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NYU Booklets 3D and 4A”

P ose-: -

3

- The NYU Boéklets were designed to measure areas of pre-
school achievemeﬁt. Booklet 3D is designed to measure
achiévement in pre-math, pre;science and linguistic conceptéi
Booklet 4A is designed to measure achiévemeht_inzshape,

numeral and ‘alphabet names. These concepts are taught in

many préschool programs in the Head Start Planned vVariations

Study. -

B e T T e LR e LR ]

Description

Booklet 3D is composed of theﬂ§¢iiéyi§g”three subtests:
1. Pre-math relational concepts. Seven items ‘assess
basic concepts of guantity and serial relation. Examples

are "Poimt—to-the boy who has all the balloons" and "Point-

to the closed door." Agfg

2. Pre<science relationaiJcoﬁcegts. Seven item; assess
the:basic concepts of “dgyﬁ; "ydung"; "short", "thih",‘;far
away", "wide", and old

3. Linguistic Féncept of prepositions. Five items
assess the undergt;nding of the prepositional phr;;es of
- physical relatiéh: "over", "behind", "down", "away", and
"against". | _

Booklet 4A is éomposed of the following thtee subtests:

1. Alphabet names. Nine items assess the child's

recognition of printed capital letters.
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2. Numerél names. Six items assess the child's
knowledge of numerals.

30 Shape names. Three items assess the child's
récognition‘of shapes: heart, diamond and rectangle.

Each item correct in each booklet‘is scored "1".
.The total maximum score is 19 for Booklet, 3D and 18 for
Booklet 4A. Summary scores and a set of scores, obtained
by considering the three subtests as criterion-referenced’

0 . . .
-measures, were used in the data analysis (see Smith, 1973 ..

Development .0f Instrument

TheASubtésts of Booklets 3D and 4A are shortened ver-
sionsrof six Early Childhood Inventorigs which are being
developed under the joint directorship of A. Coller and J.
Victor ét the I@stitute for Developmental Studies at the
New Y;rk University School of Education. The_Early Child-
hood Inventories Have_been developed to be easily administered,
easily scored, and appropriate for disadvantaged’children.

At the present time there are 17 inventories available in
experiﬁental forms. In addition to the six being used in
the HSPV S£ud§‘there are inventories to measure body parts'“
names, color names, classroom objects' names, gquantity
matching, set matching, same and different relationships,
lower case alphabet letters, comparatives condepts and super-
latives concepts (ébller and Victor, 1971). Since these

inventories are still in experimental stages, there is no

technical information available.
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£o? the total Fall 1970 sample was 11.849 (S.D. = 3.277,

272

Norms.

&

There is no original norming sample for the NYU'
Booklets since they were in experimental form before being
adapted for use in tﬂe Head Start Planned Variation Study.

Norms for raw scores are available for the Fail 1970
HSPV sample for Booklet 3D (Table 1 - 7) and for Bookiet
4A (Tables 8 - 14). Norm tables based on three month age
divisioné>(ten groupings ffom 42-44 months to 69-71 months)

give the number of children, the mean score and the standard

.deviation at each age level for the following groupings in

the HSPV sample: tptal (3D - Table 1, 4a - Table 8),
females (3D - Table 2, 4A ~ Table 9}, males (3D - Table 3, -
4A - Table 10)}_chi1dren with no previous preschool exper-
ience (3D-- Table 4, 4A - Table 11), child:en with previous‘
preschool experience (3D.— Table 5, 4A - Table 12), black
children (3D - Table 6, 4A - Table 13), and white children
(3D - Table 7, 4A - Table 14). The mean Booklet 3D score

b
N = 2161), while the mcan Booklet 4A score was 5.645 \
(s.D. =:3:273, N = 2150). 1In general, scores on both
booklets increase with age, are higﬂer for white children
than for black childrén,_aq@ are higher for'children with

previous preschool experience than for children with no

previous preschool experience.
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JIADLEL . 7

'DISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 3D SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN

IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLEL

s

: . | 2 |
{ Age (Months) N - Mean Score . 8.D.
< | 42-44 ' 10: 8.700 3.348
45-47F 61 | . 10.607 3.413
48-50 | 207 9.957 3.085
51-53 | 314 10.965 . " |, 3.204
54-56 - 355 | 11.487 3.202
57259 350 | '11.860- .3.034
6562 | 274 . 12.500 12,994
" 63-65 . 230 - 12.730 3.120
GE_638 - ] 182 £3.159 27819
co-71 178 | 13.433 3.270
[ . ’ |
5 .
“ N
| ToraL 2161 | - 11.849 3.277 |
. ﬁ .
a * >
"

..lIncludei)gll ChllQ;Gn ‘not in Lev@l I 51tes, Oraibl,

‘2Max1mum score = 19 . ' : .




L 7 . TABIE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF YU BOOKLET 3D SCORES FOR FEMALES.

IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE'
. | =
L . \
. Age»(MQnths) N Mean Score-? S.D. )
- | 42-43 5 7.000 3.521
45-47 32 110969 2.995%
48-50 " 102 10.392 2.958
. 51-53 151 11.040 , 3.092
54-56 179 .11.665 . 3.232
57-59 162 12.228 2.855
60-62 140 12:.157 2.824
63-65 116 13.p43 0 3.182
66-68 89 113.393 .2.807
~59_?&;{% 186 13.360 2.965
‘ L 4 "'ﬂ- &
9
{ TOTAL 1062 111.994 3.171

'Includes all children ‘not in'Level I sites, Oraibi,
or Fres no, who nad adocuate age.. 1nformatlon on sex,‘

aage, race, and prcschool experience. .

e
a

.2Max1mum score =

l 9 -s‘”’_‘/"m

o5 IS AN, A

e .
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4 ~ q ¢
o e : TABLE 3 -
. DISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 3D SCORES FOR MALES
@a . .  IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE' )
- 3
Age (Months) N . - Méan Seore?2 |+ -S.D.
o
} o o o _ .
| 42-44 o “5- .. 10.400 2.059 -
45-47 29 | . 10.207 T+ 3.782
48-50 - \ 105 - . 9.533 ©3.147
51-53 | 163 | - - 10.8%6 . | ,6 3.302 _
54-56 176 | - 11.307 3,162
57-59 : | 188 °p ~11.543 3.1468
60-62 - 134 12.858 JLoo3.122
6365 - 114 12.412 3.023.
- |-s6268 93 12.935 1 2.812
’ 69-71. 92 13.500 ]+ 3.531
o‘ g‘g(:: _4 K
| ToraL s " ]1099 11,709 ©3.370
1. . R

- )\ | l |  ‘ —
%Includes all children ‘not in Level I sites, Oraibi,
or Fresno, who nad adzcuate age information on sex,

- - age, race, and preschool experience.

A

Q 20 i Sy 1 g
I 1y =19.
£]{U:\$ax1num score
i

IToxt Provided by ERI
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)

-NO PRLVIOUS PRESCHOOL EYPERLENCE IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLEl

~ - /J

N (O PR .

, N N, ¢ .
~ N . s e s
Age (Months) N Mean - Score 2 S:D.
, _ - _ ]
- \) ‘\} * "'— * q" “l
) e . . ".J ¢
* | 42-44 107 8.700 | 3.348"
45-47 55, 10.527 3.274
48-50 185 -'9.%08 ;. - 3.124
. 51-53 . " 4| 285 10%£979. 3.184
54-56 o [v293e 11.-972 3.279
57-59 290 11.707 . ©3.p94
60-62 - 204, ©12.299 1 .2/936
63-65 162 12.660 3,069
56-68 135 i2.973 2.835
.| 69-71 130 12.977 ¢ . .209
| 130 A
« |
TOTAL 1749 11.638 .3.263 ",
>
nglpdcs all chlldren ‘not’ in level I sites, Oralbl,

§ 5500 e T

Q

ERIC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

or Fresno, ¢

age, raue, and preschool experlence

2Ilax1mum score

19.

who had adncuate .age 1nformatlon on sex,.
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DISTRFBUFION OF NYU BOOKLET 3D SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH -

PREVIOUS RRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1970 'HSPv SAMPLE!

.
Age‘(Ménths) N ' Mean.Score? s.n. 1
- . /
: . S %
- ) 42_44 - ——— ..—'.—‘-._—
. 45-47 - ; 1| 11.000
. 48-50. 15 | 9.933
©51-53 1 16 11.063
| 54-56 "’ 42 < 11.738
‘ 57-59° Yoo 44 |, 12.477,
< B0-62 = 59 12.864
| 63-65. ’ 66 / 13.015
© 36-68 ' 42 13.833
69-71 _ 45 l4.756.-
. . . , - ) LT ' . .- - ~. -
! TOTA% _330 ' T\\l2i855 “\ .3.207 N
: >
PR ] ; ' ’ "" . X ,t
o 1

Includes all chlldren'wot in” Levpl I 51tes, Oraibi,
QI Freanol wha had adcouate age information on sex,
age, race, and prcschool experlence

o 2Nax;mum score = 19. o 1\;;
j , - _

. -
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," " . . TABLE .6 -

DISTRIBUTION OF -NYU BOOKLET 3D SCORES FOR BLACK CHILDREN
. . . l - ’

" IN THE FALL 1970 HSDPV SAMPLE

-Age (Months )’ N Mgan Score 2 S.D.
. . ) . , ] :
_
| 42844 S R ¥ © . 12.000 0.816
. 45-47 . 38 ~10.737 1 3.160
48-50 - - 127 - 9.929 © 2,927
51-53- > 171 10.585 . 3.149
54-56 _ -] 188 11.277. 3.274 e
57259 ’ - 189 11.646 3.157 ‘
60-62 107 . 12.019 2.845
L 63-65- . . = 107 12.822 2.912
- | 56-68 . .84 | - 12.786 2.695 -
'69-71 105 | 12.848 3.411 !
) p
TOTAL 11119 11.543 -1 3,234
' - .. 3 . ) .
a o . R ‘e .- . ) : »
Y : . s .
1

Includes all children 'not in revel I sites, Oraibi,
"or Fresno, who had adecuate age 1nformatlon on sex,'
age, race, and prbschool experlence. :

. \\

2nax1mum score =”19;




279

- TABLE 7

DISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 3D SCORES FOR WHITE CHILDREN

—

IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLEl

Age tMonths) N Mean Score2 S.D.. -
_ oy
* | 42-44 : 6 . 7.500 3.202

45-47 22 10.818 -3.284
48-50 69 . 10.116 3.264
51-53 114 11.491 . | , 3.264
54-56 124 11.734. 3.228
57-59 ‘116 12.224 2.983
60-52 1 110 13.173 . 3.048
63-65 86 13.523 Sl - 2.823

- 56-68 61" . 14.344 - 2.828.

| 69-71 51 | . 14.961 | 2.737
TOTAL 759 | 12.403 3.366
1Includcs all children ‘not in Level I sitesfwb}aibi,t;,

or Fresno, who had adzcuate ace information gn sex,-
age, race, and prcschool experience. X

ERIC 2l aximum score = 19,
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TABLE 8

DISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 4A SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN‘

1
IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE

Age {(Months)’ N Mean Score 2 S.D.
| 42-44 ) 10~ 3.200 | 2.561
45-47 61 | = 4.869 2.670
48-50 205 4.805 2.568
51-53 : 309 5.107 2.603
54-56 . 353 5.742 : 3.341
57-59 348 5.807 , 3.291
60-62 276 ., 6.062 ¥ 3.708
, 63-65 230" © 5.530. , 3.275
- —+ s6-68 - . |.181 |  6.127 3.367
| 69-71 177 © 6.452 3.764 —f———
4
TOTAL 2150 5.645 3.273
»
1

Includes all chlldren ‘not in Level I Slt°S, Oraibi,
"or Fresno, who had adﬂnuate ace information on sex,
age, race, and prcschool experience.

2Haximum score = 18.
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DISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 4A SCORES FOR FEMALES

IN TEE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE

1

Age (Mopths) N Mean Score 2 S.D
. 42-44 5 3.200 3.187 -
45-47 32 4.688 1.895
48-50 101 5.188 2.379
51-53 149 5.114 2.445
54-56 179 5.492 2,966
57-59 161 5.851 3.221
60-62- 141 6.000 3.696
63-65 116 5.440 3.249
56-68 89 6.416 3.496
69-71 86 6.535 3.669
TOTAL 1059 5.653 3.156

O

lIncludes-all children 'not'.in Level I sites, Oraibi,
or Fresno, who had adzcuate ace information on sex,
age, race, and preschool experience.

znaximum scoxre = 18.



282

TABLE 10

DISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 4A SCORES FOR MALES

IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLEL

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.

‘| 42-44 | 5 3.200 1 1.720
45-47 29 5.060 % 3.311
48-50 104 4.433 - 2.688
51-53 160 5.100 , 2.741
54-56 174 ’ 6.000 , 3.669 -
57-59 -1 187 5.770 3.350
60-62 135 6.126 3.718
63-65 114 5.623 3.299
56-68 92 5.848 1 3.213
69-71 91 6.374 3.851
TOTAL 1091 5.636 3.383
1l

‘Includes all children ‘not in Level I sites, Oraibi,
or Fresno, who had adzcuate ace information on sex,
‘age, race, and preschool experience.

2 . o .
Q laximum score = 18, ) '
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. ‘ TABLE 11

DISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 1A SCOPES FOR ALL CHILDREM WITH

MO PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE IM THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLEl

/\ \
Age (Months) N Mean Score 2 S.D.
Tl 42-44 10 3.200 2.561
45-47 55 4.727 2.260
48-50 183 4.716 2.615
51-53 282 5.110 . 2.326
54-56 291 "5.478 2.992
57-59 1 288" 5.691 3.223
60-62 206 |- ° 5.854 3.419
63-65 152 5.352 1 3.202
56-68 134 5.948 3.175
69-71 ~ 129 6.333 3.665
TOTAL 1740 5. 469 © 3.083

1Includes all children 'not in Level I sites, Oraibi,
or Fresno, who iad adzcuate age information on sex,
age, race, and preschool experience.

2Haximum score = 18.
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DI$TRIBUTION OF NYU.,BOOKLET 4A SCOPLS FOR ALL CHILDRE}
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T WITH

PREVLCUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE "IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAPPLEl

. 2
Age (Months) N Mean Score S.D.

* | 42-44 S N A
45-47 : 1 5.000 | =—ee-
48-50 15 5.533 2.276
51-53 14 5.5643 ,3.772
54-56 42 6.095 4.017
57-59 44 5.386 2.357
60-62 59 6.220 4.423
63-65 66 6.015 3.436
56-68 42 6.619 3.909
69-71 45 6.644 3.854
TOTAL 328 6.101 3.704
1

Includes all children 'not in Level I sites, Oraibi,

2r Fresno, who had adecuate age information on sex,
age, race, and prcschool experience.

2Itaximum score =

18.
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TABLE 13

DfSTRIBUTION'OF YU BOOKLET 4A SCORES FOR BLACK
1

CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE

AP
e
Age (Months) N Mean Score . S8.D.
* | 42-44 | 3 4.333 2.055
- 45-47 38 5.158 2.434
48-50 126~ 4.849 2.520
51-53 170 4.882 . 2.459
54-56 | 188. . 5,564 ' 3.336
57-59 189 5.497 3.230.
60-62 - .‘ 108 5.259 3.348
63-65 | 107 5.187 3.383
56-68 84 5.512 o 3.393
 69-71 104 . 5.962 3.838
TOTAL 11y7 5.319 3.165

.'lIncludcs all children 'not in Level I sites, Oraibi,
or Fresno, who had adeccuate ace information on sex,
age, race,. and prcschool experience.

) . j
Y~ 2Igax_:_mum_score = 18.
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TABLE 14

DISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 4A SCORES FOR WHITE
1

CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE

Age (Months) N Mean Score? |  S.D.

| 42-44 6 2.000 2.082
45-47 22 4.591 . 2.871
48-50 - | 68 . 4.515 2.361
51-53 112 5.402 , 2.846
54-56 - 124 5.847 3.391
57-59 115 6.522 3.569
60-62 , 110 6.745 4.069
63-65 : 86 6.256 1 . 3.275
56-68 60 ‘ 6.950 1 3.481°
" 69-71 51 7.294 3.696
TOTAL 754 6.060 3.478
1

Includes all children not in level I sites, Oraibi,
2r Fresno, who nad adzcuate age information on sex,
age, race, and proschool experience.

2Maximum score = 18.
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Reliability

Booklet 3D and 4A reliability estimates (KR-zo'g)’for
the total sample and subsamples of the fall 1969 and fail
1970 HSPV sémples are listed'in Tables 15-18.1In general, the
feliability is low (in %Hél.%O's) for both booklets. The
range of the fifty-five coefficients calculated for the
fall 1969 Booklet 3D sample (Table 15)was from .341 (n =
17) for hortherm older blacks with no prévious preschool
experience to .778 (n = 178) for norﬁhern children with
previous preschool ‘experience. _Only'24% of all the coefficients
were below .60. For the fall 1970 Booklet 3D sample (Table'g
16) the coefficients’rgnged from .361 (n = 44) for éouthefn
young blacks wi;h.previous preschool experience to .687
(n = 932) for white children. Only 7% of all the estimapes
were below .60. For the fall 1969 Booklet 43 sample (T;ble'
I7)the coefficients ranged from .039 (n = 16) forvnorthern
older white children with previous preschool experience td
.803 (n=16) for nothern older blécks Qith no previous pre-
school. 35% of these coefficients were below .60. Coefficients
for the fall 1970 Booklet 4A sample (Table 18)ranged from
.391 (n=15§) for southern young blacks with no previous pre-
school to .839 (n = 40) for northern young blacks wi'th pre;

+ vious preschool. Only 15% of these KR-20's were below .60. "
it - . ’

\\»\

Item Characteristics

SN

A factor analysis of Booklets 3D and 4a tocether
demonstrated that the tests should remain separate for
analyses. A factor analysis of Booklet 3D alone revealed there

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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'I‘_ABLE 15

KR-20 RELIABILITIES FOR FALL 1969 HSPV BOéKLET 3D SCORES

—

A . i v - N
n mean? S.D. ' Kr-20
Totallt 1692 12.698 3.321 .694
Black 1 .1176 12.411 3.323 " .686
White 516 13.353 3.228 .699
. Male 821 ©12.557 3.309 .685
‘Female 865 12.822 3.331 .702
Young3 808 11.346 3.055 .595
old - 884 13.933 3.065 .683
Previous ' 542 '13.908 3.176 .709
Preschool )
No Previous 1150 12.128 3.236 .658
Preschool —
North | 649 12.057 3.484 . .710.
| ‘
South . 1043 13.097 3.153 .671 |

lSample includes .all blacks and whites between 35 and 77
months at October 1, 1969, who had a fall test score and
data on the previous preschool experience question.

2Ma;(imum score 1is 19.

3Young is less than 60 months; old is greater than 59 months.
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TABLE 16

KR-20 RELIABILITIES FOR FALL.1970 HSPV BOOKLET 3D SCORES

! n | mean? | S.D. | KRrR-20
, . .

Totall 2581 | 11845 3.253 ©.657
Black 11309 11.548, 3.202 .641
| white 932 . 12.401 3.327 .687
Male 1332 11.700 3.347 674
Female 1 1249 11.999 3.143 .635
Young- 1143 10.907 3.202 . .629
" o1d 1437 ©12.592 3.097 .637
Previous | 474 12.705 3.187 661
Preschool : ' |
No Previous | 2100 11.645 - 3.239 .650

Preschool - -
North 1495 11.683 3.163 .634
South 1086 | 12.067 1 3.360 ©.684

lSample includes all children who were not in a Level I

site or Oraibi between 32 and 79 months at October 1,

1970.

Note: 98% of the children were between 41 and 71 months.
Spanish-speaking children are included in the total
sample. .

2Maximum score is 19.

o «3Young is less than 57 months; old-is greaﬁer_than 56;mon£hs. L
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TABLE 17

KR-20 RELIABILITIES FOR FALL 1969 HSPV BOOKLET 4A SCORES

2

n ; meanz , S.D. KR-20
Totall 1676 = 6.039 ‘| 3.279 676"
Black 1162 - 5.998 | 3.290 677
_White 514 6.130 3.255 .680
Male 807 . 5.886 | 3.231 .668
Female ‘| 863 | 6.172 3,322 .684.
3 - -
Young> 803 | '5.277 2.552 .475
01ld 873 f 6.740 3.692 > .742
. j ’ - S .
Previous - 538 | 6.846 . | 3.587 723
Preschool L | . .
S P -
No Previous =~ 1138 . 5.657 3.051 .631
Preschool i : .
North b e42 5,947 . 3.159 .651
l. : i
South 1034 © 6.096 . 3.351 ., .691
. 1 )
|

lSample includes all blacks and whites between 35 and 77
months at October 1, 1969, who had a fall test score and
data on the previous preschool experience guestion.

. 2Maximum seore is 18. . T e i
. RSN §

[Hiﬂ:gYoung_is less than 60 months; old is greater than 59 months. .

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE ‘18 -

- -

KR-20 RELIABILITIES FOR FALL 1970 HSPV BOOKLET 4A SCORES

— ‘ 7 — .. / !
| n ’ mean i S.D.. . Kr-20 { "\
1 . | )
Totall 2568 5.661 3.238 ! - 686
Black . 1307 5.347 3.144 .670
White 927 | 6.042 3.448_ .725
Male "] 1324 5.603 - 3,287 .696
Female 1244 5.723  .|. 3.186 ‘;- ’ .674
Young3 | 1132 5.274 2,913 ;| .618
o1d * 1435 5.965  ©  3.445 - .719
7| previous 472 6.413 3. 820 “ .772
Preéschool ‘ |
No Previous| 2089 5.483 3.062 i .649
Preschool - : . : '
£ ", '
.North - 1484 5.830 T3+209. . .676
South 1084 5.430 . 3.265 | .697
1 . . -G

lSample includes all children who were not in.a LeQel I site
or Oraibi between 32 and 79 months at October 1, 1970.-

Note: 98% of the children .were between 41 and Zl months.
Spanish-speaking children are.included in the’

v total saqple. : T .

Maximum score 1is i8. -

3

3Young is less than 57 months; old is greater 'than’ 56 months.

P

&
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is oﬁiy one stabie)'interéretable factor.

. Close investigation of the freqdency distributions of
scorés of. Booklet 3D for four sﬁbsamples.of children with
previQus_preschodl'experienee (yodng whites,‘old whites,

| YOung blacks, old blacks) for fall 1969 and sprlng 1570
“ reveals that there is a celllng effect in the spring. 1In

all these groqps at both tlmes scores were negatively skewed.

