
smaller sample Slze_‘

- WPPSI -Block Design shows a'.small negative correlation
with age. This correlation was not expected to be negative,
hut neither was it expected to be Elgnlflcantly positive
cause of the restricted range of children's ages. The test
was chosen as a maturatlon index, to be used as a covariate -
&

for other analyse;, and to bée administered only in the fall
of @ach year. It was administered to 76 ¢hildren this spring

‘in the Michigan site because those children had n@t‘bgen tested

last fall. ) N

Fall-to-spring change: - t testls. Table 6 shows the
fall and spring means on éach measure for each language group

and the t statistic, for the differences between means. The

Blllngual Syntax Méasuxe English showed a non- 51gn1f1cant
increase for aﬁanlShEdOmlﬁant chlldren, and: the BSM~S showed

a non= 51gn1f1cgnt increase for English-dominant children.

The .sample sizes were, however, extremely small; so the measure
may or may not be useful for ¢hildren who are not profidient in
the language tested. All'other child measures showed a signi-
ficant fall-to- Sprlng increase, except Leg Coordipation, which
1s being’ ?llmlnateQ f?om the evaluation®because of low relia-

blllty

B 4 = a-

~ Fall-to- sprlng change: ;ggr9551on analyéls. For four«’
of" the child measures (BSM-E, Draw-A- -Child, Verbal Fluency and
Eéfbal Memory -3) ,'R? values are camparablé for fall and spring
régresglon eguatlgna which relate child status variables (age, -
sex, ethnicity, pfaschool experience, and siblings) to child

score on the measure’ For each of thgsefour measures, therefore,

an expected spring score was calculatéd based on fall score,
status on background wvariables, and ring age. This expected
spring mean is shown in Table 7, a1ong with the actual spring
mean ‘and the t statistic for the - fference between the meanggg
For Draw-A-Child, Verbal Fluency, and the Verbal Memory Scale
the actual spring mean was gréater than the expected spring mean;
the chlldgén qalnéd more on the measures- than was expected as a
"*function of their ircrease in age. For all four of the meagures,
more than half of the children obtained an actual spring score
that was equal to or greater than their expected spflﬂq score.
These :esultj imply that the tests are sensitive to change that

B

o

is simply a function of increased age. TEE fact- that this o
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Table 7
Sensfitivity of Child Measures to Change: Difference Between Actual

and- Projected Spring 1976 Scores (Projections Based on _

Fall 1996 Scores and Change in Age; English-dominaht children) -

El
7
a
¢
e

- ¢ . . o ) i ,i Percent of
-7 : ; 7 children whose
N Frojected Sfiiring Actual Spring Pairwise actual spring
Mean - Mean t statistic score was >
. . : - projected
sure!l ’ - : ‘|spring score

e
jugy

|
=
jsH
=

L
e

1]

‘éBSM=L | 567 10.7 10.5 ~1.36 54:5

5.8 3.59%% 61.8

[Sg}

ot
I
»
]
|

Draw=A-Child
p

"
e
-
w
O
N
J
S
2
*
I
o
-

‘Verbal Fluency. e

7

5 e -
Verbal Memory-3 20 3.4 3.




s,

analysis was not performed for the other measures does not
mean that those tests are not sensitive to such change; they

were excluded because the statistical assumptions’ underlying
the analysis did not appear tenable for those partidular tests.

Summary of sensitivity to change. Based on the\ results

of the three analyses discussed above, it is Cancludédythat

all the measures that were expected to detect change over
the fall-spring testing.'interval are in fact sensitive/to

change. Therefore the subset of measures that have bgen "
, judged relidble and valid appear suitable for use in the.
és? -, longitudinal evaluation, at least for children w1thln\the>
‘develmpmental_giiii of the present sample.. N

= £
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> k of assessing. the us sefulnes: f the

f child measures for the PDC evaluation ‘has been
t . > with cl ren

t

0

Head ! children. As part of the cross-sectional
design in the Georgia site, aPpr@31matély 25 children per
grade were tested (kindergarten-through grade 3), and

in Maryland 3Q\third-graders were tested. is i
was used to détermine how suitable the instruments can be
expected to -be ?@r future use at those grade levels.

F

Lag;Lu;;on; about the ;Ultablllty of the child mea;ures!
or Z"Ugn kindergarten through grade 3 were based on four é
‘Phich were considered at each age level: response

i fions on the items of each measure, mean scores on
each measure, reliability (internal consistency) of the
asures, and validity of the measures.
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A A Table 8

f

Suitability Df Measure for Higher Grades: Number -of Non-useful
Items at Each Grdﬁe Level, Sprlng 1976 Data

) Number of 1téms on Wthh more than - .
75% of children tested gece;ﬁed the | -
» ) highest score. Total number of
. : ~Head | Grade | Grade |Grade items on test
CblldﬁM§§su;§44? { Start | K ]+ 1 : EA : 3 e
BSM-English 15 f L 12 18
BSM-Spanish 10 , - 18
é%ncep ual Grouping 0 ; 1 ‘ 1 2 2 9
# ‘ J
V%ggal Flu~ncy "0 . 0 0 0 ‘%4
'Vézba% Memory-1 1 2 2 2 4 4
LY . .
Verbal Memory=-3 0 0 0 1 0 11
| Arm Coordination o | 0 0 0 2 | 6
Draw-A-Child lb) A 9 | 9 9 10
A A & :
Leg Coordination 2 ' 3 !55 6 ;
A AU A SN N N N A R
4
8 .
AN
® .
L.
- s ~
j L
/.
ﬂ’l =
’ SEP
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Table 9

M an dcurau on Chll%LMeasuLeg for Each Grade Level, Sprlng 1976 Data o

Tgtal

Itart |

Kdg.'

GtGIQia

| Grade 1

Grade 2

Grade 3
G@Drgéa

Grade 3

Maryland |

“Maximun |
1ble
Scdye

Poss

AV&&&@E Age 1n Month;

English S@mggg‘
B ekl el

26

7li0 *

Geprgia’

21

.Georgla

i

84.1

96,7

CHILD MEASURES
'SMéﬂﬁglish |

Cancéptual Gr@uplnq 7.9 9.6 | - hO.Z 10.6 | 10,5 12
i i T T " E .
Verbal Fluency ) 9.1 14.1 f16-4 20,8 21&8 | 22,5 3%
Vprbal Memory l 10.8 11.8 12 6 13.0 13.4 13.6 | 14

L

Verbal Mémazy -3

6i3

n - — = —— —

! Arm qurdlnatkan . 5.0 8.5 11.0 14.6 18 5 .5 28

%E; - Draw- A‘%ﬁlld 5.9 1.1 8.7 | 9.0 ‘9;4 9,5 10
~ Lag CDDIdlﬂatlDﬂ 8.8 10,0 i *10.9 13

PIP“

. POCL- 1

7 poeLed

g (N 159) /

15.7
L

16}3

CR5-3 =25.7 -26.2 =24.3 | =25.4 | -21.7 ~45
_ o ~ U R o ,;
. ) g o - L

= / =
E[jR\}:ﬂ sizes are approxlmate and vary nost greatly far the Head Start sample hut @nly

JETIgatly for other gﬁédes
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Table 10 .
- - ‘ Estlmaﬁas of Rellablllty c:f the Child Measures ' : "
o Based on Cronbach's Alpha (Internal Consisténcy)?! - ' /
- For Fall 1975 and Spring 1976- Elementary Grades
< ‘ in Ge@rgla and Maryland :
i po ;‘,'_x : ,7”'7;  B Crcnbach‘s Alpha -
K K | 1 1 {2 2 |3 3
» - -|Fall Sprlng Fall Sgr;ng Fall Spring|Fall Spring
CGGNITIVE "LANGUAGE I . - T |
'B;Llngual Synta:{ Measure=English b o R : .58
. ’ ' - (30)3
% Conceptual "’ Grr:uplng (MsCAa) .67 * .60 -48 .51 .41 .28 ] .30 ° .35
. o { : (30) (26)) (28) (27)| (31) (27) |(29) (54)
. Say and Tell™ . (CIRCUS) .49 ‘ R R _ .44
e - ' (32) - N 30)
- Verbal Fluéncy - (MsCA) .77 .39 .75 .71 | .26 .79 .67 .69
. . _| (80) (35) (28) (27)| (31) (27) |(29) (54)
Verbal Memory-1 (MsCa) T .81 { 55 .51 |=-.01 .27 .07 .19
, | , - - | (30) /’“734) (28) (27)| (31) (27) |(29) (54)
Verbal Memrg -3 o (Msca) | -85 .86 .78 .80 .66 .74 .50
. _ — o (30) (34) (28) (27) (31) (377’{:7.(39) 7(54)
- PSYCHOMOTOR , TN ' '
Arm ;a;;dlnatian (MSCA) .69 .78 | .64 .88 | .70 .76 |.69  ..65
‘L _— ' . (30) (26)| (28) (27) (31) (2?) (29) (54)
Draw=-A-Child E (MsCa) .70, ,65 | .61 .61 | .58 .44 .43 .21
(30) " (26)| (28) (5?) (31) (27) (29) (53)
Leg Coordination ' (MSCA) .45 .42 - .
- — e . J (30)  (24) ] S I _
SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL ) S
pOCL, SR . (High/Scope)| .95 .54 | .93 .86 .01 o1 [.83 .97
. ' oo (30) (26)| (28) (27)| (31) (27) |(29) (54)
Child Rating Scale-1: : .96 .85 .93 .85
"poise’ (High/Scope) (26) (24) (26) ~ ,(24)'
Child Rating ELalé 2: .56 79 o .78 ) .66
“Agressiveness" (26) (24 “  (26) E (24)
Child Rating Scale-3: .89 . 80 74 | .77
"Determindtion" (26)|] - - (24) (26) (34)
child Rating . Scale -4: - , .97 .97 | . 777 .93
"SElf—S&ﬁflganCy ) - . (26) (24) (26) .. (24)
Child Rating.Scale=5: ' .33 » .87 * .71 . .78
"Flexibility" . o (e6)| 4_£§4)7 (26). | (24);
i S T, Y e . S |
I3 . ) ) |
/ LThe samplés consisted of random selections of elementary children in the Georgia
' PDC school. . .

‘Maryland data enter only 1nta the spring gfddé 3 calumn ; ' »
“Numbers in parenthesis are the sample sizes. %%\

46,
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BSM—Engl;sh and BSM- Spanlsh. These méasures will -

: prabably be suitable for the evaluatlcn jfhrough grade 3.
Intermediate grades were not tested on ,these measures,

so not enough information is available to make a definite
decision’ regarding them. The mean scores and validity
profilles are generally acceptable, although the Spanish-
language version shows greater deviation from the validity
criterion than mlght be desired. The number of ﬂQn—useful
~items and the third-grade internal cans;stency (alpha = .58)
"make the- ‘use of these measures in the upper grades problematic.

, Cangeptual Grguplng. A de:;51an has alrea dy been made
to drop this measure from the evaluatlan based on results

. at the Heéead Start level, but it seemed possible that it might ¢
be useful for older children. .However, since the reliabilities
d¥e poor in grades 1 through 3, and since the mean scores for
grades 2 and 3 are unacceptably close to the maximum score,
_Conceptual Gr@uplng will not be cans%ﬁered for. use with the-

upper dJgrades.

-~

Vérbal Fluency. Based on all four cons;deratlans, Verbal
Fluency is judged to be suitable for use at -all grade lev ls
Head Start through qraﬂe 3. » .

Verbal Memgry 1.  This tests x vary near 22111ng t Head
Start, 1s unusable beyond k;ndergarten because most Df the
children receive the maximum score. The task is too simple
for the older children, .and this test (or one like it) will be
used beyond Head Start only if more difficult items can be
constructed. - o : : S

Verbal Memory-3. Based on "all. four can51deratlcns, Verbal
Memory=3 is judged. to be Sultable for use at all grade levels.

Arm Coordination. ?he énly 1nd1éatlon of difficulty with
this measure is in the validity profglep where ' the deviation
from expected correlation levels is rather large at grade 2.
However, the deviations appear to peak at grade two for all
of the measures, so this sample may net accurately represent
the general population. ' Arm Coordination is therefore judged -
to be aultable for all grade levels :

Draw-A-Child. As with Verbal Memory-1l, scores on this
measure approach the maximum score by grade l,.making it unusable
.in its present form beyond kindergarten. The problem with this
test, however, appears,to be imr the scoring rather than in the’
simplicity of the task. We have used a less complex sgoring
grOC§JUfe than %hat récammenﬂFd by the tést authar. We would
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i e

Goodenough-Harris type of scoring im order to make use of the
) available information that the dIanngS of older children can
" provide. With a chaﬁge in scoring procedures, Draw-A-Child

is expected to be suitable for use with all age levels.

%

‘dinaf 5 ade to drop this
- measure from the evaluation based on results &t the Head
- Start level., Data from the hlghe grades support this
decision. .

Leg Caerdlnatlan. A decision wa

PIPS. Based on all four canslderatlons, the EI is
judged tD be sultable for use at all grade levels.

PDCL and Child Rating Scale. Both rat

o =

dg ed to be suitable for use at all ar |
C@res, alphas, and-validity appear tgbeegé table. The
esponse distributions .are acceptable, but tend to be unusually
centrally-distributed for the POCL for grades 1 through 3,
which may be attributable to the particular testers who assign
the ratings (thlS will be investigated in the future)'.
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FactDr Stfucturé of the Battery

Tucture. ) N

To lﬁvestigate rélationships among thé'eﬁilé?meaSure%#f

, Span;shﬂdgm;napt graups, The twg anaLyses are not dlrectly,
" comparable, however, since not all of the same scales were
- used; Spanish-language children were not tested on Verbal -
+ Memory nor was the Child Rating Scidle admlnlstﬁréd at their
51tes in Sprlng 1976. :
1 _
v Results for the Engl;sh~dom1nant sample. The subscales
-of the Child Ratlng ‘Scale loaded on factors that do ngt
appear to be primary fackors for any of the other measures
- in the battery, suggesting that these scales predominantly
> represent other dimensions.. The. two scales of the Pupil
-~ Observation Checklist, however, loaded highest on a factor
that appears to be the principal factor for three of the
tests:, Verbal Fluency, Verbal Memory-3,  and the Preschool
Interpersonal Problem-Solving Task (PIPS). It is ihteresting
to note -that Arm Coordination seems to tap a dimension that
is largely independent of those represented by the oether
measures--presumably a psychomotor dimension--and that Draw-
A-Child, as expected, is more highly related to cognitive
tests than to Arm Coarﬂlnatl@n . :

Results fQ: the Spanish- d@m;nant sample. The first
factor emerglng from this analysfé closely resembles the
second factor found in the preceding analysis: for Spanish-
dominant children, Verbal Fluency and the two POCL scales
loaded principally on the same factor, ‘a factor on which the
PIPS also loaded substantially. The second factor, though,
is the primary factor for four of the five tests, and, sur-
prisingly, Arm Coordination has the highest loading on this
factor of any measure.' It is not readily apparent why the
-parallel with the English-dominant sample fails here--inves-
tigation will continue in future analyses.

m

¥

fr@iéfiﬁ&i??l components solution, ngima; rotatioh,

the measures or subscales fauhd reliable wéfé fagz%rfanalyzed;i';
2
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Table 11 . v

Fagtar Ana;y3151 of Sccres on' Chlld Measures, English- Démlnant
- Head Start Children, Spring 1976 Data -
- '( o . : ' EN = 11\5 '

H L o=
. - B L

o Lo

T el S Factar Lgadlngs of Child Measures'
' : ‘ (hlghest‘lcadxng 1tal;:13€d)

3 -

BSM—Engllsh .30 -.03 . .7

i

’—"5241 . aD

]
" .
Ln

Verbal Fluency [ .49 . 10 .0
Vérbaliﬂgmprys;\éﬁf c =13 .35 .66 -.08 . _~.2
Verbal Memory-3 : 4,00 ‘:-.54’ *.20 -3!20 R !
Arm Coordination T -.04 o -.12, * -.03 -ég | + .0
Draw-A-Child - 15 .13 .61 297 .2
PIPS | .16 .73 .10 -.05 -0
é;?CL;> | |
) 4 . . e
1. "Task Orientation". !1§ {T .74 .23 .08 - -.3
2. Y"Exﬁraversi@n“ . _EEB ’ .69 -7 -.07 .2
Child Rating Scale |
1. "Poise" A R .24 .05 .03 .1
2. “Aggressi§2ﬂéss"‘ -.02 .09 ~.07 ;09 .8
3. "Determination" ‘ i§§ .01 .17 )_IS -.6
4, "Self-sufficiency" | .83 . .15 , =03 -.10 =2

5. "Flexibility" .80 .12 .31 - -.01 -.1

thlé Measuré‘igf,'ﬁé ctor 1 Factar 2 Factor 3 Factgr 4 Factcr 5'

e —t=
5

[N
=



Tableﬁlz

e

Factgr Analy51sl of Scorés on Chll Meagures, Spanlsh Dam;nant B

- ﬂead ‘Start Children, Spr ing l976 Data,
.N. = 66 o k . e,
) Factor Laadlﬂgs of Child Measures
- (hlgher laailng 1tallclzed)
~ ____Child Meésg;;% N ____Factor l,fm::;: ‘Factor 2
i * - - i¥
BSM Spanlsh . - .31 - 4 .58
Varbal'Fluéﬂég .43 i © .40
. : N - ‘
Arm Coordination .13 \ .72 ¥
Draw-A-Child A "~.05 N .67
PIDPS .45 .08
_POCL ' N
1. "rask Orientation" .90 - : .22
" 2. "Extroversion" \?f;S? - ' -.02
lprincipal components solution, varimax rotation.
2Children in the Spanish-dominant sample did not receive the .
Verbal Memory, test and were not rated on the Child Rating
+ - Scale in Eprlng 1976.
= - I
' - -
& ) B .
¢ -
/
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R:ﬂatlanshlp of the Tests to SGElal ﬁ@mpetence

i

Ratlanale fOf selectlcﬂ af SDElal competence" criteria.

S@c1al competehce, as it 1is unéer s>od in. this Study, means’
everydlg\éffect;veness, it is/probably cl@se t% the famlllar
ideas- of “"gavvy" and "kmdw-how"--ability te handle:.oneself
in a variety of situations. But although the term "ability",
Jimplies a singular trait, there can:be little doubt.that
‘getting along in life calls for multiplé skills; they can
‘be categorized in many different ways--social, phzgicaiiand
intellectual, for example--and these categcrles, too, can be
§ﬁﬁdivideﬁfi Hawever, d1v1510n Df saclal campetence 1nta

emplrlcally 1ndependent Qf ‘the athérs just hecause it is
coneeptually independent, .i.e., that' because sqcial, physical, .
and intellectual abilitiés can be thought of separately;
their occurrence in life is unconnected. But if is not
difficult to contradict this implication by referring to _
familiar personality types in which these traits are* inter-
dependent (for example, highly verbal children are often
highly sociable children, and vice- versa) It may be mis-
leading, then, to cons der social cémpetenée to be, Slmpl¥
‘the sum of all EDnze;v;bla abilities (Anderson & Messick
call this -the "hag o ¢1rtues“ view); instead, it may—he more
redsonable to view sovial competencé as a Spéclal conjunction.-
of abilities, a practical alignment of the various talents
‘that it takes to manage successfully in day-to-day life.

“ 3 : .

Regarded in this way, then, social competence consists
Q%%Eléméhts that can be identified separately, but that ,
fuhction interdependently. An andlogy (admlttedly exaggerated)
can be drawn with” the human body: the various organs each
have their specialized place and purpose, but all must function
t@gether to function at all. This view of social Eampeten%e
is strictly hypcthetlcal at the moment, since there are a
‘number of alternative views and little basis in research
for any of them. But it is a working hypothesis--one that .
will be tested as the.evaluation:of PDC progresses.

£

Extraction of "social competence" fact@r{saorés. In the

~analysis of spring data, the social competencd of children

in ‘the sample was represented by measures extracted from the
PDC Child Rating Scale and ‘the Pupil Observation Checklist
(hereafter abbreviated as CRS and POCL), instruments on which
classroom teachers and testers respectively rated the child

L

! son, S. & ME,S;Ch S. Social ‘competency in young

ren. ngglapmggpalﬁ?;y;@olggy, 1974, 107, 282-293.
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.and (3) 1E‘f

- together.

L3

on a varlety of dlmen51ons, ‘e.g., "Haz the desire ta master»

all kinds cf skills;" "Is Active.- . = gg, . -Passive." Theée
. two 1ﬁstrumént5 were selected as proxy:Ysocial competence"

“criteria because (1) they appear’ to tapfa wider range of’

traits’ than any of the tests, (2) the ¥raits represgnted
in them closely resemble practical nataons of socia compe ence,
'%o551bfe that,, lf 5é21al campetegcé s in Slve

alignment of i

- and testers are 1ntu1t1vely able t@ take thé dagréé of a}lgn—

ment into account in assigning ratings, so that the ratlngs?
correspond’ not simply to the child's possession of m@lecular
characterlstics, ~but to hlS or her ability -to "ge% it

4 Lo / T - :

The, first step in the/éﬁélysis wa§ to pool and fé&tSrP

’analyze the 39 itéms of thg CRS and the 11 items of the
"POCL to identify clusters- bt

homageneqps items, The CRS

was administered at énly six sites, thus only a subset 7
{142 children) of the sprlng testing sample ehtered into '% B
the factor analysis.:- Since the CRS was not administered :
in either the Texas or the Caliﬁ@rﬁia site, no analysis

- i

Table 13 describgs the factors that Emerged from the

i analy515* each 1tem is listed under the factor on which it

loaded highest (The labels assigned to the factors represent *
what appear tq/be the common features of the items contributing
most heavily to each.) Next, factor scorestwere created by
multiplying each child's scores on each item by a factor
coefficient and summing the Praducts for the respective factors.
The nine resulting factor scores were taken as representing
"social competence" for purposes of this analysis. As a check
on the assumption that these factor scores measured central
dimensions of performance, a second factor analys;s was carried
out. on the nine factor scores pooled with children's spring
scores on seven major tests in the battery. 1t was expected
that the "social competence" criteria, if they were ingdeed such,
would load on the general factors that emerged from the analysis,
along with the tests (assuming that these too were relevant to
social competence). s ’
Only one of the "social competence" criteria loaded on
the first factor, along with four of the seven tests; but on ,
each of the factors on which the three other tests loaded
highest, ofre of the criteria also loaded highest. These

1oL = . I _
‘Principal components golution, varimax rotation.

=
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" Table 13 .
l;;,,vﬂ éf,; Froxy gDElaP Competence faE) Criteria: B -
T T rten Clust‘sre Produced by Factor Analysis of the. PDC Child .
. Fating -Scale (CRS) and the Pupfl Observation. Checklist (POCL) .
?. = ‘.
+to¥ - - Factor - >
1ing Caaperatlven 55'* \ ' Loading | SC-h (continued) ) ,
- =.82 13. Shows physical dlsllke or hos- =.S§L % 5. Imitaxes others or follows them
, tility to others. - oy T | “around.
§7T ‘8, Accepts or- abiées by s&haal,‘ Tem 5T 37. Expects to sue:eed not afrald af
- ‘classroom rulea. . . £ o ‘ " fallure.
=.T6 2. Uses physical forge to try.to  .56- - 38: Has a.desire to.master all klnds
chtzal others., o T of skillsa. )
-.73 . - 11. Shows verbal dislike or hos- - .55 32. Returns to unfinished tasks after = -
' tility to others. - . interruption.
.70 9. Cooperates and shares-with others. -.54 _ L4, Is controlled or influencéd by
-.53 6. Competes with others.for toys, ' ‘ others.
attention, achievement. . =.L7 29, Asks for unnecessary help to do
.hg 17. Gets the attention of adults y ) a task.
appraprlatély ﬁ@fh 35, Chooses tasks that are too easy
.48 18. Gets the attention of peers Y for. him/her.
appropriately. it
. \ T SC-5: "Asks for needed help'*
LS . . B
2: "Social Base’ ‘- , .63 28, Asks for needed help te do a task.
.78 2L, Talks freely to adults. ' :
.77 - 23. Talks freely to children. -
.70 15. 8§ %haws avareness Qfa&ﬂi‘?iidé in : )!EQ,SE Self-c “tentméﬁt"*
v own culture, T 33. Enjgys tasks he/she chooses.
.68 1. Uses words or wits to try to L6l 34. Shows pride in what he/she does
influernce others. or pakeg, -
.65 10. Shows verbal affection to others. .52 25. Works or PlEY= well on his/her .
.61 3. Succeeds in influencing or con- - own. ©
) trolling others. L8 16. Decides for self what to do, with
.60 1. Shove self-confidence. . ) vhom to play. -
g 7. *Asserts his/her rights—to—fair : S,
treatment. . am 7. M L um
ES : 80-7: "Extroversion''*#* .
Sr 7. Mma el U T 7 Quiet--Talkative
QG%BL‘“ESQKAQr;Enzgtlgﬁ " .72 Passive==Active
.89 Needs urging--Quick to Ragpond .69 Shy--Sociable
.86 Gives up easily--Keeps trying
.83 Prefers easy tasks--Attempts
difficult tasks SC-8: "Chooses hard_ ‘tasks'"*
81 Resistant--Cooperative . .60 36. Chooses tasks that EEE'téa hard
.80 Indifferent--Involved for him/her.
17 Easzily distracted--Attentive ;
.75 . Needs reassurance, praise, en-
couragement--Realistically self- SC=9: "Maturity"*
) confident ] .67 22, Recognizes others' feelings,
.71 Nervous--Relaxed responds appropriately.
55 217 Shows respect for or tolerance
sc=L: “Achievement Motivation'* 4 of others' ideas and behavior
- o -, . or looks.
65 30 See his/her errors in a task .51 20. Takes on the role of adult during
and corrects them. . . .
-.56k 39. Needs much encouragsment or dramatic pley,
- éaﬁe%iél rewards to atfémﬁt tasks. .51 2, Shows physical affection to others.
-6 57 Ts emsily die ted when doing b5 19. Attempts to sgéigfsac;al problems
-.H73 27. ;;téa ily distracted when doing with little ad asgistance.
a5k,
-.63 31.4Gives up on tasks before they
are finished. i
.62 26, Uses altarnative strategies if
initisl problem-solving methods
fail, -
- .ﬁ- %
| ) -
. - ) 54
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flndlngs affered réascnably convincing support for the- assump=l
tion fhat the "social competence" criteria were relevant to
general performance, thus the analysis proceeded to the next
‘Phase. For this phase, "social competence variables were -
‘also created for the 104 children in the kindergarten- to-grade-

. 3 Geargla comparison sample. Since data from this sample

* had not'éntered into the original factor analysis, scale sc@res,
rather than factﬂg scores, were ‘computed by summghg theF o
ratings they recelved on the items assigned to each "socia 1
competence" factor. . o

E@mpetence" criteria. Havirmg, established a basis ;Of tentatlvelyi
‘régardlng the "social competence" criteria.as reasbonable
proxies for a measure Of ssg®al competence, it remained to
determine the degree to which the tests included in the PDC

s battery were related to these criteria. The stronger the
»relationship, the strcnger the reason to balieve that the

Statlstlsal relatlanshlp of test scores ta "soc1al

compatence_ To examine the relatlonshlp, each of the tests .
that had been judged reliable and valid (if the wvalidation
procedure was  applicable) was regressed on kthe nine "social
&« ‘competence" criteria and on three backgrogn l" variables :
ethnicity, age, and sex). The object Dfe%hefahaly515 was .
td determine how fully the test score could‘bg~pred1cted . 5
¢ from knowledge of all these Varlab 25, and paLtlcularly to ;
’ determine the Eantrlbutlon of "social ‘competence" criteria
to this prediction beyond what could be predicted simply from
knowledge of the child's status on the background variables. 5
The better the preﬂlctlon permitted by the criteria, Qgig C
greater the apparent gelevance of the test to sbcial cdmpetence.
Table 14 dlSplayg the ‘findings for each of the t®sts.

Far Head Start chlldren, all af the seven mf’

ahowed the atrQﬁQESt relatlansh;9 to the Llltal a: 37% of the
variancé in this test was predictable from knowbedge of the
"soclial competence! scores. Since the child's task in the ~

PIPS is to generate solutions to hprtHELl:al 1ntELperaanal '
problems~-a task that presumably taps both social and intel-
lectwdal skills--it is reasonable that this test emerges as the

one most closely connected with the "social competence c_:rite.ria_c

The single variable most strongly related to PIPS score 1s

the first POCL factor score, "Task Orientatien" (SC-3). i
in Do You Know...? 15

Although a large proportion of the variance

accounted for by the "social competence"” criteria, the small

sample size allows little gonfidence in the stability @ﬁ -his

3l
o
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" Relationship @f

11 8 )

Sogci ,;ﬁ
Var;ables to Test Scor

Jg ’
< ,

-
S

Percent varignce
‘laccounted for
~[jointly by "sociall

)

competence”
criteria and ba:i-

—
Percent variance
accounted for by

“sacia%ég@mpef
tence” £riteria

beyond background

Individual variables f@und/ia
‘be significant predictors

(Rg-05) and their partial/

correlations with test score

o o ! N g;@gnd var;ables variables o . 7777m7/
' ) Head Head | " Head Start | = Kr3
. Start | K-3 start | *k-3  Wariable Partial Variable Partj
BSM-English C41%%% | - 17%* Ethnicityp~.46
l: Scié - 34

@rm Coordination
Draw-A-Child

) Verbal Fluency

-

VerbalyMemDry-I
i '
Verbal Memory-3

PIPS

Do You Know..?

Opposite
Analcogies

)

L]

i
Ty
oy

0,
L

Ty

.y

e |

L%

g
ol

18*% . 5Gkk%

2g%xkk | 3ghkk

54***:

22%% 19

40%**

41%%% | 28%

77%

65%*

19%%* 10
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[§¥]
Ln
* .
*

37*3**

68%

‘25 -

BG-3

SC-8.
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figure; similarly, the small size of the sample for which .
Opposite Analo, gles data were available probably 3dccounts for {
the non-signiffcance of the analytla’result.: For Head Start
~hildren, only Sex was a 51gn;f1éaﬁ? predlctor of Afm.
@oordination score--none of the "social competence" criter
- singly or jointly, Showed a significdant relationship. Fér
elementary-level children, the "sécial competence" criteria
-account for 12% of the variance in Arm, Coordination; however,
although the criteria taken together permit statistically
significant prédiction, no single one of the cxAiteria reached
signifizance, For chlldfen in the elementary- 18vel sample,
the. "social competence" criteria were not S;gn;f;cant predictors
" of score on Draw-A-Child or Verbal Memory-1. It is probable
that this is due to the relatively flat score distributions
found for older children on these instruments--the reduced
variance'results in reduceﬂ caVafianée (with other variables)

P

ia,

v f g
' §: Summary of flndlngs on "social competence." There d@es
appear to be merit in. ‘the technique e empl loyed here for §Eam;nlng
the relationship of child tests to social competence; this -

approach will be éontinued and perhaps elaborated in the
future. Of the tests examined, Verbal Fluency, Verbal Memory-
3, and PIPS all show evidence of relevance to so
for children from Head Start to.grade 3.
and Draw—-A-Child, as presently constituted, PT Y
related to social competence for children in Head Start but

not for older children; in both cases this is probably a
consequence of reduced variance in the test scores of older-
children. . For Draw-A-Child it is possible that this can be
resolved by substitution of a scoring method that permits

greater differentiation among drawings, but the problem for

Verbal Memory=1 seems to be in the simplicity of the task.

itself: repetitionh of short strings of words. The BSM and

Do You Know,..? ShOw evidence of relationship to social competence
among Head Start children, ggt.whether the relationship would

hold for older children carinot be determined, since there were
none who had complete data on these tests and on the CRS and -
POCL variables required for this analysis. Arm Coordination,
finally, may be weakly related to social competence as regresented
here; among children in the K-3 sample, a small proportion of

the variance in Arm Coordination scores is predictable from

the "social competence" criteria--if the connection is genuine
‘rather than-.spurious, it is likely that it appfared among

older children simply because there is a broader range of
performance (greater variance) among these children.




Generel Anely51e of the PDC Claeeream Dbeervetlen Syetem

=+

v The PDC Qbeervetlon Syetem was developed to prcv1de L
L 4 descriptive information regarding the ‘Social-emotional- com- o
' petence of chi dren in their- classroom SEttlngS. The "béhavior
eetegerlee that make up the instrument were formed by redef;nlng,
and in some cases combining, behavior categories from gxisting
Dbeervetlen instruments that differentiate between socially
"competent" and "incompetent" children, and by adding other
categories appropriate to the goals of PrO]ECt Develepmentel.
- Continuity. The undgrlying theoretical rationale for selecting
these categories-is ®hat .they can measure a "general attitude,
of negotiation and reciprocity in dealing with.others in our
social environment."! This attitude is believed to bé. genereli=
zable across all cultural groups and implies that a child's
own needs and goals are valuable, but that the ‘needs and‘goals
r of others are- -equally important and must be taken into account
by the child. More epec;flceily, the developing child should
u learn how to control and influence others with effective
l strategies that do not violate the rights of others. Aeeordlngly,(
physical force 1is considered to be a violation of others' rights,
and thus deee not indicate an attitude of negotiatidn and reci-
procity. In addition, the child should be reasonably influenced
by others, but not totally subservient to or dominated by.
"others. Other social strategies that promote and sustain
socia¥ interaction such as sharing, helping, requesting and
providing resources, and taking turns are also considered
important 1ndleetlens of a child's soclal competence and are
represented in the category system.

Fell observation findings. Trformation garnered from the
enelyele of fall observation ddta indicafed that observers
encountered minimal difficulty while using- the instrument-in
the field, and as much as possible they were able to closely
follow standard observation procedures.* In a practical sensey
then, it appeared that classroom observation procedures were
a feeelble assessment methed fer a large-scale evaluation
effort. ’

With respect to psychometric characteristics, analysis
of the fall observation data revealed that the instrument
could detect differences in children's behavior across sites.

'Bronson, M. -Executive competence in preschool children.
Paper presented at the meeting of the American Educational

Research Association, Washington, D.C., 1975: For a more
extensive listing of references to the literature consulted
in developing the system, see Interim Report II, Part E
(1975). B )




. —

r,Fu%thér bsérvat;ans were- m@derately related to teacher's
 rat;ngs of the same behavior, attesting, to some degree, to
their 'validity as measures of children's social skills (ske

Interim Report:III, Part A, March, 1976). Hawaver, the inter-= -
observer rel;ab lities- of the categories weré not q§t:zm1ned

"and the findings indicated lawE%élatlcﬁéhlps‘betweén é'servaﬁlan

variables and the other ‘instruments in the PDC batter
information and inferentes based on the fall analysis were

sonsidered tenative- Nevertheless, this analysis di pféVlde
useful information for instrument develapment that 1 o
porated into, revisions of behavior categories, Spr'
vatlon training, and data analySLS procedures. '

I

Instrument rejisions. In the fall, observers ihﬁicated

that two behaviors, "expression of pride" and "dramatic play,"

. occurred infrequently in the classroom. Thesé reports were

substantiated in the later quantitative analysis. Therefore,
as proposed in Interim Report III;, these categories were
eliminated from theiinstrument® In addition, observers in-
dicated some cancer% with the complexity of the instrument.
In response, it was decided that the observations should
center on reciprocal social interactions between the focal

child and other persons. Thus, categorles that did not direct 1y

K relate to these interactions waere also deleted from - the lnstru=

€

ment, allowing observers to attend more effectively to children

sacial interactions. iDefinitions 0of other categories which
observers identified as ambiqu@us or unclear were revised
and further clarified These deflnltanE and examples of

Fyitem which appears in Appendlx E.

Sprlng Qbservatlan traknlnq E;ggedures. A p:lmary Dbjec ive
of the March training session was to adéquately train testers

s50_ that reasonable coding reliability could be established

during training and ‘again on site before spring observation
data were collected in the field. To achieve this objective,
it - was decided that only testers who had received training
and collected observation data in the fall would be involved
in spring observation training sessions. ! This allowed
spring training practices to build upon previous training and
testers'’ sobsarvat%gn egpellance in the classroomr .

the revised observation

As in the fall training sessions,
system was introduced in a large group session. At this time,
changes and revisions- were highlighted and examples of the
f | : ‘
hlS decision excluded California and Michigan from the
collection of observation data.



P

categories were provided. 6 Small-group sessions were employed
to clarify and give examples of the categories. Throughout
these sessions, testers described and role-played examples
of behavibr they had observed in previous classroom obser-
vations. Trainers then indicated how the behaviors should
. bgqg?dEd on the record sheet. Additional small-group sessions
’ werdy used for viewing. videotapes of pres&ho@lﬁaged children - -
in 5chool settlngﬂ.i After observers coded a -two-minute segment
of thg tape, trainers prov1ded feedback on how the behaviors’
shouyld have been coded. Testers were asked to examine their
sheets id order to detect errors. Common errors were dis-
_cussed by.the group; additional clarification and examples
» were prowided for ambiguous or frequently confused categories.

iy

/ As the training weekgpr@ ressed, testers felt -more confi de

about, théir observationg, and deotapes were coded with greate

- accuracy and caﬁsi%tency At the end of the traiLing week,. ‘-
reliability daga were collected to assess the accuracy of

¥

tautars observations and coding.

s beervat;on pr@cedures. In an af empt to ‘insure’ that”
observation data would be collected in a can81gteﬁt‘m§nner
: e} sites, guidelines and procedures for completing obser-.

ions were specified in the training session and Eloaely

ered to. by Qbservers in the; field. .

> fore the; beqan observatl,"s:at the site, testers met ~
assroom teachers to explain the observation instrument
and answer guestions. . To control for observation bias, testers

completed all QbSélvatanS prlor tﬁ admi riistering any tests
red on their rosters

Beq1nﬁ1ng wlth the first three ch ld;en on their roster, he,
testers observed each child for five-minute intervals at four
different time points. Each five-minute interval was divided
into 15 20-second units. These units were further divided
‘into “five seconds for observing and 15 seconds for recarﬂlng
The observing and recording intervals were signaled by a
portable cassette tape recorder that emitted an electronic
"beep" into an earphone worn by the observer;

' Obs Ivatlmn guidelines emphas%sgd that observers should
alternate* five-minute observations among the children. There-
fore, in the' classr€bm the observers viewed each of three
children for five minutes, then repeated this observation
pattern three times. Between 60 and 90 minutes were necded
to complete the four observations of three children. This

ffDCéﬂufE was followed until all groups of children were observed.

—~
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TWD methods for assessing coding reliability were employed.

The first method computed a pairwise tester and criterion
agreement estimate within categories for each 5=second Obser-
vation interval. A proportion of agreement was determined
using Cartwright's alpha.! | This procedure consists of comparing,
unit by unit, the codes selected by the tester with the
criterion codes. Estimates were obtained for the number of
times tester and criterion codes agreed and disagreed for
each observation unit. The reliability figure was then
computed by taking the number of times codes agreed, and
dividing,this number by the number of agreements plus dis-

+/ agreements. . , ' S

. A second method of re.iability assessmenﬁ was also used.
ethad examlned how w~ll testers codes matchéﬂ the

Awthaﬂgh the testers' codes may ‘not agree with the crlterlan
unit by unit, it is important that testers, after viewing

a child for a sSpecified interval, at least agree on the relative
numper of tallies assigned to each subcategory. To obtain

this estimate, the total number.of tallies a551gned to a given
category by one observer was divided by the total number of
tallies assigned to that category by the other observer.’
Different inferences can be drawn from these two Léllablllty
estimates: the first, based upon Cartwright's alpha, lndlcates
the reliability of a single observation within a category;

the second, overall pr op@rtlon of agreement, indicates the
reliability of the total frequency Sf obgelvatlons for a
category. “gj

Reliability results.  The ma% proportions of- agreemeﬁt
and alphas within each subcategors fDr,the tralnlng week and
on-site rellablllty assessments are Qresented in Tables 15
and 16. 'Also included in these tablas 1s an indication of
whether obserwers overestimated or undéfeatlmated the flequency

of a specific subcategory. - g?-_fa

An examination of thESé’agreéméﬁt figures reveals that, in
neral, coding errors occurred most often in categories des-
ribing the child's behavior during child-peer and child-adult
teractions. Overall proportions of agreement in these cate-
ries ranged from .00 to .91, with a mean of .71. Low relia-
ility figures in some subgategories were, .to some extent,
xpected since the majority of these subcategories consisted
f descriptor items that had been redefined or newly added to

ﬁCaftwright, D.S. A-rapid non-parametric estimate of multi-
judge reliability. Psychometrika, 1956, 21, 17-29
p: g
62 bJ
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the revised observation instrument. In addition, these
categories required testers to make fine dlstlnctigﬁs reggrding
the nature and purpose of the chlld'é soclial interactions,

In contrast, subcategories that were a part of the
observation instrument used in thé fall data collection con=
tained higher proportions of agreement. It appears that
observers could accuratdly distinguish and code children's

¢ involvement in the classroom (Noninvolved, Social,  and Non-
social--see Appendix E for expanded definikions of terms used
here). The overall proportion of agreement for these sub-
categories ranged from .74 to 1.00, with a mean of .88. Also,
whenever a c£hild was involved in an activity, testers could
accurately code the child's verbal behavior (Verbal English,
Verbal Spe ﬁlbh Verbal Combined, and Nonverbal). Agreement

s

estlmatos in these HubcatEgDrl&S ranged from .82 to .99, with

servation data analysis found children's behavior
lated to their opportunities for social inter-
action in the c1555foom,% In view of this relationship, it was

] spring analysis that children's relative
FCore hould foflact the relative amount of time
they were observed in a Q1v2ﬁ activity level, and findings
would be reported accordilng ‘to the activity level Of the
classroom. Thus, it was particularly important that there be
high proportions of ggfeej%nt for items describing the activity
laVFl of the classroom (Maximal, M@d@raté, and Minimal). The
an1]yﬁ1$ of on-site reliability data indicated that testers
could agéuzately assess and code the opportunity for goclali
' ions in the observed classrooms. The reliability
estimates for this category ranged from .81 to .95, with a

mean of .88. .

Reliability of individual social interaction items. As
discussed earlier, many of the subcategories included in the
Peer and Adult interaction categories require the tester to ¢
make fine distinctions among the descriptor items For example,
if a child is observed ILunStlﬂq something from a peer; the
tester not only codes that the child is requesting, but also
distinguishes and codes whether the object of the request is
—nformation, assi istahce/material r emc 1 1PRO

" Disagreements in these Categéfié, - 1
sources of coding error Tester
level that the child is requesting meth r
spe ic level they may disagree about the @'jéct of the child's
re k. It was not surprising then, that the reliability
£1i es in thesdg subcategories were relatively lower than other
50 ategorie: J
65 v
7. !

O
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To galnglnfarmatlﬂn Eamaern;ng the source of.coding
errors, the proportions of agreement for frdividual descriptor
items were examined. Tables 17 and 18 present "the findings
of this supplemental analysis. As expected, higher
prOﬁartlons of .agreement appeared in those items representing
global descriptions of :h;ldren s behavior (Negat%yg, Easltlve,
Requests, and Gives); whereas lower agreemént occurred in those
items that are more specific (Control, Assert, Information,
Assistance/Materials, and Sug

port) . " This lower agreement’
may also be attributed to the infrequency of these behaviors
in the classroom and the coding reliability assessments. In
view of this, information and inferences derived from the
analysis of these subcategories are considered tenative.

Preparat;on of observation data for analysis. For all
observation categories, a sum of the child's behavioral incidents
across the five-minute observation intervals was computed.

Each child, then, had one summary score for each item on the
observation instrument. Because the results from the fall
data analysis indicated that children's behavior varied according

tg the general activity level of the classroom (Maximal,
Moderate, and Minimal), a child's score should take this
variation into acraunt Thus, as in the fall analysis,
relative frequency scores for the observation variables were
computed for each activity level, weighting the absolute
scores by the amount 8f time children were observed in this
aitivity* ;VPI For example, if the child's score on Social
53 'this would mean that the child was soc;ally
1nvm1ved fo' 53% of the time intervals during which he or she
was observed. This figure is derived by dividing the Social
Involvement Eummary score bg the number of obaegyatlan units.

Results of deﬁcr;pg;ggranalys;i. In order to provide a
mmary description of the observation data; the relative
quenéy for each observation variable was Computeﬂ fcr each

Vlty 1eve1 Flequen01e5 were then aggréqated acros 51t25;

activities that anO1VEd Db]e;t? 10%) : and in aCt;VlLlEE that
involved objects and/or persons (52%). These proportions were
found to vary across activi=y levels with moderate and minimal
activity levels proving most conducive to social interactions.

-

! The mééﬂé and standard deviations for each variable by
v i vel are included in Appendix E.
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N ‘Table 17
Coding Reliability of Ind;v;dual aub:étggs%y Item
for Training Week Assessment N
Spring 1976 <

a I
=]
[
H B
o @
ST 0 R
O u - o
Mo B
B e =] =1
5} 0
— 4 A e
) M 4
o] = d 0 M
Hoo D g o 0
2 0 ST TR R ¥
i >oA @ H N
) Subcategory Items O+ OUn© Q&
=< = - —— —
s | Control 76 +
5 | Assert .57 -
7 | Other 1.00 +
Y | Negative , .72 -
3 Positive .99 -
-8 {In formatidn - 76 +
H | Assistance/Materials| .96 =
) L = | Other Purposes .89 =
C‘\ij Give ?D +
Requests 62 -
Control 82 +
: g Assert .46 +
8 | Other .87 -
H | Negative X2 X
8 | Positive .95 .93 +
3| Information .82 81 -
E | Assistance/Materials| .78 .58 +
u | Other Purposes .91 .55 .t
- 3 | Gives .91 .77 -
: g Requests .82 .82 -
_ S L] o

mation3 and undercstimations of 1n§lV1dual categories afgﬁ;
-ad by the symbols + and -, respectively.

“"X'" indicates that examples of this category did not occur during

raliability coding.
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! Table 18
Coding Reliabilit§ of Individual Subcategory I'.ems
for Onsite Reliability Assessment
Spring 1976
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Figure 4
Relative Frequencies of Children's Involvement
and Verbal Behavior, by Classroom Activity Level
Sprind 196

N o= 469
overall -Childrénjs Involvement
Noninvolved p
Nonsocial
Social

Nonsocial
Social
‘Moderate (47%)
Noninvolved
NDnbaclal
Social
Minimum (17%)
Maninvolved
social

:1al

Overall
Nonverbal
Verbal English
Verbal Spani§h

Maximum (36%)

Verbal English

Verbal Spanish
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Also presented in Figure 4 are the relative frequencies
of children's verbal behavior. Child . were verbal less
than 31% of the time, with only a slight variation across
activity levels. For the Bilingual/Bicultural Demonstration
site (Texas), the proportion of Spanish spoken by children -
ranged from 0% for minimal activity levels to 24% for maximal

‘activity levels, with a mean of 18%.

Figures and 6 display the relative frequencies of

child-peer and child-adult interaction variables by subcategory.

o

As in the fall, children's social interactions primarily
involved peers (59%). Adult interactions occurred 32% of

the time,,while joint interactions with both an adult and peer
occurred 32% of the time. These percentages sum to more than
110 because joint interactions resulted in multlplé codings.

It appears that children primarily interacted in a positive
manner with peers and/or adults, for negative behaviors were
exhibited 1ess than 1% of the time. The definition of Control#
was slightly different than the previous fall's, and attempts

to Control peers (30%)-and adults (29%) has substantially

increased in comparison. _Spring proportions of these categories
were only moderately influenced by the activity level of the
classroom.

hildren's attempts to resist

Behaviors that re h
e ’sert) ocrurL@d E“ to IDQ of
t

flecte
the control of others (i.e.
the time relative to the ac
0Of course, the occurrence o s
amount of control exhibited by others. 1In Lompaflng @dult
add peer interactions, it appears that more Positive Asscrts
were emitted in the presence of adults. This suggests that
]

g

adults were dlr&ctlng children's banavior more freguently
than peers, and\that children were resisting this control

in a positive madner.

Finally, children -exhibited high proportions of Gives
behaviors (49%).. An examination of the object of these inter-
actions reveals that children provided information 45%-50%
of the time, and assistance or materials #5-5% of the time.