N ~

Ceiling effeetsiare'ﬁost,p;ominent in the spring with the
older children,;eSpeEially the older-thte children with
previous preschoeliexperience (see Tables 19 and 50). in
spring 1970, 78% of the older white childkeh were at the three
top scores (sdere 174;27%} score 18--22%; score 19-—29%)..
. Investigationfof‘the frequency distributions of scores
of Booklet 4A fongthe same four subsamples for fall 1969
and Spring\1970 reveals that there are no floor or eeiiing'
effects. In all of thehgroups the SCOLes were positively
skewed in the.fall:and more normally distributed in-the
spriné. | 7 . T, -

Correlations with Other Tests - .. . R

y
o
N

n

Correlations of Booklets 3D and 4A, with the CPSCS, the
MI Subtests and the 64- 1tem PST are 11sted in.Table 21 for
the total fall 1970 HSPV sample and several subsamples (blacks,

wh;tes, young, old, previous preschool experlence, no pre-
j ’
v1bus preschool .experience) .’ Correlatlons with-the PS35I

are estimates of the concurrent va11d1ty of the NYU Booklets
in every case, the correlations of‘Booklet fb with the_64-

item PSI are higher than the correlations of Booklet 4A with

[}{J:he PSI. This is probably explained by the'greater similarity h

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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TABLE 19

(Con't)

Young'Blécks~

Total i Number of = % of . Cum. % of
~Score ' Children ' children , children

0 -0 0.0 0.0 *
o1 0 0.0 0.0 *

-2 0 0.0 . 0.0 *

3 0 0.0 0.0 *

4 .0 0.0 0.0 *

5 0 0.0 0.0 *

6 0 0.0 0.0 *

-7 1 . 0.01" 0.01 *x
"8 2 0.02 0.04 * kK

9 2 8.02 0.06 AL
‘10 12 0.15 0.21 Sk kkkhkhkkkkKk
11 4 0.05 I 0.26 *kk kR
12 5, 0.06 ‘ 0.32- KkKKKK

13 4 0.05 : 0.37 *kkkok-

14 13 ; 0.16 § 0.54 kkkkhkhkhkkThhKRX
15 13 f 0.16 ! 0.70 KRRRKRRKRKR KK KK
1€ 10 | 0.13 § 0.82 KRR KkKKRKK KK
‘11 9 ' 0.11 ' 0.94 KRKkKKKRKKKK

18 4 ! ~0.05 " 0.99 Kk kK Kk

19 1l ~0.01 .- 1.00 * * -

80 !
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TABLE 20

/

;
DISTRIBUTIdN OF SPRING 1970 BOOKLET 3D SCORES

FOR OLD WHITES AND OLD BLACKS

WITH PREVIOUS FPRESCKOOL EXPERIENCE

014 Whites

© Total Number of | % of Cum, % of
Score ; Children | Children Children
N 0 0 0.0 9.0 *
o 1 0 0.0 0.0 *
XA 2 0 0.0 0.0 *
3 0 0.0 0.0 x
4 0 0.0 0.0 *
5 0 0.0 0.0 *
6 0 0.0 0.0 *
7 0 0.0 0.0 *
! '8 0 X 0.0 } 0.0 *
% 9 0 0.0 . 0.0 *
P10 0 0.0 0.0 ®
.11 0 0.0 0.0 *
L2 0 0.0 . 0.0 *
| 13 1 0.02 0.02 **
P14 0 0.0 0.02 *
‘ 15 4 0.10 0.12 khkkk
25 4 0.10 0.22 SKKKKK
17 11 0.27 0.49 " Y12222222%)
18 9 0.22 0.71 kkkkhkhkhkkk®
~19 12 0.29 1.00 A kKRR RRRKR KK KK
41
|
|

1Old is greater than 59 months.
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TABLE 20
(Cont)
0ld Blacks
Total | Number of % of [ Cum. % of l
Sscore | Children _; Children . Children
0 0 0.0 0.0 *
1 0 0.0 0.0 *
2 0 0.0 0.0 *
3, 0 0.0 0.0 *
‘4 0 - 0.0 0.0 *
5 0 0.0 0.0 *
6 0 0.0 0.0 - *
7 2 0.02 0.02 . kkk
8 0 > 0.0 0.02 ‘l *
9 2 0.02 0.04 e
10 1 0.01 0.05 vk
11 4 0.04 0.10 i *hkkk
12 | 4 0.04 0.14 | *****
‘13 i 10 0.11 | 0.25 khkkkkkkkkkk
14 | 14 . 0.15 : 0.40 kkkkkkkhkkkkkk k%
15 : 8 0.09 0.49 kkkkkxkhk
16 | .13 ' 0.14 0.63 khkkkkhkkhkkkkk %
17 | 14 0.15 0.78 kkkkkkkhkkhhkkk
18. 1 14 0.15 0.93 CkkkkkkkkkkIkhKK
19 . i . 6 o 0.07 1.00 *kkkk ki k
92




" TABLE 21

CORRELATIONS OF BOOKLET 3D AND =

4A SCORES WITH THE CPSCS, MI SUBTESTS, THE 64-ITEM

PSI,l AND THE STANFORD-BINET IQ AND MAl FOR FALL 1970 HSPV DATA

NYU pPSI cPscs M12 MT T MI 104 | MA
3D 64-item walk draw truck
Total '
1 Sample .
. NYU  .429 .467 .240 .142 142 £106 .365 |.435
4A (2125)| (2117) (2045) (10723} 1e77) | t1o06s) } (749} (750)
NYU .696 .297° 275 .298 136 | .427 |.640
i D (21277 "} (2057 (1071} (1078) | (1065) | (753)] (754)
Blacks '
NYU  .480 .513 - .269 .180 .148 .030 .442 |.534
4R (759 | (752) 1 (723) (440) | (a40) t (440) | (204)] (294)
" Nw ™ .710 303 U .303 | .297 .120 .434 | .696
kD) (7s6) | (728) (440) | (440} (440) ~ | (296)} (296)
Whites
) NYU  .467 .492 .214 .150 .126 .121 .394 |{.4d46
4A (1082)] (1076) (1043) (545) | (546) 542y | 3700} (371)
. NYU ' .699 .270 .278 .326 .153 | .436 |.658
30 (1054) (1052) (547) | (548) (543) {'3740)] (375)
Young3
NYU  .407 | .451 2222 .075 .046 .150 .256 |.317
aa  (r012)} (1007). 979) .| ca08) | (q12)- | 412) | (313 (313)
NYU .652 314 ~.253 | .200 .205 .453 |.528
3D (xo17) | (990) (408) | 412) (412) | 316)} (316)
1

Sample size for each correlation is in parentheses. Children-included
were not in Level I sites, Oraibi, or Fresno; betwecen 43 and 74 months;
~and in school for the full year.

°M1 scores are log transformations of the "slow" times; MI scores were
, used only if the child had passed two out of four practice items.

3Under 58 months.

4Pinneau IQ calculations used.

W - D

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TABLE 21 o ‘
) {Cont) . i
NYU PSI cPses MI VU ur MI 10 MA
iD 64 walk draw truck :
01a°
‘NYu | .426 .469 .235 .160 .167 .085 | .470 | .476
, 4 (1113) (1110) \ (1066) | (664) | . (665) (653) | (436) | (437)
NYU .676 .245 .259 .303 113 | .sa1 | 641
3D (1110) (1067) | (665) (666} 653 | (437 | (438)
"Previous
Pres;hool
NYU | .443 .485 .191 .147 | .094 .082 | .441 | .451
- 4a (409) (408) | (398) (203) (202) 198y { (za7) | (1a7)
. wu | .717 - .295 f.37¢ b 330 | .155 {.389 } .s3s
an (410) (400) (203) (202) (198) | (147 | (1amy
No Prév;ous )
Preschool .
NYU |.417 .452 .244 .140 .142 (124 | .338 | .413
4 (1716} (1709) (1647) | (869) (875) (867) t (602) { (607)
NYU .684 .285 249 | .280 | .141 }.422 | .624
3D (1717) (1657) | t870) (876) (867) | t606) | (607)

5Over 58 months.

O

ERIC . | :
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6f.items between the PSI and Booklet 3D. There are very

few items of reéognizing letters, numbers and shapes (conj
tents of Booklet 47) in the PSI. If the correlations are
corrected for unreliabilityl, the estiméted correlation
between the true score components of the‘64-item PSI_ana
» .
Booklet 3D is .90 (.70 + 077557T553). In geﬁeral, correla-
tibns betweeﬁ'the NYU Booklets and other tests are higher for

whites, older children, and children with previous preschool

experience.
Remarks

Neither Bbokle£ 3D or 4A is an adequate achievement
estimate alone since they both have low internal reliability
and the 3D has definite floor and ceiling effects. Inter-
pretations of summary scores are sometimes difficult to make.
‘This is léss true of Booklet 3D since its true correlation
with the 64-item PSI is very high, indicating that they are
measuring the same.cognitivevdomain.

These booklets are best used as a set of criterion-
referenced measures. Using this concept,'the percentages
of children in various sites and models who obtain either a
perfect score or on.y one item incorrect on each subtest and
who fail to get more than one item correct on each subtesﬁ

are reported. "

¢

ry.-2

1 Using formula + Where ry., is the correlation between
\"t—_ﬁ. - ’
1 2

O  tests and t;, tp are estimates of test reliabilitv.

E119
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Parent Information Form

PurEosé

The Parent‘Information Forms were designed to obtain a -
variety of background information about the parents and
children in the Head Stért Planned Variation sample,

The data can be used as independenf and dependent variébles
in the analysis. This information enables invesfigators.to
assesé what a child brings Qith him from his background to

the Head Start experience and what changes, if any, the Head

Start experience have on a child and his family.

~ Description

A Parent Information Form (PIF) was administered to
mothérs in the HSPV sample who were given the Eight-Block Sort
Task. The content of the Parent Informatioﬁ Form changed
from year to year, as guestions were added, deleted and
modified. 1In general, the PIF incluéed questions about
the following areas: '

1. "Demographic. These gquestions served primarily as
a check on the data éathered on fhe Cléssroom Infqrmation
Form. This information was included only in Fall 1971.

2; Non-demographic family background; The parents
were §sked for éuch information as how often they read £o
their children, how often they go on trips, and what the

child does at home. The information tapped by these

O 1estions can be interpreted as measures of the background
i ‘
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which the child brings to Head Start, and thus as independent
variables in the ana;ysié. Changes cén a}éo bé interpreted |
as possible effects of Head Stnrt on parents, and thus as
;
dependent variables. B BN
_'3. Parent and child attitudes. On some forms of the
PIF parents were asked n'éeries of attitudé guestions de-
signed to measure the parents' sense of control over the'
environment. On all forms parents were asked about their
own and their child's feelings toward the Head Start program.

. i
Like the non-demographic family background measures, these

can be interpreted both as dependent and independent‘variables.
4, Parent participation. The parents were asked about

their own involvement in the Head Start brograms, Community

iAction Program (CAP), membérship, velunteer work, etc.

Since parent involvement is an important goal of the Head

Starf program, these guestions measure.an impontant desired

outcome. Parent involvement may also be a contributing factor

to child success.

Reliability

A test—retest‘rgliapility'study was done on the rather
short form of the PIf\which was given in the fall of 1971.
The study is reported in Appendix F. This fonm did nnt
include any guestions on pnrental sensefof control. Nor
did it include, since it was.éiyen in the fall, guestions
about barticipatién or feelings about Head Start. Thus

nothing can be said about the reliability of these items.
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- The findihgs using a very small sample indicate that the
PIF is a reliable instrument for gathering demographic
data of the sort on the short form of Fall 1971. Questions
of a simple yes/no format are éspecially reliable. Because
of the low response rates for many questions and the findings
of moderate consistency on the educational éspirations and
egpectancies questions, it is doubtful that adequate attitude

data can be collected on such a form.

Remarks

The'data”on the non-attitudinal, simple format qdeétions
used'in the PIF appeafs to have adequate reliability, based
on a very small sample. Reliability estimétes for these .
items using a larger sample and for attitude and participation
items using any samplé need to be determined before‘such a

form is used in other studies.

]
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Peabody Picture Vocabulary Tgét

Purpose

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) is de-
siéned to measure a éhild's verbal intelligencé by
measuring his receptive vocabulary—-the_number of words
which hé knows when he hears them. éocabulary is a
major component of general intelligence measures. Vocab-
ulary subparts of both the Stanford-Binet and the WPPSI
correlate in the low .70's with their respective total

"intelligence" scores (McNemar, 1942; Wechsler, 1967).

Description

The PPVT iSlan untimed individual test consisting
of a booklet with three practice items and 150 test
plates each with four numggred picturés. The version
usedrin the HSPV Study is Form A, modified by SRI and
ETS to include pictures of black:; For each i?em the
stimulus word (a noun or verb form) is presented
orally and the child is reqﬁired to indicate the pic-
ture corresponding to thé woprd, either. by pointing or
by giving the number of the appropriate picture.

Items inérease in difficulty and’are‘presented to a

child until six errors are made out of eight consecutive
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responses or the test is complered. A complete list of
the words appears in Table 1. | f
The maximum number of words given was 100 in Fai}7
1971 and 150 in Spring 1972. In the fall all children
began the test at item 1 and continued until the eeil-°
ihg was reached or 100 words had been given. In the
. sering every child began at item 25 and a basal level
was established: |
1. If the child got items 25 through 32 correct.
2. If the child missed any item from 25 to 32,
the tester gave the items backwards from
-item 24 until
a. the child got eight correct in a row, oOr
b. the child.went through items 24 to 1
withoet getting eight correct in a row.
In the first case, the test was continded from item 32
until the ceiling or end of the test was reached. 1In
“the second case, the test was continued from the first
item missed by the child until the celllng or the end
of the test was reached or the test was dlscont;nued
) if the child had already missed six out of elght items.
Each item was scoredlas correct« incorreet, child
_refused_ot indeterminate. - This is a "tailored test,J'meam—
inqothat thére is not a fixed number of items given to each
child. The. test i$ also Guttman-scaled; in other Qords,_it

is assumed a child will get all items correct below any

specific item on the test.’




TABLE 1

306

WORDS INCLUDED IN THE PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST

16.

17.
18.
19.

20.

21.

22.

23,

\

i

car

cow
baby
girl
ball
block
clown
key

can
chickén
blowing
fan
digginq

skirta

catching

drum
leaf
tying

[
fence

bat

bee

bush K
ﬁburing
sewing

wiener .

26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.

37.
38.
39.
40.

\

41.

42.

43.
44,
45.
46.

47.

48.

49.°

50.-

téacher

building

arrow
kangaroo
accident
nest
caboose
envelope
picking
badge
goggles
%éacogk

gueen

" coach

wbip
net
freékle
eagle

twist

:shining

dial
'Yawning
bumble

signal

capsule

51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56 .
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.

65.

66.

- .67.

68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.

75.

submarine
thermos
projector -
group

cackling

transportation

counter
' p,
ceremony
~
pod
bronco
directing
funnel
delight
lecturer
communication
.archer

stadium

excavate

assaulting

stunt
meringue
appliance
chemist
arctic

destructién’
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] ¢ TAﬁLE 1 (coN'm)
76: portey/’ 101. ’gréduated. '126. dormer
77. _coast |, . 102.. hieroglyphic 127."coniferou§
78. hoistihg - 103. orate 128. conéternation
79. ‘wailing 104. cascade 129. obese
80. coil 105. illumination  130. gauntlet
81. kayak o t106. 'nape. | ‘ 131. iﬁclement
82. sentry - © 107. genealogist .  132. cupola
83. furrow - 108. -embpssed | | 133. obiiEerate ‘
.84.  beam 109. mercantile - 134. burnishing \\_\
85. fragment }110. encumbered 135. bovine
' 86. hovering . 111. entize . <. 136. eminence
87. bereavement 112. concentric _- 137. légume.
88: crag 113. vitreous 138. senile
89. tantrum | 114. sibling 139. deleterious
, 90. submerge 115. machete 140. raze
91, descend : 116. waif 141. ambulation
92. hassock 117. <cornice 142. cravat
93. canine - "~ 118. timorous 143. impale
§4. prqbing | 119, .fettered' 144. marsupial
95. énéling o 120. tartan 145. predatory
‘96; apbraising i21. sulky 146. inEerﬁitude
97.- confining 122. obelisk 147. imbibe
98. ., prECipitation 123. eclipse 148, ‘homunculus

99, gable - - 124. entomology 149. cryptogam

@ 100. amphibian . 125. bumptious 150. pensile




? . .
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Development of Instrument

In 1959 Lloyd M. Dunn developed the PPVT in two
parallel Forms A and B as a measure of receptlve vbcabu-

- lary for ages two—and one-half to eighteen. 1In selecting
the final stimulus words for the test Dunn had several
groups of.subjeets of all ages selectively sort from
an original pile of 2, ;ss line drawings of illustrable
nouns- ard verbs (Buros, 1965). Since its creation
the PPVT has been w1dely used 1n studles with children,
especially mentally retarded and handicapped children
(see references in Buros, 1965; 1972). Several 1nvest1-
gators have used the original PPVT version with disadvantaged
preschoolers (Costello & Ali, 1971; Datta,'1967; Dilorenzo
& Brady, 1968; Milgram & Ozer, 1967; Rieber & Womuck, 1968;
Shipman et al., 1971). The first 75 items of the standard
Dunn test were used in the first year of the ETS Longitudinal
Study (Shipman, .1972). For the second year of the study, a;
modi fied version of 50 ‘items which contained redrawings of a

. number of human pictures to include blacks and adults in a
variety of roles, was used. This modified 60 item version

-.was extended to all 150 pictures by Shipman and Tanaka in

1971 for use in the 1971-72 HSPV study and Follow Through

evaluation.
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Sﬁandardizatlon«

/' The original PPVT standardization sample was based
entirely on 4,012 white children in and around Nashville,
Tennessee. Children ranging in number from 92 to
354 and representing 19 different age levels from 2.5
to 18 years were tested on both forms. Only children
under nine were given the tes£ individually. fThe
atandard scores (PPVT IQs) were derived by assigning an
IQ0 of 100 (S.D. = 15) to the mean raw score for each
distribution of subjects arranged in six month age

intervals. There is a problem in using these norms with

younger phildren since two children with the same raw
score one month apart will get widely diacrepant IQ
scores. For example, a 44—month—old child with a raw
score of 28 would be assigned an IQ of 89 while a child
one month older with the same raw score would be assigned
an IQ of 76 {(a 13 point difference). Because of the
inconsistencies in the norm tables, DilLorenzo and Brady
(1968, p. 247) concluded that "the use of PPVT 1Q data
'fiﬁ:the evaluation of preschool programs could proddce
invalid results and thus lead td spurious concluaions
regarding program e€fectiveness." In several previous
studies with disadvantaged preschool populations (Datta,
1967; D1Lorenzo & Brady, 1968; Milgram & Ozer, 1967;
Rlebegfﬁww’wack"1968) PPVT scores have been substantlally

[}{J:ower than the normalization sample.

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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Norms (mean, S.D., percentiles) for the raw scores of
the ETS Head Start Longitudinal sample are available for
children in Year 1 (in three month age intervals from 42-59
months) and for children in Year 2 (in three month age inter-
vals from 51-69 months) (see Shipman, 1972). The mean for
the total sample in Year 1 was 26.3 (S.D. : 12.85, N = 1198);
the mean for the total sample in Year 2 was 41.6 (S.D. = 9.75,
N = 1309).

Norms for raw scores of the HSPV version of the PPVT
are available in Tables 1 - 8. Based on 15 three month age
intervals from 36-38 months to 78-80 months, these tables give
the number of children,the mean score and the standard devia-
tion at each age level for the following groupings of the HSPV
sampie: total sample (Table 1), males (Table 2), females
(Table 3), children with previous preschool experience (Table 4),
children with no previous preschool experience (Table 5), black
children (Table 6), white children (Table 7) and Mexican-

.

American children (Table 8). The mean score for the HSPV

sample was 31.525 (S.D. = 13.258, N = 2996). A developmental

» oy

age trend can be evidenced in all of the norm tables.
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TABLE 1

DISTRIBUTION OF PPVT SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN
1

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE

Age (Months) .| N Mean Score? S.D.
36-38 5 20.400 13.185
39-41 4 23.500 3.354
42-44 2 12.864 9.251
45-47 76 21.697 10.885
48-50 263 24.711 .10.930
51-53 474 26.633 11.841
54-56 476 29.626 11.938
57-59 468 - 31.630 13.021
60-62 381 34.554 13.360
63-65 BN "~ 259 35.216 12.611
66-68 261 36.659 12,346
69-71 211 39.336 12.205
72-74 89 42.000 12.437
75-77 4 36.750 23.424
78-80 3 33.000 9.416
TOTAL 1 2996 31.525 13.258
1

Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites. '

2r‘aximum score = 150.
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TABLE 2 -

DISTRIBUTION OF PPVT SCORES FOR MALES

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLEY

Age (Months) N Mean Score? s.D.
36-38 S S
39-41 1| 22.000. - | e-ee-
42-44 8 18.250 5.449
45-47 47 21.447 10.536
48-50 130 25,815 11.291
51-53 - 252 27.433 12.429
54-56 1 235 30.055 12.310
57-59 1239 31.594 13.455
60-62 , 201 35.552 13.421
63-65 120 | 35.725 ©12.930

. 66-68 138 37.391 12.790
69-71 98 41.061 12.034
72-74 47 42.936 12.542
75-77 2 60.000 2.000
78-80 2 35.000 11.000
TOTAL 1520 32.161 13.620
1

Inciudes all children w:th adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2Maximum score = 150.
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TABLE 3

DISTRIBUTION OF PPVT SCORES FOR FEMALES'
1

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE

Age (Months) N Mean Score S.D.
36-38 5 20.400 13.185
39-41 3 24.000 ‘ 3.742
42=44 14 20.786 10.732
45-47 29 22.103 11.415
48-50 133 : 23.632 10.453
51-53 222 25.725 11.066
54-56 241 29.207 11.549
57-59 . 229, 31.668 12.551 |
1 60-62 180 . 33.439 13.202
63-65 139 34.777 12,313
66-68 123 35.837 11.775
69-71. 113 37.841 12,155
72-74 42 40.952 12.234
75-77 . 2 13.500 3.500
78-80 1 29.000 | @ m=mm——-
TOTAL : 1476 30.870 ' 12.843
]
1

Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2 .
Maximum score = 150.
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TABLE 4

DISTRIBUTION OF PPVT SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH

PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLEl

?

Age (Months) N Mean Score? S.D.
36-38 ' et T [ ——
39-41 _ -—= | e amaeaa
42-44 2 32.000 7.000
45-47 8 35.000 13.257
48-50 35 ; 25.857 11.736
51-53 66 ' 30.318 11.455
54-56 : 58 29.345 11.897
57-59 76 33.882 12.190
60-62 118 36.610 11.854
63-65 S8 34.939 ©11.758
66-68 94 37.160 10.522
69-71 - 96 39.135 11.656
72-74 -38 40.474 - 10.351 -
75-77 : 2 60.000 - 2.000
78-80 ' 2 37.500 - 8.500
TOTAL ' 693 *34.999 12.216
1

Includés all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2Naximum score = 150,




"TABLE 5

DISTRIBUTION OF PPVT SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH NO

PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLEl

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.
36-38 5 20.400 . 13.185
39-41 4 23.500 3.354
42-44 . 19 18.316 8.639
45-47 67 20.060 9.457
48-50 222 . 24.595 10.868
51-53 391 26.097 . 11.900
54-56 404 29.921 11.931
57-59 379 31.158 13.097 |
60-62 253 33.648 13.972
- 63-65 : 153 36.275 12.683
66-68 161 '36.901 12.729
69-71 - 112 40.036 12.154
72-74 51 43.137 13.677
75-77 2 13.500 3.500
78-80 1 ‘ 24.000 | —e=m=—-
TOTAL 2224 30.660 13.381
1l

Includes ‘all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites. . _

2r‘aximum score = 150.
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"TABLE 6
DISTRIBUTION‘OF‘PPVT SCORES FOR BLACK CHiLDREN
IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE!
Age (Months) N ' Mean Score2 S.D.

! 36-38 5 20.400 13.185
39-41 | 1 23.000 —————e
42-44 B 14 20.571 8.650
45-47 43 19.953 : 8.221
48-50 142 21.542 9.462
51-53 - 213 23.005 9.432
54-56 207 25.324 10.061
57-59 194 27.918 11.129
60-62 | 143 | - 29.063 10.945
63-65 : 111 31.369 10.265
66-68 107 33.523 10.066
69-71 107 35.916 ~10.652
72-74 35 34.914 10.283
75-77 2 13.500 3.500
78-80 . 1y 24.000 | —mm——-
TOTAL 1325 27.343 _11.211
1

Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.
2 s
Maximum score = 150,
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TABLE 7

DISTRIBUTION OF PPVT SCORES FOR WHITE CHILDREN

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE?L

Age (Months) N Mean‘Score2 S.D.
36-38 V1 e | eccce ] mmeeeo
39-41 3 23.667 3.859
42-44 ’ '8 18.625 10.099
45-47 33 .23.970 13.254
48-50 93 29.903 10.751
51-53 183 32.290 . 12.114
- 54-56 , 205 ) 34.415 11.984
57-59 188 " *36.920 12.656
60-62 160 40.506 12.462
63-65" 95 ' 40.516 . 10.719
AN 66-68 100 41.500 11.236
| 69-71 - 81 © 45.963 9.735
72-74 52 47,231 10.321
75-77 2 "60.000 2.000
78-80 2 37.500 8.500
TOTAL -+ | 1205 36.972 - 12,970

lIncludes all children w1th ¢dequate age 1nformat10n
not in Level I sites.

2l”aximum score = 150. s T o D
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TABLE 8

DISTRIBUTION OF PPVT SCORES FOR MEXICAN-AMERICAN
1

CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.
36-38 S -~ em———
39-41 el T
42-44 e e
45-47 —— —————— | eemme
£ 48-50 22 .~ 27.500 10.352
51~-53 68 24.044 11.314
54-56 -53 27.868 11.646
57-59 71 29.296 13.580
60-62 69 32.246 14.057
63-65 51 ’ 33.098 16.236
66-68 51 33.431 15.281
p 69-71 19 29.211 15.182
72-74 ——— v mememm——— ] emem——
75-77 - ¢ memm—m—— | mmmm——
78-80 el B
TOTAL 404 29.629 13.978
4
[}
1

Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

) zrax;mum score’ = 150.