In contrast, Requests behaviors were exhibited -less than 20%
of fhe time. These behaviors were prlmgfllv directed toward
‘obtailning assistance or materials from peex 13%) And infor-
‘mation from adults (15%). Patterns of chil n's Requests and
Gives were found to fluctuate across ivity levels. As
activity levels changed from maximal to minimal conditions

for social interactions, Gives bethlDfE within the context of
peer interactions decreased, while Gives behaviors directed
tow 1creased. High pleﬂ:tlDI Gives Information
c 1 minimal activity level large group
in activitics (oc.g., musioc, 5 rme ) bEyplfy these

Y 70
- o
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Relatlva FléqUtHC1E of Adul and PEEI Interaction Variables;
Purpce of Intéraction by Cla ? r%agaAct1v1ty Levels, Jg“lng 197

\r—-
r"T.}
L=

{DveréLl r Child~Adult Interactignsf | Child-Peer Interactions’
Request Information
Give 1nfa:mati@n
‘Request As 5518 stance
'G;ve AbSlﬁtﬁﬂCé

* Other Purposes
Mayimam (36%)
Reqpe%t Information
Give Iﬁf@:mation
Request Agsistance

Give Assistance

=

Other Purposes
Moderate (47%)
Request Information pgl%

Give Information-

Ir;_{:ﬂ

equest Assistance

. (ive Asslstance 0%

Other Purposes

Miaimum (17%)

Request Information

Give Informatlon

Request Assistance

Give Assistance

DthLL Purposes -

L e | . |

‘ 40 50 60 700of Time0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 of Time

Bf’() lChle -Adult interactions éemfedent 32% of children's social interactions. ‘ - Ef::

 ‘Child-Peer interacticns represent 59% of children's sdcial interactions, |
i‘ Tmmwf indicates the relative amount of time children are cbserved

EKC rder con  ‘ons that respectively permit maximunm, moderate, and minimum

opportunit, :or classroom interaction,

b r*»..
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- provide information. MDIEGVEE,‘thlS change "in the pattern of -

~ behavior and their rate of Conghols),- Asserts, Requests, and

findir
- the correlations among observation variables were expected t
bs

# ;
M L]

attivity 1évels, it is not sufprlslng that the purpose .of
¢thildren's social- interactions” during thése periods was to
children's sotial. interactions ‘was captured by the observation -
instrument, presenting Suppﬁétlng ev1dence far the valldlty

af the 1nstrument. : , v . >
ésults of’ carfelatlanal analy51s Based on’ fa 11 di §57

'

1 L e
+

W o/ “.‘.‘I

show a moderats relat;anshlg between children's rate of ver

Gives during interactions w;t others. The correlations,: ’ 4

" which ranged .from .02 to .15 across subcategories, suggest

* that children's verbal behavlgr was only gllghﬁly related - to

. . perceptionf
»spec;flé thaVlfof

- represent the social skills of. Ehlldqen, To assess this, the
_observation scores were paired with relevant teacher ratings

the Strétagies¥they used -while* interacting with others. 1In
addition, c¢hild-peer and child- -adult interaction categcrles_'
were marked by higher carreLatlons among the individual sub-
categorles.~ Children' 5 controlling behaviors were 51gn;flcantly
related.to .the relative frequencies of Gives® Information,
-Requests Information, and Requests.Assistance.- This flndlng ¢
suggests that controlling bé&haviors were generally.exhibited
-for the purpose of directing and telling others_how to ‘do nge—
thing or for getting the attention of another person to obtain
_ #fitormation or assistance to campletera task. Thus, it appears
that children's controlling behav1ar5 were dlrected tDwarﬂ

~.some end or gﬂal. o o -

It is ;mpartant that Ehe abservat;cn 1nstrument accurately

onw the PDC Child Rating Scale. It was expected that a high
degree Of association woyld eéxist between the Child Rating . &
‘Scale, which was desi¢ged to include as many as possible of :
_the observation: variables as g teacher could reasonably éggggs

and the actual classroom observation.' An analyses of this
relatlgnshlp (see Table 19)- indicated some agreementfbetween

,Sélé:téd observation items and ratlng ‘scale items that "assess |

‘similar dimensiéns of the child's behavior; but.overall there

'appears to be low agreement between the two. measures. This’ .
' absence of” &Ereement may be attributed to several  factors:

(1) the sample of behavior obseryed élﬂ not fully represent

- children's sbcial.skills as: péEﬁylved by ‘teachers; (2) teachers
and observwgle-rhay have focused on dlffer;nt criteria when
evaluat;ng' ildren; and (3) tedchers may hdve formed a, generallzed
Of chilfren that affeats their . iject1v1ty in rating °

T




. ; 4 | : 3 L y l_ei* |
S Tablerld
Cafrelatlan Df Observatlan Varlablea and Corresponding Child Ratlng Scale Items
Sprlng 197§ : :
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Of additional interest is the felatlcnshlp between obser-

vation items and other child measures. In examining-this,
correlations between the observation variables and other

measures that were found to be reliable -were computed. These
:arrelatians were computed for both individual, and classroom
means on child tests and observation variables. . The correlations

‘based on individual scores are shown in Table 20; those based

on classroom means. appear in Table 21. 1In general, the
correlations based on class means are higher than those based
on individual scores. Of course, with the reduced N, classr@@m—:

level analyses; result ‘in %ewer slgnlflcant cgrrelatlansi

-~ In contrast to the fall carrelatlénal flndlngs, a number

‘of observation variables showed a high degree of association

with the other’child measures. Higher correlations marked .

" those categories that occurred more frequently (e.g., Social,

Nonsocial, Nonverbal, etc.). For example, the amount of

- time that children spent in interactions with adults was

significantly related to their.verbal competencies as assessed
by the.- verbal subtests. Although behavior in the individual
subcategories describing children's peer and adult 1nteractlan5
occurred infrequently, some of these categories were moderately,
and in some casz!hughly, related to the other child measures.
In particular, children's rates of lees and Reguests were
hlghly assoc¢iated with their scores on the five Child Rating

. Scale factors. It is of some concern, however, that low

correlations did occur within some DbservatLOn categories,

This may be attributable to the' low reliability of the measure

or the infrequency of the behavior. Altérnatlvely, these
varlables may be assessing. aspects of chlldfen S social competence

not measured by ‘the @ther instruments.
f - .

=

=



CDIfElaEan @f QbSEEVathn Vazi'bles and Other Reliable Measures Based on Inleldual Scores
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T Cnrrelatmn of Observation Var;ables and Other Eellable Measures Based on Classromn Meansl
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Site Chafacterlstlcs . , 3

i

Camparablll§g of PDC and Camparlsan Graups 1§£M1Ehlgaﬁ_

|
: |
Due to cémmunl:atlgn problems between fhe testers ‘ \
and the field! -coordinator, the fall 1975 dathk collection - -
in Michigan was 1nccmpleted and the comparabi -'1
performed on data, from D;her sites could not ! |
for Michigan. US;ng the spring 1976 dat th (
comparison groups were compared both on backgraund charac- !
teristics and on test scores. The results are shown in !
Table 23.. Certain significant differences appeared ;
between the two groups in terms. of their background. charac~ -
teristics. The PDC group had a smaller proportion of black . |
children (66% vs. 98%), had more siblings per child ' /.
(2.7 vs. 1.9, a difference equal to .57 standard deviation), /
their méthers were more likely to be emploved, and they were |
. more likely to have fathers present at home. The two groups /| .
ggx\~ alsn differed significantly on 2 of 11 tests: On the A
' Bilingual Syntax Measure-English, the PDC.children scored /
slightly less than a point higher (.57 standard deviation); /
and on the Preschoool Intef¥personal Pr@blem—S@lving Task /
the PDC children scored sllghtly more than a point higher /
(.65 staﬂdard dEVlatlDﬁ) /

In absolute terﬁf and ‘in respect to other s;tas, the /
. - comparability Qf groups in Michlgan could be improved. /
- None of the grdqup contrasts performed on data gathered ig
* the fall from gther sites revealed as many differences /
between PDC and comparison childrer (see Interim Report/
III Part A P 53) Hawaver Mltulgaﬂ, llke Ethéf SLﬁés,
'far enrollment in fall 1976 Heaa %tart cla Ees, and th;s
may alleviate the pf@blém. ' _ f(

¢/

/

Recommended Modlflcatlon of the _Evaluation Design for Georgia
i .

In Interim Repart 11,  Part € (June 30, 1975)ﬁa Cross-—

sectional comparison group design was perOaéﬁ‘tDr the

"Georgia-“site. A cdraoss-sectional design is an alternatlve to

a contemporaneoua comparispon group deglgn-, ;n/the case of

BPDC Head gtaLt,thldfen in Georgia, the.comparison group,

consists not Df other .Head Start children, but of

children who Aare. now in grades K, 1, 2, aﬁéjg, Samplg;

of children from each of these levels, Head,/Start through

grade 3,were tested in the fall of 1975 and the spring of

1976; 1in ensuing years, as the PDC chlldrgp progress from

- Head Start throeugh the higher gladL;i they will be ratésted'

each fall and spring. It was originally proposed that their

a2 . . - N - /




- Table 22
~ Michigan: Magnitude of Differences for Variables - -
- on which Groups Were Found Unequal -

-

.| . pBc__ |comparison|Difference* |Probability

_ N B T VI 50.

S lack 66 | 98 - =32 i
| Ethnicity | spanic 03 - 0 03
ite . 31 2 | .29 . .0bo3

iy

Numberi@f { ,
| Siblings '

=
Iy O gy
~J o~
L
%41
" ~J
<]
"
=
%]

2=
m
.
=]
Ll v
00 ~J oo
b

o ¥ 14 25 | o
Emploped? % Yes 21 | 04 | 17 T
ployed: 3 No 79 96 -17 - :

- 31 . 18 1
3 Yes 32 11 21
, : 6 : 21

| | 89

. 17
BSM-English , Mean ?@;
: . ’ ’ sD

Father at
h@ma?

i .10

o

3.29 | .57 !
1.40 | | .02

~O
18

by
B

0 R
LN ]

Preschool ( va
Interpersonal ~ M

e .
Problem-Solving SD' .007

=

Task (PIPS) .

*"Difference" is equal to the PDC figure minus the
In the case of metric variables, means iie,fegcrted as raw scores
while the difference is reported as a z score.

-
=1
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scores- be compared with' the scores obtained by children
&from_the appropriate grade level of the cross-section.
That 153 when the PDC children reached kindergarten, their
. current test scores were to have been compared with the
scorés of children who were in klndergarten in 1975=76,
“the following year their scores. were to have been cqmparéd ,
' .7 with those of children who were in grade 1 in 1975-76, and
.so fgrthfthrough the:- sucgess;ve grades. The main reason =
“for proposing such a dESlgn for Georgia was- that ‘no suitable
- contemporaneous comparison group could be located at that
site. It was algsifelt that a tryout of this design would
be of interest to planners.of future Head Start evaluatlans.
While a cross-sectional design still seems feasible and
valudble, recent f;nﬂlngs of PDC-comparison groéup differences
in Georgia requiré that certain alterations be made in the
» procedure originally conceived.

]
la

el L8]

DC-comparison’ graup lmbalancea reflegtpd by fall 1975
data. Ani'yéisfof the fall 1973 data revealed that, as in
a number of other sites, the PDC and comparison children
in Georgia are dissimilar in several respects: the PDC

4 group has a greateg proportion of black children and
apparently has a greater propDrtlon of children with prior
preschool experience. It is likely that the reason for
these dif[fferences is that Head Start in the Georgia site
serves a gopulatlon that id, not identical to the population
served by the dlementary school. Although efforts are ..
being made- by the local staff to recruit a Head Start group
for 1976- 7?\tht more closely resempbles the elementary
school sample, it is unlikely that the samples dan be
matched completely if the papulat-nn are as disSimilar

~as they seen.

]

£

Con;tltutlon of baSéllﬂé scores by means of regress;@n
analysis. If the PDC and comparison children were compared
directly in later years for purposes of program- evaluation,
it would be difficult to determine just what portion of any
observed group difference was due.to the program itself,
since the groups can be presumed to have differed Onglnal1y
Thus it 1s necessary to take the Dr;qlﬁal differences into
accolnt in order to assess program effects accurately.
According to pzecent plan, thisg will be accomplished by
analysis. dE?SEd upon knowledge {(gained
‘and- spring testing) of the relationship

[

means of regr
A %n this yveal

[Ish)
[
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between scores on the vatlous tests in the PDC battery o
and pred;ctar varlables such as age, prior school experlence,';
EthnlClty, sex, and family 512%, scores at later time

‘points can be prgdlcted for each child in the PDC group: .
entering Head Start in the fall of 1976. Evaluation of

the effects of-participation in PDC will then ba}accampllshed
by comparison of predicted and actual scores’: to the :
extent that PDC succeeds in Prom@tlng development,

children's actual test scores in later years should Exceed
their - predlcted scores—-the predictions being,based upén

the measured status of children who did not partlc;pate

lﬂ PDC (the K-to-3 cross- Sect;an)

o T
o ey g

b

‘1:"{"‘ ‘v';"“

ey
7
?gsgg;géiygr;hgrggtegégyggs;gffc nters and Schools s
A In fall 1975 < each ;R the sites p:gvidéd_a summary of ~
J the number of classes, tedchers, aides, and students to be ’
* - found at each level. from Head Start through grade 3 within
L PDC and camparlsan centers and schools. These data were

Z not tabulated in time for the last report, and so are

K presented here in Appendix F, Center and School Characteristics.
No analysis’ of these data is céntemglateﬁ at present, but ’

they may prove useful in the future for dESCIlPtLVE or
explanatory purposes..

4
kY
f
¥
lsee Dataiéﬂaly;lg Procedures, Step 5, in Chapter II for
an illustration of the use of this technique. L _ .
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. Analysis of Attrition Trends

. X : .
_ In spring 1975, during Year I of PDC, all sites were asked’
; by .High/Scope to'submit attrition figures for lecal schools .
vthat could be considered similar to the designated PDC )
and comparison schools. These estimates provided ‘the basis
for calculation of the Sample sizes required for purposes
.‘of evaluation at each site. One logical fault in the
- attrition estimates, though, was that they were based upon.
trends within the elémentafy school population, which may
arguably differ from trends within the papulatlon of children
who attend Head Start. Thus in the early spring of 1976,. -
sites were asked to ldentlfy the children who had been
enrolled since 1971-72 in what are now PDC and comparison
~ Head Start centers, then to determine how many of the original -
~children remain in PDC- and comparison schools respectively. )
‘This information is more relevant, at least in theory, . to
the.guestion of how many of the children presently enrolled
in Head Start can be expected to remain, until the end of
grade 3. The approach met with severarfdlfflzult;es, however:
(1) many of the centers now operating didn't exist in 1971- 72--
some didn't open until 1974-75--s0 no Jlong-term data were
available;: (2) for a number of the centers that did exist,
enrollment  records were unavailable or were confusingly
‘incomplete (for example, it was sometimes. impossible to
tell from a roster whether a given child was two, three,
_ four, or five years old at the time of enxrollment, thus
it was difficult to know whose class roster to ®heck for
the following year to determine whether or not the child
was still present; (3) even if the center existed in
garlier years and accurate rosters could be found, Head
*Start-to- elementary school feeding patterns had changed ‘in
many locales, raising the problem of deciding ju;t whléh
schools a child had to be in to be considered "preSent,
i.e., not a victim of attritioh. These problems were ;.
generally overcome or taken into account to the éxtent
that it was possible to develop a second estimate of
attrition for almost all sites on the bablS of the new data
COllECtad . . ]

From the -data gathéred in 1975 and 1976; two indépéh&éﬂt
esti 1ate5 of annual retention rate were computed by avefaglng
across the years for which data were available. (Annual

rﬁtEﬁt;on rate is thg proportion of the pre:é@igg year's.
group remaining in, any given year--this proportion tends- to

- remain fairly constant across grades.) Once the annual rate

~has been estimated, it is possible to compute retention over '

- four years (Head Start to K, K to 1,"1 to 2, and 2 to 3) by

_ raising the coefficient to .the fourth power.

ﬂ o _ _ ' : B 5 » V.- ik‘
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The - flgures obtained for each of the: eleven 51tes;“
remaining in the evaluation are shown in Table 23.

‘The first two c¢olumns of the table show the estimates Gf
.annual retention rate. The third column shows the actual

proportion of Chlldfeﬁ in the testing sampdes whé remained in-
school from the time of first testing in the fall of. 1975 to

the time of second testing in the spring of 1976 (an interval.
of about six months). Columns four and five show §r032§tlgn5

of the total percentade of children from an original PDC

. or comparison Head Start group likely to st;ll remain in a

réspective PDC or comparison school. through grade 3., This
figure, based upan a four‘year projection, may over-estimate
regention somewhat, since it extends only to the beginning
of Yhat is actually the child's fifth year in school..’
(Tegting for the proposed longitudinal PDC evaluation will
inue almost until the end of the fifth year.) The .
sixth colymn in Table 23 foers an’ emplrlcal check orn

the- agcuracy of the four-year retention estimate: - this
column shows the prdportion of children ‘who .have actually

. remained in what are now PDC or . camparls@n s:hools since th21r

Entry into Head Start in 1971-72.,

It is obvious that “the various estimates of retention
differ to lesser or greater degrées, probably due to error
in the data on which theﬁswafe based; yet in averaging
across sites, the different figures are it fairly close

agreement: the two independent estimates of annual retenﬁlcn,;

. are 82% and 81%, while the actual figure for a six-month

‘o

~are 46%

A second consideration to keep: in mind “whe

period is 88%; the .two projections of four-year retention
.and 42%, while the actual flguré for the groups that

entered Head Start four years ago is! 42% and the two pro-
jéLthH? of the mean number of children fkam Head Start
testing samples -likely to remain until gxéade 3~are qulte L

:l@;e—ega and 24 respect;vely

Inte;gretatlon Qf atfrltlon data.: It is likely that the

1976 data are the more accurate because they were collected
according to a more precise, design than was employed for:
collecting the 1975 data. ® Thus estimates based upon the.
1976 data should be pfeferred for deci 10 making purpose
Qﬁ interpretingy
the data is that factors other than departure from.a target
chool will contribute to attrition from the te%tlng sample;
tna two main factors are likely to be extended absence from
school at testing tine  (e.g., due to illness) and refusal
to cooperate (on thé part of the child, the child's parents,
or school thlclal ). Table 24 shows that of 851 children

who were to havp been tested in spring 1976 about 10% moved

= -
E

away before or during the testing per kod. and 3% more could -

not be Cnmpletely tested for reasons other than departura

3 Wi
* .
'?.
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S Table 23 ,
Summary af Atﬁrltlan Stat;stlcs

. - . LT Projected no.”
- . ) . ‘ of children
1 - E I‘:’jé‘:tefi ACtﬁél{i P ;Iemainin{g S
' retentlan "Percent- ,E§$??§t » _percent ﬁ?Ei; grade 3
. 7 félléspring ,?EFentlégf retént;an fraﬁﬁ Expected fﬁ(lggggsﬁ)
r : Percent) retention OVEr 4 yea:% Head Start to Vbased on.%..
in 1975-76 |1975 '~ 1976 | grade 3 for. Head Start] 1975 1976
S Dataltesting sample| Data. Data |.1971-72 group| enrollment) Data Data
CALIFORNIA S — ' ————
PDC | 95 ? © .81 82 - ? 39 2
. comp}-97 79 -- 81 89 39 51 . 22 ..
COLORADO . -_ — - =
. PDC 90, - 55 ? 37 ?
¥ Comp 93 35 ? 24 ?
‘CDNNECTICUT' A — " e
K PDC -89 32 85 ’ 19 .51
.Comp 98 43 96 26 g8
FLORIDA - - R —
" PDC 88 45 72 20 32
Comp | 86 28 85 10 36
GEQRGIA . — - . B -
' PDC 85 41 43 25 25
iOWA i —
’ PDC 73 50 35- 30 .21
Lt Comp 89 41 ' 30 27 20 |
MARYLAND — T B B
© PDC " 92 17 - 30 12 21
\__ Comp! 93 32 23 19 14
 IMICHIGAN ( :
11 PDC 91 37 20 28 - 15
‘ Comp . 86 72 75 43 =+ 45
TERAS L . — - B —
PDC 95 ? 5% ? 25
Comp A - 55 2 .25
UTAH . X —_— .
PDC 86 41 30 27 20
Comy | 88 37{ 08" 24 05
WASHINGTON - o ~ V2 ~ —
" . PDC 87 23 18 14 11
Comp 89 21 09 21 " 09
W. VIRGINIA . - —
PDC g3 55 28 25 13
C@mgi 88 75 72 34 32
MEAN AF’DSS 88 46 42 28 24
ALL SITES B B T

Note: A questlan mark indicates m1351ng or- insufficient

2o 1971-72 group.

Plio 1971-72 group.
" (oldest group for which data are

“Mean is weighted to take a:caunt of the geometrically

Figure shown

i

i3]

ﬂﬂ‘

.tion of the larger numbers to retention..

5

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

34

Figure ‘shown is. a progectlan for the 1972-73 graup
(oldest group for which data are avallable) e

a- projection for the 1973 74 gr@up
ailable) .
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.i .‘ = :“I
‘ Ac cauntlng of Completa, Partiggl
and Incomplete Testing, - priﬁ
: o
- - IR : . € 5
& vl '
, s .
. 'l T s 7
Children saheduleﬂ to be tested in P )
f/ ,sprlng, l1976: - . P
Cﬁildren for wham no tests at all
were ;ec21ved due tD...
- " terminated sch§,1 enrollment: .. ;
>jp child's refusdl of cooperation:
PV - ' o ,
continual absence: .
parental refusal of cgoperati@
~ flon= IEQElpt of tests reportedly
_cam@letéﬁ ey L
LN chEf; \
Subt@tal: : ’ .
‘Children for whom only’a part;al set
mf tests was recegvead due t@...
- - ~
term;nateéhscrcgl en llment:i
- id's refugal of caﬂperatlan*gg
B 7 ' : /
contihual absenca:
, non-receipt of tests reportedly ~
¥ Sompleted;f ‘ o A
Subtatalé _

g&@mbe; f@r whom a ;Dmpleté set @f tests
was IECEIVEﬂ ' 3 .

. A

Total accounted for:

€
|

'_l\
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from eeheel - It is prebeble thet theee dQﬁflEultlES w&ll

‘continue over the term of a leng;tudlnel study, and may

even become mgre eerloue if children, .parents,, or eeheei: j

- officials grow reeletent to: repeated testing (it is not.”
-hard to imagine some reeletenee——lﬁ eemperleen eeheele
partleuierly) o “ e - s ,

®

With all thle in mlnd the prepertlon ef BDC end
tomparison Head Start ehllﬂren-whe remain in PDC and
comparison -schools: reepeetlvely through thefend of gredev
3 can be reasonably eetlmeted at 35440% evereged aCross
all the sites. 1ﬁ%luded in the present anelyele This-fMeans
that w1th an initial ggfupgelze of 61 (the mean expected

fell enrellment), the flinal groyp size at the ‘end ef’grede 3

is likely to be. 2l 24, There will certainly be SltE”éﬂ =site
. variation around this flgure—sperhepe thefeVefege will. even
- be 'semewhat ‘highe&r due’ to efforts’on the part of pzejeet ,

" staff to recruit Head Start children who' have. a high prob-
‘ability of remelnlng——but'%he prospect of eeh1ev1ng an’
~ultimate sample of 30 children per group {the erlglnaL goel)

seems. small. Most sites are now at maximuin enrellment,

- ptecluding the - enlargement of their present eempiee. The' -
_1mp11eet;enefef these. flnﬂlnge are dleeueeed in. the Con-
»elue;ene eeetlen of this repert , ‘ N

']
¢
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Summary

£

1

‘Table 25

ndlngs on Test Charagterlstlcs

Validity

Sensitivity

to change |

Suitability for|
_higher grades

Relevance to
social
competence

|Recomnendat ions

Camments C

ESMfEnglish

Retain

“[Exanine sen51t1v1tyita _n;=
change and sultabll;ty faz

N | i - ‘|spanish speakers, . .
‘. g BES , (iif T I Examine sensitivity to. - s
g¥=Spanish ¥ /- 7 Retain  |change and Suitability far
s R L : . N g English §Eeaker5-_ ’ ’a_ _
:--;i A o . s | To be used cnly in Head
GPPgi.Elac{ besién W [, Y Retain Start year as EQVaFlﬁtE
L o o |- measure,
DﬁCﬁDtUél Growpind,_ X. | % X ; __Delete~|Inadegiate | IEllﬂbllity s
» ;Qd fell . ol X .| ol x v _Delete |Inadequate relishility,
,ergal Il ney é’ o T Rg;%%gm_____hccgutihle in all IESPEEtS{
YR A ‘ . . [Revise itens to increase
Iérbal MQWGEY§;l$' - b ,/f, /. ¥ ) J¥ ;tjﬁ?ﬁ;;?gﬁ;-'scare variance among older

,chlldreni;_m__

B

V. R _ . .Rcllab;llLy, valldlty, and

. I T . o v : g ' e s s . P = .
\rm Coordination / ik Aﬁf, i / 7. ‘Retaif relevance to social com-
R N o o ... |petence nay be-marginal,

|

rav-A-Child

~ Retain with™ ;.
d m@difiaati@n

Ravise ‘coring systam to

2I0ng Dldcr chlldren.f

aq Coordinasion -

_ _g__DQigte_f:f

_ Inddequatu I‘Flldblllty

0L

Retajn

examlnLd

|Acceptable in all ILSPECtéi

1S

AEEeptab e in all respects

Examlnpd

lppasite Analogies |,

| Egtain‘i
Delete

* |Expense of adninistration
not justifiable,

0 You Know:,? '

- Delete

not justifiable.

|Expense of adnimistration

s

T

A;ceptable in all respects 1

——— e = T———

D= Acceptable

A

ERIC" *

(-

/ 2 L QEEStanEblE

§ = NDt acceptable |

= PrGVLSLDHElly Acceptable

‘Blank 5 Not analyzed

H

e
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-/ ) T Summary of Flndlngs with™ Régard‘té Instrqggnts -
/ : 3 . ST -

;= The primary purpose of the spring 1976 data analysis
was to determine the adequacy of the instruments included
in the PDC battery. Judgments of adequacy were based on
~considerations of;: , : :

} 7 . réliability;: ! } -
1. ’ .
= e alidity; .
o~ e sensitivity to c change; .
e '5,1 bility for older :hlldren; and
. relevanc§!ta social campetence.
"Table 25 summarizes the results of analyse é that focused
. on each of these- points. . On the basis of tha se analyses, it
is recommended that the 1nstruments 115ted below be retained
or deleted as indicated. .
i ‘Retain .
i N : Elllngual Syntax Measure Engllsh
- .o - Bilingual Syntax Measure- gpanish
~ ~ WPPSI Block Design '
Verbal Fluency éﬁ ,
Verbal Memory-1 (with modification in S
- content) ‘

Verbal Memory-3

J,Arm Coordination

Draw=A-Child (with modification in Eccrlng)
Pupil Observation Checklist

PDC Child Rating Scale

Preschool Interpersonal Pr Gblem=3a1v1ng
Test (PIPS)

~
i

2

e 0 don
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-~ . . Conceptual Grouping.

S "Saytand Tell

" Leg Coordination
Opposite Analogies
Do You Know...? -

Justification Of Recommendations -

ESMEEngLish_ :Although the suitabiiiti of this instrument

. for older children and for childr¥en who are not English-

domihant is .open to quegtion (data were avallablé from only
a small number of the latter group, precludlng confident

" analysis), it is acceptable according to most criteria for

English-dominant Head Start children. The indications of

=

thé %nstrument's senslt1v1ty tD change are amblquous, requiring.

BSM=Spanlsh This version. of the BSM appears su;table
for Spanish-dominant Head Start chilfren except in \lts sen=
sitivity -to change, which is questlanable. No BSM-Spanish
data are avaidlable for older children, and the number of
English-+dominant children who completed 1t -is tao small to
permit analysis; thus conclusions cannbt be :an;dently ’

. extended beyond the gréup of Spanish-dominant Head Start
children.

WPPSI Block Design. "This instrument was selected for

inclusion in the battery to pr@v1ce a measure of ed
cognitive aptitude that could latey serve as a covatriate for ,
analysis of other data, thus it id to be administered only
during the first testing session of the Head Start year.

For this purpose it appears acceptable in-all respects.

4

Conceptual Grouping. As in fall 1975, this instrumeant
suffered from low reliability. Although comparison of fall

and spring scores retvealed significant change, the 1mpreclslon

of scores seems too large to be tolerable. = s

Say and Tell. This instrpmént, too, failed to meet’
reliability criteria, and is judged.unsuitable for retention.

’Verbal’Fluéncy.r ThisiinstrumEﬁtfpaSSEﬂfall analytic .
screenings without difficulty. L . :
: : S . N
P | . ‘ e
) - =
= 4 &f/**
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. this scale are. rellable, valid, and

Verbal- Méméry -1. For Head Sta E Ehilﬁrgnf scores on
a apparently relevant to
social competence, but .ngne of these characteristics Held =

for older children, The repetltlon;af short word strings

le_,‘ ﬂu\

~evidently becomes a simple task for older children, thus the

resulting scores have little dlscrlmlnatary power above the

Head Start ieval.; It is proposed  that thé‘task be re-

structured to increase score variance among Dldér children.

WwVErbal Memory-3.  The task Presented by this scale,
story repetition, yvieldéd scores that were ag:eptable in -
all respects for Ch;ldrgnkfram Head Start to grade 3.

Arm Coordination. The relationship of this measure to
social :amggfence ‘appears’ tenous, and indications of its
validity aré inconsistent, but since it is one of the few
available indices of psychomctar performance, it is recom-
mended that it be retained for future study.

Draw=A=Child. The scoring of this- lggirument presently
involves assignment Qf pdints for the presencd (Versus absence)
Df body parts thlS pr@aedure ylelds scores that dlfferentlate

ch;ldren'(wha have llttle dlfflculty draw;ng a complete body)
An alternative scoring procedure is available that attends

: to the gualltx of the drawing rather than simply to the

presence of elements, and use of this procedure is likely
to permit 'useful dlfferentlatlon among Qlder chllﬂren

Leg Coordination. The reliability of this measure is
invariably low, making it ;unacceptable for inclusion in the

’battery

Pupil Dbse:vatlan Checklist. This instrument was found .
Sultable in all the characteristics, examined. : - o
i , ™
PDC Child Patlag S:ale This instrument, too, appears-

ac;eptable in all the characteristics examined. @
. L, ,
ngcsite Analgqies} The rellab;llty of this gnstfumént
seems agceptablé, ‘although no convincing relationship with
"social C@Eﬁétﬁig%" griteria was found. Opposite  Analbgies

‘was among the- 1n5tLuﬁentS offered to 51te5 for Dptlonal in=

clusion in.local batteries’, and has been administered at only
two sites. Its continued use is judged unwarranted on both

. theoretical and economic bases.

school Interpersonal Problem-Solving Test (PIPS). This
ﬁ appéars to meet all criteria for inclusion in the
and may be especially useful as a key indicator of
competence". s ’ :




Do You Know...? This instrument also was ad®inistered
~at only two sites, and although it is acceptable according
to the criteria used for other tests, the expense of its
continukd administration seems difficult to justify. Thus,
it is recommended that it be- deleted entirely from the
battery. : T ' :

-

\

dditional Instrumentation Recommendations

1z

C Classroom Observation System. Although the Dggérﬁ
vation System was found in the analysis reported here to :
possess sufficient reliability and concurrent validity to make -

‘it potentially useful as an instrument for describing the

characteristics of indiwidual children, two factors argue

for its use as an instrument for describing classroom-level

characteristics; these factors are (1) measurement stability
. and (2) cost in time and funds. ;

When a child is observed for four five-minute periods
in a single morning or afternoon, it is possible, perhaps
likely, that the behavior sampled in that span represents
only a fraction of the:chi¥ﬁisigEneral behavior pattern--the
fraction that was exposed under the classroom conditions

“‘prevailing at the time of observation. Under other classroom -
conditions, the child might conceivably hav& behaved very
differently. But even if observation were continuous and
exhaustive, it would still be obgervation of behavior in the
school environment, which is only)one of many environments
in which children exercise social competence. Thus, even if
it were possible. for she observer to remain in the classroom

as long as.necessary tg¢hobtain a representative view of .an
individual child's school behavior, the view might not be
broad enough to permit generalization to the child's behavior
outside of school. It seems more realistic, thHerefore, to
regard the Observation System as a mefsure fozhildren's :
behavior in the classroom, restricting generalization to that
context However, in view of the low magnitude of the rela- -
y tionships - found between Observation System variables and
other measures available for children in the testing sample,
it may be that ‘the 20-minute sample of classroom behavior
from which observation variables axe constructed does not
provide a stable basis for individuay measurement.. ’

The cost of the Observation System is an important
additional consideration: 1it,takes up to half as long to
complete the:observation of afsingle child as it does to. give

the child all the other tests in the battery, and analysis of

¢ . L - D)
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of varlables ;nvolved,

HolWever, ifAtﬁé ‘purpose of -the Observation System were
to become  that of characterizing classes rather. than individual
children, total observation time could be reduced by reducing
the length of the period during whicH each individual is
observed; even with -this reduction, the resulting measures,-

being based on more thirough sampling, can be expected to - S

. be more reliable with fesgéct to classroom "personalities"
than they are now;with]regpect't@ individual children. (The
larger the number oOf instances upon which a generalization--a
~score, in°this case-2ig based, the more reliable the generall;
zation,) . R f"” . :

the tests included in the battery, it is imgortant to note

Lest it be thDught that this same reas%glng applies to
how they differ from the Observation System The tests are

=a§ministered under conditions that are, as far as possible, N

‘the same for all children rather than varying with time and
location; the tests are designed to elicit numerous instances
of the behavior to-r be measured for greatest measurement )
-reliability, rather than depending upon the spontaneous

and possibly infrequent occurrence, of the behavior; ahd the
tests can be administered quickly and etonomically while the
Observation System, used as a measure of individual behavior,
is lengthy and expens;ve . :

It is prcp@sed, therefore, that the Observation System
be regarded in the future as a measure that focuses on the
nature, of intact classes rather than on the nature of children.
The resulting measures may prove o be of considerable value
in CGntrastlng the activities of PDC and Egmparlsan classrooms
and in documenting the degree to which various aspects of /
the PDC program are visibly implemented in PDC centers and
schools. 1In addition to providing measures of implementation,
the Observation System, used at the classroom level, may also
prave_valuable to a classroom-level analysis of program impact.

PDC Child Interview  (Faces). ‘Faces, a measure of
attitude toward school, was admlnlstereﬁ to children lﬁf
'Head Start through grade 3 during the spring testing period.
Based on the number. of Head Start childyren who did not under-
stand ‘the instructions (in the judgmentiof the testers), it,
is recommended that Faces not be used with Head Start children.

7
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Respornse diséributicns (see Append;x -D) for the hlgher grades
indicat¥ that the measure may be useful by first grade.
When analysis of ‘the data is completed, further re:ammendatlans

_%ill be made. _ “ A

Preschool Pf@ductlve Language Assessment Task (PPLAT) .
ilot preschaal version of the ngh/Scage Productive

ffL, guagé Assessment Task was aﬂm;nlstered ‘to Head Start chil-

dren in two sites during the spring testjng period. Because

- analysis—of-the-data from this testing has not been cgmgletedgxﬁ;_

. no reccmﬁgndatlons for 'its general uge can be made at this

time. HGWEVEE, bécause of its potential ut;llty as a measure
of languagé development, -the present plan is to administer

it at the  two bilingual/bicultural demonstration sites
(California and Texas) in January 1977. The outcome®%of the -
analygls preseﬁtly uﬁderway ‘may d;ctate rev;51an ﬁf thlS

valla, lt w111 prgv;de a basellne measure of languagé

development against which later development can-“be judged 4
using more Veﬁéfable 1nstrumEﬂts .

94 1y
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%Emggéy;gffﬁindingsgﬁigh Regéfd to Attrition’

.!,,

,Judglng by the" attflthﬁ data gathered a year ago and hd

again this—spring, it is likely that no more than a few sites,

- and possibly none at all, will retain a sufficient number of-

.of - -aggregate samples o .

children from the Grlglnal testing samples to permit analysis

of PDC's effects within individual s;tes -at the end of Cohort
2's third-grade year. The alternatives that §§m

ediately
suggest themselves are (1) perfarm summative site- by-site -
analyses at an earl;er pqint in PDC's history {(before attrition
hgé reducéd group size below the requlslte number): (2) depend
upon analysis of data aggregated, across all sites at the .

“time when Cohort 2 completes grade 3, or (3) combine alter-

natives 1 and 2, performing 51te—by=3lte analyses eagh year
uhtil samples become prohibitively small, then .

. It should bexkept in mlnd h@Wéver, that evég the alter-

nati&e of aggregatlon will require substantlal samples, from
ach- site in order to permit adequate . ‘statistical control

af factors other than the PD{C program itself that affect .

children's performance. Thus selection of this alternative

would not warrant relaxation of the Sample size - requlrements

prev;ausly establlsheé., . . - o <
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ptions of th& Measu es .in the Spring Battery

o
]
w,
7
M
\}“
‘I"T’

- - ] x . _ Order of
T A 7/ Administration
- . 7 7 . = . B . ) x .{‘\fl . k ) - ] ;. ‘ K B
.® Social-Emotional Measures 4 ‘ { -
. ° ) 1 5 é
n PDC~ Elaisroom Dbservat on System S e ' I g
’ PDC Face's Interview -—} - ' S P C
7. Preschod] Interpersonal Problem- Salllﬂq Test (PIPS) ; 12
© < 'Pybil Observation Checklist (POCL) - o B 15
=7 . 2 ) ! .
® Psychomotor Measures - '
Ao N S -
“é#m Coordination [McCarthy Scales of Children's Ability
(MSCA)] _ - ‘ _ : 5
Praw-A=Child (MSCA) : ) J 6
~ Leg Coordination (MSCA) 13 T
e C?QWTtive ahd Léﬂquagé MEéSuFEE '
Erlinguél Syﬁtax Measure (BSM) .

~ Block Design (WPPSI) . . C (10)
Conceptual Grouping (MSCA) ‘ S < 3
Do You Know...? (CIRCUS) : IR - ] (8)

. Opposite Analaglas (MSCA) - E = 0 (7)

. +Say and Tell (CIRCUS) S : _ 11«
Verbal Memory (MSCA) . ' L
«Verbal Fluency (MSCA) : ) B 4

e Q;he%fHeasuﬁééfé g
o Adulr Languaqa Chﬂik
rtrition, Handicap and Attendance IﬁFOFmatiOﬁgghéét
A BC ChiJld Ratlnq Scale ) i
s = . « ji R

Each éfﬁthESE‘weaSuraS is des&fibéﬂ briefly below? J%Gr,
a mOfF p\%Pn sive review, gee Interlm REPGIt II, Part gff &
n: r Measuring Plagram Imgact (1975)

% -

A% noted in {he text, the battery was admlnlstered in two or
sometimes three sessions. Pilenthezes“marh measures that were
not admlnl tered at_all sites : :

. %
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! i PDL Classroam Dbservatlan Sygﬁgmmiﬁlgh/%coPe F@unﬁatlan,'
ungubl;shed) - The PDC observation system was developed to

provide information about childrep's classroom behavior along
. .~ dimensions pertinent td the saa}al -~emotional gaals of Prage:t
- Developmental Continuity. The {system focuses on aspect
' individual child's behavior, Verbal_or nonverbal that réflect
the child's attitude toward himself, and on theggﬁild's social
~competence as demonstrated -in his’ 1nteracﬁ;@n with peers and
adultai v - -
A LT .
(. Using a time sampldng method, trained observers ‘observe
each child for five mitiutes at four different times during
the day and code their behavior into four general aategor;es.

"noninvolved, " ":anlved " "interacts with peer,"” and 1nter—j
acts with, adult A fifth category, ’a:tlv;ty level," 1is
included 'to provide information congcerning the context 'in
which these behaviors were observed. 'Each of these categories

includes subcategories ‘that are designed to identify the
freguency and nature of specific behaviors w1th1n the general
Eatujoryi . : L

_ Preschool lnterpersonal Ploblem Solying Test (Shure and
Spivack, 1974) 1.y The PIPS attempts to assess the child's. .
ability to name alternative solutions to a life- -related prob-
lem-~-that of obtaining a toy from and her child. Paper cut-
_ outs ©f boys, girls and toys are used »n presenting the problem.
o Among inner city four-year-olds attending the' Philadelphia Get'
. © Set _day care program, those judged as better-adjusted by their
teachers were able to conceptualize a greater numper and a.
.wider range of alternatlve solutions to real- Llfe problems
than were their more p@orly édgustej classmates.

Pup;l Ok "at on CheckL;st (quh/;C@pe F@undatlon, unpub"i .-
. lished).r” Thi; is a rating scale consisting of twelve 7-point 7
- = EN
. bipolar adjectives dEILVEd ?rom a similar scale used ,in the .
Home Start_evaluation?. The. tester rates each child using this
;n»tlumpﬁﬂiaftér he or she/ had administered all the other.
sashires in the battery td.the child. See Appendix H for

:detgllq'Dﬂ the factor Structgre of this instrument.

W JDi F!é S v ?nterv1ew (Hic »ﬁCOPe Faundatlon unpubljished) .
test is designed to asgfss the zhlid'?‘att;tud34t§ward

1 -and his teacher. THe child is asked to point to one of
5 /ffafes (which range from gappy to sad) as ' 'he is asked questions

school .and his teachey.

ack, G.” The PIPS Test Manual. Philadelphia:
o7 e |

=3 L
= T E . -

Gpﬂ Foundat;oﬁ, March 1976.
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examinef‘s'question.x This task taps the ‘child's-experience
in a.variety of areas (health, safety, social standards,
consumer concepts): E '

' : ) i

' - CIRCUS subtest: Say and Tell (Educational Testing °,

" Service, 1974)'. This test consists of two parts and taps
Ghildren's language abilities. In the first part the chlld is
given a pencil ‘and asked-attribute questions, e.g., "What
color is it?"; in the second part the child is glven two .
pennies,and 1is asked to desﬁglbe them. Scoring.is based on
categories. Df attributes which the chlld mentions.

Bilingual Sgntax_Measure (Eurt Dulay and Hernandéz Ch.,
1975)%. This test is designed to measure children's oral
proficiency in English and/qr Spanish gramgétlcal structures,
Simple questions are used with cartoon-type colored pictures
to provide a conversational getting for eliciting natural
speech. An‘analysis of the child's resporise yields a numerical
indicator and a qualltatlve descrlptlon of the child's .
strictural - language proficiency in standard English or stan-
dard apanlsh. Responses are wrltten down verbatim,

PDC Child Rating Séale‘(ngh/Saope Fguﬁdatlan, unpubllshed)

t@ be admlnlsterad by the respectlve Qlassraam teachers Qf tha
‘children rated. (For each of the 39 'items, specific behaviors
such as "Uses words or wits to .Ainfluence others" are rated on
.& S5-point scale according to freguenzy ‘'of occurrence ("Very
frequently" to "Rarely"). See Appendix H for detalls on the
ifactor»gtructura of thlg 1nstrument .

‘Adult Language Chegk. ' This me~sure is used in the
blllngual/blcultural demonstratién sltes to @btaln gﬁ indication
 bf the*languagés the-adults in the” fbassréom usé durlng their
interactions with children. The interviewer sits in the cldss-
room for a two hour period- and records the language used by
the teachers and ‘aides appr@ximately every five minutes.

A;tr;tlon, Handicap, and Attendance Inf@rmatlan Sheet.
~- To the. extent that 1t was available, this information was
collected for each child in the,sample. In most _cases it was

obtained from the classroom teacher.

As Tables A-1 to A=3 show, not all the measures listed
were administered at all. the sites. The Spanish “ersion of the
" Bilingual Syntax Measure was administered only to Spanish-
speaking children, and the Adult Language ‘Check was used only

L

4 lop,' Cit
JiBurt, M., rnandez, E.. Blllngual Synthx, Measuze.é
| New York: Jx Joyanovich, 1975. .

B m/ [
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in classrooms where Panguages other than English were spoken
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— The Basic Battery of Measures

[KClmstered to Spamsh spea}{lng chlldren, J.I’l t‘hese sites,

’ A:m Lc'sc':xr’z:hnaitmn I
_(MeCarthy Scales) B S
“Bilingual Syntax Measure Nl oy | 1 1,
_(English Version) .~ | LA ! ‘.x b L B R "X
Bilingual Syntax Measure ( - P J N
| _(Spanish Version) B ! B o o . | |
Conceptual Grouping \ o g , N
_ (McCarthy Sr:ales] R X : )f__ L - A X Y Xs_ 4 X
Draw-A-Child ) o ety e v Ty ' (I P
(MeCarthy Scales), o X X _X X | :.,\ X | :X- S 0 A O I S 7
Leg Coordination ' e 1, RN .
_(MeCarthy Scales) - XX A _ X A Ao AKX | k-
_ PIC Faces Interview X vy - | X‘ X y ' vy ) ¥ X Y
Uigh/Scope) RN N O R S T N . _
Preschool Interpersonal Problem- vy X | X"' ¥ Xﬁi i ) 7X . X y
Salvmg Test (PIP%) B R | B R
sey and Tell CLx Pk ok x|y CLalx x|
(CIRCUS] N L 0 | - _
" Verbal Fluenc:y : ) . § 1, T Ty 1
(McCarthy Scales) . A . L ‘X _ A i< _X _ X A X_ !
terhal Nemory Tk kx| X SR U TR
VTV(MCCEL_I_i’thy Scales) x SRR I N R ) ; ' . e ]
| - OTHER MEASURES
| Adult Laﬂguage Check \ Xi 1% - - 7
" [High/scope! _ S N ) . . _
Att:lt:mn/Hand1cap/Attendance N _ R T v .
_Information Sheet X _ A X 1 _X SR X X X ! X 5 X
Demographic Infornation Sneet oy a1y L] X Y B Xf et
(where applicable) | _ e 1 , o e . |
PIC Classtoon Dbsarvatlgn System Ly Ly X T \\X- L[y ¥l i
_(High/Scope) | I L :
| Pupil Observation c:hegklpt (PocL) y ' b el Ly Sl Ty Ly Ly
quh/ cope)™ | X\ - o S L

—
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" Table A-2

F

;

~ . Site-Selected and Experimental Measures -

Chlld Measures

_DDNY5u Know..?
(CIRCUS)

| Opposite: Analagles

(McCarthy Scales)

| Asseganent Task (PPLAT--ngh/SCQpE)

PDC Child Rating Scale y 7kr | -
(ngh/Sccpe R | ' A | A :
"Preschool Productive Language - R - - —

“Blhek Des;gn

(1PPSI)

A

1i!



Table A-3 I

Measures Administered in Georgia and Maryland

: _ | o / e
_ - — ‘ e S e
: ‘ ' GEQRGIA o : " MARYLANL

Head 7Hiﬁdef:””§fadef Grade Grade
_CHILD MEASURES Start gartan 1 2 3 3

¢

Canceptual Grouplng X X )X .;,x‘ X X

b
i

Verba& Fluency £ X X ™ X X,{ " X

pIPS -+ XXX, X K- X

i

Leg Coordination. - | X X

;Vérba%_gemgryl' o | X Xy X, X ' £.

§§E=§T§Z§§§§§£§§§E§§§?Tfi T,
e 1 X ‘ X
System =, |

Pupil Observation . . . . _
Checklist (PocL) | Koo X X £ X X

_Attrltlan/Handlcap/Attenaa'._ p ¥ p K p ',
"‘dance Infgrmatlan Shget ) ! ' ' Ty _ S
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Forms for Weekly Tester Monitoring

The forms reproduced here were used weekly

by testers for mutual monitoring. The com-
pleted forms were returned regularly to .
High/Scope for continuying analysis. 1In this
appendix, the categories bEalﬂ& which an X
appears are those in which testérs, as a group,
‘made more errors than EhpECted or than was
]udged tDl :rable.



Table B=1

ARM COORDINATION ‘ -
: Monitoring Form -
Interviewer - - pate
Child's Name ___ ) o
. n »
INSTRUCTIONS: This form will provide High/Scope Foundation with information on how

similar the interview admiristrations are within each site and across sités. The
interviews must be administered in a standard or wniform way to insure camparablllty
of the data. When you monitor another interviewer you should,be recording the child's
responses’ in y@ur interview booklet and be watching for and noting whether any of the
following errors occur during each of the interviews. You will fill out one of these.
monitoring forms for each interview you monitokr. : -

éha:k lf Dc:u%;F§

— - s o ¥

Interv;ew Admlnlstratla Errors

:1;_Fallg to have CQRRECT INTERVIEWING MATERIALS:
e.g., didn't have ball, beanbag, tape, etc. S

INCORRECT PLACEMENT of interview materials; i
€.g., didn't havertarget 6' from child, - ———
didn't kneel or ‘bend when throwing beanbag
to c¢child, etc.

IN)

3. CDRRECT WORDING of “interview questions; o %
: E.gi; doesn't folldw the words in the lntér— ; R

“view bﬂaklet.