Reliability

In genéral.the reliability estimates for the PPVT are
quité good. Dunn (1965)- reports that the parallel f;rms;
'reliabiliiy estimate with children betwean three and six is
about .72. The internal reliability estimates (Alphé‘coeffi-
cients) computed_for the ETS Longitudinal study were .96 in
Year 1 for the 70 item original version and .91 in Year 2 for
the 60 item revised‘version (Shipman, 1972). Since the Year 1
‘version was cut-off at 70 }tems and the Year 2 version had
only 60 items, these estimates are probably inflated.
Costello and Ali (1971) report a test-retest (two 2
week interval) coefficient of .77 between PPVT raw scores
for 36‘hiack preschoolers (ages 4-1 to 5-0). Milgram and
Ozer (1967) found that the test—retéstAchfficient after -
four weeks was .69 for the PPVTﬂMA's of‘65 Head Start children
(ages 4 1/2 to 6). The test;reteft coefficient after 10
months (from ages 3-1 to 3-11) was .80 for PPVT MA's of 51

.°disadi?ntaged preschoolers. The .69 coefficient of ctability
}cortelatiqgﬂof form-A.administered in Year 1 and Year 2) for
£he PPVT was the highest of any in the ETS  Longitudinal Study
Eese battery (Shipman, 1972).

. No internal consistency estimates were calculated for the
HSPV sample since, according to Stanley (1971), these estimates
ate inappropriaﬁe.for a "tailored test" like .the PPVT. A
"tailored test” is one where there is not a fixed number of

items  given to each child; instead, the test is "tailored"

[}{J:o ghe Chlld's level and needs. . : -

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Validity

Congruent or concirrent validity estimates include
comparisons with intelligence, language and acﬁievement
tests. ?redibtive validity estimates inciude comparisons
with future school sgccess.‘ In geueral, there are many
more concurrent validitybe§timates available for the PPVT:

most oflthese are correlations with intelligence measur=zs.

Comparisons with the Stanford-Binet. Dunn (1965)

reports that PPVT scores correlate .83 with SB iQ scores
and .64 with WPSSI scores. Several studies with disad-
- rantaged preschoqlers héye used both the Stanford-Binet
and the PPVT. °Even though the two tests are highly
‘correlated, the PPVT IQ scores found in these studies <
have been'consistently lower than the SB IQ's. -Using
a preqominantly (85%) disadvantaged preschool samplz
(n =f§63) in seven New qu£ éqmmunities, DilLorenzo and
Brad§ (1968) found that PPVT IQ's wefe consistently
about nine points lower than the SB mean IQ's. Tfese
. differences, ranging in magnitude from 6.33 to 12.32,
existed fb;ﬁever} 10-point interval dn the SB IQ scale
from SO to 130. The difference for the entire sample
was 8.83 (SB mean IQ = 93.68; PPVT IQ = 84.85). The

. correlation between the PPVT and SB was -79. DiLorenzo
and Brady aétributed the discrepanciésobetween the two
tests to the'inadequaté standardization norms.

Milgraﬁ and Ozer (1967) fouqd that the PPVT MA

scores of two disadvantaged populations were consistently .

ERIC
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lower than the SB MA's. For example, the SB M) of. 65
Head Start.children (CA = 5-6) enrolled im g.summer
program was 4-8 in June, compared with PPVT MA‘sgores

of 3;6 in June and 4-0 in August. The -authors .felt

that the PPVT scores were éusbeptiblé to a decelerating
trend while SB scores were not. .- The correlation between
the SB IQ and the PPVT IQ atuage 5 was .65 for 51 pre-
schoolers. Milgram and Ozer concluded that thé_QPVT

is more susceptible té environmental impoverishment than
the SB.

‘-In a study of 36 black preschoolers (ages 4-=1 to
5-0) Costello and Ali (1971) found that the PPVT raw
score corfelated .43 with the SB MA and .28 with the
S? IQ. THéy hypothesized that the lower PPVT scores we.e .
attributable to either environmental variables1or'tor

- examiner and situation variables.
Finally, Bruinicks and Lucker {1970) found that the
é? IQ calculated at the beginning of the first grade
w;s a‘better predictor of the reading sgbtest of the
Metropolitan Achievement Test (correlation at end of
first grade = .32; corielétion at the end of fourth
‘grade = .60) than was the PPVT IQ (correlation at the end
of fi;st grade = .18} correlation at the end of fourth
grade‘¥ .45). The correlation between the two test IQ's

for 36 lower class first gradé children was .71.
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o

Correlations with the PSfI. Datta found that

correlations of the PPVT with the original PSI were high
for a éample of 956 Head Start children in 72 centers.
Correlations of the PPVT faw score with PSI were .73

fOI' the total , - 69 for age 4 ' . 62 for age‘ 5 , gnd . 80 i"-'““d” '- P

Rt

for age 6, (Datta, 1967) . : 'w“?fi

In the ETS Longltudlnal Study, Shlpman (l°72)

Ty
——

""""""

test in the\battery was 58 with the 64- 1tem PSI in

v

Ak¥ear Ao and 66 w1th the 64-item PSI in Year 2.

In the third year of the HSPV Study, the highest &
correlation between the PPVT and another test in the
battery was .665 for the 32 ~item PSI (See Table 9)

Correlations with the ITPA. Using a sample of lower

class Australian children, Teasdale (1969) found that

the PPVT raw scores correlated .45 with the Verbal Ex-

‘pression Subtest and .74 with the total ITPA scoére.

s :
Costello and Algmﬁigﬁi) found a correlation of .28

with the Verbal Expression Subtest.

In the third year of the HSPV study, the correla-
tion between the PPVT and the ITPA-Verbal Expression

Subtest was .487 (See Table?9).

Correlations with the MI. In the ETS Longi-

tudinal Study, 0the PPVT and the average
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slow time of the Drawing and Walking subtests of thevMI
correlated .36 in Year 1 and .34 in Year 2 (Shipman, 1972).

In the HSPV Study, the PPVT corrélated .174 with the
slow time of the MI Truck subtest (See Table 9).‘

Correlations with the Eight Block Sort Task. In

the ETS Longitudinal Study, the PPVT and total success
score from the Eight-Block Sort Task correlated .39 in
Year 1 and .53 in Year 2 (Shipman, 1972). -

In the HSPV study the PPVT correlated .439 with the
total success score, .445 With the reason success score,
and .304 with the placement success score (see Table 9).

Other Correlations. Other PPVT correlations of

interest from the ETS Longitudinal Study were those with
the TAMA Generél Knowiedge Tést (.52 in Year 1; .63 in
Year 2), with the Children's Auditory Discrimination
Inventory: Nonsense Words (.52 in Year 1; .47 in Year 2),
with the Matching Familiér Figures: mean errorsAper
valid item (-.45 in Year 1; -.50 in Year 2) and with the
Seguin Form Board: ©Log fastest time for correct place-
ment (-+40 in &ear l1; -.46 in Year 2).

Correlations with the PPVT and tests in the Fall 1971
HSPV battery can be found in Table 9. Corrclations over .40
that have not already been cited are .413 (WRAT—CopXing Marks),
.537 (WRAT-Recognizing Letters), .407 (WRAT-Reading Numbers),

.475 (ETS Enumeration Total) and .492 (ETS Enumeration:
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Counting Subtest).

Remarks:

The PPVT may be susceptible to practice effects and to
unintended gesturél or verbal hinting.by the examiner. |
‘This coula introduceosystematic biases which have nét fully
been examined in previous analyses.

There are some préblems about how to record changes
in‘children’s.éngwers. The ﬁest manual says that whén a

child changes his choice, his last response should be

e

récofded;- It is pessible that sometimes this chahge\would

be missed if a child pointed to a different picture while

the teéter was recording his first response. This ‘
problem may produce systematic effects on both the

reliability and validity of test scores, especially

those with young children.

| Some items have a low probability of occurring in the
naﬁural environments of the children being tested. For
instance, "weiner" is a label few children know. "Capsule"
is most propably xnown in.relationsﬁip to-space'rather than
-as a syvnonym for a pill. It’is hard to know if such ifems
lower everyone's score equally( or introduce systematic biases.

Another area which needs to be further explored is the

effect of switching between nouns and verb forms throughout

- the test. - John and Goldstein (1964) found that black preschoolers

had more trouble with verb forms than noun forms of the original

PPVT. Jeruchimowicz, Costello and Bagur (1971) found that
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lower SES black preschoolers had a signifidéntly higher
propoition of errors on the action words (verbs) than the
object words (nouns) of the PPVT, while middle SES black

preschoolers showed no difference between verb and noun

errors, It is also unclear what effects result from omitting

articles before nouns (i.e., "Point to cat" rather than
“point to the cat" or "point to a cat"). Articles were
apparently eliminated to preserveAsymmetry of presentation

for nouns and verbs.

There may be a confounding of a child's'incregséd
attention span and increased vocabulary knowledge. This
is further complicated in the fall data since all children
start at the beginning rather than at an appropriate floor

for him (as is done in the spring). Greater variation

..

in the number of items presented to each child is i
paralleled by greater differences in the deménd on the
child's attention span. Thus it would be hard to know
if an improved score between two times reflected either
an increase in receptive vocabulafy or.an increase in
attention, neither, or both.

Some‘of the above mentioned problems have been
eliminated in the Modified Peabody Picﬁure Vocabulary
Test used by Ali and Costello (1971). The modified
version consists of 70 items randomized for difficulty
level: specified stimulus instfuctions.and controlled
schedulés of reinforcemenf. Both the test-retest
coefficient and overall scores of black preschool

ERIC
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. children were higher .for the modified version than the
standard version of the PPVT. Further use and develop-
ment of this modified version as well as the ETS short
(60 item) modified version, is encouraged in future studies
with preschoolers. .
Even though the PPVT has correlated fairly high with

other inteiiigence and language measures and has loaded

| highest on the "g" factor (generai information -- processing

ability) in factor analyses of the ETS Longitudinal data
(Shipman, 1971), it is recommended that it -be used only as

a measure of receptive vocabulary at this time. As Costelio
and Ali state: "While Form A of the Peabody could be used
9as first approximation in a continuing assessment program,

scores cannot be considered alone for either intellectual or

language evaluation (1971, p. 755f."
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Preschool Inventory
Purpose

The Preschool Iﬁventory (PSI)

- "...was developed to give a measure of achievement in
areas regarded as necessary for success in school.
The Inventory is by no means culture free; in fact,
one aim in its development was to provide educators
with an instrument that would permit them to highlight
the degree of disadvantage which a child from a de-
prived background has at the time of entering school
so that any observed deficits might be reduced or
eliminated. Another goal was to develop an instru-
ment that was sensitive to experience and could thus
be used to demonstrate changes associated with educa-
tional intervention." (Cooperative Tests and Services,

1970, p. 4.) '

Description

Two versions of the PSI have been used in the HSPV Study.
A 64fitem version (Revised Edition - 1970) was used in the
first two years of the study. The 64 items inqludé 21 on
éeneral knowledge, two on listening and work meanings, ten
on listening and comprehension, four on writing and form
copying; 24 on quantitative concepts, and three on speaking
and labeling. In the manual publishéd by Coopérative fests
and Services (1970) the items are divided iﬁto four main
areas: Personal-Social Responsiveness (18 items), Vocabulary
(12 items), Concept Activation-Numerical (15.items), and
Concept Activation-Sensory (19 items). Most (60%) of the items
require a verbal response from the child while the rest require
him to follow directions Such'aé "Point to the middle checker"

or "Color the triangle orange."

»~
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Only 32 items, all of which were in the Revised Edition-
1970, were used in the third year of the HSPV Study with the
Hertzig-Birch coding. Represenéétive item examples include:

1. Pointing tb and naming body parﬁs.

2. Prepositional concepts such as "on", "behind”. and
"under". -

3. General knvwledée such as "What is your first name?"
and "What does a dentist do?"

4. Numerical concepts such as "middle", "last", and
- "more". ' '

5. Copying forms.
6. Recognizing colors.

7. Motoric reproductions such as "how a ferris wheel
goes".

Tae total PSI score for either version was defined as
the total numberﬁof correct items. Separate analyses were
done-in the third year on the Hertzig-Birch codes. (See
Hertzig—Birch section of thig report for a cémplete explanatica.)

Development of Instrument

The Preschool Inventory was originally constructed by

- B. Caldwell in the summer of 1965 to provide Project Head
Start with a practical measure of preschool#achievem;nt. The
test was intended'té measure educational achievement for
three to six year olds on skills traditionally expécted of .
middle-class kindergarten children. It’was designed as a
practical measure, more a criterion—reference~blassroom

test to be used by teachers for diagnosticvpurposes than

a test of psychometric jintelligence of generalized cognitive

ability. 1In addition, since the instrument was intended for
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use in the field, there was a concern that it require
minimal training or special expertise to administer, and
sinple equipment (Cooperative Tests and Services, 1970).
Caldwell was responsible for an initial list of 1l€.
questions, from which 85 were selected on the basis of a
preliminary study and clinical item-analysis. The‘original
'list of questions was designed to measure performance'in
seven basic areas:
. Basic information and vocabulary. : -
Number concepts and ordination. '
Concepts cf size, shape, motion and color. ,
Concepts of time, object class_and social functlons.
Visual-motor performance.

Following instructions.
Independence and self-help.

.

N W N
. L) [ ] . . .

»

In the statistical analysis which led to the formulation of .
the oricinal 85-item test, a principal components factor
analysis revealea thet the 1le6l original_questions invoivedw
four factors: concept activation (numerical and eensory),
independent'action, personal—sociel responsiveness, and |
aesociative Vocanulary. it was decided to reﬁove'altojether
the questlons contributing to the "1ndependent action" factor,
and to.welgh‘the concept activation"” factor doubly in the

8
flnal 85-item test since it clearly accounted for the great—;
est number of share@ Yarlanceﬂ In the 85—1tem test there
aleo,was-a preference for guestionsihighly correlated_withc
total test scoie, guestions which varied in‘difficu;ty,-and

questions which were interesting to the chilaren-taking the

test (Caldwell, 1967; Cooperative Tests and!éervices, 1970) .

Q
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Since the originai formuiation of the test, the inventory
has been reduced in length: first in 1968-69 when it was ‘cut
to 64 items (Revised hdition) and then again in 1970-71 when
the HSPV 32-item version and a Follow Through 2§-item version
were created. Each of the revisions involved eliminating some
of the original 85'itemslwithout adding new ones to the test.
The 64-item version was also used in the 1968-69 Head Start
natiohal evaluation (Research Triangle, 1972), and in the
first two years of the ETS longitudinal study (Shipman, 1972).
The 29-item version was used in a 1971 Follow Through pilot
study_(Emrick, 1972). The three items of the 32—item'PSi
dropped in the 29-item vePsion are "What is your first;name"
-and "tclor the triangle orange" (counts as 2 items). The
32-item verslon is also being used in the Home Start study

(Hl/Scope, 1973) » R

~ . N - B
N R LY

Standhrdiaation'

The or1g1nal standardlzatlon of the 64 item PSI is based on’
the responses of-1531 children tested in fall 1969 in over lgb
Head Start classes throughout the United States. ThlS sample

- includes only children tested in Ehglish. Some reoional ;
data, based on 107 to 248 subjects per reglon per age level
are available. Percentile ranks for each age group and
some of the regions are given in thermanual (Cooperative
Tests and Services, 1970). The number of chiidren, mean

scores and standard dev1atlons for each of the age -groups

are summarlzed in Table l . . !
- s ¥ oy B . - ’ :

EBiq" o | .» -' ' . Do N .;
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o

The Research Triangle Institute (1972) reports the scores

on the 64-item PSI for the 1968-69 Head Start national evalua-

tion sample. Mean scores of a subsample of 1162 children

those of the original standardization sample.
The 64-item PSI scores (mean and S.D.) for Year 1 and
Year 2 of the ETS Longitudinal Study are presented in Table

2 (Shipman, et zi., 1%/1; Shipman} 1972). The mean score

ey

for the year 1 sample (42-59 months) was 27.% (s.r. = 11.9,

N = 1974); the mear score for the yeaf 2 sample (531-69 months)
was 38.1 (S.ﬁ. = 12.3, N = 1311). 1In both years girls, who had
a mean score of 29.1 (S.D. = 11.8) in Year 1 and a mean score
of 40.0 (S.D. = 11.7) in Year 2, obtained significantly higher
scores than becys, who had:armean score of 26.8 (S.D. = 11.9)

in Year 1 and a mean score of 36.5 (S.D. =.12.6) in Year 2.

PSI (64—item) normativeé data forrthe Fall 1970 HSPV sample
is reported in Tables 3-9. MNcrm tables based on three montk
age divisions (ten groupings from 42-44 months to 69-71 monihs)

. give the number of childrén} the mean score and the standard
deviations at each age level for the followiﬁg_groupingswin-mm«»——m
. | _

the HSPV sample: total (Table 3), children with previous pre-

school experi?ncé'(Table 4) , children with no previous pre-

school exper&énce (Table 5), black children {Table 6), white
children (Table 7), females (Table 8), and males (Table 9).

The mean score for the total sample (N = 2134) was 35.188

{s.D. = 12.216). Children with previous preschool experience

O
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TABLE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF 64-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR. THE

ETS HEAD START LONGITUDINAL SAMPLE: /

Year 1 ' / )

Age Glroup Number _ “Mean Score? /// S.D.
3-6 to 3-8 29 | 223 ) f,ll.ﬁ
3—9,#0”3—11 17 | [ 25.0 ‘/~ 10.9
4-0 to 4-2 348 1/ 26.4 /“ 11.5
4-3 to 4-5 302 | ¢ 29.0 | 116

4-6 to 4-8 270 / 32.1 : / 12.0
4-9 to 4-11 ss |  35.3 - 126

| o i .
TOTAL 1974 27.9° / 11.9
[ // — e

\ YearvA 2. /'/ T e ““""Uw

Age Gfoup -Numberrl\ "Mean _§.g;<';ﬁe‘2"ww S’.‘D.
4-3’to 4-5 - A 9“&§§;24“;;w[;;\_ 11.2
4-6 to 4—8“1 - s | 12.3
};gﬁxé“’fﬁipA 306 \ .37.3 / 12.0
Y eToteET2 351 |\ 39.0 / B 11.7
5-3 to 5-5 | 247 e 13.2
~—-526 _to 5-8 16 \ 42.1 /, 10.4

] - -
TOTAL MMETKII“-N-M;EXWQB.1~-/ 12.3
W\MW**“7*”" -2,
! Reported in Shipman, 1972. \ |
2 Maximum score = 64. |
\
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rhad a higher méan (n = 407, mean = 40.4, S;D. = 11.7) than
children with no previous‘preschool experience (n = 1727,
mean = 34.0, S.D. = 12.0) (Tables 4 and 5). While children
had a higher mean‘3core (n = 759, mean-= 37.5, s.D. = 12.8)
Ehan the black childreﬁ (n = 1122, mean ='§3.7, S.D. = 11.6)

- _ . _ .
(Tablés_ﬁngnd 7). ‘Unlike the scores reported in the ETS

males and females were wiéhih“bne~poin; of each other
(Tables 8 and 9).
‘Norms for the 32-item PSI for ﬁhe Fall 1971 HS:V sample
“féfe'availaﬁie in Tables 10-17. Based on 15 three-month age
intervals from 36-38 months to 78-80 months, these tables
give the number cf children, the mean 3core, and the standard '
deviatiph at each age level for the following subgroﬁps 6f

the HSPV sample: total sample (Table 10), males (Table 11),

females (Table 12), children with previous preschool experience

'““”'~C$§p1e ig), chiidren with no previous preschool experience

(Table 14);~white children (Table 15), black children (Table

16), and Mexiuan—Aﬁ;;IEEH;Ehi1dren (Table 17). The mean score
for the total sample (N = 2972)1was 14.585 (S.D. = 6.163).
Scores in all the tables increased with age. The difference
in méan scores for méles (14.189; S.D. = 6.177) and females
(14.995; S.D. = 6.121) was less than one point. There was a
large differeﬁce (3 points or one-half of .a standard deviation)
between means for children with prgvidus preschool experience

(17.131, S.b. = 6.308) and children wiih 10 previous preschool

O
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DISTRIBUTION OF 64-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN

.IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SaMpLgl

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.

42~44 8 20.500 11.533
45-47 63 24,667 10.788
48~50 204 27.108 9.955
51-53 316 30.203 10.914
54~36 341 33.179 11.605
57~59 348 35.589 11.047
60~62 270 38.867 11.468
63-~65 228 39.978 11.123
66-~68 180 41.006 10.905
69-71 176 43.244 10.918
TOTAL 2134 35.188 12.216

1 . .. . | cy s

"Includes all children; not in Level I sites, Oraibi or
Fresno; who had adequate information on sex, age, race
and preschool experience. .

2Maximum score = 64,

-



339

IABLE 4

DISTRIBUTION OF 64-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH

PREVIOUS PRESCHOOIL EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLEL

Age (Months) | N Mean Score? S.D.
42-44 0 L e R

45-47 6 32.500 14.683
48-50 22 30.727 10.639
51-53 28 31.643 . {11.539
54-56 59 37.559 1 10.890
57-59 61 37.902 9.220
60-62 69 42.870 11.647
63-65 68 43.382 10,637
66-68 | 47 42.936 11.358
69-71 7 47.298 9.516
TOTAL 407 " 40.378 11.737

\

1 . . . ‘ .
Includes children; not in Level I sites, Oraibi or Fresno;
who had adeguate information on sex, race, age, and preschool
experience. :

2Maximum score = 64.
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TABLE 5

DISTRIBUTION OF 64-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH

NG PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1970 HSVP SAMPLEl

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 - S5.D.

42-44 8 20.500 , 11.533
45-47 57 23.849 9.940.
48-50 182 26.670 9.779
"51-53 288 30.063 10.841
54-56 282 32.262 11.540
57-59 287 | 35.098 11.328
60-62 201 37.493 11.078
63-65 ‘ 160 38.531 11.009
66-68 ’ 133 40.323 10.657
69-71. 129 41.767 t11.022
TOTAL 1727  33.965 12.004

1 . : . . ' L :
Includes children; not in Level I sites, Oraibi or Fresno; .

who had adeqguate information on sex, race, age, and nreschool

experience. s

2Maximum scoré = 64.
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TABLE 6

DISTRIBUTION OF 64-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR BLACK CHILDREN

IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV,”SAMPLBl

Age (Months) N . Mean Score? S.D.
42-44 3 25.333 - '} 11.441
45-47 39 24.667 9.444
48-50 128 26.813 9.257
51-53 171 29.427 10.447
54-56 187 32.059 1.530
57-59 190 34.463 10.710
60-62 - 108 36.169 10.413
63-65 : 107 39.617 9.973
66-68 84 39.548 10.208
69-71 105 . 41.114 11.420
TOTAL 1122 33.774 11.622°

lIncludes children; not in Level I sites, Oraibi or Fresno;
who had adeguate information on sex, age, race, and preschool
experience.

2

3

Maximum score = 64.
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- TABLE 7

DISTRIBUTION OF 64-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR WHITE CHILDREN

IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLEL

Age (Months) o Mean Score2 S.D.
42-44 5 17.600 .1 10.575
. 45-47 24 24.667 12.671
N 48-50 67 28.209 - 11.433
51-53 - 118 31.492 . .| 11.568
54-56 - 124 . 35.548 11.658
57-59 117 38.410 10.957
60-62 ’ 108 41.407 11.546
63-65 86 42.965 10.870
. 66-68 ‘ 60 45.583 10.185
69-71 i 50 47.600 8.911
TOTAL 759 _ 37.510 12.802

lIn-cludes children; not in Level I sites, Oraibi or Fresno;
who had adequate information on sex, age, race, and preschool
experience.

Maximum score = 64. - ‘ . <
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TABLE 8

DISTRIBUTION OF 64-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR FEMALES

IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SaMpLE!

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.
42-44 4 19.750 13.141
45-47 33 23.879 8.943
48-50 102 .} - 29.382 10.186
51-53 ‘ 150 30.567 11.342
54-56 o 176 33.778 J11.535
57-59 - 160 ~ 36.256 10.613
60-62 136 38.051 - 11.366
63-65 116 - 39.784 11.439
66-68 . 89 42.011 11.268
69-71 84 43.583 10.864
TOTAL 1050 35.605 12.127

1 . ' . . : cy s

Includes children; not in Level I sites, Qraibl or Fresno;
who had adequate information on sex, race, age, and preschool
experience.

2MaXimUm score = 64,
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TABLE 9

DISTRIBUTION OF 64-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR MALES

-IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLEl

Age (Months) N Mean.Score2 , S.D.

42-44 4 21.250 9.601
45-47 © 30 - 25.533 . 12.449 .
48-50 102 24.833 . 9.172
51-53 ) 166 29.873 ) 10.502
54-56 165 32.539 11.644
57-59 : 188 35.021 ‘ 11.374 .
60-62 134 39.694 11.512
63-65 112 40.199 10.782
66-68 91 40.022 10.444
69-71 92 42.935 _ 15.958
-TOTAL .}:1084 34.785 12.289

1 . . :
Includes children; not in Level I sites, Oraibi or Fresno;

who had adequate information on sex, age, race, and preschool
experience.

2 . .
Maximum score = 64.
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TABLE 10
—_——

DISTRIBUTION OF 32-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN
1

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE

T -
Age (Months) | N Mean Score > " 8.D.
36-38 4 7.750 4,815
39-41 4 6.750 1.479
42-44 19 8.316 3.948
45-47 70 10.486 4.628
48-50 248 10.835 | 4.733
51-53 451 11.410 5.061
54-56 | 468 . 12.571 5.076
57-59 461 13.733 5.260
60-62 389 16.470 5.632
63-65 269 17.156 " 5.520
"66-638 267 © 18.311 1 5.494
69-71 - 222 20.144 1 .5.761
72-74 92 . 20.054 6.030
75-77. 5 16.800 - | .9.704°
78-80 3 | 12,667 £.944
TOTAL 2972 14.585 6.163

1Includes all children with adequate age lnformatlon
not in Level I sites.

2Maximum score = 32.
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TABLE 11

DISTRIBUTION OF 32-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR MALES

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLEl
2
Age: (Months) N Mean Score S.D.
!
36-38 e -
39-41 - 1 7.000 | @ —-==-
42-44 € 8.000° 3.464
45-47 43 10.605 5.297
48-50 123 10.927 4,811
51-53 235 10.821 4,951
54-56 . 241 ©12.166 -] '5.138
€7-59 233 13.129 5.188
6C0-62 207 lo.295 ' . 5.538
63-65 124 16.726 5.669
66-68 142 17.669 . 5.524
69-71 103 19.670 6.307
72-74 49 19.898 6.149
75-77 3 24,667 1.247
78-80 2 17.000 4.000
\ A
. TOTAL * 1512 14,189 “ 6.17%
L | g

\ ,/' 1

1Includes_all children witr adequate age information
not in Level I sites. '

’Maximum ‘score = 32.
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b}
TABLE 12
R
DISTRIBUTION OF 32-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR FEMALES
IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV sampLEl
Age (Months) ﬁ_ : Mean chre2 ' S.D.
36-38 4 7.750 ¢ 4,815
39-41 3 6.667 " 1.700,
- 42-44 ' 13 8.462 4.144
«-| 45-47 27 10.296 3.287
| 48-50 | 125 10.744 - | .. 4.654
51-53 216 . 12.051 ' 5.102
. 54~56 227 13.000 " 1 4.975
57-59 ' 228 14.331 ' 5.262
60-62 - 182 | 16.670 ' © 5.729
63-65 145 17.524, . 5.363
- 66-68 1 125 ' 19.040. . . 5.3€7
€9-71 A1 119 20.555 15.208
72-74 43 20,233 . 5.886
75-77 2 5.000 | - a.o00
78-80 B 4.000 AT -
Y ' ) ) - R - .
TOTAL 1460 14.995 T 6.121
R N
[
| 1 : : . S e
Includes all children with adequate age informatijion
A fnot in Level I sites. ' ¥

2 .
Maximum -score = 32.
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TABLE 13

L \\ o
DISTRIBUTION OF 32-f§EM PSI SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH

PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL* EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV~SAMPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean 8core'2 S.D.
36-38 -—- ———— L eeeee
39-41 - T eeea- —————
42-44 - . 2 . 12.000 3.000
- 45-47 6 13.600 ., 3.266
48-50 35 - 12...43 5.861
51-53 63 . ©13.048 5.311 |
54-56 | 57 - 13.193 s 5.602°
S7-59 81 14.975 - 5.589
60-62 121 17.694 . 5.614
63-65 99 | 17.192 5.810
‘ 66-68 ‘ 96 '19.677 - 5.090
7| 69-71 a9 20.576 5.822 .
72-74 ' L -+:22.150 5.213
75-77 . 3 24.667 1.247
3 78-80 2 . 8.500 4.500
\
- TOTAL ' Tud | 17.131 . 6.308
A
. L .
qQ - T

A . ‘ .«
1Includes.al,l childyen with adequ.te age information
- not’ in Level .I sites.-

L 4 .
. 2Maximum score = 32.
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TAEBLE 14

DISTRIBUTION (OF 32-~ITEM PSi SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH

NO PREVIOLS pPRESCHOCL EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLEl

, /
Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.
36-38 4 7.750 4.815
-.39-41 - 4 6.750 - 1.479
- 42-44 16 |- 7.625 3.789 .
45-47 63 10.159 4.647
48~50 207 10.628 . 4.512°
51-53 ] 374 11.176 4.932
54-56 ' 397 12.542 5.024
‘57-59 C . 368 " 13.380 5.112
. 60~62 257 15.887 .~ 5.556
" 63-65 162 17.019 . | 5.395
66-68 165 | - 17,442 ' 5.586
69-71 119 - 19.924 5.545
72-74 52 <= 18.442 » 6.119
75-71 2 5.000 1.7
78~80 1 21,000 me e
TOTAL 2191 13.775 5.888

1Jncludas all children with adequate age ihformat:.on
not in Level 1 sites.

‘zMaximum Coore = 32.




TABLE 15 |
l : | |
! | : |
i \ -
\

. DISTRIBUTION OF 32-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR WHITE CHILDRE
. —_— _

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE

- | Age (Months) N - - - Mean S¢ore2 S.D.
J// 4 - - '

/. 36-38 ' - v e —— -
i 39-41 3 7.333 1.247
42-44 7 . 8.714 4.832

45-47 21 11.097 5.526

48-50 91 12.341 5.263

51-53 ‘177 13.119 5.564

54-56 203 - 14.079 5.464

57-59 187 15.176 5.137

60-62 164 17.762 5.484

| 63-65 95 18.147 T 5.113
i 66-68 , 99 - 19.364 5.221
69-71 82 - 22.012 5.336

; 72-94 52 |- 20.962 5.170
' 75-77 3 24.667 1.247
78-80 .2 8.500 4.500

- - T
TOTAL 1196 15.977 6.172
L ’ - i
1

Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

.. 2quimum score = 32.
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TABLE 16

DISTRIBUTION OF 32 ITEM PSI 'SCORES FOR BLACK CHILDREN
1.

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE

Age (Months) N Mean Score? S.D.
36-38 4 7.750 4.815
° 3%3-41" g 1 5.000 - | @ ===--
42-44 12 8.083 3.303
45-47 39 - 10.000 3.693
48-50 135 9.830 - 4.130
51-53 .l 202 10.124 4,313
p4-56 203 11.148 4.338
57-59 194 12.711 5.153
60-62 149 15.101 5.311
.63-65 . 123 16.041 T 5.235
66-68 115 17.913 . - 5.320
69-71 117 18.838 - 5.756
72874 38 19.026 6.819
75-77 ' 2 5.000 1.000
78-80 1 21.000 | @ me-—-
TOTAL 1335 13.382 5.918
h 1

Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2Maximﬁm Ecore = 32.
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TABLE 17

o

.DISTRIBUTION OF-32-ITEM \PSI SCORES FOR MEXICAN AMERICAN

CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLET

‘Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.
'36-38 -—= | mmm——- N
39-41 . -== I it
42-44 -—— | mmmm—e— ] ===
45-47 ’ -- {  mTm=== ] ===
48-50 ) 19 11.684 3.742
51-53 67 10.716 4.428
54-56 51 12.23 - 4.676
57-59 66 13.348 4.845
60-62 , 67 - 16.075 5.5C3
63-65 49 17.837 6.428
£6-68 50 --17.160 6.130
69-71 18 : 20.158 5.304

T 72-74 - 7T/ ¢ T
75-77 . T S TTT T N
78-80 - I R
TOTAL 388 . 14.528 5.973
1

Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level 1 sites.

2Maximum score = 32.
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experience (13.775, S.D. = 5.888). The mean score for white
children (15.977, S.D. = 6.172) was higher than the mean
score for Mexican-American children (14.528, S.D. = 5.973)

and for black children (13.382, S.D. = 5.918).

Reliability

————

. ¢ A .
64-item PSTI. In general, the reliability estimateés

for the 64~item PSI are high. Two kinds of reliability
estimates ~- KR-20's and sélit—half (odd-even) cceffiéients,
corrected for length by the Spearman-Brown formula -- are
listed in Table 18 for each of the age groups in the
standérdization sample (Cooperattve Tests and Services,
1970, p. 21). .
Thé alpha coefficient for the total ETS sample was
.92 in Year 1 (n = 1467) and .93 in Year 2 (n'= 1311). The
correlation betweén Year 1 and Year 2 scores was .66, one’of
the highest stability cdefficients i~ the ETS study .(Shipman,
.1972))
Reliability estimates (KR-20'g) for the total sample
and subsamples in the Fall 1969.and Fall 1970 HSPV samples
are listed in Tables 19 and 20. The KR-ZQ for the Fall 1969
sample was .925. The range of the 55 coefficients calculated
. for the Fall 1569 scores (Table 19) wés from .825 (n = 15) for
northern old white child en with previous preschool_e%periencé

to .938 (n = 175) for northern children with previous pre-

school experience. Only two coefficients out of 55 were below

.
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TABLE 18

INTERNAL RELIABILITY ESTIMATES FOR THE 64-ITFM
PSI ToST BASED ON Tiu 4LAD START STANDARDIZATION
SALPLE IN FALL 1969.7T

Age Group n KR-20 - Corrected Split-Half
3-0 to 3-11 158 .88 .84
4-0 to 4-5 528 .88 .89
4-6 to 4-11 438 ‘ .86 .90
5-0 to 5-5 259 .89 .90
5-6 to 6.5° 148 .92 A .93
¥ ’ TOTAL 1531, .91 . .92
- 1

Reported hy Coopcratlve Tests and Services, 1970,
in Preschool Inventory Revised Edition - 1970:
Handbook .
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TABLE 19

KR-20 RELIABILITIES“FOR FALL 1969 HSPV 64-TTEM PSI SCORES

n " mean? S.D. ( KR-20
1 |
Total | 1674 38.550 12.116 .925
Black 1165 37.017 " 12.194 - .925
White 511 42.039 11.192 .915
Male 811 37.629 | 12.226 .925
Pemale 857 39.473 ©11.919° 924
Young> 799 32,229 11.076 .906
01ld 875 43.409 10.931 .913
Previous 541 43.996 11.561 .925
Preschool ; .
No Previous| 1133 35.950 11.501 .913
Preschool .
North 636 36.030 12.914 .935
South 1038 40.094 11.333 { .914
|
. lSample includes all blacks and whites between 35 and 77

montts at October 1 1969, who had a fall test score and
data on the previous preschool experience guestion.

2Maximum score 1s 64,

3Young is less than 60 months old is _greater than 59 months.

°




356

TABLE 20

KR-20 RELIABILITIES' FOR FALL 1970 HSPV 64-ITEM PSI SCORES

.

n mean? S.D. KR-20
Totall (2591 35,185 12.184 .924
Black 1314 33.808 | 11.515 | .915
White 935 37.440 12.798 .933
| Male . {1337 34,632 12.214 .924
Female 1254 - 35.774 12.130 . |+ .924
Young? 1151 30.387 11.382 .911
01d 1439 39.0:5 11.413 .915
Previous 476 ., 40.245 | "11.771 .923
Preschool
N¢o Previous [2108 0 34.003 11.983 .921
Preschool
-
North 1503 34.239 12.(81 | .922
South 165y 36.491 12,221 . .926

+

lSample includes all children who were not in a Level I site
or Oraibi between 32 and 79 months at October 1, 1970.

Note: 98% of the children were between 41 and 71 months.
Spanish-speaking children are included in the total
, sample.
2Maximum score is 64.

3Young is 'ess than 57 months; old is greater than 56 months.
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.88. The~KR~20 for ~he Fall 1970 sample was .924. The range
of coefficients for the Fall 1270 PSI ;cores (Tabl:: 20) was
:from .832 (n = 45) for southern young blacks with previous
preschool experience o .947 (n = 45; for young whites with

-

'previous preschool axperience. Only four KR-~20's were under =

i

.80.

32-it~m PSI. In Fall 971 the 32-item version of the

PSI was included in a test-retest/inter—tester reliability
study conducted by the Huron fnstitute and SRI. Details of
this study using two sites in the third year HSPV sample are
reported in Appendix.A. In general, the test-retest relia-
bilities weré hich and there w?re no significant tester
effects. The range of‘test-retest ;oefficientshfor a sample
of approximately 20 children after .a two week ihtervél was
srom .833 (paraprofessional B - paraprofessional B) to .952
’(paraprofessibnal A - paraprofeséional A). - Internal consis-
tency estimates (KR-20's) were high, considering th= sample
was émall. The KR-20 was .84 for the test condition (n = 152)
and .84 for the retest condition {(n = 142).
Internél consistency coefficients (KR-20's) for the
Fall 1971 HSPV total sample and main subsamples are listed 1in
Table 21. » The KR-20 for the total sample (n = 3176) was .824.
.The KR-20's for 92 subsamples with a size greater than 20
ranged from .681 for young black males with no previous pre-
" school experience (n = 241) to :505 for Mexican-Amcrican females
with prévious preschooi experience (n,= 21). About two-thirds

o (67%) of these KR-20's were greater than .80 while only 4% were
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TABLE 21

’ KR-20 RELIABILITIES FOR FALL 1971 3Z-ITEM PSI SCORES

4

2

nA raan ~ S.D. KR-20
Totall 3176 14.449 6.158 .824
Black 1415 13.224 5.912 .815
 white | 1277 15.876 6.173 = .825
ﬂéxiqag— | 425 14.337 6.004 .813 ¢
{Amer1Can= ) '
Male - 1574 14.111 5.172 .826
Female | 1526 14.896 6.156 823
voung® | | 1338 11.565 5.082 - .765
01d o a 16.752 5.981 811
Previous 760 16.896 6.400 . .837
Preschool - )
No Previous 2336, 13.652  5.877 .810
Preschool : : :

1 Includes all children with adequate;age information not
Ain Level I sites. .

A

LS

Maximum score = 32.

Young is less than 57 months; old is greater than 56 months.
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greater than_;85. If the Spearman-~Brown fo:rmulal is applied to
the 32-item PSI reliébility estimatc (.824), ﬁhe estimated o
reliability fo: a test double iﬁlleﬁgth is .964. This estimate
is alm$st identical to the KR-20's calculated for the Fall 1969
(KR-ZO = .925) and Fall 1970 (KR-20 = .924) 64-item PSI scores.

The internai consigtency reliability {(slpha coefiicient)
for the Fall 1972 Home Start saméle“(n not given) was .83

(Hi/Scope, 1973;.

29-item PSI. In the Fall 1971 Follow.Through evaluation
(Emrick, 1972), the 29-item version of the PSI was included in
a supplementary batte;y given to kinderga?ten and éntering
’first grade children in 17 projects. The mgaéurég of internal
consistency were adequate for the test and }etest given two
to three wééks later. The range of KR-20 coefficients was
.673 to 79;4 (average .834) for the_test ccendition and .562
sto .933 (average .839) for the retest condition. The tést-
ret%st coefficient for the entire sample (n = 597) after a

r

2-3 week interval was .845.

T

Item and Score Characteristics

' .
64-item PSI. In the standfrdization data test difficulty

[s

s

is measuyred by expressing mean raw scores as a percentage of

-

’

—

1 2r
, l+r
and r = reliability of test.

., where r* = estifated reliability for test double
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the total number of guestions on, the test. Three—yeare@lds'
o . . v . . . . ’
got an average of forty percent of test guestions correct’

while children five-and-a-hilf to six-and-a-half got an
average of about sirty-six percent correct. The étgndard—
ization sample .did not;inQicate ceiling effects, althéugh
further subgroup analyses might reveal such effects for
certain older groups,. Meannbiserial.correlations between
each item and total score of chiidfen ind%eased-with.aqe,

ranging from .45 (3-0 to.3-1) t& .56 (5- to 6-5). :

(Cooperative Tests and Services., 1970) . r

Close analyseé of the fréquéﬁcyléistributions for fall
1969 énd éﬁring 1970 PSI scores of four HSPV subsamples
(young white, ydﬁﬁg black,.oldﬂwhite, old black) reveal
there‘is a ceiling effectfiﬁ“Ehe spring scprég”ﬁf“biaéf‘white
children (sge Table 22). In spfing 1970 tWenty péréent of

‘the blder~wﬁite children were at the three top scores .
. (score 62--6%; score 63-ﬁ10%; score 64--4%).
. ° * - - !

U_‘ - Factor-analyses dong b} Shipman et al. (197]) on the
ETS ionggtudinal sample and by the Huron Institute on the

fall 1969_HSPV‘sample:do not find the four factors which were

found in the priginal study. ;. The factor analysis dcné on one

0 . .

subgroup in ;h? 1969-70 HSPV data (olde¥ blacks in Fall-1969)

revealed the, existence of only one factor. The first three

eigenvalﬁes obtained were 9.30,.2.54, and 2.15. The first

, > . : 4
value accounted for 14.5% ‘of the total varic=nce.-

‘-
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o 32-item PSI. "The dis%ribution of 32-item PSI scores ;
for the Fall 197 and'Spfing 1972 HSPV samples were nérmally-

shaped. Ther% was o 1nd1cat10n of a CellJng effect for the
total sample or any pos51b1e subsanples in either fall or

2 .

Zspring.

”

. A printipal components analysis followed by a varimax

. : oo \ ’ ‘

rotation of the Fall I??l-HSPV 32-item PSI scores substantiéted
s : . .

the existenﬁe,of’one'géneral factor. The analysis produced

9 eigenvalues gréater than 1.0/ the sum of 9 factors accounted

« ¢ ' v, . o

for 47§Jof the\viriahce. The largest eigenvalue was 5.972 which
acéo%ﬁf@&“f5i 19%.of the total variance. The next eight
eigenvalues ranged frcm 1.452 to 1.002. A similar factcr
snalysis done onstﬁe Home Start Fall 1972 dsta cenfirms thel
;HSPV finding of‘one factor. In the Hcme S¢art analysis. the
first factcr accounted for 18% of the total variance {(Hi/Scope,
.1973). . x |
R - . .
- The percent passing each ?tem of the 32-item PSI for five
age groups (3 i/2, 4, 4-1/2, 5, 5-1/2 years) oﬁlthe Fall 1971
HSPV sample are listed n Table 23. The most difficult items
a- across all the_age groups were }tems:¥17 {(How many tocs do'you
have?), #24 (Which of 2 groups has more checkers?), 47 (Put
2 cars behind the middle box). #10 {(Where would vod look fos
a lion?), and #22 (Po;nt to Lhe second checker}. The casiest
item for all age groups’was item #l {what s your first naxme?} .

Other items wthh were rclatxvely easy for all age groups wWor

o #2 (Show me your shouldery, !25 (Point to- the ¢rauzng rc - 1ike
w a . N ) J
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TAELE 23

32-ITEM PRESCHOOL INVENTORY: PERCENT PASSING EACH ITEM

9y

Ages1

. ITEM 3-1/2 4 4-1/2 5 5-1/2
1 91 93 89 99 93

2 69 65 69 78 87

3 51 60 65 75 83

- 4 30 38 45 60 67

5 20 - 36, 43 52 61

6 08 21 22 34 40

7 06 08 10 17 25

o 8 51 49 56 64 71
9 24 31 . 36 49 57

10 06 16 24 34 36

11 26 25 38 53 60

12 12 32 35 44 48

13 08 21 24 33 40

14 ° 32 48 52 63 71

15 42 .47 54 63 73

16 08 19 24 38 54

17 00 02 03 07 14

18 34 - 53 56 - - 61 66

: 19 ' 20 36 44 . 56 72
- 20 18 30- 31 41 48
21 14 20 25 33 47

22 08 15 17 20 33

23 22 37 36 44 42

.24 7T 00 04 05 12 16 ..

. 25 59 66 68 78 81

26 .. . 02 14 - 22 . 38 57

o 27 © 02 06 08 20 35

28 59 58 58 68 75

29 18 33 39 44 50

30 30" 31 33 42 49

31 22 37 41 - 49 60

32 22 50 54 67 - 77

n= 49 501 912 835 521

"1 Intervals include 2 months before and 4 mbnths after
indicated age (e.g., 4-year-old category includes children
from 46 to 51 months). '
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a tent), and #28 (Which one [of the crayons] ;s the color of
night?). For the remaining items, the percent passing
increéseduwith age. '
The percent passiqg each item of the 32-item PSI were
also computed for the Home Start pilot data (Hi/Scope, 1973).
'In general; the findihgs were very similar to the HSPV results.
The most difficult items for all ageé were #7, #17, #24, #26
(Make one like this [point to square].) and #12 (Which way
doég a phonograph record go?). The easiest item for all ages
was item.#l‘ ' d
| Item intercorrelations and item-total correlations for
the HSPV Fall 1971 data are -listed in Table 24. In general
all of the item intercorrelations were low.” None were
negative and the few highest were in the .40's. The item
intercorrelations computed for the Home Start data (Hi/Scope,
1973) were alsc low: a few of these corfelations were negative.
The item—ﬁotal correlations (not conrectedhfor overlap)
for the HSPV data ranged from .14(item #1 - What is ;Oﬁr first
name?) to .59 (item #19 - Point to the middle checker). The
mean item total correlations was .42. Seven of the correla-
tions were'greater than .50, and two {(item #14 and item #23 -
-Which of these two groups has less checkers in it?) were less
than .20.
The item-total correlations (corrected fof overlap) for
the Eome Start data (Hi/Scope, 1973) ranged from .03 (item
#22 - Point to the second checker) to .54 (item #6 - Put'the
© “lue car under the green box, and item:£L9 - Point to the

ERIC
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middle éhecker). The mean item-total correlation was .34..
Three of the correlationshwere-greater than .50, and five

were less than .20.

" 29-item PSI. The mean score for the overall Follow

Through fall 1971 suppigmentary battery sample (n = €51)
for the test condition was 16.7 (about 58% correct) with

a staﬁéard deviation of 5.71. 1Initial test mean écores

for the 17 projects ranged from 12.6 to 20.0.. The overall
difficulty levels? which ranged ;enerally from 30% to 70%,
seemed~appropriate.for this sample. The few items which
were the easiest or most difficult on the pretest were also
the easiest or most difficult on the posttest. The easiest

items are at the beginning of the test. There did not seem

to be any ceiling or floor effects in the scores for this

~sample (Emrick, 1972).

Correlations with Other iests

b4-item PSI. Correlations of the 64-item PSIvscores
and Stanford-Binet IQs are available for the standardization
sample (Cooperative Tests and Services?dl97l). The correia—
tions ranged from .39 (ages 3-0 to 3-11) to .65 (ages 5-0 to'
= 5-5).
Cbrrelati?ns of the 64-item PSI scores with the NYU
Booklets 3D and 4A, the MotorAinhibition Subtests, the CPSCS,

the Eight-Block Sort success scores, and the Stanford-Binet
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IQ and MA for the fall 1970 HSPV sample are listed-in Table 25.
Correlatlons with the NYU Booklet 3D (. 696) and the Stanford-
Binet MA (.756) are the highest. The former.correlatlon is

2. good goncurren@ validity estimate for the P#f; since the“BD'
Booklet is an achievement test which meaSures'ﬁany similar

rélational'concepts. The lower correlation (.467) between

‘the 4a Booklet and the PSI is not surprising since the PSI
only 1nclu§es a few 1tems of recognlqlng'numbers, letters,'
and shapes. If the éorrelatiohs'with the NYU Booklets are
corrected for unrei&abilityl, the estimated cbrrelatipns
'be£ween'the'true score cémponents of the tests are .90 for
Booklet 2D and fS9 for'Booklet;4§.v ,

The correlations.of the PSI with the other tests in the
ETS Longitudinal étud? (Shipman, 1272) support its use as an
.aéhievement measure. éorrelations with other cogﬁitive—per—'
ceptual tqsﬁé were the higheSt.v'The ca§£slation with the
PPVT was .58 in Year 1 and .66 in Year 2.  Other 64;ipem PSI
corfelations of intergst in«the ETS Study are ;47 in Year ; and
.53 in Year 2 withvﬁhe Eight-Block Sort Total Success.Score,

v — : »

.30 in Year 1 with ETS~EHﬁmP;atigp I (pointing items), and”f%B

in Year 2 with ETS Enumeration II (counting items). .In the

factor anaiyses of Year‘i‘and Year 2 data, the BSI‘hadthe

T o ,
. - N . g . /
Usingijgxmula'—lei—— = where ry., is the correlatioh-
tl‘fz
potween the two tests and tl, to, are the rellablllty estimates
]:R\(?r the two tests.

©
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highest loading of any measure on the "g" factor (general
information—processing-skills).