4. SKIPPED AN ITEM.

5. SKIPPED A SECOND TRIAL, or gave a second | . ° e
. trial when it should not have been givén. ' —_———

b % S 5
6. ELDPPED INTERVIEW INCORRECTLY; éigg,(didn;t

give entire lﬁtEerEW ST -
- ’ ' T f : ) [
7. REPEATS; repeated the interview questi@n
more tban one time, -
8. ENCOURAGEMENTS; gave more than one encour-—; .
agement per initial question and repeat;. ° S
didn't give an encouragement when needed. '
9. SCORING; scored child's response incorrectly.| X
10. OTHER: (specify) _ e
'Rapport with child (circle one): ‘ Poor Adequate Gooz
= R ) v :,\
yame of Menitor -~ .

c R 1oy
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Table B-2 , | S "

BILINGUAL SYNTAX MEASURE

‘Monitoring Form : S
“Interviewer . R ] Dpate ___ PR .
. f - .. T -7 -
Child's Name _ ¢ o . - - s
INSTRUCTIGNS: This form will provide High/Scope Foundation with Lnformation on how

Slm;lar the interview admihistrarions are w1th1n each site and across sites. The

interviews must be administered in a standard or unif®rm way to insure camparabilit;
éf'the data. Wwhen you menitor another intérviewer you should be recording the child'
fesp@nses in your Yinterview baaklet and be watching for and noting whethef any of tke
following errors occur during each of, the interviews. You will €ill’ sut one- of these
) mﬂnipériné f@rms for each interview you monitor. ~ - B
L

Interv;ew Adm;n;stratlaﬂ Errors "I Check if Occurred

-0 have EQRRECT INTERVIEWING MATERIALS
s missing the plcture. - . —

h._au
r® M
o
) -
-
-
=t i\

NCDRRECT‘PLACEHENT of lntEIVlEW materlals, ja
e.g., d@ésn't-place varm-up picture directly | -
in frent @f child, doesn't place picture o —_—
booklet directly=in front of child; didn't g
.put warm-up picture out of child's sight when
-using booklet, etci : .

Ind
"y

3. INCORRECT WORDING of interview questla
e.g., doesn't follow the words in the
interview baoklét adds too many additional - . 3

comments or qué;tlons : ’ ‘

4. SKIPPED AN ITEM. : | e

5. STOPPED INTERVIEW INCORRECTLY; e€.g., didn't
! stop after item 5 when child responded to * ] B
only two of the first five items; stopped '
after three :DK-R-NR instead of after four.

6. INCORRECT TIMING; e.g., didn't mark time
started and time sto pped on cover of —
interview booklet.- :

7. REPEATS; repeated the interview question
more than one time; repeated the child's . ‘ _—
response verbally. oL . ‘

—1— 8. ENCOURAGEMENTS; gave, m@Ié than one. encour= '

agement after the lﬁltlaiiquégthﬂ gave N
more than one encouragement after. the:repeat -
‘or didn't give an encouragement when it
should have been given. ' :

9. SCORING; not writing child's response . —_r
exactly as said; not’ wrltlng legibly; not

indicating child's physical gpstur;;, e.qg.,
} pointing, etc. - o : i B
10. DEFINES WQRDS; defir o : 1 ‘

during the h@ﬂ=;fallmlnafﬁ gques

= : B R B i 1 g
Q & ———— - _— — SR R S _ I

Eﬁgggﬁmart.with child (circle one)l: 11n Foor Adeaujtgggggggjkmxi;x;x,




. 'CDNCEPTUAL ROUPiN\f;
Mﬂnﬂ;tgl_-—;‘»ng E'Grm . Lo » P
g ™ v pate [ - -

ZRSTRUCTIDHS-: Th;s form will qpfavldé H;_gh;’Scape Fauméat:.an with ;nfarmat:.an on haw

. similar, the 1nter§13w adm;n;.stratlaﬁs are' within ea:h site and. aczgss sites. ~The -

- 1nterv1§;s must be adm;; ,sterecl in a standa}d or un:l.farm way to J.nsu:e c:amparabllluy

‘- of the ta_ Whenv ou monitor :anoher interviewer you should be ‘recording-the child's
iferview bc@ki‘q/ﬁ' and b watching for and notjing whether any of the *
ff::llaw;ng ewrors oceu durlng each of the lntérviewg. ~ Your w;ll flll c:ut dne- "QE these‘*

':manltc:)rlﬂq forms: f@r aac:h J.Tervlawycg monitor. L _ s

_f;é

A

tfétl@n Errors -~ % |Check/ if Occurred

d "'fntéﬂi?*ﬁ

1. Fails to havé CORRECT' INTEEVTEWING HATERIALs, T -
e.g., d;dn t have all Df Square? and glrcles. N R R LI
2. INCORRECT PLACEMENT of interview mater;als,*‘;’ o
‘e.g., puts wrong mater;als on cardbaard.-_m i ' g :

o_'m‘

F

] 3, INCDRRECT WORDING of interview quest;cns, B T S
N e.g., doesn't follow the wa:ds in the Lo N . N
lnterv1ew baaklet. ‘ : ' , e

. i % . . . _ -
-i, . By .

4, SKIPPEDﬂAN ITEM. o S :va;n P~

B A

5, E?Q PED INTERVIEW INGORRECTLY, &é.g., stoppéd.; ok — : | .
after 3 failures or DK-R-NR ;nstead Gf after;«%' T A

L] 7 _ S - - N !. R - - . - 77 { 71_ | .:P ’“. A

u:-.m

;”
L

INCORRECT TIMING, e.g., didn't record time. .
started. = ' . : ' ) : ,

regeated the ;nterv;ew quest;cn more ) ’ . q'; : ~

EATS
. : Y _ C T N
,.in a_ ?l?g, . g S i-, S R K

' o g
8. SCORING; scored ch,l”'s ézpanse 1ﬁcarrectly. e

ja I 45}

M =~

~J
S&
w‘mw‘w

9. ENCDURAGEMENTE; gave more thaﬁ one enc@urage— X?, S _
ment each time question. was asked por didn't N L B

v 'give encouragement whén needed. . ) ] T AN

.- |10, Other: (speclfy)

vy o B - . ~ B .

“Rapp@ttfhitéféhild (circle one): " poor AdeQuatE‘ Good::

@ Name. of Monitor




- A"
InﬁerV1ewer R L *}‘,,,F,; o vﬁate %ii‘;;;;;  _’”
Lt T L Y T 7
Ehilé's Na:ne e ;‘J RS

INSTRUCIIDNS" This ' fafm will pfavide Eigh/Saape Faundatian with information on haw ‘
‘;Qimilar the interview adminlstratians are withingeﬁ' lsiﬁa and .across sites. The.

-‘interviews must be. administered in a standard or un 6rm way to insure Egmpafabilltﬁi L

“of the data. When you monitor ‘another’ interviewer '§ou should be recording the child'sukl
responses in your interview booklet and be watching for and ﬂﬂti%@ whether auy-dfﬁfhe
following errors occur during each of the interviews. Yau will fill out one of’ thesg
ﬁnnitaring forms far each iaterview you monitor. . . . RO

7’7; ,_7 2 e X AT ) * 7 . ,*: :' ) »;:“ ’.;777777
[ x if Dccurred
f[dl;”Falls to have CORRECT INTERVIEWING MATERIALS, S s*‘ |
@G, dld not hava manual and/or chlld' : )  ———
©copy. : :
::2. INCORRECT- PLACEMENT of interview materials, |
e.g., -did not place child's test booklet K —
~  properly. . . L e
3. INCORRECT WORDING of 1nterv1ew questlens, R $f
_ @.g., doesn't follow the words %n the T —
' -~1nterv1ew bgaklet. : : o '
4;ESRIPPED AN ITEM. e, *; o o
5. *STOPPED INTERVIEW INCDRRECTLY, e;gﬂ, didn't ‘ h
test after 4 consecutive DK R-NR's. o
6. INCDERECT TIMING, e. = ‘didn't record time .
‘started and time stopped. - L o | —
'7!:REPEAIS, répeatad the: 1ntérv1ew quest;an o _
» more than one time. o N e——
8. SCORING; scored child's response incorrectly. i
f;9i‘EECGURAGEMENTgségaﬁé'maré'ﬁhsn bné eﬁc@urage% g
. ment  per initial question and per repeat or 7 o ,
didn't give éﬁcauragémént when needed. 1 s
10. Probes; did not ask, "Which one is your
answer?", when child indicated two responses.. —_—
11;,DTHER:V'(Specify) - . ~ ww i
- o , o - “
Rappaft w;th Ehlld (clrcle ane) - Poor: Adequate ' é:éDDd
_ ¢ e '
- of Monitor 5 =~ R R .
T — L - N




. , = fi = ) |
Interv;ewer , _ IR S
Gt
’Chlld's Namé - s -

-INSTRUCTIONS: - Thls form w;lL p:cv:uje ‘Higla/Scf:pe F@tmdéﬁian with information on how -

similar the interview administrations are within each slt"é, and across sites. - The .. . . |

interviews must be administered in a standard or uniform way to insure “omparability =
" .of the data. When you monitor anathér :mtezv;ewar you Shauld' é recording the child's
*..responses’in your interview booklet and be wat:hlng for and’ noting whether any of the -
féllmung errors occur dl;f;ng éach é"‘f the 1nterv12ws. You will fill out one of these

- ) !i:;‘ .‘T
Interview Administration Errors . . : Check 1f D:curr d
"l.INQDRREcE PLACEMENT of interview
oo .,gi., difin) t place blan pa
in“front of child.” R p
2. INCORRECT WORDING of interview questions; S |
' e.g., doesn't fc;:llcw the words in the inter- | @ —_—
’ view ba@klet; A : i ’
) .. : . ‘ g
3. INCORRECT TIMING; e.g., didn't mark time -
stopped. L - R —
4. REPEATS‘; repeated thé 1ntgrv1%w questlan o r . !
more ‘than one t;me. ‘ _ —_—
W ' .
. 5. ENCOURAGEMENTS; failed to" give-one * - o S e
L encouragement SPEleléfﬂ in interview S . #f— : ) )
.booklet. . . - - e .
6. OTHER: (specify) _ - Y .
: .l!
[ _ - - T .;7 _ — 5 7 ¥ ‘.’!;‘\ £ .
Rapport with child (circle one): . Poor - Adequate “  Good
- .Name of Mc:&nité;; P -
SRR 4 k ™
! 1_; = ‘ . - }




-z

o Table B=6 . - i
L s T LES 'COORDINATION* - o
o , o , MDnltGILsg Form _ ‘
Interviewer _ - - - e __ Date . .
Y R E
Child's Namé - ;_ e , ; -

_' INSTRUCTIONS: Thig*form will PIQVldE*nghXSCGPE Foundation w1th 1nfarmat1ﬂ‘;gn hgw
_similar ﬁhe interview administrations are within each site and across sites =T
3 inistered. in a standard- or uniform way to insure comparabili

£

of the data. When you monitor- anothér -interviewer you should- be re:ord;ng thé éhlld =
responses "iff your interview booklet and be watching for and nct;ng whether any of the.
following errors occur "during each of the'interviews. You will £i1l out one of these

man;tc:;ng fprms for each 1ntérvlew yau manltar. R o :
— _ - _ it __{Z,,,,7 o ‘ e 7' - _ T _‘
4 ) Interv1ew Admln;stfatlgnfﬁrra rs Check if Occurred
g’, '7 ——— — — — — = — — = = — = = = = = =
1. Fails to have CORRECT INTERVIEW NG MATERIALS;
L ‘e.g., didn't have 9-foot tape. ——
_ 2. INCORRECT WORDING of interview questionsj 1 ( ”g ' , ;
N .e.g:, doesn't follow the words in the inter—- | ————Tr
R Vlé}w bgﬂklét. ) o . ‘ P ..
. 3 - . A £ . . ﬁ v
o 3, SKIPPED*AN ITEM. ‘ e B v o
4.(SKIPPED A’ SECOND TRIAL or gave a second trial .
when it shﬂuld n@t have been glven. . L —
5. STQPPED INTERVIEW: INCORRECTLY; é; .didn’ S
Rt I ;*gtgp after four DK R-NR. = -, S —_—
6. INCORRECT TIMING; e. g., ‘didn't time child's "’ P | -
© standing on one foot cgrrectly (interviewer ST ) i
and .monitor. should be . within ‘three seconds o — - °
. 1Qf each éthgz), didn't~ mark time stapped. -
_€;75 RgPEATS gave® a - second demonstrat;cn whEﬂ it
. ? %ﬁ?u; ;, not have been given., -~ SRR —
'.!.' i‘r' K__}g'& Ké . 4 CE gy R V
e Ei’ECORINg;Esé@red child's response i L
/ Sk e - : ) ‘ o
9.. ENCOURAGEMENTS?. | gave more than one ex )
tent on the initial quaﬂtlcﬁﬁand mcre-thaﬁ ray -xﬁ{r;fr;; o
- “gje encouragement on the ‘sec d trlal a% gave\ N '
‘;Fprenga”'agaments when one shauld have been ‘
- gi‘f‘éﬁ.! . = ?j$ S, = 1 .t L
B e Ej:,‘,' IR Qﬂ_‘ & ) T T 'd T
A S 3y’ : g
10, .OTHER: | (specify) L ot - .
5 ) o < ‘ REEE g
- EY - K - _ ; - — — \ :ﬁié;?:
o L o ‘ s
" Rapport with child. (circle one): - Poor Adequate Good

Qo . e D
ime of Monitor . .
ERIC ‘ — N T




— — DPare . % K A
R ..

' IHSTEUCTIDNS This farm will pruv;de High/chpe Fﬂundatian with infarmatian ‘od hgw
simils:,thé ;gterv;ew administrations are within each site and across-sites, ~The 7 n
inﬁefviEﬁs mypst. be admlﬁ;stegad in a standard' or -uniform way.to insure. :ﬂmpafabillty e »ﬁ%‘
of the data. When' y@u!manitcr another 1nterviewer you should be recording the child's
resganses in your interview baaklet and. be watching for and noting whether any of the
fnligwing errors occur during*each of the iﬁtérviews. Yau will gill -out one of these
manitgring furmefnr each 1n§erview yau monitor. o } -

the ;ﬁféfv;ew bsaklet.

2. SKIPF ED AN ITEM. .

3. STOPPED INTERVIEW INCGRRECTLX.;?
> doesn't stop interview after Ehl
items 1 and 2, ax didn't ,stop a o L
DK~ -R=NR's. ' N . * B R

H'Hw

4. INCORRECT TIMING, e.g., didn't record = .||
" time started and-time stopped. .
TS; repeated the intérview ques- = L e -
nge. NO REPEATS ALLOWED. N T . -
EJ*SEDRING élﬂ fot reccrd ‘the :hlld 'S

response :érre:tly; V:‘J P : ;
N 4 ' o

7. ENCOURAGEMENTSy; gave more than one en- °
? couragement dldn't glve encguragement
when ﬂeeded

=4

8. OTHER: (spéclfy)

N _ . — 8

Rapport with chllé rcle one): ) Poor .~ Adequate - Goed .

_9 N - ) X A = , ’»z;\j
Name of, M@n;t@r,f ‘ Sy , , -




T e FDC FACEE INTERV%EW T T

S AR 'f:‘; B ii' ‘Mcnrtarlng Form ' o 7
Interviewer_ - -~ . ~  pate_ ‘% T
;Child's.ﬂaméi_ii L P . -
- Y . i ’ * 7 -
-INSTRUCTIONS: This farm will pfdvide High/Scape Faggdatiaﬁ wit infarmatian on how
gimilar the interview :administrations ‘are within each site and across sites. The ¥ . . 'i -
interviaws must be administered in a standard or uniferm way. to insure camparability >
-of the data. When you monitor another #nterviewer you should be fEEQfding *child §
responses in your interview booklet and be watching for and noting whether ar “Of vthe.

‘fallnwing errors occur duripng each of the iﬁterviews " You will fill out one gf tﬁese.
mnnitgring farmj Ear Eaah int;rview you' manitor. fare g . :

=4

H

2

Interv1ew Admlﬁlstratlan Errors

l."INCQERECT PLACEMENT of interview materials; T, oEE

e.g., dldn X, place faqgsdpaga tGWarﬁ child.| ° - =
: Q .i. ': »’ F‘ ) V i: 4
2. 'INEDRRECT Wole:tb;G- of test questmns,, e.g., | : : -
© didn't folléw thé words in- the 1nterV1ew R :
' booklet.. . | o —
'3. SKIPPED AN ITEM. ° | f'f' |
f.4gj5TDPPED-INQERVIEW INC DRRECTLY e.g., didn't| - - b S
stop test after 4 comsecutive DK R—NR'é. L P — '
'5; INCDRRECT TIMING; e.gQ, dldn t mark t;me : -, T e @ﬁ;ﬁ
started and tlme stappad‘ .f A A’-; , . N o — y . N
S;EREPEATS: répeat;d;;he tést questlcn ma%e sfﬁ¢: _ A', - -;;
* thaﬁ one time ,_%-S ) : : -_ T
-5?;*SCDRING "didn't recbrd.the chlld's reS§Qnse T N
+ correctly... - e L T e—— T

8. ENQGURAGEﬁ%NTE .gave. nore_ ghan one en;au:a' : g

" 'agement after the lﬂltlal quéstlan or after Aﬂﬁ o R - ;
" the repeated question, Qr failed to give an ———————
encauragement when' should have. .

9. Ptoceeded with the interview when it was ;
apparent that:thé child ddes not understand| - ;1 .
the faces.and the concept behlnﬂ them _—
- {ha .sad
thappy-sad) . o !
10. OTHER: (speciiy) o N
E. : o . . - s |.
l - _ T - \ s ,
Rapport with :W@ld (circle one) Poor Adeguate Good

Mam o6 ﬂgnltaf

ERIC T e TEs s

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




“Interviewer
Child's Name
INSTRUCTIONS: -

= interviews must b

-~ PIPS

;gdm;nxstered in a|standard-or.

each site and acrass sites, Theli T
uniform way tg insure nggarabll;tyF?:”é

Th;s fgfm w;ll provide nghfscape Foundation w;;h ;nfarmatipn on haw.
- similar the lntE;V;EW administrations are within

0f the data.z;When you monitor “another interviewer you should bev;e:a;dLng the child's
respanses lﬂ v@ur lnﬁE:V1EW baaklét an& be hat;h;nq for and noting whether any of the

mﬂﬂ;tﬂr;ng Eérﬁa far eazh lnterv1ew yau manltat.

K Interv;ew Admlnlstrat;ansEerrs: Chéck ;f @ccurred
' :’ _—— — — —— = ———— —————
1. Fails to have CORRECT INTERVIEWING MATE:IALS S ”
‘ -éggg, mlsslng one of tha PIPS cutéuts, 3 tC. f';fffE
- -~
=
’2.-IVC@RRECT PLACEHENT of ;nEEEVLEw materials;
. ey putt%ﬁg toy on, wrong. :u%=aut, placing
~ cut-outs on table rather thaﬁ oh some kind 7 S
- "of stand. " Y , '
‘3., INCORRECT WORDPING of interview questions; A , R
s -1 WOTD Ba OL lntery 9 . ! X 7
e.g., doesn't follow the words in the TR .
Lnterview booklet: . . . - . . . ! - }‘
; R . ¢ . N =
¢ 4, SKIPPED AN ITEM. 7i .
B i - w‘,i :g;
"] 5. STOPPED IwTERVIEW INCDRRECTLY é;g.,ﬂaidn't ol ey ) -
Kstgp interview ‘after. two. ﬂ@nsec utive stories = —_——
in which child gave fEPEtltan of “answers’ or f{w v
. . DK-R=NR. - .
- 6. INCORRECT TIMING; didn't mark time startéd= e
o Ta d time stopped. -
¢ .
. 7. PROBING, too many or too few; e.g., didn't
probe when response required it or probed L
when child's- answer was acceptable.
8. SCORING; recorded child's response
- incorrectly or failed to put child' <
response in cocrrect response. box.
9. OTHER: (specify) _ S S _
g ) i '
. RN
- "Poor Adeguate Goc
N . t
X

| You w;ll fill out one of these-



' slmila; the lﬁterv1ew adm;nlstratlans are within each site and across sites.

S

: s T SAY AND TELL
? Monitoring Form |
‘Interv1ewer - 77‘77j 77 _ Date
Ehild*?fﬁame . ‘;;;;:;172577“ . ”!;gjji'

Thls form will pfav;de H;gh/Scépe Faundat;an with 1nfarmat1gn on haw '

The °. -

: 1nterv13ws .must. be - adm;nxsteféd in a standard or uniform way to insure eamparab;l;ty

- of the, daﬁa When _you monitdr another interviewer you ‘should be recording the Ehild's

fESPDﬂ$Es ln‘yau: interview booklet and be watching for and noting whether any of the

following errors aEcuf during each of ‘the interviews. You will fill out one of these -
monitoring forms for each interview you monitor, . - L3 ' =
Intarv;ew Admlnlstrath‘i : Check if Gzcurred o
- —e - _551-_,,,, - I — L
L] S TS - - e . !
| 1. Fails to hava CDRRECT INTERVTEW Mg%ERIALS, g}.
e.g., used 2 rickels instead Df pennies, 4 . [
u Ed a-red pencil, ete, , ! - : i
S . i P B E : ) . =
.| 2. INCQRREET PLACEMENT of interview materials, ; k
A e.g., dldn't place pennies in child's hand, S i
‘put pencll out of child's reach. - N S Iy
'BE‘INCBRRECT WORDING Gf interview qdést;@ ) oy ) )
e e ieigyy, doesn't follow thHe words 4n theiﬁf,w_f P
interview’ bccklet , . T '%3 - L
- . ' - = B4 .
) i - ! s - ] o
q. SEIPPED AN ITEM ' _
C J ¥ T
5. STOPPED INTERVTEW INCDHRECTLY; e. i« é;dntt e . )
' glve en;;ge ;nterv&ew. - S
(6. *INQDRRECTF'I‘IMIHG; 2. 9., dldn t :ea::rd time - S
‘ Startéd and t;me Stﬁgpéd ; 7
7. REPEATS’ rapeated ‘the interview questlan .
more than.one time.
8. ENCOURAGEMENTS; gave more than one encour= \
agement or failed to give an encouragement. o
'7 : o
9. SCORING; did not write child's regponse
exactly as said, did not write legibly.’
L0. Other: (specify) - - ) .
B < I3 b
e e é %
— e
: Poor Adequate s00d :
o % 7:. l{;i ‘7 r\
o i; R

e

—g

mw- .



7 . Tablé B~Il J/ e
' - VERBAL ELUENC L ot
- ch;tgr;ng Form. e
- - SRS o - , - T T “%
Interviewer . , -Date .
R S Y - o
Child's Name o - i A -
o - L o NV .

INSTRUCTIONS:
51mllar the interview administrations are within each site

and acr@ss sltes.

The

This form will prav;de H;gh/SEQQE Foundation with lnfnrmat;cn on haw:

‘interviews must be administered in a standard or unlfafm way _to’ insure zamparabll;tyl,,,3

of thé data.

When you_ momitbr another interviewer:.you should: be recording the child's

;espanses in yaur interview booklet and be watching for -and noting whether any of the

:fcllgw1ng errors occur du:;ng each of the interviews.
mnnltarlng forms for éa:h interview you mcnltar. i

-]

1

You will-fill out one of these

Interview Admlnf%tratlén Err@rs

Check lf O::urreﬂ

rf'

INCDRRECT WORDING Df 1nterv1ew questlc ns;
e.g., doesn't follow the words in the =
1nterv;ew béckleti ' Tt

Aﬁ ITEM

3

STDPPEDVINTERVIEW INCGRRECTLYF
didn't give EntLEE*lnterv1ew.

m-d\

S ED

3 B e

é«g.,

'INCORRECT TIMING; “&. g.,” allowed; the Ehlld
%26 seconds to name ‘all the toys he cauld
Fhlnk Qi ;ﬁsteaﬂ of f@ Secands

4.

#

REPEATS; repeated the interview question.

"SCORING; didn't record child's response
eaactlz as said, didn't wrlte leglbly

ENCOURAGEMENTS; failed to say appropriate

too many times.