" 32-item PSI. Correlations of the 32-item PST with

other tests in the Fall 1971 HSPV battery aré presented in
. Table 26. The PSI had the highest correlationsﬁof any test
in the batter?. The PSI correlated highest with the PPVT
(.665), the ETS Enumeration-Counting Subtest (.625) and
the ETS Enumeration Total écore (.584). 6rrelations with
the Fall WRAT subtests were in the :40—.50 ange; The PSI
correlations with the Eight-Bloék Sort scofes were .305
(Placement), .443 (Reason), and .440 (Total). Corre’ations
with the Brown Self*Condept Test, the MI-Truckau?test, and

the Touching and Same Numkber Matching Subfests of the ETS

Enumeration Test were low.

29-item PSI. Correlatioms of the 29-item PSI with

the Brown Seif—Concept Teéf, the ITPA-Verbal Expression Sub-

test, and Faces Test were calculated gor the fall 1971 Follow
Through supplemental battery sample (Emrick, 1972). Correla-
tions with the Brown were .293 (fest) and .378 (retest);

with Faces, .315 {(test) and .334 (retest); and with the

ITPA-Verbal Expression Subtest, .556 (test) and .517 (retest) .
Remarks

The PSI is one of the best tests in the HSPV battery.
It is unpretentious about what it is trying to measure, and

because it assesses concrete attainments and verges on being

;} .
, a criterion-reference measure, it c¢an claim a face-validity

ERIC
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fhat other tests‘cannot;= The PSI ;eems to be an adequate
measure of a’young child's acﬂievement. The 32—itém version

may be-morg usetful in futufe large scale evalpationé than the .
64-item version_since, in additign to being éhorfer to give,

it has adequate reliabil%ty coefficients without aﬁy ééiiihg
effects in-scoreg; Dgspite the excellent technical iﬁformation
already available on variouslﬁorms of the PSI, Ehere are some
limitations_whichtneed to be resolved in future stpdies:

1. The ETS Study (Shipman, 1972): finding ;hat £Hére'are
large differences among SES groups on the 64-item PSI indicates
that experience is nécessary for the development of general
knowledgeiénd substantiates the test designers' claim that the
test is not "éﬁlture-fair.t - The designers"nefusal tozcréaté
é culture-fair te;t wés_based on the aséumption that there
are a number;of-skills which every child, whatever his back-

ground; will have to possess to be successful in kindergarten.

©

It was argued that such a test should reflect the biases of
the‘schqol rather than‘haék them,.s;nce<ali‘childrep sooner Or
iater have to sﬁcceed or fail accofding to §cﬁool—defined notions
. of achieveﬁent. This assumétions seems defensible, andt;Qen
laudable, if the test’really'doeé/éap generally necessary

skills and knowledge. But somé critics have suggested that

the answers to certain PSI items reflect regional or ethnic
‘biases which do not have any influence on schqpl success. Thus,

. when a chila is asked where he would expect to find a'lion,_he

might answer, "in a book " or "in the woods" as easily as "in



‘.; -

N -

'~ the zoo": but by the PSI sgog}ng sysE§m~such an answer would -
wréhg. YEXhewise; in the c¥5e of ‘the question, "Who"
) g k

. be.marked
do ybﬁ'go to when you feel sick?" it is'ﬁfohg‘ih the PSI for

R —

\

the childitq say he would go{tq}the hospital. The correct
answer is "to a doctor" or "to a nurse." Continued item
deveiopmeht should rectify such problems.. ™

2. On some PSI items, the child is required to idéntify“
or reproduce ‘two or more attributes simultaneously in giving -
his apswer. A problem arises since.some items are, scored
-to. allow- a partially correct answer and some-are’not. Thus,
on the test item réquestiné that the ;ﬁila "color the trianqlg
orange"”, one pdint is given .for selectinq the correct geo- |
metric¢ configﬁrationuand“éﬁother fér!usiné the’right color.
But on the item requesting that the child’"pu£ the yellow

*” - R N .
little box", the child's response is ‘either marked

car on the

entirely correct or entirely incorrect, regardless ot the
. N\ ' a
fact that a judgment of color, of size, and of relation must

be made. Critics suggest that éggdit should always Be given
f for the understanding of individlai task dimensions.
3. The PSI may havevstronger'practicé effects than
othér tests. Study of/suph effects is needed.
4. Predictive validiﬁy estimates are needed for ail

forms of the PSI.

” - -

)
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v
Relevant Redundant Cue Concept Acquisitign Task

Purpose - S

The Relevant Redundant Cue Concept Acgquisition Test
(RRC), also called "Zlngs and Poggles,' was designed to
-measure concept acqulsltlon, learning ability, and attention

' .-
to the learning process._ Tebts of this type provide a means

of studying inductive reasoning processes in children. In
‘addition to showing something about learning rates, the con-
. cept acguisition task yields information about the strategies

the child uses in learning a task in which two or more di-

-mensions are redundant. The concept acquisition ‘strategies

' v

S _ ) :
of children seem especially_ impdrtant to studv during an
age period when_these strategies are hypothesized to be

"“changing (Weir, 1964).

L 4

Description

The task consists of 64 cards on which circles, rectangles

"and triangles are drawn.” The first 48 cards are used as

e

part of the "training series". while the remaining 16 are
used as.the "transfer series" or test. In the training

series, the child is shown a set of cards one at a timej

~ The child is asked to guess if the card is a "Zing" %érccn and/of
rectangle) or a "Poggle" (red and/or diamond) . During the tron’s o
period the Chl a is told if his guess is correct and encouraged

to study the cards to .determine the differcnce between "Zings"

and "Poggles." The:'training period is continued until the

ERIC o . | |
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ientire deck is exhausted or until the child has given twelve
consecutive correct responses. During the "transfer" or
'"testing" period the child is asked to identify the "zings"
and "poggles™” in.a,set of 16 cards with no help frdm'the
tester; A score{of.“l“ is given for each correct answer in
the "transfer series."” 'All other responses during the testing/
transfer ‘series are coded as follows: refusal, don't know,

. . ,

request aid, no response; black, green, red, other color,

“ . . .
oval, circle, square, rectangle, diamond, other shape, other name.

Development of instrument

ca

The RRC was developed by Educaticdnal Testing Service

in the late l§60's forruse with fohr—to-ninefyear—old child-

ren in their loné&tﬁdiﬁal study ef‘disadvantaQed children (1968).
Analyses of the RRCuresults will be published in a future

report on year IT of their study. Since the RRC is a new

instrument, no other researchers have used it in studies.

Reliabilitx

Interﬁal consistencv reliability coefficients (K%—QO'S)
for a portion of the Spring 1972 Head Start Planned Variation)
sample are listed in Table 1. The KR-20 for the, total sample
“(n =‘§O3)'was .203. The estimates for approximately 85
subsamples with a sample size greater than 2Q:ranged from

.021 for older white ﬁales with'no previous preschooi experience
(ﬁ = 62) to .556 for older white ﬁales with previous preschool
Aexperience (n = 26).. “nly 10% of the KR-20 estimates were

‘reater than .4C0. Most of them were under .20 and a few were

. N . .
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TABLE 1 ' .

K§—2O RELIABILITIES FOﬁ SPRING 1972 HSPV RRC SCORES

n mean? S.D. - KR-20
Totall 03 8.824 2.207 . 0.203
Black. 246 T8 662 —2.240 - —0.223
White 318 8.865 2.204 0.207
Mexican- 129 9.116 2.130 0.156 -
Amerlcan . »
Male L 416 8.964 2.179 0.190
Female a 387 8.674 2,227 0.216
“Younn3- 322 8.770 2.199 . 0.192
014 . 477 8.853 2.209 +0.211
Previous ~ 192 8.656 2.520 .0.385
Preschool ‘ ‘
No Previous 592 8.873 2:104 0,129
Preschool o

Includes all children with adecuate age 1nformat10n not
in Level I sites.

2Maximum score = 16.

a

3Young is léss-thén 57 m‘%ths; old is ‘greater than 56 months.

3




377
negative. This random fluctuatiog of estimates around
zero indicates that there was a great deal of guessing

occurring on the test.

oy v

~Head Start Planned Variation Score Characteristics

The dlstrlbutlon of the Relevant Redundant Cue Scores

for all children in the Spring 1972 sample is presented in ) v
<Table 2. The mean score»and standard deviation for each
threeiménth age interValwfrom 36438 months to 78-80-months

are included. .The mean score fdt the total sample (n = 799)

is 8.820 (S.D. = 2.205). ~ | |

7 .The distributions of scores in -the spring for all
plannea-variation childrenaand all non-planned variation
‘éhildren are bimodal (see Tables 3 and 4). These distribu-
tions may be explained by the fact ;hat rhii@ren's scores are
partially determined hy guessing'and/or by knowing only Jne of
the twoAdimensionstof a "zing" or a ”poégle“. If-the‘children
-were-only guessing, the.scotés_would,have_been{}owe;._VIfra»_‘
child knew one of the twoﬁdihensions of a‘?aing" or a "poégle",

he would get approximately one-half of the items'ccrrect all

the time. If. the child knew one characteriStic (such-as a.

“z1ng" is green) and guessedon 1tems w1thout that characterlstlc
(such as a black recta: gle), he would get a score slightly

~under or over the mean:
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TABLE 2

{ .DISTRIBUTION OF RPRC (ZINGS ANMD POCGGLES) SCORES

|  FOR ALL CHILDREN IN- THE SPRING 1972 HSpy SaMpIEl

Age (Months) N . Mean Score” S.D.
36-38 ¢ 1 7.000 o __._. .
39-41- 1 11.000  —e——-
. 42-44 5 8.200 1.720
45-47 17 8.235 : 1.733
48-50 65 v 8.938 2.423
51-53 - . 113 ’ 8.823 ‘ 2.215
54-56 . 120 - 8.725 2.117
57-59 - L] 125 ’ 8.704 : 2.102
60-62 104 9.096 - 1.949
63-65 , 77 9.026 2231
_66-68 85 8.882 - 2.198"
. 69-71 _ 53 -8.528 - 2.270
72-74 32 ~ 8.563 = 2.783
75-77 i 1 13.000 - :
78"‘80 -, | _———— ) maiememem " - e
TOTAL 799 8.820 : .2.205
V;lIncludes all children with-adeguate age information

" not in Level I sites.

2I'.aximum scoxe = 16,
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Remarks -

Because there is not yet available technical information
on this instrument from the ETS Longitudinal Study anu only

a limited amount of information from the Head Start Planned

* “ N

S ~..
Variations Study 3ince it was only given in the spring, the ™

Relevant Redundant Cue Test must be considered as an experi-
mental instrument in the beginning stages of development. From
the limited information available, it appears that the test is

too difficult for young children; perhaps it should only be

used with older children in future evaluations.

References

Educational Testing Service. Disadvantaged children and their
-first school experiences: theoretical ccnsiderations and
measurement strategies. Princeton, N. J.: ETS, 1968.

ﬁeir, M. Developmental changes in problem solving strategies.
Psychological Review, 1964, 71, 473-90.
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Stai.ford-Binet Intelligence Scale

Purgose

The Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale is a-.measure of
"genéral intelligence" which is widely used in the United
States. Although it is called a test of intelligence, it
is just as much a medsure of experience and achievement.

It is most often defired as a measure of general mental
adaptability for populations exposed to ,similar experiences.
It has high prédictive validity in terms-of future school

success.

Description

The Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale, ?evised edition,
Form L-M, consists of different subtests qfaduated in dif-
ficulty according to age. It is an age scale test based
on the assumption that general intelligence is a trait that —-
develops with age. The primary criteria used in construct-
ing such a test are that the subtests be arranged in a scale
so thgt the meanAmentélﬁagewof,unseieetéd*subjects is- the
same as their mean chronological age and that the varia-
bility of IQ scores remains approximately constant from age
to age. Early s&btests (ages 2-3) conﬁain noﬁ—verbal tasks
such as building blocks, the three hole board, and string-
ing beéds.n Later subtests have more verbal tasks such as
vocabulary, analogies, and_number problems. A pomplete

description of the subtests is in the manual by Terman and
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‘Merrill (1960) . Basal ade is that level at which all tests
are passed which just precedes the level where the fif;t
failure occurs. After a child's mental age‘(MA) is deter-
mined, it is convérted to an IQ estimate using Pinneau'é
revised IQ table; (Terman & Merrill, 1960). Only exper-

ienced Binet testers were used in the HSPV Study.

Development of Instrument

The Stanford-Binet was developédvby Alfred Biﬁgt-in'
the late 1800's to identify the mentally defective children
in the Paris elementary schools. L. Tefman published the
first revision of the original scalé in 1916, standardizing
it fQI American children, ages 3-16. Terman defined
Intelligence Quotient as the ratio of meﬁtal age to chrono-
logical age (MA/CA). 1In 1937 Terman and Merrill revised
the test again, making hse_of‘the age standards of perfor-
mance gathered from the preﬁiou; test data. -At this time
twodformé'(L and M),vdiffering in content but not in type
of quéstion, were ‘developed. The test was last revised
in 1960 at which time the two separate forms (L and M)
‘were combihed. Emphasis‘was placed on correlation between
individual subtest items and total score. 1In selecting
items for the L-M Form, factor ldadings\?f McNemar's
analysis of the 1937 revision were taken into account.
Itemé were updated gnd”those judged oﬁéoleté were replaced

with more current items.
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Technical Information

,

Much of the reliability and validity of the 1960 scale
revision rests on the 1937 scale. The 1937 Scale has been

found to be more reliable for older than for younger ‘chil-

4

dren and for lower thanlfor higher IQ'55 At ages 2 1/2 to
5 1/2, the reliability coefficients range from .83 (IQ's '
140-149) to .91 (IQ's 65—69); at ages 6 to 13, .91 (IQ's
140-149) to .97 (IQ's 60-69); and at ages 14-18, .95 (IQ's
140-149) to .98 (IQ's 60-69).  Since only the most reliqblé
items of the 1937 scale were included in the 1960 revision,
the 1960 scale is at least as reliable as the 1937 scalé
_(Tefman & Merrill, 1960) ;° | |
Biserial correlations were done for the tests included
in the L-M form. The mean correlation for the 1960 scale
is .66, compéred Qith a mean of .61 for all tests in both
fofms of the 1937 scale. At the preschool level*(agesv
2 1/2 to.5) the mean was .61, compared with the 1937 mean
of .62. Verbal tests have a higher correlation'(.65) with
the total than the non-verbal tests (.58) (Terman & Merrill,
1960) . '
Correlations between retests are high when subjects
are retested at fairly frequent inte}vals. In'general,
correlations decrease as interval time is léngthéned'and
correlations increase as the child~grows older if the interval

between the two tests is held cohstant. Data from the

Fels survey show thatvthe correlation between tests given
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at age three with :etéété at age 4 is .83; retest correlations
with each successive year éway from three decrease until

the corfelation af agé 12 is .46.(Sontag et al., 1558).
Test-retest correlations with later ages and age 5 or 6

are mhch higher than those with éges under five. For ex-
ample, Bayley (1949) found that the correlations between

age 10 and ages 2, 4, 6 and 8 were .42, .73, :74, and .82.

Remarks _ ©

-

Recent queStioniné.éf the cultural and socio-economic
biases in test items has léd to a reexamination of the
vglidiﬁy,ofitésts such as thé Stanford-Binet. Siénificant

" questioning and presspres fgém minority groups resulted in
omitting the Stanfdrd—Binet from the 1971-72 battery. Some

4

of the major areas of concern in considering the use of the

.

Stanford-Binet and other in%g%i%gence~tests are listed
below: ‘

1. Standardizafion on white samples. The Stanfﬁrd—
Binet was last standardiéed‘on an American white pop?lation.

No standardization figures are available for a non-white

—

pcpulgtion. ~

2. Socio-economic sﬁatus. A number of studies
(Charters, 1963; Willerman et al., 1970} have shown that
children érom lower .socio-economic backgrohnds score lowér
than those from‘higher socio-economic backgrounds. Specific
items on the test may’be foreign to the particular cul£ural
settiﬁg of some children. There is no evidence that the

Q

FRJC stanford-Binet is more biased toward lower socio-economic

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



children than other éeneral_intelligenpe tests. ;
3. .Langugqe; Both Anastasi (1958) and Ereeman (1962% 5
have specifically criticized the heav§ verbal ld%diﬁgs on
intelligence tests, which may present perticular problems
to lower class children. Verba} tasks on the Stanford—.
Binetrarewmore frequent throughout the older age Eubtests.
4., Motivation. Zigler and Butterfield k1968) found
that lack of motiVatien in culturally deprived children
led to depressed StqnfordFBinet IQ scores. After a“preschbdl

-experience a reduction in the dehabilitating faators of

motivation occurred and IQ scores increased.

5. Test a?ministration. Testing younger children is
especially difficult. The use of non-white testers with
children of different ethnic backgrounds needs to be further

investigated.

While the preceding general problems need to be explored
further in future studies using all intelligence tesﬁs,
actual biases specific to the Stanford-Binet heve not been
-documented. Even thouéh standardization with non-white
populatiene and certain revisions in vocabulary and tasks
seem eruciai, the Stanfofd-Binet appears to be one of the

hest tests of general individual intellectual assessment.

4




3387

References

.

Anastasi, A. Differential psychology. New York: Macmillan,
1958.

Bayley, N. . Consistency.¥nd variability in the growth of
. intelligence from hirth to eighteen years. Journal
of Genetic Psychology, 1949, 75, 165-196. oo

Charters, W. W. Social class and intelligence tests. 1In
W. Charters & N. Gage (Eds.), Readings in the social
psychology of education. Boston: Allyn & Bacon, 1963.

Freeman, F. S. Theory and practice of psychological testing.
(3rd. ed.) New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1962.

. .Terman, L. M., & Mérrill, M. A. Stanford-Binet Intelligence
ot Scale; Manual for the third revision«Form L-M.
-1 . Boston: Houghton-Mifflin, 1960.

Willerman, L., Broman, S. H., & Fiedler;/ﬁ. Infant develop-

~  ment, preschool IQ, ‘and social class. Child Development,
1970, 41, 69-77. e E o -

Zigler, E., & Butterfield, E. C. Motiyational aspects of
changes in IQ test. Child Development, 1968, 39,
1-14. < . ~

.




subteéts in the three skill areas follow:

388

Wide Range Achievement Test
Purpose

The Wigq Range Achievement Test (WRAT) is an achieve-
ment test designed to measure skills in the areas of
reading, 'spelling and arithmetic. Most preschool programs

for disadvantaged children emphasize the acquisition ef

these skills.

Description-

The spring '72 form of the WRAT used in the HSPV Study

is longer than the fall '71 form because most children hawve

more cognitive skills after one- year in a Head Start program

than before. The fall '71 form has four subtests: copy

marks, recognizing and.naming letters, dot counting, and -

reading numbérs. The spr}né '72 form has eight %ubtests:

»

copy marks, name spelling, recognizing and nawing %étters,

. - o
spelling, dot counting, reading numbers and arithmetic, ~

written arithmetic, and word reading. Descriptions of the

~

A. Spelling Skills:

1. Copying Mariis. In a onc minute time intarval thao

child is to copy as many marks as possiblé.
2. Name Spelling. Part I asks the childfto print
his name in a one minute time iqtérval on a line

provided. " Part II asks the child to name all the

recognizable letters he has printed. '

P2
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B. Reading Skills: B '

1. Recognizing an@ Naming Letters. Part I asks_the”
ch{}d‘to recognize- and match le£ters. The tester
points to a éeries of letters in the row;,the-ch;ld
picks out thé matching letters from a different

series. Part II ‘asks the child to'read aloud

: . = L.(’q.
the letters in the sécond row. -

2. Wword Reading. Thé child iélasg¢d<to.read aloud
a lisﬁ.of 14 words: . cat, see, ‘red, té, big,"
Qa:k,;péog;'eag,-wash_h;p, how, then, open, .
1e§té£1'?ﬁ' . | |

C.. Arithmetic Skills? *© )

1. Dot Coun&ipg.‘ The child is asked toAcouif dots

atranged in a row.
. i

< , . o
2. Reading Numbers. 1In a,one minute time interval

_the child is asked to reaé aloud the numbers-"3f

! 5,6, 17, 41". ¢

l‘p.' Al

3. Arithmetic. The child is- asked tovfespond to

three arithietic problems, such as "How many

€

¢re three apples and four apples?".
4. Arithmetic (written computation)., In a 30 setond

time interval the child is asked\ﬁo‘read an

arithmetic problem and write the answer in the

<

AN

- box provided. o -

S
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Development of Instrument

The_WRAT was developed in 1940; reuised in 1946 hy
J. Jastak and S. Bijou (Burdss; 1965); and revised in 1965
by J. Jastak, S. Jastak and S. Bijou (Buros, 1972). The
1965 revised edition was preparediin two forms: Level I
for ages~5 to 12 and Level II for age 12 and over. The
WRAT used in the HSPV Study is a revised ver51on of the

Level T 1965 edition. A similar version was useé during

two years of theﬁrollow Through .evalunation (1970-72) .

Norms for the five subtests given in Fall 1971 are
available in Tables 1 ~ 40. . These tables give the number
of children,>the mean score and the standard deviation for
each of 15 three-month age intervals (from 36-38 months té
78-80 months) for the_following"groups in the HSPV sample:
total (Ta?le 1 - Copying Marks, Table 9’-_Recognizing
‘Letters, Table 17 - Naming Letters, Table 25 - Reading
Numbers, and Table 33 - Dot Counting), males {Table 2 -~
Copying Marks; Table 10 - Recognizing Letters, Table 18 -,
Naming'Letters, fable 26 - Reading Numbers, Table 34 - Dot
Counting), females~(Table 3 - Copying Marks, Table 11 -
Recognizing-Letters,.Table 19'- Naming Letters, Table 27 -
Reading Numbers, Table 35 - Dot Counting), children with
previous preschool experience (Table 4 - Copying Marks,

Table 12 - Recognizing Letters, Table 19 - Naming Letters,
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.

?ablebés, Reading Number$§, Tabie 36L— Det éountiné),children
.‘with;no preuious preschool.(Table 5 —'Conying\Marhs, Table .
:13 - Recogn1z1ng Letters, Table 21 - Naming Letters,’ Table

..29 - Readlng Numbers, Table 37 - Dot Countlng), white
' "chlldren (Table 6 - Copylng Marks, Table 14 - Recogn1z1ng
" Letters, Table 22 - Namlng Letters, Table 30 - Readlng
'Numbers,éTable 38 - Dot Countlng), black chlldren (Table 7 -
_Copylng Marks, Table 15 - Recognlzlng Letters, Table 23 -
Namlng Letters, Table 31 - Readlng Numbers, Table 39 - Dot
Countlng) and Mex1can Amer&can chlldren (Table 8 - Copylng

K Marks, Table le - Recogn1z1ng Letters, Table 24 - Namlng

j-Letters, Table 32 - Readlng Numbers, Table 40 - Dot Countlng)

Mean scores for the total Fall 1971 sample on the :
' fall subtests were 1 921 (s.D. =2. 666) for. Copylng Marks,~.‘. .
.,-6 554 (s.D. ._,3.205) fgr Recognr21ng_Letters, 1,195_ _
(s. D. = 2. 6325- for'-Naming Letters; :613-(S.D: = 1. 103) fdr .
. Readlng Numbers, and 6 708 (S D. = 5 294) for Not Countlng
Scores for the Copyrng Marks, Recognlzlng Letters, and Dot
Countlng subtests deflnltely 1ncreased w1th age whlle

.scores of the Namlng Letters and Reading Numbers subtests :

~
RS

1mproved m1n1mumly;W1th agef

S
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TABLE 1
DISTPR I0: OF 1 z‘T COPYTL C "}‘P.K SCOPES FOR ALL 'CHILDE’EN "
I THE FP.LL_lQ?I‘ HSPV sb...r'PLEl, )
- . . “‘ - . ,
Lo { Age (Months) N “{°  Mean Scorez’j " S.D.
. 36-38 N 0.333 . . ° 0.745
39-41. {4 | o0.500 - | 0.500.
42-44 ) , 22 1 - 0.273 . = 0.617
45-47 - 77 | . 0.636 . 1.643
N 48-50 .| 262 |- 0.492 | o0.984 -
51-53 . : 478 - 0.705 . - 1.204
54-56 .- ‘ ‘1 481 | © - 1.158 . C1.793- o
57-59 . {464 | 1672 1 2.192°
60-62 379 ) 2.517 ' 2.784,
.. 63-65 - - 252 T 2.968 o 2.766
- 66-68 - . | 255 | 3,443 . 3.333
69~71 b 2050 oo5.317 0 © 3.631
72-74 - .87 . 4,345 ©3.835
. 75-77 5 | 4.200 . |- 3.816 "
" 78-80 . 3 . 1.333" 0.943.
TOTAL -~ |2980 1,921 . 2.66C
17

Includcs all chlldren with adequate age 1nf01mat10n
not in‘Level 1 51tes. .

<

ztaximum score ='18'.




DISTRIBUTION OF

* TABLE 2.

1

WPAT COPYING MAPIS: SCOPES FOP MPLES

393

- : 1
IN ®HE FALL 197l HSPV SAMPLE -
A S Y . 7.
. - ?. . 2 ~
Age (Months) N - Méan. Score S.D.

. 36-38 -1 [ .
39-41 1 e S
42-44 8. 0.125 0.331
45-47. 46 N.413 0.946
48-50 132 0.492 1.048
51-53 255 0.61 1.149
54-56 243 0.881 1.539

. &7-59 239. 1.247 1.772
60-627 7 206 - 2.335 2.732 .
63-65 . 115 2.374 2.386 |
.66-68 . 137 | 2.591 2,814
69-71 94 - 3.649 - 3.426
72-74° 46 < 3.891 - 3.789
75-77 3 7.000 2.160

~78-80 ‘2 2.000 e
TOTAL 1528 1.577 2,372 |
1

not in Level I sites.

2
Max;mum score

= 18,

Includes all chlldren w1th adequdte age 1nformat10n
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TABLE 3

OF WPAT COPYING MARKS SCORES FOR FEMALES
-1

DISTRIBUTICN

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SPMPLE

Loa

Age (Months)' N Mean Score?2 S.D.
.36-38. R 0.400 0.800
39-41 3. 0.667 0.471
. 42-44 14 - 0.357 0.718
45-47 31 . 0.968 2.279
48250 130 0.492 0.914
51<53 223 0.812 1.257
54-56 2230 - 1.441 1.930
57-59 - 225 2.124 2.486
50-62 173 2.734 2.828
63-65 137 3.467 2.957
66-68 118 1 4.432 3.604
69-71 111 4.883 3.702
7274 41 . 4.854 3.823
75-77 - R ; mmmm— e
78-80 . LT S
- TOTAL 1452 2,284 2.899
S a
l

- not in Level I sites.

“_q .

2. ' .
‘Maxlmum score

~

4

18.

Includes all children with adequate age 1nformat10n

3
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. TABIE 4 - : .
. . ' /”
. . ‘ B . | ) . | 3 | . ' . 4// .

DISTRIBUTION: OF WRAT COPYING MARKS SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH

PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EY¥PERIENCE IN. THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLEL

" Age (Months) N - Mean Scorng- S.D. ,
36-38 1 -—— |- ——— T o
- 39-41 — ] DT TR L mmmee
42-44 - 1 2 1.600 ' 1.000
45-47 SR 8 - 1.625 1.867
48-50 : 34 - 0.971 ) 1.543
© 51-53 » 64 . 0.703 . . -1.056
54-56 . -1 62 s 0,871 1.301
.57-59 79 | 2,392 | 3,128
‘ 60-62 “l 119 . .2.840-- 12,750
Tl 63-65. . o098 72,949 . 3.167
e 66 =68 ! 92 - 3.554 o 3.595
: 69-71 B 95 . . 4,526 ©3.963
72-74 37 . - 5.189 1 4.190
75-77 .. 3. - 7.000- - 2,160
78-80 . 4 2 - 1,000 1.000
TOTAL ~ ~ |-695- | - 2.784, 3.297
- lIncludes all children w1th adequaLe age 1nformatlon
-not 1n uevel I 51tes.j S
5. -

Maximum score = 18.
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TABLE 5

DISTRIBUTION OF WPRAT COPYING MARKS SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN

WITH NO PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIEMNCE .

. . IN THE FALL.1971 HSPV SANP1E1

Age (Months): N Mean Score2 S.D.
36-38 .6 " 0.333 0.745
39-41 4 0.500 0.500
42-44 19 ©0.211 0.521
45-47 ' : 68 0.529 1.5%6
48-50 221 0.403 0.827
51-53 397 0.708 ‘ 1.240
54-56 405 - 1.190 . 1.847
£7-59 373 1.507 1.920
f0-62 - 249 2.369 2.816
63-65 146 . 2.966 2.478
66-68 157 . 3.376 3.205
69-71 107 4,047 . 3.175
72-74 50 3.720 3.418
75-77 O S I
78-80 : R ' 2.000 |} =e=-=
TOTAL 2205 1.647 2.377

lificiudes all children with adequate age information
not in Level 1 sites.

2 ) _
Maximum score =.18.
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e ’ : ol Ct 5.

. TABLE 6

DISTRIBUTICON OF WPRT COPYIIG MPARXS SCOPES FOPR WHITE.CHILDPEN'

. o 1
o L IN THE FPLL 1971 HSPV SANPLL
& - , . A e

. ' : .

1 Age (Months) N . Mean Sche2 - S.D.
*36-38 . 1 - L, mm—ee - R
39-41 . | 3 4 . 0.667 - S 0.471
42-44 , 8 7 0.125 0.331
45-47 - - 32 /0.500 '0.968-
48-50 - 93 . 0.548 1.122

©51-53 - 183 - 0.798 1.419

| 54-56 212 | © 1.311 . 1.842

1 57-59 : 187 1.706 2,309
60-62 . 163 | . 2.650 2.851
63-65 ~ . . | 94 2.989 .2.988
66-68 _ 99 | . 3.162 . 3.335
69-71 79 .. 5.025 3.486

.| 72-74 S 51 - 4.824 4.264
75-77 ° 3 7.000 - 2 2.160
78-8B0 . 2 . 1.000 | 1.000°
TOTAL ... "-  ,|1214- | = 2,067 - ° 2.812

1Includes all chlldren with adequate age 1nformatlon
,not in chel I SlteS.' .

2iax'imum score = 18.
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TABLE 7

v » : » ¢ ’

DISTRIBUTION OF URAT COPYINC MAPKS SCORES FOP RLACK CHILLDREN
1

IN THF FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE

Age (Months) N Mean Scc_>re2 S.D.
36-38 6 0.333 0.745
39-41 1 -—re=- | mmee
42-44 14 0.357 0.718
45-47. 45 0.733 1.282
48-50 140 0.421 0.854
51-53 210 0.571 0.950
54-56 205 ©1.010 1.778
57-59 193 1.446 ' 1.966
60-62 137 1.825 2.018
63-65 106 2.396 2.398
66-68 102 3.167 3.116
69-71 103. 3.485 3.444
72-74 34 3.559 2.932
75-77 2 | mmee= | s
78-80 1 2.0c0 | =mee-
TOTAL 1299 . 1.550 2.309
1

Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2 .
Maximum score = 18.
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TABLE 8

DISTPIBUTION OF WRAT COPYINCG SCORES FOPR MENICAN-AMERICAI CHILDREN

.IN THE FALL 197) HSPV SAMPLE!

AN

S —— :"

Age (Months) N ' Mean Score 2 S.D
36-38 -—- R R e
39-41 - ————- P mm——
42-44 - - . ———= ————-
45-47 -=- N ettty
48-50 23 > 0.783 1.140
51-53 73 0.836 1.250
54-56 - 53 © 1.094 . 1.640
57-59 - 70 2,214 : 2.461
60-62 - 69 3.174 : 3.189
63-65 ‘ 50 4.100 2.744
66-68 51 4.451 3.339
69-71 19 - 5.421 . 3.345
72-74 I A S
75-71 v - e
78-80 - T N
TOTAL 408 2.564 2.914
1

Includes “all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2 . ;
Maximum score = 138.
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Ll

TABLE 9

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT RECOGNIZING LETTERS. SGCORES FOR ALL

CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE!
Age (Months) N Mean Score ” S.D
36-38 6 3.667 3.682
39-41 4 6.750 1.299
42-44 1 22 4.455 3.115
45-47 77 4.286 . 3.129 ,
48-50 262 5.172 3.229
51-53 478 5.651 3.217
54-56 . 481 . 6.403 3.106
57-59 464 ' 6.547 ' 3.041
60-62 379 7.179 3.152
63-65 252 7.095 3.152
66-68 255 7.745 ‘ 2.820 |
69-71 205 7.780 3.015
72-74 87 8.655 2.100
7577 5 6.000 4.517
78-80 3 6.000 1.414
TOTAL 2980 6.554 3.205

*Includps all children with adequate age irformation
not in Level I slteg.

)

Maximum score = 10,
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[

. TABLE 10

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT RECOGNIZING LETTERS SCORES FOR-MALES

( ' ~IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SA."PLI-;1
Age (Months) N Mean Score? S.D.
36-38 1 C mm——— ' S m————
39-41 1 | 5.000 ]| @ e~ee-
42-44 ¥ 8 5.125 2.522
45-47 - 46 - 3.957 2.881
48-50 132 5.364 3.222 -
51-53 255 5.443 3.096
54-56 243 6.144 . 3.145
€7-59 239 6.301 3.113
€0-62 206 7.175 2.903
63-65 o 115 '6.800 3.149
66-68 137 , 7.416 2.843
© 69-71 94 ' 7.351 3.178
72-74 46 . 8.674 2.001
15-77 , 3 9.6671 0.471
78-80 : 2 T 7.000  f --ee-
~ * . ) * g
- TOTAL ~ . . . ]1528 : 6.369 3.1@0
.. ! .'< 3

lIncludes all children with adequatc age information
not in Level I sites.

.

2paximum score = 10.
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TABLE 11
DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT RECOGNIZING LETTERS SCORES FOR FEMALES
IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLET
@ .
: 2
‘ - ‘ ' 5
. Age (Months) |. N Mean Score - S.D.
g 2 . —
' 36-38 5 4.400 3.611
oo 39-47 | 3 -] - 7.333 0.943
L 42-44 1 14 27: 4.071 3.348
D 45-47 1 31 & - 4,774 3.405
L 48-50 - 130 N 4,977 - 3.224
. 51=53 ' 223 - 5.888 3.334
oo 54-56 . 238 .+ 6.668 3.042
N . 57-59 225 ‘ 6.809 -~ ° 2.940
. . 60-62 . 173 L. 7.185 3.041 .
. P g3-65 ) ~ 137 - 7.343 3.133
B 66_68 ‘118 o 8.127' 2.745
69-71 111 8.144 2.818
S R
: . 75-77 . . .
§ 1 4.000° | e—ee- !
‘ ,78"'80 : 7 N ! Lot ] ,
TOTAL 1452 |, 6.749 . .|+ .3.220 .
. .. N \ ) '
|

':

A}

Includes all children with adequatc agé.information'
not in Level I ‘sites.

1

%

2Naximum scorce 7 10. .

e o
PO
o
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; : : ' . TABLE 12 . .

1

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT RECOGNIZIWG LETT%RS 'SCORES FOR ALL CHILDRnN

WITég\kEVIOUS PRESCHQOL EXPERIENCE

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLEL

, 2 B /
Age (Months) N Mean Score S.D.
| —— ' -
; 36-38 _— P
| 39-41 - - | ———— | m——
- 42-44 2 | 8.500 0.500
L - 45-47 8 6.125 3.219
U 48-50 34 5.706 13.650 |
. : 51-53 64 6.375 '2.809 |
54-56 62 6.581 \ 3.124 :
N s 57-59 79 | 7.228 2.846
' ‘ 60-62 119 7.445 2.866
) 63-65 “ 98 7.449 2.935
3 66-68 192 8.185 2.231
69-71 . 95 8.053 2.766
i 72-74 37 8.784 2.120
° 75-77 . 3 9.667 0.471
¢ 78-80 2 5.500 1.500
TOTAL "l 695 | . 7.404 2.909
. A T
1

Includes all .children with adequate age 1nf01mdtlon
noL in Level I sites. .

Naximum score = 10.
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/I\ ;

) y | : . TABLE 13 . |
: - - T - e
DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT RECOGNIZING é%&TERs SCORES FQB/%LL CHILDREN

/
WITH NO PREVIOUS PRESCHQOL EXPEBIENCE

. . 7
IN THE FALL. 1971 HSPV SAMPLE -

. Age (Months) N Mean Score 2 S.D.
t v — -

o 36-38 6 3.667 3.682
N 39-41 : 4 6.750 1.299
T 42-44 19 3.895 2.972
LY 45-47 68 3.985 2.983
o 48-50 221 - 5.100 3.178
A 51-53 397 5.547 3.247
o 54-56 - 405 ©6.410 3.078
. ; 57-59 373 6.378- ' 3.067
’ 60-62 249 7.052 2.993

. 63-65 146 - 7.137 3.049

5 66-68 157 7.592 2.956

- 69-71 107 7,645 . 3.100

. 72-74 . 50 " - 8.560 2.080

* 75-77 . 2 0.500 . 0.500
s 78-80 1 - . 7.000 | @ e==—-
TOTAL ~ |2205 6.323 3.224

1

Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sitges. '

4

2Maximum score=10,
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DISTRIBUTION NOF WPAT RFECOGNIZING LFTTERE SCOPFS WOR "MITE

CHILDRZN IN THE FALL 1971 HSDPV SarpLil

Vo —— —

2

Age (Months) N Mean Score S.D..
36-38 ——— ————— ] e
39-41 3 7.000 1:414
42-44 8 4,750 2.536
45-47 32 4,656 3.058
48-50 93 5.323 3.111
51-53 188 5.622 3.135
54-56 212 6.476 3.142
57-59 187 6.909 2.73
60-62 163 7.485 2,601
63-65 94 7.628 2.621
66-68 - - 99 7.939 2.4490
69-71 79 8.532 2.055
72-74 51 8.804 1.645
75<77 3 9.667 0.471
78-80 2 5.500 1.500
TOTAL 1214 6.846 2.985
1

not in Level 1 sites.

. maximum score=10.

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

Includes all children with adequate age information
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. TABLE 15

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT RECOGNIZINVG LETTERS SCORES FOR BLACK

CHILDRZ IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV sampLEl

: 2
Age (Months) N Mean Score S.D.
36-38 6 3.667 3.682
39-41 #s 1 6.000 ——————
42-44 14 4.286 3,369
45-47 45 4,022 3.152
48-50 140 5.100 A 3.332
51-53 | 210 5.505 3.256
54-56 205 6.371 3.105
57-59 193 6.104 3.196
£0-62 137 6.869 3.073
€3-65 106 7.264 - 2.772
66-68 102 7.637 ~2.920
69-71 103 7.757 2.951
92-71 34 8.533 . 2.415
2 0.500 0.500
75-71 1 7.000 | =——em
78-80 . _
TOTAL 1299 6.322 ) 3.278

Lncludes all children.with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2 .
maximum score=10.

e
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TABLE 16

DISTRIRUTION OF WRAT RFCOGNIZING LETTERS SCORES FOR VEXICAN—ANEPfCFMm

CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAVPLEl

. Age (Months) N Mean Scorc2 S.D.
{
i ' 36-38 - U it I T Lo
— 39-41 i e R
oo 42-44 == it
45-47 - C mmee L m——— “
48-50 23 5.826 2.792 h
51-53 73 6.068 3.215 h
. '54-56 53 6.321 2.800
- 60-62 69 7.014 3.317
63-65 50 5.620 4.204
66-68 51~ 7.451 3.268
69-71 ° 19 4.526 4.453
¢ 72-74 N A R
¢ 75-77 R e
: 78-80 R
TOTAL 408 6.417 3.458
1

- Includes all childreh with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2 .
maximum score=10.
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TABLE 17

DISTRIBUTION OF URAT NAMING LETTEPS SCORES FOR ALL

1
CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE

~

Age (Months) N Mean Score? S.D.
36-38 6| @ m———-— | —e—e-
39-41 : 4 -} ==——-
42-44 22 0.318 0.555
45-47 77 1.013 2.535
48-50 262 0.649 1.736 -
51-53 478 0.722 2.017
54-56 481 1.073 . 2.540
£7-59 464 1.136 2.550
£0-62 ~ 379 1.417 2.850
63-65 252 1.115 2.225
66-68 255 1.675 3.001
69-71 205 2.137 3.620
72-74 87 2.655 3.856
-75-=77 5 0.800 0.748
78-80 3 it ity
TOTAL 2980 1.195 2.632
j L

1Includes‘all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2., .
@ “aximum score=13.

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 18 -

DISTRIBUTION CF WPAT NAMING LETTERS SCOPES FOR MALES
' 1

IN THE FAIL.L 1971 HSPV SAMPLF

Age (Months) - N Mean Score2 S.D.
36-38 1 T Eepu
39-41 1 1 e e
42~44 8 0.125 0.331
45-47 46 0.783 2.074
48-50 132 0.644 1.508
51-53 255 0.592 1.887
54~-56 243 1.037 2.483
57-59 239 0.858 2.242
60-62 206 - 1.422 3.074
63-65 115 1.226 2.296
66-68 137 1.343 2.822
69-71 94 2.064 3.784
72-74 - 46 2.283 3.405
25-77 3 1.000 0.816
78-80 2y T e
TOTAL 1528 1.080 2.550
1

Includes all children with adeguate age information
not in Level I sitces. ‘

2Maximum score=13.

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

= a— —
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TABLE 19

- DISTPIBUTION OF ¥WRAT U'AMING LETTERS SCORES FOR FEMALES
1

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE

4

Age (Moaths) N Mean Score? S.D.
-36-38 5 b e A —— e

39-41 3 | - S [——

42-44 14 0.429 0.623

45-47 31 - 1.355 3.064 ”
48-50 130 0.654 1.940 !
51-53 223 0.870 2.146 '
54-56 238 1.109 2.595

59.59 | 225 _ 1.431 2.810

60-62 173 1.410 2.558

63-65 137 1.022 2.160

66-68 | 118 2.059 3.152

69-71 111 | 2.198 3.474

22-74 41 3.073 4.268

25-77 2 0.500 A 0.5600

78-80 SO | —=-T

TOTAL. 1452 1.316 ©2.709

1

Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2 .
Maximu. score=13.
O
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TABLE 20

DISTRIBUTION OF WPAT MNAMING LETTERS SCORES FOP ALL CHILDREN

WITH PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE

' 1
IN THE FALL 1571 HSPV SAMPLE

’

- 2
‘ Age (Months) N . Mean Score S.D.
' ' )
; 36-38 -—= i B DD bl
39-41 - mee—— | em———
: 42-44 2 0.500 0.500
: 45-47 8 2.250 3.455
48-50 ‘ - 34 0.794 2.011.
51-53 ) 64 1.266 2.763
. 54-56 62 : - 1.387 2.672
. 57-59 . 79 .1.468 2.920
. 60-62 119 7 2.008 3.506
63-65 98 e 0.980 1.985
65-71 95 2.379 3.787
¢ 79-74 37 3.622 4.277
{ 75-77 . 3 1.000 0.816
: 78-80 S e
TOTAL 695 1.728 3.134
1

Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2Maximum score=13,

o™ S A ——n .
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- TABLE 21

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT NAMING LETTERS SCORES FOP ALL CHILDREN

WITH WO DRMVIOUS PDESCHOOL EXPERIENCE

"IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLEY

~ ‘
. Age (Months) - N Mean Score S.D.
¢ §
i - -] 36-38 6 | e B
| 39-41 : S e B
- 42-44 19 0.211 0.408
45-47 68 : 0<882 2.380 ”
48-50 221 0.624 1.699 h
51-53 397 |- 0.597 1.770 '
. : 54"56 405 1,049 ‘ 2.554 *
: 57-59 373 1.013 2.335
€0-62 249 1.129 2.373
e3-cc 146 1.233 2.407
€668 157 - 1.535 2.964
69-71 107 1.972 ' 3.492
’ 2371 50 1.940 3.337
; 25-19 2 0.500 0.500
: 78-80 S T
TOTAL 2205 1.022 - 2.405
. . . .
1

Includes all c111d10n with adequate age information
nct in Level I sites. -

2Maximum score = 13,




\
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" TABLE 22
DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT NAMING LETTERS SCORES FOR WHITE
' 1
CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV.SAMPLE

Age (Months)’ N Mean Score? S.D.
36-38 ~-—- ittt Bl
39-41 N s
42-44 8 0.500 0.707
45-47 32 ; 1.688 3.025
48-~50 93 0.634 1.664
51-53 188 1.043 2.667
54-56 212 1.476 3.136
57-59 187 - 1.390 2.853
60-62 ' 163 1.503 2.872
63-65 94 1.319 2.586
66-68 99 2.131 3.541
69-71 79 3.367 4.401
72-74 ~ 51 2.922 3.814
75-77 ’ 3 1.000 0.816

L 78-80 i it
TOTAL lZl;S; 1.552 ’ 3.083

) N\ .
1Includes all chil¥ren with adequate age information
not in Level I sitks.
2 .
Q '/ Maximum score = 13,

™ oy —
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TABLE 23

414

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT NAMINC LETTERS SCORES FOR BLACKS

CHILDPEN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SANPLEl'

4

Age (Months) N . Mean Score > S.D.
36-38 I Tt I—
39-41 A I — oy .
42-44 14 0.214 0.410 .
45-47 45 0.533 1.984 ,
48-50 140 0.714 1.910 .
51-53 210 0.505 1.378 !
54-56 205 0.712 1.856
57-59 193 1.109 2.418
60-65 137 1.438 2.909
63-65 106 . 0.858 1.501
66-68 102 1.382 2.594
69-71 103 1.534 2.949
72-74 34, 2.265% 3/950
75-77 2 0.500 \ 0.500
78-80 S //) ““““
./ .

TOTAL 1299 0.968 2.26

: - J
1

2 .
Maximum score. =

13.

sites.

Includes all children with ddcquatc age 1nformatlon
not in Level I
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~ - TABLE 24
. ' ‘ - N ¢ . ’ - '
DISTRPIBUTION OF WRAT NAMNIMG LETTERS SCNRES FOQR MEXICAN--AMEPRIC2N
CHILDREN IN THE‘FALI 1971 HSPV, sszLEl o
‘ Age (Months) "WN Mean?SCQre~ S.B
' ) . - o
; 36-38 . - i e
- 39-41 T N | mm—ee
o 42-44 - i - OO -l = )
; 45-47 E == SR et Sttt ,
48-50 ° 23 ©.0.478 0.878 .
51-53 73 0.534 1.536 |
. . 54-56 ch 0.566 0.981 ’
. 57-59 . 70 0.629 2.125
60-62 69 0.826 1.9138
63-65 50 1.160 2.533
66-68 . 51 ke 431 2.553
69-71 19 0.632 1.563
¢ 72-74 - R
s 75-77 I R A
. 78-80 I T
TOTAL 408 0.794 1.950
L
' lIncludes‘all chifdren

. not in Level I sites.

2Maximum score = 13,

with adequate age information
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s T TABLE 25

DISTPIBUTINY OF WRAT RTADINC MNUMBEPS SCNPFS FOR AT,

CHILDRE: T:i THE 'EALL 1971 ISPV SAVPLEI
#//
Age (Months) ‘N Mean Score? " s.D.
36-38 6 e N
39-41 4 ~0.250 0.433
42-44 22 0.136 0,457
45-47 77 ©0.325 0,829
48-50 262 0.271 0.670
51«53 478 0.299 0.724
54-56. "431 : 0.493 0 .993
57-59 454" 0.433 N.9G67
60-62 ‘ 379 0.734 1.187
63-65 ' 232 . 0.742 1.132
66-63 255 0.973 1.335
69-71 : 205 1.312 - 1.235 k
72-74 ~ ’'87 - 1.563 l. 51
\ 75-77 5 0.800 1.166
78-80 3 p— B
TOTAL 2980 ) 0.613 1.103
o

. . oy,
Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

1

i4

Maximum score = 5. . -
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| TABLE 26
{ . * . \

DISTRIBUTION QOFRPAT' READING NUMBLRS, SCORES FOR M2LES
. ‘ T > ) v * o

~IN _THE FALL: 1971 HSPV ' SAMPLEL
SN
Age (Months) N  Mean Score? | ° S.D.
36-38 - 1 R
39-41 | ——— : i
42-44 8 0.125 0,331
45-47 46 |, 0.343 0.914
48-50 132 (... - 0.265 0.638
51-53 255 0.286 - 0.681
54-56 © 1243 0-539 1.047
, 57-59 239 | 0.377 0.834
) 60-62 1 206 0.748 . 1.224
63-65 - 115 0.722 1.184
66-68 137 0.774 1.256
’ 69-71 94 1.309 1.414
. 72-74 46 1.543 1.611
75-77 3 ~1.333 1.247
78-80 R S BT »
\ TOTAL , 1528 | 0.580 1.085
\ ‘
L —
lIncludes all chi. '-en with adequate age information

not in Level I sices.