(épécify)

8. OTHER:

-y

encouragement after 5 seconds, or encouraged

i

fﬁ? :

Adequate

——g,

G



S R ﬂrjv_ T N
... rablelB-12 Site e e
R ’ - VERBAL MEMORY - K
f{?g " Al  yan toring Férm!. =

) - - ; ; 7 B P
v*_lntg;vlewer g ' 7 pate o
! - f x =

Chlld s Nanf b

-INSTRUCTIONS:

‘similar the ;ntervlew admln;strat;ans are within each site and across 51tes,

This form w111 provide ngh/S:ape Foundation w1th lnfarmat;an on haw

The s

interviews must be administered in i standard or uniform way to. insure camparablllty

of the data. When you monitor anot

‘responses in yaur ‘interview booklet and be‘watching for and noting whether any of khe
You will £ill out one of these.

following errors occur ﬁgr;ng each of. the 1nterv1§ws.

monitoring forms. Ear eaéh interview you man;tar, L

1. INCORRECT WQRDING of intaerview questlé,s

e.g., doesn't follow the- wgrﬁs ih the
interv1ew backlet . s -

=

SPEED; read the words too quickly!far the
child or allowed-too much time between the
*- words, : :

ENCOURAGEMENTS ; én:ouraged the child
.than once or d;dn t encouragey the
all when he dldn t respand 3

-8 0 Wt
\ ] 7. SCORING; faiied to fedord eHilQ's response
- | . correctly or,wrote’ chlld‘g response 1lleg1bly S —
8. OTHER: (specify)
I _ {- e - _
) 1 » R . @ o N
‘Rapport with child (éir:leione):: > Poor- Adeqﬁate Good

~\ . o ;sp)
Na*e of Monitor

ER&C

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

»r- interviewer you shauld be recording the :hi;a g



» SEA _:' B 5 ! f§ Table E—13 R o SRR o

DR 7. WPPSI BLOCK DESIGN- o T
6 ‘ o - - Monitoring Farm LA L
gt Interv1ewEr _ - ] " Date . -

N ) T T 'V' — »_“q

child's Name ____ 7/ I

INST?UCTIDNS. This form will provide High/Scope Foundation with information on how

similar the Lntefviéw’adminisﬁfatians are within each site and across sites. The

interviews must be administered in a standard or. un;rérm way to insure.comparability”’ 7

. of the data. When y@u‘manltarganather interviewer you shauld be raasrﬂ;ng th®e child's

4 responses -in your interview booklet and be watching for and noting whether any of the
following errors occur éur;ng each of the interviews. You #ill flll aut one of ﬁhese
monitoring farms fé:: eacn interview you monitor.

s

IntéIVlEW Admln;stratlan Err@@s
s S ,f,,,} _ = =

l;AFalls to have. E@RRECT INTERVIEWING MATERIALS' : 71
. e.g., doesn't halesal: ilé,blacks, doesn't

- have picdture bookléf- .- ‘ - ® 'f7ff‘
2. INCORRECT PLACEMENT of interview materia ls; . | ’ _
e.g., makes incorrect WPPSI des;gn, uses -
o wrcng blocks in maklng design; giving wrong . —_——
. - hlogks to chlld. : -
3. INCORRECT WDRDIyG of interview quest;ani, _ ' .
"+ e.g., doesn't follow the words in the A I,
, ‘interview booklet. . e
4. SKIPPED AN ITEM. ‘ | | IR

5. SKIPPED A SECOND TRIAL, or gave a sedond
trial when it should not have been given.

6. STOPPED INTERVIEW INCORRECTLY; e.g., didn't
stop after two consecutive failures, or didn't| L
give item 4 after child failed ;tems 2 and 3.. v ) .

7. INCORRECT TIMING; e. Q.,anIOWéd the child more
~ or less time to make.the design than the

instructions indicatgd (should be within - ' —————
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: APPENDIX D

% . ' _
Rézppn%ﬁ Distributions for Child Measures

]

~level (Tables D-14 through D-25)

Spring 1976 Data

English-language measures, Head Start
‘level (Tables D-1 through D-13)

Spanish-language measures, Head Start

0 -

English-language meakures, kindergarten

through Grade Three (Tables D-26
througk” D-70)

L
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el
e

IR ESE ARG

Ty CERCEHT OF CORRECT
. LR R . : IR VISR

W o

% (n=430) T S Db

G A FXEI _ 1o '
S | ‘ )

K I AR : 0.0

1 n}rli P ALt v

]
R ™,

0 T . : ‘
ERIC . 133

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. o



. ,F,
K TARLE D=ﬂ2 :
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GAY ANU TELL (ENGLISH OK SPARISH VERSION)

 RESFONSE DIGTRTBUTION FOR? - ENGLISH-DOMINANT CHILDREN
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R f

L . {
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: t ’ . L = . S ) :
\\\\ Hami . ' - Y7 ' ‘ 0.4
LoL0E { - - I 0.7
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]

CmATURMAL - L L 3843 . : 1.4

FUMCTTON : / ) 94,4 /?i 0.7
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FOF FUNETTO AT R I . 1241

HTT T BNAL - Lo . e
CNE e T LOM . ) 49 .4 ‘ - - 179

L AR B e e 0.2
LA . - T T o 0.2
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grarl / hf_yz \ R - I 0.2
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PUMBER ) ‘ L3 a. 0.2
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(EGPONGE DISTRIEUTION. FOR!  ENGLISH-DOMINANT, CHILDREN#
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RUATTON CHECKLIST (FOCLy-FORM DOC)
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- TABLE D-13 *
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PRESCHOOL [NTERPERSONAL ‘RROBLEM SOLVING TEST
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 LOANR
FAIR%

TRADER
AUTHINTH
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TABLE D-54
CRELELL OESERVATTUN CHECKLIST  (FOCL» FORM DE).

RLAPOEGE CIBETRTGUYTION FORE KINDERGARTEN < ' : )

(CENT OF CHILDREN FERCENT
TN RATINGS CATEGORIES _ —NOT |
3 5 0 4 32 t.  RATED
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TARLE D=56

RUATION CHFCKLISYT  (FOCLy - FORM 1C)
o . % ) '
RESPONGE LISTRIVUTLON FORE ~ SECOND GRADE
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e T e : TABLE D 58 ™ ' , S e
PDC CHILD RATING SCALE (ENGLISH ONLY RATED BY zEAéHER)
RESPONSE DISTRIBUTION FOR: = KINDERGARTEN L
TOTAL NUMBER OF RATINGS: 13 . /o
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o o S - TABLE D-61 = - -

* % . PDC CHILD RATING SCALE {ENGLISH ONLY, RATED BY TEACHER}
' RESPONSE DISTRIBUTION FOR: THIRD.GRADE, GEORGIA
/ - . TOTAL NUMBER OF *RATINGS: 12- .
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o R TABLE, D-62

FACES
- ) - § - :‘;E{} s - ' :
RESPONSE DISTRIBYTION FOR: KINDERGARTEN -
] : .

, Variables are defined as follows:
Ao L ’ = . : .
~801. Feelings ahout )eating candy #

802, Feelings about falling down -
8801, Feelings.- about school this year
8802. Feelings about school. next year ‘ ' -
8803. Feelings about teacher . . L B
8804. Teachers feelings about child . '

VARIABLE N  MINIHOM AAXINUH HEAMW . STD DBV

{oet.canpy v 24 2.0000 5.0000 3.6667 - [1.0072
CR02.FALL .. - 24 1.0000 5.0000 2.0000 1.0632
y 4 , ' o R
8801. FSCUNOK - 8 2.0000 15.0000 3.2500 1.0351

B6H02. F3CHNXY 82,0000 . 5.0000. - 3.7500° ' 1.4880

I

8803.FCH.TO.T - 8 %5000 5.0000  .0625 .82104
B8O TT. O, 8 - 15000 '5.0000 - 4.0000  1.1952
- N B = : - . J’(’

®

) ]

J

;
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RESPONSE DISTRIBUTION FOR: FIRST GRADE' *

Variables are defined as follows: - ~° .
 “:8Dl.'EéelingS,ab@ut égling candy )
;f._BDE, Feelings about falling down -
© 48801, Feelings. about school this year
8802. Feelings about school next yvear
8803. Feelings about teacher S

N - 8804. Teachers feelings ‘about child

VARIABLE N . MINIHUM MAXTMUH  MEAR
801, CANDY 27 2.0000 7 5.0000 4.4815
| 802.PALL . 27 1.0000 - 3,0000 1.4074

8801. F5CHNOW KV’_ 23 71.0000 - 5.0000 = -4.1304

EBDE{ESCH&XQ B 230 1.0000  5.0000 3.7391

8803.PCE.JO.T 23 2.9000 " 5.0000 4.5072 .90938
e eI . 9t | o 1
8804, F1.T0.CH 23 1.0000  5.0000 B.2754 71,0379

4

S

- C J
\ = e
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Ty ' FACE§ a %

]

“RESPONSE DISTRIBUTION FOR: SECOND GRADE

z

2

_Variables are.defined as follows:

801. Feelings about eating éandy o ‘

802, Feelings about falling down R R TI

8801. Feelings about school this year : o :

8802. Feelings about school next yéaf S o . .
8803. Feelings about.teacher \

8804. Teachers feellngs about. chlld

| VARIABLE N HiININUM  NAXIMUR MEAW STD DEV
. - 801. CANDY . 27 3.0000  5.0000 - 4.4815 = 75296
802, FALY, S0 27 1.0000 © 3.0000 1.5556 .64051

8801, psCNOG. |+ 27 oooc 5.0000 4.0000 1.0954

i

BH02, FSCHNXY 21 1.0000° " 5.0000  B.4286  1.5353

8802, FCH. T0. 1 © 21 2.0000  5.0000 4.2937  .93676
8604, FT. TO. CH. 21 1,0000  5.0000 69!071a 1.1650

O

=T e - I B i

<
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RESPONSE DISTRIBUTION ‘FOR:

,801. Feelings

802, Feelings
‘8801, Feelings|
8802. Feelings
8803. 'Feelings
8804. Teachers

) P

Ty

VARIABLE
" 801.CANDY
QDE;EALL
8901. FSCHNOW
: 4 -
[ 8802, FSCENXY
8803, FCH. TO.T-

'hgi?u.fr.ragcﬂg

3
- foe e

TAELE D-65
FACES

THIRD GRADE,

defiﬂed as Eéllgws; o

about eating candy
about falling down
about 'school this year
about school next year
about’ teacher .
feelings about.child

N d4INInUn HAXINUN

56 3.0000

54 3.0000

1.0000

H

87 1.0000 5.0000

47 1.0000 5.0000

47 1.0000 5.0000

, 47 2.6000

5.0000

540000

GEORGIA

4.4220

4.2766

MARYLAND ﬁ'

X
b

STD DEV
.52903
.66483
1.2017
1.2272
.91079

« 75604



TABLE D-66
I : *
PRESCHOOL INTERPERSONAL PROBLEM SOLVING TEST
RESPONSE DISTRIBUTION FOR: KINDERGARTEN
1 T

J. . VARIA

o]

LE N HINIMUM HAXIMUHM HEAN STD DEV

SOLUTNS 24 0. 6.0000 3.7500 1.'6746
REL.GL.% - L4 G 1.0000 .20833 .41485
RELJGOAL & 1.0000 7.0000 12,2000  2.6833
o STH4GL.k k\ﬁ' 24 0. 1.0000 .20833 -41485

000 1.7889

Bt

pre-coar 5 1.0000  5.0000 2.
.JRREL% 24 0. . 1.0000 ' gésaod 44233
TRREL .. 6 1.0000  7.0000 2.1667 . 2.4074
?KRNR%L 5 28 0. 1.0000 .7833 46437
DKPNR 17 1.0000 . 11.000 4.2941  2.7332
NPHYSOL 2 0. | £.0000  2.8750  1.6235
askE 2t 0. ~ 1.0000 66667 - 48154
PLEASES 24 0. 1.0000  .37500 49454
LOANS 24 0. 1.0000 41667 -1 .20412
N~ FAZRS 24 0. ;ﬁ 1.0000 ;  .54167 250898 o
TRADE% 26 0. 1.0000 | .16667 38069
AUTHINT% 24 0. 1.0600 .50000,  .51075
© . [RICKS 26 0. .+ 1.0000  :83333 -1 .28233
PINAGLE® 26 0. 0. \ 0.
1ALAFES 24 0. 1.0008 16667 - .38069

g

MAD % 24 0. 5. 0. B
OWAIT® 26 ¢, 1,0000 20833\ Jh1ues
CRUTUREY . 24 0, ©1.0000  .12500  .33783
“BHYSOL .- L4 0 2.0000 87500 L7974

FORCE% B 24 o g'1iﬁona‘ .37500  .u945L
DHYS% L. 0. 71,0000, .33333 . 48154,
DAMAGE 7 24 0. | 0. » 0. e e
CCHMANDS C28 0. L 1.0000 . .16667 .38669 - 3

ERIC | s 2




VARTABLE N MININUS  NAXIAON  SEAN  “SYD DEV
soLuTNS . 27 0. ’; 6.0000 _ 3.3333 1.5933
EL.CL.% 27 0. 70 1.,0000 - L1111 . 32026
REL.GOAL 31,0000 . 2.0000° 1.6667 57738
SUB.GL.4 - 27 0. ©1.0000  .74074 -1 .26668
1.9000 3.0600 12,0000 1.4142

3
oL *1.0000 .29630 L46532°

L
=
L]
wl
. }]:]‘
-
ol
[ %]

L

1}
o
I3
=
2
[
~d

43

[

1.0000 - 3.0000 1.6250 . 743502
. ) . 7 5

AN

DKANRY 27 G. 1.0000 .92593 .26688'

ac

_EREL

DKRNE 25 1.0000 8.000Q 3.3600 1.5513
NPHYSOT - 27 o 6.0000\ 2.6667 - 1.5191
ASKS Moo 21 o, 1.0000 .70370 +46532

P

[l

BASES 27 0. £ 1.0000  .37037 .  -.49210
LUANS 27 0. 1.0000 11111 .32026
" FAIEA 27 0. - 1.0000° .u81u8 .50918 —akj

TPADER o, <7 O. 1.00007 " . .18519 - .39585%_, -

£

=4

LUTHINTS | 27 0. 1.0000 .25926  .44658

TRICKY 27 0. oo, 0.

FINAGLEX 27 0. . 1.c000 . .3%37 -1 ..19245

AANAPFY 27 0. i 1.0000  .37037 -1 .19245

M % 7 21 0. 0. oo 7w
WAITS , C 27 0. o 1;oboa’- 229530 ' .u6532 .
?gfq%éé SEETEE T N = 1.0000 18519 39585
PHYS50L | o 27 0. *'! . 2.0C00 | LBBEET .8'3205 -
FORCE® . LT, " 1.0000 .37037 49210 -

PHYSY STo00 ©1.0000 .18519 .39585 . .

© COMMANDR - i1 0. 1.0000 REEEE .32026°




'ABLE D

3

68

PRESCHOOL INTERPERSONAL PROBLEM SOLVING TEST

RESPONSE DISTRIBUTION FOR: SECOND .GRADE

%

VARIAZ;E N UINIMUN>  MAXIMOM MEAN STD DEV
7 1.0000 " 8.0000 ° 4.8889 1.8257

[

SOL"TNS

HEL.GL. % 7 0. ©1.0000 .2 . 42366

= - Fa

1 RFL.GOAL £ 1.0000  3.0000 1.

3]

2

(%]

Bl

Q™

0

e,

“.83666

-

"

SUB.GT.% 27 0. © 71,0000 L11TH - 032028

SUB.GOAL . ~ 31,0000 4.0000 2.0000 1.7321

IRRFLE L, .27 Ql/_ 7 4.0000 18519 ‘3é§é5

TRPL 5 1;9095? 4.0000 2.0000  1.2247

DKRNRE - Coz71 o, 1.0000  .88889 . .32026

i DKRNR CZe o 1.0000 9.0000  4.0000  ‘2.3806

) wPHYSOL 27 1.0000 6.0000 f 4.0761 5_§Eu7

ASK®." 27 . 1.0000 .92593 26688

. pLEASEE ™ . 27 0. 1.0000 - .3703% . .49210

LOANY B B 1.0000  .14815 .36201

1
.,
[

§ : 27 0. 1.0000 .70370 . .455327

o |
WA
=]

~¢ TRADE3R 27 0. © 1.0000  %.29630 46532

’AﬁTdZNT% ) 27;Aé;mj . f 1.0000 | ’;Q81%§ . . 50918

| LRICKY - 2%::Om‘_ -1iooéa~ | -22222 . 42366
Lot fINAGLER 27 0. ... 1.0000 > ..37037 -1 ,292u5
y,  MANAFF% 27 0. 7% 1.0000 18519  .39585
 MAD % Q7) ofF* b 0. . .éff |
CARITH 27 0. ‘ 1:0060 : ggg4garf;-ég5b5§7 ,
?ﬁfﬁﬁﬁi : .7 0. . 1.0000 26 Qeézggf

¥ L L - L. . L4
pysoL 7 277 .0, , 3.0000 .96225

FORCEH 27 0. & 71,0000 .48038

PHYS% 27 0. 1.0000 .,33333 48038

© DAMAGE & 27 0. 0. : 0.

COMMANDY 27 0. 1.0000 .14815 .36201
\‘1 o : - L , N ) i’x
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TAéLE D-69

T REISPCJNSE— DI,_STRIBUT ION FDR:
LI »
- f‘ ' 7 ( '

"t VARIABLE (u HININUM MAXINUM MEAN
* 7 SOLUTNS 54 1.0000 8.0000, /5.0185
e . ) ) )
REL.GL. % st 0. 1,00@@ .37037
. - / -
;>_REL,GDAL & +200 11,0000 1.4500
SUB.GL.% 64 0. . 12963
/:UE DQL 7 1.0000 1. 1429%
Jﬂf - i ?
IRRELE o 56 0. .29630
IRKEL 16 1.0000 1.0625
/ ' _ <7 N
RNR 54 " 0. .70370
%% | # 38 1 1:0000 \_ 9.9000 - 5‘»3 1842
y ] NPHY-S0 . 540 1.4000  7.0000 4, 1295
) ASK¥% E 54 0. . 150000 .90741
PLEASE% © 54 0. N 1.0000 <40741
o - L .
LOANE 54 0., 1;09@0 : 11111
y PATR7Z : ;Q!Xﬁ. JP DOD .81481
" TRADE% sS4 0. 11,0000 s
AUTHINTS% 54 0. 1.0000 .38889
TRICK% - su 0. 1.0000 .20370
PINAGLE% = 54 0. 1.0000 11111
*1’“ " BANAPPY - .50 0. 1.0000 .92593 -1
. aap®* ;f?— ,54 0, - {1.0000.  .18519 -1
L oWATT% T 540 1.0000 . .46296
N e . ,
FUTURE% 54 0. 1.0000 .16667
- T‘ - E% K B fﬁfﬁﬂ\’i i GD ) ) =
B 54 0., "3.0000 .88889
e .
- LS4 0. 1.0000 .35185
< PHYS% 54 0. 1.0000 .33333
é . . . L
DAMAGE % - 54 0, 0. 01 -
1{ 'COMMANDR - 54 0. b 120000 20370
Q CE ; 8; )
ERJ(: Cobe 1aa /- .

PRESCHDDL INTERPERSDNAL[ER=E LEM SOLVING TEST

STD DBV
1.6193
L48744

- 75915

«33905

<37796

46091

\h_w

“46091
2.0906
1. 3465
.29258

.49597

.31722

oA
.39210
50157

49208

e
406573

31722

.29258
.13608
.50331

.37618

1.058%.

48203

.47583

25000

.40653 .;& f
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. . SN
PDC Observation System: Definition and / =
A\

/ Examples of Behavior Categories
7 ) S 7
‘Involvement (Lateg@i%asg; and, 2)
] ; L . ——~ ' '
Category 1. Noninvolved - : 7
(NONINV) (/ |

Catag@ry 1 is c@ded when the child is not ;nteraatlng )
~with a peer, adult, or objeéect and is not doing anything elsd
2&h3t seems to have ‘a purpose. This category includes instances
where the child is looking at a person, but the person is
not looking at or talking directly to the c¢hild. 1In other
words, it 1s not.a reciprocal interaction; the child is
merely watching someone who is not paying attention to him.
Wher this category is coded, you do not code categories 2

Ebgpgqh % gYou d@ :ode cateqory ER |

Examples of this béhévior category:

e The child is staring into space; not paylng attentlén;
- to the things going on around him.

@ The child is aimlessly wandering around the classroom

" and doesn't seem to have any pu;poee or intention in

) mind?" _ o s
e The child is holding an object, such as a block,. but /

doesn't do anything with it.  And he doesn't seem to
be plaﬂnlng to. do anythlng with 1it. :

" The :hild is watching ﬂwa boys bulld a block tower.. . ®
The boys are notglocklng ag the target chlldgxa .
g=another

o

;f_g The child is watching the 1deawh@ is helping
' child make a kite. The teacher is directing her
attention only on- the child making the kite,

Ie
wr1'
o
1m
wM

_Involved

Categ@ry 2 is coded when the target child is inter-
a;ting with a peer (s), adult(s), or object(s) or is involved
in an observable directed behavior, such ds singing to
himself. If the child is involved ‘in any of these ways.during
the 5-second observation interval, his behavior is coded in
two subcategories to indicate: (a) the context of the activity



(for example, iﬂteraFtinq with people and/or materials); and
(b} the language spoken during the act;v1tyf if any. In
order to code category 2, you place a-$lash mark in each .
of these subcategories (Ea and 2b) ta describe the child's
involvement Kfter codlng the subcategorles of category 2,
yvou will look at categories 3 and 4 and mark any that further
describe the thld's behavior. | s

9

Subcgpegaries.“ When you have decided that category'%

applies to the child's behavior, you must place a slash-:-mark
on one item in each “of two Subcategoriesf ~2a and, 2b.

Eubcatgg@Eifzair Focus of’childis aftention. If the .
child is "involved” in an activity, then you mddt e
.decide which of the follow;ng two items describe

the focus of the child's attention: social or non-

Soclal . o
Social (SOC): The child is paying attention to another
S person (peer or adult).by looking at or
"listening to this person. The person

the child is looking at or listening to
must also be looking at the child or
. speaking directly to the child, either as
¢ ., an individual or as a member of a group.
A child may also (in addition to looking
AT . at or listening to) be paying attention to’
) another person by sharing materials and '
working 8n a common project, talking to
and/or touching the person. This_item
is coded when the child interacts, with
both persons and objects (either at the

S

N same time Jor one following the Dther)
during -the 5 se:ond 1ntérval
Examples: o ' e
) ThP child is sitting on the teacher s lap llsten;ng to

a story and is helping tell parts’ of the story.

o, -The child is calling. a péer a name.

© The child is listen ning to a peer who 1is t?lllng him.

how to ‘paint hls picture.

e The child 1is playing a lotto game with the teacher.

© The child and a peer, are looklﬁg at each other as
. . they eat their snack. '
— : =
—

@
o
K




L)
-_—

If the child

Note:
both.peer an
o priate items
* desc:lbe the
Nonsocial (NSOC) :
-3

‘is quie
&hild is skip

sitt

I

e The

child 1

-]
o+
:3‘

"Note: When '15 it
' aﬁd 4 and co

Subcategory 2o, La

involve other. persons

is social with a ge er, adult, or
d adult, syou must t\tge appro-

in categories 3 aﬁd/§§%4ithat best
child's social 1nter ions. .

.The chllﬁ is paying attent;@n to

ijéitﬁ by looking, at and/or touch-
ing those objeects or the child is

- .engaged in some other observable,

directed bEhaJl@r which does not .
(such as = «
s;nglng to h;ggslf)

=

tly puttlng a ngzle tggether at the -

talking to any@ne else. -
ping a;@ne around the r@@m;:
ing on the rué'singing to‘himself;
3

em is marked you Shlp categories 3
ode Catég@ry 5. C

nquaéa gpoben durlnq the a:tlv;ty

the be
verb

describes
in Spanish,
or nonverbal.

If the child Is

i

must decide whicl

"involved" in an activity then you
h one of the following four items
havior: verbal ‘in English, verbal
al-in i@mblnéd Engllsh and Spanish,

While engaglng in- ac;1v1tles

VSP) s

. with Q;Gpl& and/or objects,
the child aggaka only in
Engllsh. ,

w1tn Eé@plé and/gr @bje:ts,
the child speaks only in
Spanish. )

=]

While engaging i activ-

A

ities with pé@?lé and/or
objects, the child speaks
"a combination of English
. and Spanish or uses, Span-
glish. :

24 Ay

fig

[
=
L B



v
. .
wl_d“!’ . [T

chvéfbél;(NSNV); While engéglng -in j;thltiéS ﬁlth
I R R pecplé and/or Dbgects, the‘ch;ld
; : ,”daes not speak.

-

4 ‘ f; f Eaﬁéﬁary 3. Interact1§n$ Wlth Eaaf T 75 

EY

tegary 3 13 coded hen the ‘target chlld 1nterac£s
w;th eeér(s) by” ;paklng at, llsténlng ‘to, talking w1th

N L er sharlng materials and wark;ng on-a common -project. ~The
;) i peer, the chilg¢ is 1Qck1ng at or listening to must -be look-

g at the child or- spéaklng dlrectly to the targét ch;ld-
P” the child i interacting with: -a peer. in any éf thése
-yays dur;ng“the 5-second 1nﬁérvalg;hlsabehav1ﬁl
LN fcur(*ub:ategcrlea £o0 indicate: - (a) the ty;,“bf Pééf
interaction; (b) the natu:eraf the" peer 1nteractlan,-
" (¢): the purpose of- the peer ihteraction; and’(d)- -the. r@le
playéd during the peer lnteract;cn._-In order to code.
- category 3, you place a slash mark in each of these Sub—-
categories (33, 3b, 3¢, and Bd) t@ aesqub ‘the child's
'rlnteract;@n with: a peer(s). -~If m@rg than. one of +the items
in a giveén subcatégory occuts during the S5-second
~ interval, put a slash mark b251da the ;tem ‘that Qccurred
- .last. : : . » - : s

" sﬁbggtegériés;‘ When ycu have dezldaa that categary
‘gfﬁ%k

3 applies.to the child's behav1@r, ‘you-must place a slash

. mark on one item in eachjﬂf the fauf??téza;agar;gs. * 3a,
. ab, 3:, and Bd . : S o - R
O . S e }
o Spbcateg@ry 3a. Type of peer -interaction. If the’

e , child is 1nterazt1ng WLth a peer, ‘then you must
' ' 'decide which one of the fallaw;ng three items.

5 ' best describes the behavior: ™ controlling, asser-

vy tion,, or other. ‘ o

Cantralllng=(CNT) »The chlld attemgtg verbally

v , v ‘" and/qr. nonverbally (i.e.., physical

S %g« : : :. gestures), to 1nfluen:e or 'det the
P 7 -’attentlan of a- peer.

=

'“Examples:

-f
™R
,,Mm
,‘h"‘r""ﬁ-

¢ The. gh;ld appraaches a pear Shgw;ng hlm a game and
says, "Let's play this. game." :

- The Ehllﬂ goes Dver to a peer and grasp; ‘his hand
then leads him to aquarium to v;ew the fish. -

K

5%7 - turns ands looks over t@ the child.

T T

as

hear

ic T T

® The chlld yells "HeyﬁJth'" aﬂfﬂsf the room. Jchn_ 

E
4,




- i is vff . .
: . : (R o
- r ) : | :
- " - "‘! .
e The chllé nushes a peer away fr@m the drinking
e fountain, knocking her dewn onto the floor. .
: . . h - . ;E ; L ‘ B . :; . B g

Assertion (ASTLE'*”'*

T

'Examglesinf ~.*-$~_ T R . ) N
R When asked by a peer to- jg;n ;n an art act1v1ty, _
" ' the child says amiably, "I Mant to. gg play ‘with the -
: ,blacksj"‘;, , > Lo _

e When the <child.attempts to join a group of peers
building a block Eiructufe, one of the peers says,
"You can't play here." The child responds by 4 7
knocking down the block structure and bulldlng

aﬂDthEE one in ;ts place.

[

.
g

- @-When a peer comes over ‘and asks the child tQ come
into the house, the-child ignores the peer s quESE
-tion and does’ not respond. o , - :

" ® When asked by’a peer to play a game, . ﬁhe_child
+  responds, "It's Ty turn to Palnt now" and pushes .
Athe peer away. R '
Other (DTQ{?Z This item is 'markad for each ;nteract;an
" with a peer that is clearly not an
attEmpt to control or asse:tlcn.

F

® The :hi&d argues with an@thér child ab@ut whose ﬁﬁfn
it is to ride the-tricycle and calls the child
- : ; several names. The peer ‘starts to cry.
e For no apparent reason, the :hlld hits another chi 1&
in the stomach. :

- - i“' Two ‘childrén are;talking.

i ¥

o Whllé playlng with playd@ugh at-the art. table, the
child divides and shares hls playd@ugh with a- peer
who. dae; not have any.

- e

SUEQSEEGny 3b., ilature of peer interactions. If the

child Is interacting witn a peer, then you must
decide which of the fOllDWlnq two items best

4

describe tne behavior: negative or positive/neutral.

£ Lt

2021




I

%Examglééz

,Egsitive/Neutrél (EDSéggl;x This item is marked for

e g ‘ ' '

) Ld gxprésses verbal and/ar
ngnve:béi agression’ or hastlllty .

£ “toward the peraén he is ;nteractlngv;

w1th. - T e

B3l *
¥

i When ‘the chlrﬁ attempts to len a group Df peers
buildlﬁg a block ‘structure, one of the peers says, - A
"You can't play here." The child responds by L
knocking dowh the block struaturé and bulldlng ST

- another in its;. place. AT o

- ®. The peer pushés a4 peer away fram the drlnglng foun-

tain knocking her dgwn onto thé flca:.

. When aSRéd by? ? peer, ts play a gamé, the. chlld ’ Lo e
- responds, "It'"s my tﬁ&n o paint now". and pushes . :
~the peer awayi o s _ N T e

& = B

® For no apparent reason, the child hits another child
‘in the stomach. . ( A , T
. ”

. each behav;ér that is

i o clearly not hegative.
e The chiild isiélayiﬂgﬁa lotto game with a peer. &
; B T e L
e When asked by a peer to join in an art activity, the P

child says am;ably, "I want to go play with'the
blockst®" - - o , .

s - =
© g " . F

"® While playlng w;th playdcugh at the art tablg, the .

child divides and shares his playdough wzth a peer -
rwhc daes n@t have -any. 3
e The child appraa:hes a peer 5haw1ﬁg hlﬁ a game and
says, "Let's play this game." :

\-, ) : - z

14

Subcategary 3¢&. Purp@se Gf peer 1ntératlan. If the:
" child is 1nteracting with-a peer, then y § must
decide :which one of the following four itentd bestt:’
descrlbe the '‘purpose of the child's lnterﬁctlon
information, aas;ztan:e/m&terlals, ‘support, or-
nanappl;cablé » .

L] 5
2 : !

ok



LS

: factual statemEﬁts"
- concerning a task,
causal relatlmnshlp or ather R
e e o © events and situations. in his envi-
. Fors : _ e, rcnment. ' o

Examplesi

o Whllé playing wi ﬂpeer at. the wgrkbench, the =~ %
ch;ld asks, "Whe:e ‘s "the hammer?“ :

e The child asks & géer, "Why are y@u da;ng that?"'
, - . @ The child turns tQ a nearby peer and says, "Lodk its
R anW1ng outside. , : (

. When asked é_questian by a P%ér; the chi1d=%i§§iy
< " replies, "N&." -« . 7 B SO
LA - . o T o . ' . ] e
» ’ Assistance/Materials (AS/MAT)< The child req
. o o ; o .~ provides physi
F‘ L : S - . assistance or

= #

or

moo. ,,

sts
1
t

wﬂ
ﬂ-l‘ ‘W ‘m

me e:,’l

%= i : = LR

Examples: e T C

® The child réqﬁests a péér'téﬁcamé!@ver and help
obtain a-toy-from anétheripéér_a N

L@ At Snaéﬁ-time the child helgs a peer paur her gul o

‘e. The child haﬁdsia»peer a bl@ck.ﬁ‘*vz :?

. %§¥*1w» it?hé>child?tél%$’%:pe%;i "Make a "J" f,: ne. "
t.’::i?‘ - ‘\‘ s . 5 A s s *ii‘ ] 5 7—- V E ¥

Lo Y port "{- : e child is used by @r uses a peer

>r obtaining comfort, proteéction,

N S ! and/af reassurance after-a hurt, disap-
I oL ' lentmént, or other prgblem 51tuatlan5.
i) : & o . . The: chlldﬂg es not Séék’@r provide
N o " assistance’ or- 1ntgrmat;an for solxing .
T b s the problem. .

e

‘= . e, The child puts her arms araunﬂ;ajérying Peéxiv g

/

&

cer's hand after Ke has

e The child takes a hélé‘af a
been slugged by another ¢hil

S .

L



;4. . B N L= = % = 5 L - # -
. e f .o .
- The ‘¢hild says to aﬁétheghéhild;‘"Bab t@ok my truck .
The ch;ld does nct ask the peer ta help get ;t back.v_

' V - After ﬁalllng aff a t:lcyclé, the child crles_tc a
a0t . peer, "My knee hurts.“ el e .
o -‘l'*-'*',,j,' + ’ ’ Fu ’5?;;;:;1

- ‘r"i:ﬁ“TfNanggpllcable (NA) This item is marked whenevgr the i

e : purpose of: thé child's inter-.
o ’ ser is clearly not

- ’ ‘“:;act;an with a_per not
- : ) ’ ‘ one of reguest;ng or providing .
' information, -assistance, mater-

.. lals, 'or.emdtional support.

ExampiéS:" .

: . Thé Ch;ld and a peer are pa;ﬁt;ng a m@nster plcture
[T ‘together at the art EESél.w

T ® A péer tellsLthe child not to do s@methiﬁg; S

¥ %ﬁé child 1aughs at .a peer's antics.” The peer 1QQE§
over and giggles. : )
- & A péér ﬁells the child, “I ate luﬂch at a;festaurant;{

7

;ubcategpgy Bd Role played during peer 1nteractlgns.
If the chlld 1s interacting, with a peer, then you

o . must decide which one ‘of the- -following three items

- bést describe the child's. rale. ‘:equester, giver,

or. ncnappllcable. S -,

w7 I

o i ﬁ\livREquestggf(REQl_ ‘The child :Equests 1nf@rmat1cn,
’ : x L7 assistance, materlals, or emotional
* - support by pgslng‘a guestion, making «
‘ ‘a -demand, or in d®me manher indicat=

ing (ife., physicdql gestUres) +a need - .
. . . of help, materials, information, or

i ;! f‘-éﬁl S - em@tiénal Eugp@;:'fr@m a ‘peer.

® The child asks a peer, “Why are y@u dﬁlﬂg that?"i

g ® The child asks avpeer, “HGW,&G YQ ‘make a "J“?“

® The child holds hands with a frlénd ;mmediately
‘after the- téa:her has Sﬁaldéd the child. C L

& 1 . 5 . .
: = =




¢ L Bl =
¥ ¥
& ) =T I .. = =
- 7 ’ g a ‘ Q‘F
- ) e ) . LA e R L = ) ) .
g " Giver (GIVE): "The’child gives imAformation, assistance,

materials,;or emotional support to a.
peer in the form of factual statemantsp

,~explanat1@ns, or- ph551cal gestures. = o .
The child may prav1aa this spcntaneag‘;f'f
or on thé peer's reguest. =i

T

. ‘e The ehlld turns’ tc a ﬁearby peE: ané%says,i"Laak ;ts

QgsnDW1ng Dutalde o /

.7y, @ The child hanés a peer a blacki
;5;;D The child puts her arms a:cund a c:ylng pee
;’3 .‘1' LI e . i .
L Y '[g”The chﬁid shows a geerjﬁéw taﬁm blue jnd grean . _
“ﬁpalnt tegether ;g make a new CE *tyﬁ;ﬂ : , - e

.,-;.5

Sk

“ R

S

.. Nanappliaable (NA) The chl;d -
- ' , ' pIQVlﬂng;l?fDrmatan, ass;staﬂée, .
- / * ; f‘ materialsf, Or. emotional sypport.
: - This 1t3m215 marked wheneVer non-
‘applicable is. c@ded in subcate- P

gory 3c. é?' oo

= X N 2

>:h113 llstens to a pear}jéll a?s ary. Tﬁéféhild
: not vaskethe peer ta telb the S J= RV

o child and a peer are painting a v o.ter picture )
?_tggéther at the art easel. L~:f o oL

F SN
= .2

e A peé%liames QVEI to. the chlld and Says, "Its clean—
n ¥ ) - e 4 m E

— up time." % | "z ; . e
d pushés a peer away from the- drlnklng f@un—

S . !i Tﬁeaéhi
' - locking her down omto .the floor.

tain, ki

Categarv 4. Intera:ticﬁsQWitﬁ’Aduif

_ Categary 4 is E@ded when the target child ;nteracts -with
yan ,adult(s) by looking. at, l’sten;ng to, talklng w;th or
sharlng matezlals and wm:klﬁg

at the Ehlld or Sgéaklﬂg j;*ectly to the target cnlld If .
the child is interacting with an adult in any of these ways
dqriﬂg the 5- -second . interval, his beHavior is coded in four ,
subcategories to indicate: . (a) the type of adult inter-,.
:action; (b) the ‘nature 'of the adult interaction; (c) the

. Pgrpose ofsthe adult interaction; and (d) the role played

~d rlng the ault 1ﬁteractlén.' In order to.code category 4, =

Y R e




- 0
- D ) es oE
. 2,

‘you place a slach mark. in each of these subéatégérles g A
" {4a, Ab, 4c, and 44) to describe the child's lnteract L
hlﬁb‘éﬂ adult(s). If mgre than one of the items inta.. . 4
: givens subcategory OCCurs - duzlgg the S5-second intervdl, pé%
- a: Slashpmar§§b$51ﬂe the - 1ﬁem that Qc:u:red last. //

T ;*T?}? Subcategarles‘ When you have decided that categary /
34 applies to the child's behavior, you must place a slash

mark on one -item in each of the fcu: subcateggr;és- 4a,
éb, 4c, and 4d. -

Subcategary 4a. iype of adult 1nt§ractlaﬁ. If the

chlld is ;ntera:tlng wlth an. adultJ then ;you myst

des:rlbes the typé Df adul lntera:tlgn. cgh?ialé
llngp.aESErtlon, or ather. L LT -
I . Ecntralllng (CHT) ¢ The :hlld attempts verbally
. - . . . and/or nanverbally (ise.; physical:
/ ) N T - ’gestgres) to influence or gét the

' . ' ' attention of an adult.

‘Examples; o o o A o
'® The child tells the tea:hér, "Shut-= ﬁp. S

¢ The chlld tells an a;de,;"Leave me alane, and- .
pushes her away e e \ . o A

1Y
-

o The child appzaaches an aids and says, "I %aﬁt yaﬁ
to build :this block. tower, with mew" - R

then leads!her to thg art table and asks, "Do y@u

know what I madéz" ‘ .

Assertion (AST): The child resists verbal and non=

o S verbal adult attempts to influence
his behavior or dlféCt him to do

@ somethlng _ ' :

Examples:

® When asked to cléégsﬁp his desk by a volunteer.
aide the child replys, "I don't have to," and kicks
the aide in the leg.

© When the:teacher asks the’ Ehllé to flpl;h h;S
. 'snack, the cHild throws the cookies:on the floor,
~ , dump;ng over the milk. !

I

2
s

o . P N . p ELQ ¥

LY




e’ I
S ‘ | s
\ £
. | N
S ° When'the'téachefvsafs cleah:ug tlme,, the chilé
- o ‘tells the teacher, "I'vg cleaned uEvmigshaféf T
e ' can. g@ to snack now.' ; %

V;?;iFWhen tald by tha teacher to go ta the art area,
-+ the child asserts, "I'd rather go play at the
: ﬂtcy tabla " . : :

. by

& . G sl

® The teacher addressas a quesélen to thé chlld and
the .child ignores her. - - -

. _ Other (DEH); T, s item is mafked fér each inter- ..
B g e *7§‘actlfﬁlﬁﬂth an adult that is clearly.:
' ' *- ‘not an attempt to caontfol or assefticn;

B . -

T Examples.b

° Tha Ehlld h;ts a parent a;de.-  ' ..

e The chlld llEtEﬂS to the teacher exglaln a game.w

‘ T aWhEn tha$teacher asks thé chlld to s&are the Pasta
% . s jar Wlt ancther ‘peer, the! £l ld moves the paste
- to the. dale of the table fo3 sharing, = =
:*f C ’i;The Ehlld and the téaéhér are talking as they
‘ « both ‘carry the snacks to the table.

= a

T e Subcategcry 4bi47Nature of adult 1ntera:t1@ns. -IE-

' the child is interacting with an adult, then you

: , *muSt decide.which of the following twa items ,

=+ Dbest.describe thé nature of the behavior: nega-
tive aripgslt%ve/neut;al .

! ", Negative (NEG): The child expresses verbal and/or
' o i ) nonverbal agréssion or hostility

_ toward the adult he is interacting
- with. .

R

Examples : o f .
© The child screams to the adult, "Shut-up:."
& The-child hits the adult.

The child tells an aide, "ILeave me alone," and -
pushes her away. - . : >

T

Mg




Po51tgvefﬂeutral (EGS/NT) ‘This item is ma:ked fa:

dump;ng over the mllk .- isfé {__;-;Js I

f,Examgles._ .

{?The child appraa:hes an a;de and says, "I want g?u*

B o each behavior that is

clearly nqot negatjve.

- - o -;J‘ : ﬁg ‘ s .i»"_.

= &

L]

" to bu;la this block tower w;th me." e

Subcatég@ry 4c. Purp@ﬁe of adult ;nteractl@n. ff

put away the dress- up clof

'i?The ch;lééllstens to’ the teacher explain a game..

- ¥

The chlld does not respand__

‘The teacher addzessés a question to the child.

The chlld approaéhes tha. :échér and offers to help:
hes,. v R Coe
i ; S e

‘the-.¢hild .l1s 1nteract1ng with an adult, then ydu
must decide which ‘one of the fallcw;ng four items

_best describe the purpose of the child's inter- ¢

action: “information, assistar ee/mater;als, supé
port, or nénapgl;cable. % R

;nfgtmatiqggj;HFD)s The child requests or P;Dvides

factual statements or explan-—

g ations concerning a task, a
problem, a causal relationship
or other events and situations-®
in his environment. ‘
, - - A
Examples: : . : : ' * '

Whan'asked:by the teacher to tell what shape she

was holding in her hand, the child responds, -"That's
a clzcle." 4 - o -
The :hlld ‘tells the téacher that ﬁ@dag is hlS
birthday. ™ \J .

The child asks a parent aide where the paint

‘brushes are. -
"The child asks the teacher, "When -is it géingfta
be lunch time?" , o :
% i . . 7 N = =( (
= 214
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J * L

A R //’Asglstance/Mater;als (ESXMAT). ¥ghe ch;ld'réguests or

:,9 s , prcv1dés physical .
'} R o , - ", . assistance or materials.
. Examples: = ! : ,:w : o
e After an funsuccessful att empt ta play with plax?@ugh
. the child goes ,over to the: teaéher and demands, -
' S “Make her sha:e with me.™ - ¢ . B '

R ngfte:*u51ng the toilet, the child gaés over to the
* teacher and waits for him to z;p up hér pantsy

e o . @ The chlld helps the alde =) t tha blo ks on the shelf.
~ ® The ch;ld hast the caakle trayiF@ é?e teachér.>

Suppert (SUP) The child is used by 6r uses an adult
‘for obtaining comfort, prateztlan,
and/or reassurance aftegr a hurt, dis-
appointment, or other pr iblem sltua—
tions. The child does not ‘seak or
‘provide assistance or information for

e e - solving the problem.- |

i

Examnles: B . . rd
Ex ,Elgs! gggj . ‘\\ Vs

~® The child holds handEFW1th an aﬂult immediately
after a peer has hjt her.

- e During a Lﬁuﬁ rainstorm, the child goes over ﬁ;*;ﬁéﬁ
N ; teacher and sits in.her lap. - L -

teacher's head after ‘she bumped
@fg : “I :

® The child rubs the
it on a cupboard dd

. ® The child says to
; o ’ a’baﬂ*éald.?"
. NDﬂappllcablﬁ (WA) This item is marked whenever the
e L - purpose of the child's inter-’
) C : action with an adult is clearly:

- not one of requesting or provid-
' ing information, assistance,
materials, or emotional support.

parent aide, "I'm sorry you got

’? .

F;i




e -

f'Exaﬁples?

VD When the teacher asks the ehild to- finish- h;s

=snack, the ch;ld thraws the CDleES on thE flccr, i
dumplng over the milk. - :

4

e The child 1;sténs to-a vgluntee: pgrent aide tell a
. stary,,:,w. ) ] . . .

", @ The child and the teaehér smile at each cher asr_' o
’ they eat th21r snack. :

‘g, | . . 'YJ"V F"

Subcategafy 44. R@le piayéd durlng adult lnteraét;énsiéi e
1f the child is ‘interacting with an adult,  then you -
must decide which one of the following three items
best describe the child’ S role: requester, giver,

‘or nénapgilsable. L \

. \

'Béqué§§§£;jR§Q}; .The child requests information,

assistance, materials, or emotional
v support by pss;ng a guestion, making
a demand, or in some manner indicat-
_ ing (1.e.,-gpj51zal gestures) a need
«  of'help, materials, informatibn, or - .4
emotional supgart fram an’ adult ] '
‘ : Yoo e

" Examples: - ; % W , . X

§
Q-After\aﬁ unsuccessful attampt to play with tne
) playdaugh the child goes over to the teacher and
.+ deman 'S "Make her share with mé,“

® The :hlld halds hands with an adult ;mmealaﬁely

after a peer has hit her.

® The child asks a parent aide where the paint

brushes are,

® The child "asks the téacher, "When is, it gG1ng to bé

“lunch thime?" PR / y
The child gives information, "assistance,
materials, or emotional Support - ‘to a -
peer in the form of f{ctua ~statements,

- . - explanations, or physgical gestures.
. . The child may provid¢ this spontane- - x
N ‘ ously or on the aduVt's request. T
. , : . ] o ) .
o /



-,jJThe ch télﬁs the teacher that téday is his
b;rthdgy ' . _

e e T L
e FV-E’*Q The child

prév1d1ng 1nf@:mat1gn,
matEE:Lalsr ér emctlcnal

o .. Fe. R .

= . . = Wi = .

gThé teacher tells thé child to %laan up his toys.
Tﬁevch;ld'listens ég the teacher explain a gamé_
? E ;«The'chlld l;stans t@ the teacher exgla;n hcw to do a
- o - problem. - :

@®The volunteer aide gives the child a hug..

® The child bitesrthe téacher.

-

:rﬁaﬁgggrygﬁjw‘Cl ;ﬁFGQm Interactlan Capac1ty s

The kinds of child-child and child-adult interactions ¥
that are likely to happen vary according to the time of -
day or gctivity schedule. So it is necessary for -the

: observer to describe. tHe classroom's interac% on :apaéity
. during each observation unit. To do £his, tie observer
\\ surveys the classroom in order t@ > 'he degree of
interactions occurring among chj X '
S5-second cbservation. The obsérver g,attéﬂtlcn is no -
, longer directed toward the target child but..on the ¢lass—
. room as a whole. Thus, &fen though the target child's '
- behavior is not congrueyt with the behavior of the other )
- ghildren (the focal ch¥ld- is-being restricted by an adult),
;thé observer still indicates to what extent 1nteraétl@ns
may oscur dur;ng that @bsgfvat;@nal un;t e

For category 5 the- observer looks at the whole
classroom- anc gndlcates the interactien capacity of the .
Glassraém ddring each bbservation unit by pléacing a{slash "
makg next fo the appropriate item. The items are: /maxi~ '

== %

mal “moderate and mlnlﬁal L . %

/
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- Maximal: This,item reférs.ﬁé those pafts of the day -

THAX)

in which children gnd adults are free ‘to
initiate or malnta n spontaneous inter-
actions (verbally or physléally) amang
themselvés.. .The children are generally .
able. to choose their own behavlér,'W1th
‘minimal st:ucturlng/direct;gn by an adult.
These  periods. may be labelled by the
teacher as "free play or "free choice"
’perlads. T :

,i‘Examples*

For a thlrty—mlhute periaa children are free

..to choosa and move at their own discretion

among any activity av§ilable. in the room.

‘'For a fifteen-minute period, children are free -

to choose and move, at their own discretion
among activities prepa:ed and set up by an’ o
adult. Activities are carried out individually

- by the children w;th minimal direction by the °

adult.

?

Médététgi This item raf%rs to those parts of the day

(MOD). -

Exémplesz» o ' . : -t

in which the opportunity for spantanegus
interaction .among adults and children is
substantially reduced. During this period,
classroom behavior is typically less
decided by children and more directed by

an adult. There is still some opportunity
for spontaneous interactions tc occur with-
in this givén structure.

For a ten-minute period, the children are assigned

.to a small group (3-8 children) where the teacher
‘is readlng a story. The children are expécted

to remain with the grotip, but may talk to the
teacher and othet children-at points during the

gistary-ar after the, story is cam?leteﬂ

1A Ca T
After a thlrty m;nuté‘ﬁgrlad of "free play

the children are engaged in "clean-Up" aGtLVltlES;

" The children may- interact with one another, but

they are all expected tec help the teacher or

", sit in a designated area of the room.