2.
- Maximum scoreée = 5.
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TABLE 27

DISTRIBUTION CF WRAT RFADINC [JUMBI'PS SCOR:ES FOR FEMALFS

I3 THT FPLL 1971 HEpv sarpLpl

B )

Age (Months) -N Mean Score2 : S.D.
36-38 5 1 mme— ] meee-
39-41" 3 0.333 . 0.471
42-44 14 . 0,143 © 0.515
45-47 31 0.290 0.681
B 48-50 130 0.277 0.702
51-53 223 0.314 1 .0.769
-54-56 238 0.445 0.932
57-59 225 0.596 1.079
60-62 173 0.717 . i.141
63-65 137 0.759 1.%s81
66-68 *118 1.203 ’ 1.387
69-71 111 ’ 1.315 1.401
72-74 . 41 1,585 1.481
75-717 2 ) e —em
78-80 | 11 == e
TOTAL 1452 0.647 1.121

1Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

Maximum score = 5.
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TABLE 28

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT RTADIMNG NUMBEPS SCORES FNP ALL CHILDRFN

WITH PREVIOUS 'PRESCHOOL LXPLERIENCE

~ IN_THE F2LI, 1971 Hsrv samprrl

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.
36-38 —_— L
39-41 et B e et
42-44 2 ' 1.500 0.500
45-47 8 1.125 1.053
48-50 34 0.324 0.629
51-53 ' 64 0.4338 0.916
54-56 62 0.661 1.062
57=-59 ‘ 79 0.557 1.076
60-62 119 0.924 1.291
63-65 58 0.776 1.093
66-68 92 1.109 1.363
69-71 95 1.295 1.368
72~74 ‘ 37 2.081 1.583
75-77 3 1.333 1.247
78-80 2 e -
TOTAL 695 £ 0.904 1.265
1

Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2
Maximum score = S.
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. ' | " TABLE 29

DISTRIBUTICN OF WRAT READINC NUMBERS SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN

WITH NO PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE

IN THE FATI 1971 HSPV SAMPLEL

Age (Months) N Mean Score 2 S.D.
36-38 61 0 .| e
39-41 . 4 0.250 0.433
42-44 19 ————— —————
45-47 68 - 0.235 0.750
48-50 , 221 0.267 0.684
51-53 397 0.290 0.698
54-56 405 0.472 0.987
57-59- 373 ’ 0.456 0.927
-60-62 249 0.659 1.134
63-65 - 146 0.719 1.232
66-68 157 0.904 1.305
69-71 107 1.355 1.449
72-74 50 1.180 1.410
75-77 2 e e
78-80 B Sttt Dttty
TOTAL 2205 0.529 1.036
1

Includes all children with adequate age information
not in level I sites.

2
Maximum score = 5.
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TABLE 30

DISTRIBUTION OF WPAT READING MUMBERS SCORES FOPR WHITE

CHILDREN -IN THE FAT.L, 1971 HSPV SANPLEl

v

2 .
Age (Months) N Mean Score S.D,
36-38 ' U .
39-41 3 0.333 0.471
42-44 8 |  m———— o} -
45-47 32 0.375 0.927
48-50 93 0.312 0.816
51-53 | 128 0.330 0.770
54-56 212 0.571 1.103
57-59 187 0.572 1,028
60-62 163 0.920 1.306
63-65 94 0.798. 1.190
66-68 99 1.202 1.400
69-71 79 1.734 1.482
72-74 51 1.6836 1.627
75-77 3 1.333 1.247
78-80 2 1 = e
TOTAL 1214 0.744 ) 1.217

lincludes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

S

2 .
Q Maximum score = 5.




. | TABLE 31
S

DISTRIBUTION OF WPAT READING NUMBEPRS SCORES FOP BL2CX

CHILDREN IN:THL FALL 1971 HSPV SANPLEl

N

£
¥ .
. T 2

Age (Months) N Mean Score S.D.
36-38 I R R ——
39-41 1 7 e O
42-44 : 14 1 0.214 0.558
45-47 45 0.289 0.749
48-50 140 0.271 0.596
51-53 210 ~ 0.276 0.669
54-56 205 " .0.415 0.860
57-59 193 0.466 0.982
60-62 137 | 0.577 1.065
63-65 - ‘| 106 0.509 0.934
66-68 102 0.725. 1.181
69-71 103 1.039 1.277
70-74 34 1.382 1.415
75-77 N S
78-80 1 | ——ee— el
TOTAL - 1299 0.499 0.971
lincludes all children with adequate age information

not in Level I sites,

Maximum score = 5.
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TABLE 32

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT READINCG NUMBERS SCORES FOR MEYICAN-AMERICAN

CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV QAMPLEL

Age (Months) N Mean Score ? S.D.
36-38 e
39-41 EE S e
42-44 e
45-47 T
48-50 23 ' 0.174 0.480
51-53 73 0.315 0.774
54-56 53 0.453 0.943
57-59 70 0.300 0.744
60-62 . 69 0.580 0.999
63-65 50 - - 1.040° 1.442°
66-68 51 1.000 1.372
69-71 19 1.105 1.372
72-74 f U
75-77 _ _— R T
78-860 bl N iate ——n——
TOTAL 408 0.578 1.084
1

Includes all children with adequate age information
‘not in Level I sites. '

2 .
Maximum score = 5.




TABLE 3 3

DISTRIBUTION OF”WRAT DOT COUNTI\IG SCORES

|

424

1

FOR ALL CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV .SAMPLE

©2

Maximum score

sites.

15,

Age (Months) N Mean Scorc\{, S.b
R : ' i

§

\\.

39-41 4 2.000 - | .707 .
42-44 22 2.455 3.299 °
- 45-47 77 3.714 -, 4.360. -
48-50 262 4.050 4.336
- 51-53 478 4.360 '4.403
54-56 481 . 5.699 5.048
57-59 464  6.349 5.019
60-62 379 - 8.024 5.112
63-65 252 8.794. 5.009

66-68 255 9.596 .4.883
69-71 205 - 10.444 ° 4.832
7274 87 10.138 5.052
~75-77 5" 5.600 4.499 -
78-80 3  5.333 6.182
POTAL. 2974 6.708 5.294

L
X

Includes all ‘children ”th adcquatc aqe i ﬁowm ation
not. 1n Level X S
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TABLE 34
—2»
DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT DOT COUNTING SCORES .
FOR MALE IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE:L
- Age (Months) . N Mcan Score _ S.D.
: B : o .
39-41 1l - 1.000 o -
42~-44 - - -8 C .875 1.053
45-47 46 _ 3.913 ¢ 4.496
48-50 . 1132 4.182 4.627
51-53 - 255 3.847 . 4,142
54-56 o 243 ' 5.078 4.878
57-59 : 239, | , 5.527 4.669
60~62 : . 206 : J.850 - 5.169 .
63-65 ] 115 8.148 " 5.166
66-68 - . 137 | - B8.642 4,927
69-71 94 9.638 4.935
72-74 - 46 9.109 " . 5.301
75-77 .0 -3 9.000 . - - 2.160
78--80. 2 N 8.000 . . 6.000
TOTAL - 11527 o 6.144 5.175

Jnc]udcq dll chnldjon wlth udcquatc age information
not in Level L sites. .

: 2Max;mum score = 15.
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TABLE 35

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT DOT COUNTING SCORES

FOR-FEMALES IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE1

Age. {Months) - N Moan Score 2 S.D
39-41 3 |- 2.333 b .471
42-414 14 -7 3.357 } -3.772
45-47 31 3.419 4,133
+48-50 130 : 3.915. - 4,015
51-53 : 223 4.946 - . 4.614
54-56 " 238 . 6.332 . 5,139
" 57-59 : , 225 C 7,222 . 5.227
60-62. | 173 , 8.231 1 5.034
63-65 ' o 137. . 9.336 |, 4.808 -
66-068. 118 ' 10.703 1 4.589 .
69-71 111 : 11.126 4,635
72=74 41 - 11.293 - 4,484
75~77 " 2 .500 .500
. 18=80 - . 1 ' . - L
TOTAL . 1497 - 7.304 . 5.353
1

Includes all children with adoeqguate agoe- anformation
not in Level I sites. ‘
2. - I
Maximum score = 15.

<
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.
TABLE 36 = -
D%STRIBUTION OF WRAT DOT COUNTING ‘SCORES
FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL
EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1571 HSPV SAMPLET .
. \
\\\
: ' ' : 2. -
1 Age (Months) ’ N } Mecan score SED.
| 39-41 _ S a ——e
42-44 2. 5.500 4.500
C45-47 R - 5.875 5.-55:5"-,\
48-50 B R V- S A 5.324 , 5.132
51-53 . 64 |- . 5.375 - C4.827
54-56 62 : 5.758 5.148 - °
57--59 179 8.038 - 5.232
60-62 - 119 9.126 . 4.965
'63-65 ‘ 98 9.204 | . 4.863
- 66-68 92 o 10.727 0 4.507.
- 69-71 . 95 10.968 . - 4.644
. 72-74 37 ©11.865. < 4.134
75-77 3 .. -9.000 ; 2.160
78-80 . 2 _ 1.000. - 1.000
R ' - :
TOTAL - | 695 - 8.718 -~ 5,290
{ . ) /-’. . ' , .
Lo
N R
\~~«., Ly ’
_ e
]

“Includes all children with adeguate age” information
nolt in Level I-sites. ‘ '

, . . _
2-Maximum score = 15,
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TABLE 37

428

'DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT DOT COUNTING SCORES FOR

ALL CHILDREN WITH NO PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL

'EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLEL

Age  (Months) N Mean Scorgz S.Dh.
39-41 4" . 2.000 .707
42~44 - 19 2.158 .3.065
45-47 68 3.368 4.080
48-50 1221 3,891 . 4.201 .
51-53 397 4.191 . 4.297
£4~56" 405 5.,716 ' 5.077.
87~59 373 £.954- 4.896
60-62 - 249 7.462 5.120
63~65 146 B.342 5.108
66-68" . 157 '9.064 4.919 .
69-71 107 160.093 4.860
72-74 50 . 8.860 "5,284
75-77 2 .500 1 .500
78-80 -1 14.000.° -
& !
CTOLAY * 12199 6.082 5.146
N

=Y

]]ncludcu ali
not

'y N Loevel T
Max1

m score

= 15.

-

[

.

children \]th udoquaLL age information
sitcs.




TABLE 38
DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT DOT COUNTING SCORES
FOR WHITE CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLEl
'Age (Months) . N |, Mcan Score 2 ,S;D.
- | 39-a2 R 2.000 | .816
- 42-44 o8 2,250 3..455
' 45-47 . 32 4.156 4.658
48-50 . 193 | T 4,118 . 4.093 N
51-53 : 188 : 4.340 ' 4.508 \ y
54-56 ' 212 | . 5.297 "} 5,001
57-59 © | 187 .5.861 . - | 4.832
60-G2 - S 1163 - .7.908 5.178
63-65 ' 94 o 8.074 5.068 y
o 66-68 o 99 - : © - 9.293 1 5.109 = ° P
C69=7L T 119 10922 4,698 .
72~74 | 51 : 10.118 1 4.910 '
15-77 . - .13 ' 9.000. ‘ 2.160. .
-} 78-80 2 -~ . 1.000 ©1.000
TOIAL ... Q214 . | - 6.536 . 5.280
. S S
1nc1udc' 611 children with adnquatc agﬂfanfownntaon :
; v not in Loevel I sites. . _ L . 7
Q 2Max1mum s’core = 15. L 3 | /////
r’ ‘ ] .J . .. . ‘ ot I,'B :



TABLE 39
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DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT COPYING MARKS SCORES

. _ - - 1
- _FOR BLACK CHIELDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE

i

-

L] . L

~Agé~§Mohth) ‘N ,bo n Scoro 2. S.D.

39-41 1 ~2.000 l -

| 42-44 14 } - 2.571 ., 3.201
C#A5-47 45 3.400 4,106

- 48-50 140 4,186 4.607
51-53 210 , 4.414 4.416

54-56 205 6.098 5.194

57-59 - 193 . 6.839 5.222

o 60-62 -137 . 8.182 4.863
63-65, 106 8.991 4.759

66-68" 102 10.088 4,655

; 69-71 103 10.243 4.900
v 72-74 34 10.294 5.096!
o 7577 2 . .500, - 500
"\ 78-80 1 - 14.000 -,
. . | o ;

b ) ~ ; : - L4 . ‘I'
TQTﬂL_ 1293 ° 6.804 . 5.324

-
1

Jncludco all chl]dzcn Vth adnquato age 1nfownntaon

notin Level T Jltpa.

Mo

Maximum scdre ?,15.
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TABLE 40

431,

”DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT DOT COUNTING'SCORES FOR

~MEXICAN—AMERICAN CHILDREN IN THE FPLL 1971

o

HSPV SAMPLE

1

o~

_Aqge  (Months) N Mean Score S.D
39-41 - ——— ———
42-44 - ———- ———
45-47 - ———— ———-

- 48-50 -23 - 3.435 3.411
51-53 73 4.507- 4.188
54-56 53 5.377 4.594
57-59 70 6.429 4.795
60-G2 69 7.899. . 5.344
"63-65 50 9.560 5.258".
G6-08 - 51 9.039 4.867
69-71 19 10.316 5.242
-2-74 - ———— ————
15~77 - . me- —s--
78-80 - ———— -
HOTAL 408 6,919 5.208

o b ]

@

.

]Jn"lu{’(. poall children with adeguate age lI)J(.)J ‘mation
- nobt in Level 1 sites.

AZMaxlmum qcore = 15,
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Score Characteristics : \

Frequency distributions of the total scores for the

/

five Fall 1971 WRAT subtests are presented in Tables 41 - 45

for the total HSPV sample. The distribution o‘ sco#

'o

es of
the Copylng Marks subtest has a deflnlte floor efrect

(See Table 41). Forty—four.percent of the chlldren (r=3033)
/.
copied no marks correctly and 16% cbpied only Oﬁe correctly.

The distribution of scores/for Recognizing Letﬁers, a
matching test, is rather Zlat across all scores from 0 to

10 (see Table 42). The largest number of ¢hiléreh (22%)

scored the highest score:. In the'spring,,this subtest had a

definite ceiling effect. Trhe distribution*bf_scores for

!
v

NamingrLetters has 2 definite floor effect‘ih the fali (see

Table 43). Sixty-fpur ﬁercent of the chiidren:(n=3033) got
' I
no letters correct, while 15.6% named oneVbOrrectly, The
: | . ; K .
Reading Numbers subtest distribution of scores is also very

positively skewed (seeKTable 44).:Seventy~one percent of
the children (n=3033) received scores of zero, while 11;4%

received scores of one. It should be pointed out .that the

. \ ) .
Reading Numbers subtest scores do not necessarily form a

uniform scale since the first ‘three nuﬁbers arevsingle
digit numbers and considergrly.easrer Lo read rhaﬁ'the
last two numbers which are'éyo;digit ﬁumbers. The Dot
_Countihg scores from a bimod%l disrribution~with each of

)

the end scores belng the most\freoaently obtained (12%)

\
(See Table‘43). The scores of thls srbtest do not
\ |
represent ‘a true contlnuous scale since tHe subtest

covclsts of only one item gcorea From 0 - 15: the total
o ,
ERk(bre is not the result of ccoreé on 15 separate items.

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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TABLE 41

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT COPYING MARXS

SCORES FOR FALL 1971 HSPV TOTAL SAMPLEl

# of _
Score Children x = nearest 100 children:

0 1338 XAXXKXXKXXKXKKX

1 482 XXXXX

2 313 XXX
3 269 XXX

4 233 XX

5 125 X

6 76 X

7 56 X
'8 37 -

9 27 .
10 : 25 :
-11 14
12 10
13 10
14 8
15 4
16 1
17 3
l%y 2

°
Total N =3033

Includes PV & non-PV children
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Reliability

KR-20 reliability coefficients for four of the five
Fall subtests are reported in Tables 46 - 49 for the total
sample (n=3205) and nine subsamples. They were not computed
for the Dot Countingnsubtest since this is essentially a
one item test. The KR-20 for the Copying Marks subtest was
.794 for the total sample (see Table 46). The estimates for
91 subsamples with a size greater than 20 ranged from .462
for young black males with previous preschool experience
(n = 47) to -.848 for white females with previous preschool
e#periencé (n = 135) and for old white males with previous
preschool experience (5 = 94). Twenty-two perceht of the
.KR—ZO'S were greater than .80; one-half were in the .70's.
The KR-20 for the_Recognizing Letters subtest was .794 for
the total sample (see Table 47). The estimates for 91A 
subsamples with a size greater than 20 ranged fr6m1.69é for
young female Mexican-American children with no prévious
preschool experience (n = €0) to .854 for old Mexican-
American females (n = 130). Almost all of the estimates were
from .70 to .85. The KR—ZC for the Naming Letters subtest
was .848 for the total sample (see Table 48). The estimates
fcr 91 subsamples with a size greater than 20 ranged from
.376 for yoﬁng female Mexican-American chiidren with no
érevious preschool experience {(n = 60) to .902 for young
white males with previous preschool experience)(n = 34).
Eighty—éight percent of the&KR—ZO‘s were greate£ than .80.
The KR-20 for the Reading Numberé subtest was .593 for‘the-
total sample (see Table 49). The'estimates for 91 subsamples

with a size greater than 20 ranged from .45¢& for young

Q :
ERi(zblaCk females with no previous preschool experience (n = 296)

r

Full Tt Provided by ERIC. .
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to .699 for Mexican-American males with previous preschool
experience (n = 33). About one-third of the KR-20's were

greater than .60.

KR-20's for four of the subtests given only in the
spring battery (Spelling, Oral Arithmetic, Written
Arithmetic, Word Réading) are presented in Table 50 for the
total sample, males and females. Since these KR-20's are
computed on the spring sampie after the HSPV treatment was
introduced, they can not be compared to.the KR-20's

reported for the fall subtests.
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TABLE 46

KR-20 RELIABILITIES FOR FALL 1971 COPYING MARKS

SUBTEST-WRAT SCORES

2
n mean S.D. . KR-20
' Totall 3205 1.899 2.647 . .794
Black 1392 1.527 2.298 .774
White 1301 2.045 2.793 ‘ . 802
Mexican- 446 2.534 2.883 .790
Amexrican . ‘
Male " 11596 1.571 2.374 .780
Female 1525 2.257 2.896 . 804
Young 3 1416 0.817 1.469 .678
0l4d - 1684 . 2.814 3.059 .797
Previous 751 2.746 3.272 .821
Preschool
No Previousj2371 1.624 2.357 .773
Preschool
1 : .
Includes all children with adequate age information not in Level
I sites. z
Maximum score = 18.
3

Young is less than 57 months; old is greater than 56 months.
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TABLE 47

KR-20 RELIABILITIES FOR FALL 1971 RECOGNIZING

LETTERS SUBTEST-WRAT SCORES

P

n mean ‘S.D. KR-20
Totall 3205  6.467 3.244 .794
Black 1392 4 6.230 3.306 . .796
White 1301 " 6.729 . 3.076 .781
Mexican- 446 6.453 3.403 .811
American . . . . :
Male _ 1596 6.330 3.196 .785
Female3 1525 6.655 3.268 .801
Young 1416 . 5.638 3.268. .784
0l4d 1684 7.200 ! 3.034 , .791
Previous 751 7.388 2.892 .780
Preschool ‘ A ,
No Previous | 2371 6.205 - 3.276 .792 .
Preschool
1 -
Includes all children with adequate age information not in Level
I gites. ' '
9 . v
Maximum score = 10.

Younyg is less than 57 months; old is greater than 56 months.

2
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TABLE 48

KR-20 RELIABILITIES FOR FALL 1971 NAMING LETTERS

SUBTEST-WRAT SCORES

2
-n mean S.D. KR~-20
Totall 3205 1.204 . 2.642 .848
Black. 11392 .978 "2.290 .832
White 1301 1.548 3.063 : . 860
Mexican- 446 0.872 2.116 . 825
American ;
Male 1596 1.104 2.576 ‘ .B852
Female3 1525 1.323 2.723 ' . 845
Young 1416 0.854 2.217 : .841
nld 1684 1.506 : 2.929 . 850
Previous 751 1.758 . 3.158 - . 853
Preschool
No Previous 2371 1.024 2.411 - .842
.Preschool

1 : :
~ Includes all children with adequate age information not in Level
I sites.

2 Maximum score = 13.

Young is less than 57 months; old is greater tnan 56 months.
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TABLE 49

I

KR-20 RELIABILITIES FOR FALL 1971 READING NUMEERS

SUBTEST-WRAT SCORES . /
F— / ;
//
/
/
_ 2
"N mean S.D. KR-20
Totall | 3205 0.604 1.098 .593
Black : 1392 0.488 0.965 .558.
White 1301 0.736 o 1.213 7, ' 512
Mexican~ : 446 0.574 o= 1,081 x .596 .
American = - ¢ : .
Male 1596 0.578 1.085 . .596
Female3 1525 0.640 1.11¢2 .591
Young 1416 0.360 0.82¢ . «537 .
01lg - 1684 0.81¢%° N 1.249 A Y A
Previous - 751 0.908 - 1.271 . .595
Preschool A : - ,
No Previous 2371 0.515 1.025 , .588 _
) Preschoql ’ ' )
L 3
v . « T
1 ) : s o
Includes all children withx adequate information not in‘Level
I sites. o 3 -
Maximum score = 5. . - n e o
5 N

Young is less than 57 months; old is greater than 56 months.
: 3 .

.J .e R
o ) .
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TABLE 50

+

' KR-20 RELIABILITIES FOR SPRING 1972 WRAT

\

SUBTESTS ‘FOR TOTAL HSPV SAMPLE, MALES AND FEMALES®
ot I N
‘sample __n mean score - S.D. KR-20
5;‘§Pelling (Maximum Score = 8)

Total . 2792 ' CL116 .626 .712
Male . - .1411 099 .585 .719
' Femalé® . lse. 133 664 707
B. Oral Arithmetic (Maximum Score = 7)

Total '~ 2792 2.320 1.660 .550 .
Male TR 2.327 1.684 .557
Female  ~ . 1381 2.312 1.635 .544
’C.'ﬁritten Arithmetic (Maximum Scorz = 4)

Total 2792 .078 .388 .499
Male © 1411 .060 .355 .534
Female 1381 .09¢ .418 474

D. Wérd Reading (Maximum Score = 15)
 Total 2792 - .078 .388 .499
Male 1411 .060 .355 534
Female _ 13é1/ . .096 .419 474

1 ' . .
These" subtests were orly given in Spring 1972.

O
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Validity

Almost all of the stbdies using the WRAT deal with
populations which are not comparable with the HSPV sample.
One exception is a study by Washington & Teska (1970) in
which they individually administered the WRAT, ITPA,
California Achievewent Tests (CAT) Priméry Forms, and the

Stanford-Binet to 96 disadvantaged children (ages 5-7 to

7-5, mean age = 6-9). Pearsonian correlations of the WRAT

with £he CAT are listed below:

- ' WRAT

o . .Reading Spelling Arithmetic
CAT '

. Reading .86 .82 .72
‘Arithmetic .87 .82 .84
Language .89 .84 ] .69
Total .89 - .87 ‘ .79

These high cerrelations are evidence of good concirrent

validity for the WRAT. Corxrelations with tne Star ord-Binet

and ITPA Verbal Uxpression Subte'st are listed b = &

Stanford-Binet ITPA

WRAT MA _IQ Ver. Fxi. Total
Reading 74 .46 38 .72
cpelling S RS T .37 .71

Arithmetic - .70 7 .41 . .31 .68

S
)
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The intercorrelations of the;five WRAT subtests
given in Fall 1971 and the correlations of these subtests
with cther tests in the Fall 1671 5at£ery are given in-
fable 51. The intercorrelations.be?ween these subtests
ranged from ,302 for Naming Letteré and Récognizing
letters to .600 for Reading Numbers and-Naming Letters.
Some of the highest correiations,ﬁetween a WRAT subtest
gnd other tests were .620 (Dot Counting and ETS Enumecration
Counting), .589 (Dotrgounting and "tha Bé-item PSI), .542
(Dot Counting and ETS Enumeration: Total), .537 (Recognizing
Letters andyfhe PPVT,, .551 (Copying Marks and the 32-item
PSI),'.SOB (Copying Mafks“and the ETS Enumeration Total), .508
(Reading Numbers and the 32-item PSI), .504 (Copying Marks
and the ETS Enumeration Counting Subtest), and .500 (Reading
Numbers and the ETS Enumeration Counhting Subtest). Correla-
tions betwecen the various WRAT subtests and the ITPA Verbal
_Expression Subtest were around .30, and thusvsimilar to the
Washington and Teska (1970) findings.