L]
oo
i
A



Mlnlmal-'ﬁ’Th;s item refers to thase

ass;gned tg a glven table and. adult: Thé
“children dre expected to remain at the table, -
~ but may interact: among themselves or with the;r

 -_fass1gne§ adult_

rts of the day
~ in wh¥ch children arg fot free to initiate/

;ér,phygi
behav1cr

rally) amoeng themselves. Classroom
of the children is primarily” can—
”nd alrectea by an adult.

Durlng a lS-mlﬂute perlgd 2ll the. children
are sitting in a large group llstenlng to the

‘teacher's story. The'children are expected to

pay attention and not interact (phys;cally or .
verbally) during this periad & Q%FF

=

Dur;ng snack and meal tlmes, tHe ghlldren are «

~assigned to tables and an adult.’ The children
are expected to use this tlme far Eat;ng,inct

;ntéractlng.f ' _ ) ;AA; .e

‘During a 20=m1nuté period, all. he children

are S;tt;ng in a large group singing with the

 teacher. All children are expected to part;=

cipate and interactions among chlldren are’
dls:auraged and réstrlcted. L=

*
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Means and Standard Deviations of Child-Peer Interactions’
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Means and Standard Deviations of %hildrén's Inv&l%ngﬁt and'Vérbal Béhavié;
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APPENDIX 'F . L
Center and School Characteristics .

These* data, collected in fall 1S7S,faré-preséﬁﬁéﬁwhefe
for the record. They may prove\useful in the future for

the purpose of explaining zbserved differerices in performance, -
£

or simply for the purpose 0f describing centers and schools
(in terms of size, adult-child ratio, etc.). The‘arrows at
the top of each form indicate Head Start-to- Elementary
school feeding patterns. Y~ . ]
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" Table F-l Co |
W P ‘,=V —‘. N '
| Visalia, Californiy o
_____________________ B e e CONpAISOD
Heed Start Centers Elementary Se} ols / Heaﬁ Start Centers Elementary Schools
, A . i
» Visalia ::#}'Crewley _,L——;eeh_en ~ —J Goshen
' | Linnell Camp  ,~JpUnfon
- \-y"!f'yf
. ' K"‘vf,if
; All Centers end’theele Cembmed by Treetment \
Total | Total Tfi’_\_‘i_a_l teachers T’ietel’iseid‘ aides || Child:tchr. ratio | Child:aide ratio
classes | children|fulltine parttime fulltime parttime| fulltine parttime fulltine parttime
I'PDC Com | PDC Com | PDC Com PDC Com | PDC Com - PDC Com|{ PDC Com PDC Com | PDC Com PDC Com
B L4 3 |5 s s 4 000 6 o olls . 58 45
K 2oyl w23 o0 ol o+ 1 ol on 2 46
1 R L N R I 7 or
¥ 203 |48 88 [ 2 3 0 0|3 Coollu 6 *
3 (I A A N I B R T O 0
Multi- i o L \
level |0 2 Loz o0 00 0 0 0 0 :
" §=3 5| ¢ 14 A R E P | ,
I A D A B A
P i h g e N 2 IR
x[l{C ;med ehlld/adult everege o / .. | )
*hides serve in fleetlﬁg "teems" frﬁm Kito'3, il - v s

07 -



Table -2~ S I AR

: , Puglo, Colorado Y ,

PG - ' o Cemgerleen *

-l,i— o i g iy ai!s—az——a—xﬂmgg——n—n—s,ﬁ—yns— :-ua—u——g-ﬁ——ggnpaﬁss O S R e e e e

Heed St_'t Conters Elementary Schools _’l Heed Start Centers , - Elementefy Seheele
. . .. . {LA‘P . )
Fountalny -L-) Fountain Bambi %Beuleh Heights

Ifr\‘;ing; * m}l‘rvmg | ‘ | West 11thet —*Theteh_er_

. | ™

ALl Centers and S§heele Combined, by Treatment :
Total Total | Total teachers Ietelfpeid,eidee Chl}@ tchr rat;e Chlld elde ratle

lclasses children fulltime parttime fulltime parttime||fulltime parttime|f

| |2b¢ Con | Poc.com | P0C Con BOC Con | BOC Can BOC Com| BOC Com BOC Com | POC Com POC Con {

! i} | - o | ) \

HS, & 3| 62 61| 2, 2 2\ | 4413 05 305 . 185 15.2

8zE

K 5 ST Ul e 3 7 1 17| 585 546 167 164 | 58.5° 1
1|6 6 | 1041576 6 ¢ N R A S0 1Y SR
2 G w6 | ' wsps oA o

1| 5osml o mouels o6

" l—
L]

154 0.9 T, 0 _ f/

Multi- K
level: . B )

- F - C oy

o A - " —— ———
g T = — = — e [
» " . ) B

CKdsumob s | 46|l b 1|5 6

1 - i

|7 B-dclassaverage 18 23 0.7 0.8 05 00 0.0 0.3 0.
i 4 kN ’ B F . S

255 30.2 33.% 635 | 86,8  105.8
= presents a third and fourth grede conbination cl ese | .

* k-3 eemblned eheld/adult average




Table B-3 | P
Norwalk, Connecticut
U B e e Comparison

”LHeﬁd Start Centers W Elementary Schools | flead Start Centers Elemf,taty SEhDDlE

i

ez

Broad River fﬁeffersén . Broad River 'Er56k31de -
Nathaniel Ely hMagrath Ct§nbury
[ (
: Columbus Naramake
: Silvermine
| Wolfpit
’7 ‘ ; ‘ _ v
‘ K&h?}; Centers and Sthtals Combined, by Treatment o
| Total -| QQtal %&tal teachers | Tctal paid aldegt ‘\Child: ttht ratio | Child:aide ratio
| glasses Ehlldren fulltine E;ttttme ; le/fulltine parttine|fulltine parttime
B0C Con | /PDC Con | PDC Com PDC Con | ][ B0C Con. 2DC Con | 2DC Con | BDC Can
HS. R 8 159 159 | 16+ 18 11 9,9 9.9 158 159 \f
e - "f:f"ij; N
8.5 15 [ 237 32| 5 8.3 1 |3 {1 17,4 14,9 382
1 laﬁﬁ_,_?lils 216 359 [ 10+ 13,5 3 1 ]|121.6 26.5 |
) 9 145209 35| 9 15 111 | 5
‘s 9 15lad w1 11 s %
i ‘ i
Multi- : ; ) . &
level - - - © ,
K-3sum 36,5 61 | 159 |33 535 1 |6 1. 3 3
k-3 class average) 22 | 0.9 0.6 00L| 02000 008 00 | 0
! i 244
R\ﬂ:nbined chlld/adult average i 26,8 28.5 1530
3



-' , Table P-4 o ?
P to '!
C “Pahokee, Florida "
] __EQQ; Y A QE@E?E%EQE_, _______________

| Fre_rﬂd Village# m@ Pahokee Waal;ingtan Park

""D R@éenwald ‘,

Okeechobee ~ —P Gove \ Lake 'Harhor —P Moorehaven
}
' -/
et All Centers, and Schools Combmed by Treatment
| 4 ) | -
Total Total | Total teachers Tgtal paid aides Chlld tchr rat.lc Child:aide ratio
o classes children fullﬂme Eart*tlme fullstlme p_artﬂme fulltime p_artatlme fulltime pa;tgmg
4 | BDC Com | PDC Com | PDC Com PDC Com PDC Cop PDC Com|| BDC Com PDC Con PDC Com PDC Com
HS% el o1 00| ow 0 039 25 (A ¢
i ! / .
_'_ ‘ 71 — ——— — S — — S f = — — i — —
o
K j@i g 207 ¢ 5 ¢ 0 *t 110 ox g *ll2 ¢ v '
1 ,410 L S N I R I I | 7 S I *
/ 0 % Qa6 * 1 0 +| 4 % g x5 « y 6{ " g
i , y : ‘ '\, '
3 0 s v le v g * I 0 ty2 ¢ kg A *
wei- | L |
léVEl o f g4 * 15 * 0 ¥ R 1 * 0 * * * X ¥
. . N . - .V - 4’ o . )
K-3sum 38 . * 1037 % |57 + g %137 4 g o« )
g .

i ‘ : : .
CKdclassaveragd 27 Y| L5t 0+ | 09 Ao 2iJ
) K=3 ccmblned Ehlld/adult average 101 ¢ LPL * j
iH - 1t1 unav 1ab1e | fﬁﬁ

EKC on al : ‘




b Total

classes

Total
children

| Table;F=57p

~ Toccoa, Georgia

Total teachers

. None

Total paid aides

1

Head Etart Centers

Comparison

e s

Elementa;y Schaels

Noge . .

N ALl Centers and Schools Combined, hy Treatment

Child:tchr ratio

3

Child:aide ratio

fulltine parttine

fulltine parttine

Al e

fulltime parttime

PDC Com

N

BoC Com |

v

PDC Com - PDC Com

2DC Con* PDC Com

PDC Com PDC Com

16

"PDC CDm

PDC Com

16 . 41

: 5
|

- Multi-
"~ level
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121

3%

122

24

- K=3 sum

Kl ﬁ‘ass average

il

”“?“Eambln;a)chlld/adult average

.
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. Table F-§ .

- Des M@iges, Iowa
T e e LI L_---i,;_;-; _____ ngeégtgggi__,EE____;==;§=;

Elementary Schools’ ,I

T

E}Motzltcn- |

Head Start Centers .

%Elmwc:od \
- %}Lucas

“ M@ultaﬂ .Elmwaqd,

Lucas -

All Centerd and Echools Camblned by Treatmentl “,

Total Total | Total teachers K‘Tﬁtal paid aides || Child:tchreratio| Child:aide ratio

| classes

children

fulltine pattine

fullne parttise

fulltine parttine

fulltime parttime

PDC Com

2 3

PDC Com

PDC Com PDC Con

1.1

PDC Com “POC Com

42

PDC Com PDC Com

a4

PDC Com PDC Com

/1) R

z

Ty

- Multi-

level
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19,3 25,2
£
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227 2.5

1l 26 20

K=3 sum
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: . Takgma gé&k;’Ma{ylgnd e 7-.;- o

cre R Camgarasan )

[ ----a--ngu -5--;3--2--_--z-;§§5==‘|ﬂ

Heal Sta:t Centers’

Elementa:yﬂSchoals

f ] ._i

New Hampshlre

Estafes

New Hampshire
- ‘Estates

I | " N . ' ' ’ ' " |
. 'i"!‘ a ) . ,

' “f.Takgma ?ark,

m} Takcsfna Park

HS

o
Total -
classes

 Total |

children

Total teachers

Ralllng Terrac:e aas} Ralllng Terrace

Total paid aiges|

ALl Centers and Schools Combined, by Treatment

childstchr ratio

Chlldzalde IatlD

fuldtine parttime

fullkine parttine

filTtime parteine  f

fullt;me parttine

~-|BDC Com. |

PDC Com

57

PDC Com: EDC Com

$0¢ con 2DC Con

12 2 1

PDC Com  PDC Com

6.5 19 . 5

PDC Com PDC Com

6 28,5 33 9]

2
4.3

 Multi-
lével

59 128

21,5

b 295

CLI Y

K=3 sun

K-3 class average

ERICY

=T eunb

16 17.5

iy

451 384

288 2L9

ined child/adult average
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Whltmer?ﬂuman
Resaurce Center' '

Ltmey Human, ‘ |
escuree Center -

. _ . - ; } . . ‘ ‘q

Total Total | Total teachers - igta;ﬁpgid aides ||

Lot

7 klln

K Frost o

'g, %?ngéllgw u.;;.‘

oo |ildttier

Child:tchr ratio

Child:aide ratio.

classes | children fulltine parttine

futltine Eazttlme

fulltime parttine
PDC Com BDC Com

YET

PDC Con on | 2D Com  BDC Com

D¢ Ccm PDC Com'

37 %5

fulltime parttime
PDC Com PDC Com-

7 14,5 14,5

B

050,60 70 253
25.4
2

42,2 211

e B

20 469 ) 832 1 1|6 8 1

468 2538 L4 09

062 002 1
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are. fs:zur additional full -tine aides who assist the tntal teaching
These aides are included in this ratio, ' f
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13,8 282 281 1469
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46,8 1836 281
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Head. S*art Centers :

CGEEEIIEDH o

ALL Centers and 5chools Cémbined,:by'TrEatEEntY

, Total
children

Total teachéis'

Total pald aides

Child:tchr ratio

. - T

Child:aide ratio.

fulltlme parﬁtlme

fulltine parttime

fulltire parttime

PDC Com

PD§ Com

B

PDC. Com PDC Epm

PDC Com  BDC Com

PDC Com PDC Cofl

26

fulltime parttime

PDC Com PDC Com

9 1

3 2

level | 12 o

300

‘10

1l 25

1212

K=3 sum

" 5="488 average

£ ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

300 335

25 28

Y& combined child/adult average
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Table P10
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o e 5 o

Elementary Schoals
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‘ ,
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1S 9 5

10

PDC "Com

97
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18,8 19.4 28.3

K58,

12

|
L ad

s 9 6+ 9
1. 6 9
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“level

25 212

214 319

142 240 | 6

168 253

149

1

85,5 107 1595
8 2.6
2.6 2.7

8.1

2.3

71,3 63.8 53.5.

90,6 68

3

43
11 80

84.3

22

K—; s
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888 1106

2L7 284

32

l10, 3

0.8 0.5 0,04 003
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5 29.1 444 553
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‘ | _ . o L | o | b
! " ALl Centers and Schools Combitied, by Treatment *
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Attrition Findings for Each Site

C

California . . S é

Before 1974-75 children from the PDC Head Start center
advanced to several different elementary schools, and thus
the data cellactéd this spring did not permit estimation

. of attriti among children enrolled in classes from these

H earlier Yéggafg Attrition among children from the 1974-75

e PDC Head Start class (now in kindergarten) appears to be

,( 73%. Thl;géigure seems’ ‘so startingly high (and so much at

\ odds with the flgurés reported for other years) that*49t was
: judged advisable to declare .the data insufficient for any
cgqnclusion. Figures for one of the tWo comparison centers
wdre avallablé for &ll fouk year-groups, beginning in
971-72, and it is these figures that provide the main basis
for estimatién‘ofngg;rition in the comparison centers.

[
=

T~

=

F L% 7 o

orado ' el N

1nd1cate wh'LhEr ST nat a chlld attended Head gtart ThlS
represents a consgious effort by the schools not to label
children. One facltor which may affect significantly
Pueblo's attrition is thatsthe children are not restricted
to Head Start centers or schools by#geographic location.
Head Start parents arz free to select the school their
child will attend based on the particular pregram the
= school is offering, e.g., IGE, Bilingual, etc. It would
be best to encourage parents in the PDC and comparison
school geographic locations to enroll their children in
those schools. '

o

2 X Ct;d enrollment of 60 should be ad
group .and more than adequate for the
be that the attrition data gather




‘reflect a situation which no longer exists, in that

Florida o

2

The data pr@vided by thé Fl@rida site appear cgﬁplete

' The figures obtained for the years prior to i97557§

children from the county surrounding. Toccoa attended

Head Start in Toccoa and then returned to their local
elementary school. .  Attendance at the Toccoa Head Start = . -
is now limited to Toccoa residents.

rates can be éxpécted to be hlgher than in the past,

Iowa

=

Although here was no Hedd ataft at Moulton prlcr t@ fall

“1975, only those children from the Moulton district who

attendéd the Head Start that was operating were included
in the attrition calculations. . 2

The comparison school statistics are based on Lucas
Elementary only. Many children not in the Lucas distric=:
attend the Head Start at Lucas, which reduces -the patentlal
sample size, but the situation is ecven worse at Elmwood,
where only 4 children from that district attended the
Head Start, which began in 1974-75. 0Of those 4 children,
out of a ﬁotal of 26, only two remain, and were, therefore,
not included in the attrition calculations. Additional
comparison elementary schools are to be designated by Iowa
in the coming year to increase the number of comparison
Head Start children that can be followed longitudinally, but
it would still be helpful for the Head Start centers to recruit
as many children ég possible from the attendance area of
the elementary school in which the Head Start is located.

Maryland

The attrition figures for Head Start to third grade
appear to coincide closely with the attrition figures: from
the previous year. No future boundary changes in attendance
areas are anticipated, and there have been none since 1971,

although some schools have closed.

made. to determine the reasons for
igh attritieon rate in the comparison
2 remedy might be sought.

247



. Michigan ’ o, -

It is uncertain just how much confidence
5 g e

in the attrition ‘figures from Pontiac, since e
on inc@m@iete school records. Furthermore, atte
f

hools has been disrupted by the ef

Texas .
Estimates for this site are probably. low in reliability
- since there was no preschool program prior to 1973-74 (the
year of court-ordered integration) and since local records
make: no distinction between Head Start and nhon-Head Start
prujrams. Also, there was no Head Start at Memorial (PDC)
before this year, so that PDC schools and comparison schools
were combined. The 1974-75 records for two schools were
missing, introducing greater uncertainty into attrition
estimates. © ' ' ' . ' :
Utah
« The attrition figures from Utah appear to be accurate
and complete. .
aghinqtan i
. 5.
The collection of attrition information appeared thorough
and accurate, although the Project Coordinator expressed
doubt that attrit is actually as high as the figures

i
made 1t appear to be.

=) Attrition informdtion was provided fom=gnly one of the
two PDC schools, and only for last year, 197437%, although
the Project Coordinator did .supply attrition data on low
" income children in general, which indicated that after
they reach kindergarten, attrition is negligible.
, 2
o C
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Table G-2 '

Attrition Rate Information:
=3

pexggggage drop estimated over all cent

rs and schools 3
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"APPENDIX H o -

(POCL) AND TH G SCALE (CRS), BASED O F%ETQR ANALYSES

CDMPDSI’IDN OF SﬁBSCALES FOR THE PUPIL DBSERVATIjg CHECKLIST
E P IN

Subscales @f the POCL

LA -

Factor analy51s of the Pupil Observation Checkl;st resultad
in two factors, which have been named "Task Orientation" and
"Extroversion" to describe the common characteristics of the
item loading on the factors. The items loading on each of
these factors and the factor loadings are shown in Table H-1.
Sco-es on the subscales were calculated by summing the actual
scores on all items for a subscale. The subscale scores were
then used in all subsequent analyses of POCL spring data.

Subscales Df the PDC Child Ratlng Scale
&

The items @f the "PDC Child Rating Scale were factor
analyzed using the same method as for the POCL. The five
resulting factors have been assigned the names, “P@ise,“
"AggLe251veness," "Determination," "Self-Sufficiency,"
and "Flexibility. Table H=2 shaws the factor on which each
item loaded highést and the item's l@ad;ng for that factor.
"As w;th the POCL SubSCaléwSEDrES fo use in subsequeﬁt z

Ltems for a Subsgale, us;ng negatlve scores whefé loadi
were negative., ’




. ' Table H-1

Subscales of the POCL, Based on ‘Factor.Analysis! of the Itefs
' - o Spring 1976 o :

Loading of Item on Each Factor;
Highest Loading in ltalics-
: : Factor 1~ Factor 2
POCL Item Task Orientation . Extroversion

CGGp;Fatjve _ _ _?é 7 , ;29
Sociable _ 7 .37 o .79
Involved IR .73 o 4o
Talkative | .18 .83
Attentive o » .77 | .20
X@tive | ' . .19 _ . 71
Relaxed - : . - .80 ' o -35‘
Quick to {fspaﬁd | ;SS . * .31
Attempts Difficult Tasks .83 i , 7
Keeps Trying | ;55- ‘ : .19

Realistically Self- .78 o .22

Confident

=

lPriﬁ%ips1 Components factor analysis, varimax rotation. =«




Tablé H;2‘ T Factor for Which Laadlng
o ‘ ' Was 1ghest_
: _ ~ A 1
Subs&ales of tha ‘PDC Chlld Ratiﬁg Scale, %f o "
Based on Factor Analysis', Spring 1976 Dataj}. s ol 1w _
= ol 1A no B T
C go o IR B~ IO O -
Cﬂmpareci to other EhlldISf of the same O~ el I | ég;’” a g%'
age and backgrc)und how Oft¥n does this | 23| 33132 |8adl9 | B¢
child behave in tha f@lléw1ng ways? ; o < o R ‘5.3
o R - | e e e e
1. Uses words or w1t5 to try to 1nfluence ; -
Dthers B "L .5 -4 3 (:) .45

2. Uses phySlEal force to- try to control

 OLRETS .+ .+ % 4 e e e e e e e v e . e . o5 4 3 1|79

3. " Succeeds in influencing: or controlling : _ £ g

’ Gthéfs I R v.e . 5 . 4 3 ' .59

4. 1Is cantrolled or inflﬁeﬁcad by éthags;’.}g 5 4 (:) 1 {-.54 |

; ] / -

5. Imitates others or follows them arcundf .5 " 4 (:) 1 |-.66

6; Cér;éges with Dthers for toys, apten— , ’ : -
tion, aéhievement. B T 7. 5 4 3 1 . .55

7. Asserts hlS/hEr rights to fair treat-
CMENE . e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e w3

8. Accepts or abides by school, classroom
FULES . v v s s e s e e e e e e e e e ze D

. 9. 'Covbperates and shares with others. . . . . 5 . 4 3

10. Shows verbal affection to others . . . . 5 4 3

>,ll. Shows verbal dislike or hostility to

COtHETS . v e e e e e e e e ea e e e e s e D 4 3 Ll .70
l12. Shows physical affection to others . . . . 5 4 <:>, -.50 1.
13. Shows physical dislike or hostility to . :
@tgrr . e . . e e e e e e s . .« 5 4 3 .79 ¢
L

- L

1

NN

N (")

SR RNCONONCERICHON
: ; .‘n...m “ ‘ . .

I

Loy

oo

i

s

Lt

M
cicl

14. Shows self-confidence. i‘f‘i e T T - 4 - 3

15. Shows awares %55 of and prlde in own
culture.

Y . .
16. - Decides for self wha to do, with whom - :
m to play. . . o o 0 e o e e b e e e e e 5 3 2
17 Gets the attention of adults appro- '
priately . 5 3 2 1
18. YGets the attention of peets appro=
priately ¥ . . . . < 5 4 -3 2 47

EKC e Ry ;’*’f;

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




TablE'H=2 /
(continued).

Compared to other children of the same
agé and background, ‘how often does this
- .child behave in the fpllowing ways?

FECFDIEE

Wa

r Whlch Léadlng
H;ghest

Flexi-
bility

5.

Self-
”Bufﬁiui&nuMy

minaticon

w

¢ . Aggres-

siveness

]L " P‘D‘iSwE .

19. fAttempts to solve social Erﬂblems with
little adult assistance . . . . . . . .

QD.V Takes .on the role of adult durlng

) dramatlc play « « « « « « 4 & & s .
L 4

21, Shows respect for or ‘tolerance of -
: others' 1deas and behaz%ar or: l@aks .

22. Recognizes chers - feelings, responds
appropriately . . « .« « ¢ ¢ o]o o oo

123, <f3lk5 freely to children. . . .

24, #Talks freely to adults. . . . . . . . . .

. ‘M‘

N

(]

[
¥

©e0 - O®

F




- Table H-2
(c@ntln =d) -

Compared to other children of the same
age and backgraund how often does this

chlLd behave in the following ways?
. , ,,f;, - ,f,, e

e 2

. Factors for Which L@édiﬁér

Was Highest

Flexi--
bility

5.

Self--

Sufficienty

mination

26i
27. -
g8,
29&

30.

31.

. \H—u m

32.

34,

- makes.
35,
36.
37.

3g.

39.

Warks or plays well Gﬂ hls/her own .

Uses' alternat;ve strategjes.if ;n;t;al
pramlemﬁsalVLng methods fail . .

Is easily distracted whén d@lnq a task .

Asks for needed help}t@ do a task.

Asks f@ unnecessary help to do a task .

Sees his/her errors in a task and

c&{%\fts'them I

ves up on tasks bef@re they are
ni

i
in shedv. B

Returns to unfinished tasks after
interruption ... . .

Enjoys tasks he/she chooses. ".

Shawgipridé in what i}/she does obr

Chooses tasks that are too easy for .

“him/her. « . . . o 0 . s 0 e s e e e

Chooses tasks'that are too hard for

CRim/REL LT L T

Expects to succeed, not afraid of
failure. . .« v .+ . o . e .

Has a desire ta master all kinds, Df
Sklllg . : o

Needs much encouragement or material
rewards to attempt tasks .

.tﬁ

i5

n

.5
. .5

@4-
l w EfwﬂeterQ ‘ 

4

4

_(:)1!I(:)'LM

o B
L]

.54

.75

.82

261

2