-

* All of the subtesisﬁcorrelated in the .40 - .Sd‘range
with the othe; achievement measure in the battery‘(32-item
. PSI): .55—C§pying Marks,f.487Recognizing Letters, 41l-Naming
Letters, and .51-Reading Numbers. If the correlations are
corrected for unreliabilityl, the estimated correiation
between the true score components of the 32<item PSI and

thesce WRAT subtests are higher: :7-Copying Jdarks, .6-

Recognizing Letters, .5-Naming Letters, and .7-Reading Numbers.

1

r : .
Using 1.2 where 1) - is the correlation between
) 1'%

[]{U:tests and ty,t, are reliability estimates for the tests.

IToxt Provided by ERI .
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Remarks

Many of the WKAT subtests appear to be too difficult
for young children. Even though some of the internal
consistency reliabilities are adequate for subtests of
this length, the skewed distribution of most subtest
scores limits the usefulness of this data. Technical
information is still needed on the subtests used only in
the Spring 1972; this was not calculated for the HSPV
data since the results would be confounded by treatment
effects and could not be compared tc similar estimates
for the Fall subtests. Because of these problems, it is
recormended that the WRAT subtests ke used only as a set

of criterion-reference measures.

Several other questions need to be explorcd also 1in
future analyses using the WRAT:

l. Why are-:the subtests timed? Is speed really
irmportant, especially for younger children? It is clear
that the time constraints would be a disadvantage to the
youngest children in the HSPV sanple.,

2. Are the instructicas truly standardized? Since
there is such a wide varicty of sugtests, it is not
certain whether all testers give every item in a standard
way. In addition, there arc¢ the recurrent problcms in
test administration with younicr children of Loompting,”
verbal réinforcément, and gestural cucing.

3. Is the Copying Marks subtest more a measurt of
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motor coordination than achievement especia.ly when used
with younger children?

4. Shculd more attention be placed on individual
children's response styles in addition to correct
resporses?

5. Is there a meanipgful way to aagregate scores

across subtests to produce one composite achievement score?
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APPERWDIX A

Test-Retest / Inter-Tester Reliability Study

Introduction .

There are two important issues which this reliability
study has taken under consideration: 1) the estimation
of test stability {i.e., test-retest reliability), and
2) the assessment of inter-tester effects for those cle-
«ents of the HSPV battery where there is reason to suspect
that the tester may have an important effect on child
performance. The first piece of information is useful
for two recasons: 1) it is evidence on which to decide
- whether a particular test shodld be used in subseqguent
"probfam—effvcts" analysis, and 2) if it is used for such
a purpose, it provides reliability cestimates which are
necessary for estimating true scores. As for the sccond

picce of information, in any test which requires a

<
e

51g1{ificxu1t anmiu1t of 1interaction butwcmﬁn the tester

and the test schicct, the objectivity and expertise of
Cthe tester become very important.  This Js particul.anly
jmporthnt vhoen tosters are nested withln sites, and when
the trainiug_uf these testers 1 also nested within sites.
This 1is the case in the HSPV cevaluation. Any tester

biases (i. e., "level ceffects”) become completely con-
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founded with site effects, and couid render the interpre-

tation of such site and model effects impos :ible.

Design

The experiment was conuucted at two sites (209,
Salt Lake; and 2C01, Kansag City),rwith three testers,
two paraprofessionals and one expert, at each site. The
test battery was to be administered twice to each child

according to the following design on tester assignment:

FIGURE 1
TIME 1
- PP1 : PP2 .E
PP1 T 11 | IL o] 22
TIME 2 PP2 } 11 | 1 11 : 33
T e A S
L . [
33 22 26 | 81

This design was to be implemented by SR1 at hoth the
Salt Lake and Kansas City sites.

The classes were to be chosen at raadom from those
available to Make yp the 81 children/site.  These
children were to be ansigned at ranéom-to the 7 cells

€

of the design.

S:l?: Llie

329 individual test bat&‘rics woere forwarded to us by
SR™. Of thes., 33 were totally unusables (i.c no

]

data, missing identification fields, ete.). Of the

S reiualning 296 there wexe 136 usable test pairs (thé

S o



remaix-ag 24 were missing one of the two observations).
Of‘these, 7 had one or more incomplete test codes.

The remaining 129 units were used in all analyses,
with the exbeptioq of the te-t--retest correlation-
which may be based on a slighi:ly higher number (136 =

nax.). The breakdown of these 1/9 units is as follows:

FIGURE 3
Salt Lake City Kansas City
PPl - PP2 Bl PP3 PP4 F2
A .

PPl 8 11 0 19 PP3 11 7 0 18
PP2 | 10 8 10 !28 ‘' pp4 6 | 10 | 9 25
PPe ]
El 11 0 13 24 E2] * 9 0 6 15

29 19 23 71 ’ 26 17 15 S8

Analysis:

The dat. were analyzed as a repeated measures model with
Group§, i.e., tester pairing (a fixed effect) nested within sites.
An Unwelghted Means Analysis using the Datatext,
Releuse 3 prodram aad an exact lceast-sguares analysis
.using Multivariance, Version 4 were pcrﬁormcd.- The
resﬁlts were thoroughly consistgnt. Table 1 contains
the ANOVA tables for the Unweighted Means Anal?sis;

The means and standard deviitions on tach of the tests




TABLE 1

UNWEIGHTED MEANS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE

Groups within Sites Ropeated Measures Model

1

CLASSIFYING FACTORS

SITE

GROUP

TiME
- UNIT

SOURCE

SITE
GROUP
UNIT

TIME

SITE X TIME J
GROUP X TIME
TIME X UNIT

TOTAL

SOURCE

SITE
GROUP
UNIT

TIME

SITE X TIMF
GROUP X TIME
TIME X UNIT

TOTAL

SOURCE

SITE
GROUP
UNIT

TIME

SITE X TIME
GROUP X TIME
TIME X UNIT

TOTAL

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

SITE

GROUP .

TEST TIME :
SUBJECTS OR UNITS OF ANALYSIS

psI

' SUM OF SQUARES DF MEAN SQUARE
837.288 1 837.288
336.408 12 29.701)-
7131.047 115 62.009

3
37.318 1 37.318
0.928 1 0.928
30.369 12 2.531
480.067 115 4.174
8873.414 257 34.527
ITPA

SUM OF SQUARES DF MEAN SQUARE
302.278 1 302.278
433.957 12 36.163
6425.625 ‘115 55.875
0.290% 0.290
19.466 1 19.466

213.800 12 17.817 ..
768.474 . 115 . " 6.682

8873.414 257 31.7606

Log TRANSFORM OF MUTOR INHIBITION

SUM OF SQUAKES LF MEAN SQUARE
0.004 1 0.004

4.959 12 0.413

21.411 115 0.186

0.015 1 0.015

0.07 1 0.075

2.210 12 0.184

5. 38 115 0.148

34,113 257 0.133

il
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F-TEST

13,503***
©0.479
NOT TESTED

8.940%**

0.222

0.606
NOT TESTED

F-TEST

5.410*
0.647
NOT TESTED

0.043

2.913

2,666**
NOT TESTED

F-TLST
.0.022
2.220"
NOT TESTED

0.312
1.574
3.860%**

. NOT TESTED



TABLE 1 (Con't.)

UNWEIGHTED MEANS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TASLE

Groups within Sites Repeated‘Mcasure%,ModéT

€LASSIFYIN . FACTORS

SITE
GROUP
TIME
UNIT

SOURCE .

SITE
GROUP
UNIT

TIME

SITE X TIME
GROUP X TIME
TIME X UNIT

TOTAL : A

SOURCE

SITE
GROUP
UNIT

TIME

SITE X TIME
GROUP X TIME
TIME X UNIT

TOTAL

SOURCE

SITE —
GROUP
UNIT

. TIME .
SITE X TIME
GROUP X TIME
TIME X UNIT 7

10TAL

SITE
GROUP
TEST TIME

SUBJECTS OR UNITS OF ANALYSIS

MOTGOR INHIBITICN

SUM OF SQUARES

43202.371
1151927.00¢C
6274506.000

17345.016
30126.953
471969.563
1530385.00C

§519460.000

ENM:

SUM OR SQUARES

30.
52.
1070.

Q3w
O 9 L
FR SN,

0.946
3.963
2.023
1.634

1321.920

a

DF
1
12
115

1

12
115

257
COUNTING
DF
1

12
115

U BD pee s

1
11

26
és'

MEAN SQUARE

43202.371
95993.875
54560918

17345.016
30126.953
39330.797
»13307.695

37040.699

MEAN SQUARE

30.535
.393
.305

O &

.946
.963
.835
.232°

—— Gy O

5.144

"ENUM: POINTING AND TOUCHIN.

SUM DF SQUARES

28.734

28.732
396.4083

0.440
0.005
1€.321
101.534

572.260

“+ DF

1
12

15

1
1

32
15

257

MEAN SQUARE

28.734
2.394
3.448

0.440
0.005

.t 1,360

0.883

2.22?

454

F-TEST

0.792
1.759
NOT TESTED

1.303

2.264

2.955%*
NOT TESTED

F-TEST

3.282
0.472
NOT TESTED

0.768*
3.218
1.490
NOT TESTED

a

"F-TESI -

8.334*#
_0.694
NOT TESTED

0.498
0.006
1,541
NOT TLSTED



TABLE 1 (Con't.)

455
UNKEIGHTED MEANS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE
— Groups within Sites Kepeated Measures Model
CLASSIFYING FACTORS ' .
SITE SITE
GROUP GROUP
TIME TEST TIME
UNIT SUBJECTS OR UNITS OF ANALYSIS
_ - ENUM: SAME ORDER
SOURCE SUM OF SQUARES .  DF MEAN SQUARE F-THST
SITE 0.186 1 0.186 | 0.038
GROUP ' 24.771 12 2.064 0.417
UNIT 569.713 115 4.954 'NOT TESTED
TIME - 2.603 - 1. 2.603 2,381
SITE X TIME 2,663 ] 2.663 2.435
GROUP X TIME 23.645 12 1.970 1.802
TIME X UNIT . 125.764 115 1,094 ~NOT TESTED
TOTAL . : 749.345 257 - 2.916 - N
ENUM: SAME NUMBER
SOURCE - ~ SUM OF SQUARES DF MEAN SQUARE F-TEST
SITE . 0.290 1 0.290 0.176
GROUP 16.146 12 1.345 ©u.817
UNIT . 189 :486 115 1.648 NOT TESTED
. s .

, TIME 2.834 ] 2.834 © 3.606
SITE X TIME 0.114° 1, 0.114 0.148
GROUP X TIME 7.998 12 0.666 0.862
TIME X UNIT - '88.903 115 0.773° " NOT TESIED
TOTAL 305.771 257 1.190

) .
ENUM: SAME TOTAL

SCURCE © SUM OF SQUARLS DF. MEAN SQUARE F-TEST

SITE | 0.942 - 1 Yo 0.ya2 ~0.102

GROUP . 46.159 12- 3.84 . D.415

UNIT ‘ 1066.222 115 9.27)  NOT TESTED

TIME 12.870 1 10.870 5.052¢

SITE X TIME 3.851 ] 3.881 1.804

GRONP X TINE . 31,348 12 2.612 1.214
e TIME X UNIT - 247.462 115 2.152 NOT TESTED

& TOTAL Y. 1406.914 257 5.474

IToxt Provided by ERI
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prokén down by tester‘pairing and test-retest are
presented in Table 2. For a description of the tests and

_the scoring procedure, see Part II and Chart 1.

Of the elements 6f the test battery, the PSI, *“he
ITFA;, and the Pointing and, Touching Subtest (Enumeration)
demonstrated statistically significant site.effects.

Significant time effects .(the test-retest veriod being

separéted by a period of 10 days to two weeks) were found

for the PSI_and the "same-total" subtest (Enumeration).

In terms of assessiné tester bias, the important aNOVA

term is the GROUP X TIME interaction term. A significant

-

result here indicates that within a group (i.e., a tester
pairirg) et a civen tirme roint a result deviant from what
i

might have been expected has occurred. TQF most reasonable

interyrofqticn of such- an "intgractiom effect” is a tester
‘leveltefféet ("bias™). Significant results on the up

t ° .

X TIMF interaction were found for the ITPA, Log of the

Motor :Inhibition,and the Mcotor Tnhibition. DExamination
' . HE : §

of the 1 d.F, contrasts of the Group X Time Interaction

from 4be exact least-sauares analysis indicates the source

of thgnc significant results (sce Tables 3, 3B, 3C).
i

. A word of explanation about these contrasts i
; .
+
N .

perhags in order. These are simple contrasts in which
(. :

i : . . . . .
cach tester  palring group is comparcd to Exuert-Elpoert

» . '
grouus at that site,

ERIC . | -
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TABLE OF 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM COY

TABLE 3
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TPASTE FOR

GROUP (TESTER 22IRING; x TIME INTERACTION
A: ITPA
"CONPRAST DIFFERENCE S.E. T-RATIO
(PP1-PP1l) - (E1-E1) 1.115 1.6428 0.6787
(PP1-PP2)- (E1-E1) 3.415 1.5377 2.2333
(PP1-E1) - (E1-E1) 4.797 1.4977 3.202
(PP2-PP1)- (E1l-E1) 1.524 1.4977 1.018
(PP2-PP2) - (EI-E1) -0.135 1.6428 ~0.082
(E1-PP2)- (E1-El) . - -1.985 1.5377 ~1.291
(PP2-PP3) - (E2-E2) 3.439 1.8554 1.853
CPP3-PP4) - (52-52) 1.167 2 2.1107 0.553
(PP3-E2) - (E2-52) 2.833 1.9268 1.470
(PP4-PP3)—(EE—EZ) 5.310 2.0339 2.611
(PP4-PP4) - (E2~-E2) 2.567 1.8878 1.360
(E3_pp4)-(52_52) 3.389 +1.9263 - 1.759
B: LOG TRANSEORM OF M I
CONTRAST DIFFERENCE S.E. T~RATIO
(PP1-PP1l) - (E1-E1) -0.128 . 0.2740 -0.467
(pP1-PP2) - (E1-El) 0.517 0.2564 2.019
(PP1-El) - (E1-El) - -0.584 0.2498 -2.338.
{pP2-PP1l) -~ (E1~E1) -0.031 0.2498 -0.124
(PP2-PP2)~(E1-E1) -0.213" 0.2740 -0.777
(E1-PP2)-(E1-E1) 0.362 0.2564 1.414
(PP2-PP3) - (E2-E2) 0.068 0.3094 0.220
(PP3-PP4) - (E2-E2) 0.048 0.3520 0.136
(PP3-E2) - (E2-E2) 0.105 0.3213 0.327
(pP4-PP3) - (E2-E2) 0.130 0.3392 0.383
(PP4-PP4)~ (E2~E2) 0.213 0.3148 0.676
(E3-PP4)- (E2-E2) 0.074 0.3213 0.23Q.
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TABLE 3 (cont.)

TABLE OF 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM CONTRASTS FOR
GROUP (TEST EP PAIRING) X TiME INTZRACTION
C: M1I

CONTRAST DIFFERENCE S.E. T-RATIO
(PP1-PP1l) - (E1-E1) -53.135 73.3115 -0.572
(PP1-PP2)~(E1-E1) -0.885 68.6233 -0.013
({PP1~-El)-(E1-E1) -238.657 66.8370 -3.571
(PP2-PPl) - (E1-E1) 13.525 66.8370 0.202
(PP2-PP2) - (E1-E1) -98.885 73.3116 - |-1.096
(E1-PP2) - (E1-E1) 192.915 68.6233 2.811
(PP2-PP3) - (E2~E2) 32.636 82.8003 0.390
(PP3-PP4) - (E2-E2) 55.167 94.1831 0.586
(PP3-E2) - (E2-E2) 39.889 . 85.9861 0.464
(PP4-PP3) - (E2-E2) 46 .42% 90.7667 0.512
(PP4-PP4) - (E2-E2) 102.200 84.2488 1.213
(E3-PP4) - (E2-E2) 45.556 . 85.9861 0.530

Note 1: There are 115 4d.f. for error.
Significance level = 0.05 for student's
t = +1.98 (two tail test)
Significance level = 0.05 for Dunnett's t
statistic = +2.60 (two tail test)

Note 2: Dunnett's t statistic is a test for
multiple comparisons of treatment means
or contrasts among them with a control.
Tt is based on the probability of falsely
rejecting at least 1 comparison (C.F. Winer)
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For example, the Group 5 contrast is as follows:
TIME 1 - TIME 2

PP1-PP1 Group 1 0 0

Nested within

} 0 0 site
PP2-PP2 5 1 -1 : L
E1-El 6 -1 T
E1-PP2 - 7 0 0

kel

Cncer the nu.l hy-othesis cf "no toster effects," L ex—
pectation of this contrast is zero. Further, by definition,

the experts exhibit zero "tester bias." ‘Thus, this contrast

-

becomes an estimate of paraprofesgional tester bias.
]

For all three measures, the %ource of the-signifiCant

interaction is concentrated in the“pgraprofessiohal testers
at the SalF Léke site. For the ITPA, however, this is also
some indication of significant interactigns-at.the Kansas City
site. One pust be somewhat cautiéus, however, in_interpreting
these results for the Kansas City site in that there were only
6'children'with valid test batteries for the E2-E2 tester
pairing. i

In general, the results appear to indicate a strong tester

bias on the part of paraprofessidnal 1 for all three measures

(i.e., significant contrasts for (PRl—El) - (E1-El) ).
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There algo'appears to.be a tester bias’ on the part of para-
professidnal 2 for-at leasf the Motor Inhibition. The pre-
sence of such significant results for such a small sample
indicatés a considerable likeliﬁood for extensive tester
level-éffects ("bias") in the general HSPV study. As such;
the réliability of these instruments for our purposes is

indeed questionable,

Test-Retest Correlations

v

The test—fetest correlations for Salt Lake and
Kansas C}ty are presented in Tables 4 and 5 respectively.
In Table 6, the data for the parallel groups (1 and 8,

2 and 9, etc.) is pooled across sites, and the ccrrela-

tions dre recompu 2d. These correlations can be inter-

preted as coefficients of stability. They depend on
conditions of retestiné (e.g., tester}), and the length
of tiﬁé between testings. As such, they are generally
less than coefficients of precision.

The resﬁlts for the PSI and the ITPA both across
sites and tester conditions are in gencral quite good.
The estimates for the Motor Inhibition are less impressive.
(There is inh fact one negative estimate [Group 7 at
Kansas Cityl]). This combined with the inférmation on
the susceptibility of this instrument. to tester bias,

makes it an unsatisfactoryv measurcment device. As for

the subtests of Lnumeration, with the exception of the
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TABLE 4 .

TEST RETEST REL “BILITY ESTIMATES BY TESTER PAIRING (Group #)

SITE 209:- SALT LAKE

4 !

' GROUP PPl-PP1 PP1-PP2 PP1-El PP2-PP1 PP1-PP2 E1-E1l E1-PPC

TEST 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
PSI 936 .778  .920 | .943| .894 | .873 | .962
(8) | (10) , (11) | (1) (10) (13) (11)
ITPA 660 | .798  .774 .898 .949 .889 .850
(8) | (9) '\ (1) (11) (11) (13) (11)
. w ! - \ o ) 3 ) -
LOGMT .735 .743 .705 | ~ .675 .603 .673 .541
(8) (9) | (11} [ (1%; (11) (13) (11)
MI .869 .883 | .770 | .682 583 _| .615 |. .616
(8) (9) (11) (11) ! - (11) (13) ({l)
Enumeration |.054 334 | 516 .421 .893 | .480 .548
Pointing & (8) (10) (11) (11) (10) { (13) (11)
Touching .
Counting .950 .595  .664 .831 .798 1. .640° .922
(8) (10) S (11) (11) ' (8) (13) (10)
same No. .326 .725 .676 229 | .875.| .867 .431
(8) (10) ¢ (11) (11) (10) (13) (11)
Same Order [.917 .579 .088 .147 .B0O .507 .375
(8) (10) (11) | - (11) (10) (13) (11)
Same Trtal |.656 .763 .623 .219 .893 .878 .412
(8) (10) (11) (11) (10) (13) (11)

These are Pearsoh Product Moment Correlations;




TABLE. 5

TEST RETEST RELIABILITY ESTIMATES BY TESTER PAIRING

(Group #)
SITE 2001: KANSAS CITY
i (PP3-PP3 PP3-PP4  PP3-E2) PP4-PP3 PP4-PP4| E2-E2 | E2-PP4
TEST - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
PSI .891 .343 .833 .6968 | .687 .866 .971
(11) (6) (10) ©(8) (10) | . (6) (99
ITPA 726 |, .536 .| .84l .793 .455 .823 .797
: : (10) (7) (10) | (8) (10) (6) (9)
LOGMI - .536 .348 .748 .340 .511 .820 |-0.0307
‘. (10) (7) (10) (8) (10) (6) (9)
MI .526 .226 .804 | -.370 .529 .831 [-0.0312
O i (10) (7) (10) (8) (10) | (6) | (9)
. b ;
Pointing 198 .45% .775 .845 .913 .818 1-0.249
.and (11) (7) (9) (7) (10) (6)  (9)
Touching : : ' f
counting .936 .753 .760° | .861 931 | - .915 | .309
(11) (6) (9) A7) (10) (6) | (9)
o A !
Same No,. .875 .706 .247 {-0.258 | .894 .759 ' -0.0363
(11) . (7) (9) (7) (10) (6) | (9)
’ - ) : |
- Same -Order| .507 .215 | .200 ;- .175 | .132 | -0.408 -0.233
b an (7)1 (9) | (7) | (10) (6) - (9)
. ! o .
Same Total| .753 | .649  .365 !-0.265 | .504 | 0.330 *-0.203
(11) 7 (9 E - (7) (10) (6) (9)

These arc Pearson Product Moment Correlations,
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& " | TABLE §' 4

.

TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY: PQdLED ACROSE SITES

Y

_ . (Group #Y) ' [
. GROUP o : o o
# | . :
TEST Jd 1 2 3 4 5 6 | 7
| | |
pst - |.952 | .658 .885 .903 .833 |..882 | .923
(19) (16) (21) (19) (20) (19) (20)
ITPA .820 ! .569 .735 | .882 | .840 | .857 .779.
| (19)" | (16) (21) | (19) (18) (19) .| (19)
. L |
LOGM1I 1.626 | .564  .555 | .623 | .459 | .710 |...302
(19) (16) (21) |+ (19) (18) (19) (19)
| |
MI |.744 | .s99 ' .ss0 | .es2 | .421 | .714 . .381
(19) (16) | (21) (19) (18) | (19). | (19)
Enumeration|.530 | .318 = .807 | .620 | .906 |- .499 | .0276
Pointing & | (19) | (17) . (20) (18) (20) (19) | - (20)
Touching : | ,
Counting |.946 | .496 { .690 | .801 | .878 | .700 | .636
(19) (16) ; (20) (18) (18) -| (19) (19)
; ' i o :
Same No. - | .382 726 .s521 | .0358 | .833 | .847 L0510 .
(19) (17) © (20) | (13) (20) (19) (20)
o : - :
Same Order | .608 | .d484 | .132 .242 575 | .304 .| .261
(19) 7). (20) (18) (20) (19) (20)
- Same Total | .487 .737 | .538 | .108 .807 .790 | .498
n (19) (17) .~ (20) (18) | (20) (19) (20)
' {
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counting subtest, the estimates vary greatly from one

subtest to another, from one group-to another. Becag;e

M N a /
of the relatively small sample sizes, interpretation orf
these variations is perhaps inappropriate. Nevertheless,

it is quite clear that the seeming unreliability of the

subtests make them inadequate for our uses.
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CHART 1

SCORING PROCEDURES

PSI
2l1l items on which a child is correct, either verballv

or non-verbally, is scored 1. The test score consists
of the sum of correct items (ranqe = 0-32).

ITPA

The test score- cons1sts of the sum of all the number of
times each category occurs for all objects.

e

Motor Inhibition“

The test score is the slow time for the winding up on the -
Tow Truck Task. The time is measured in 1/10 secs. The

“"Log of the Mator Inhibition" is simply the natural log
of the slow time for the tow truck. A child's slow score
is used only if the child passed two out of the three pre-
test tasks.

'ETS Enumeration:

Counting Subtest: (Items 2A, 3A, 4A): Range (0-6)

A child receives 1 point for correctly counting each
item {(maximum = 3 polnts) A child receives 1 point
for telling how many points there are, eithgr by

giving the correct number (irregardless of whether or
not-he previously counted to that number), or by giving
a single incorrect number which is the samc number he
just previously ccunted to (maximum = 3 points).

Touching Subtest: (Items 6B-11B): Range (0—6) .
A child recceives 1 point for each’ correct item.

Same Number Matching: (Items 13C-20C): Range (0-8)
A child receives 1 point for each correct item.

Same Order Matchinq: (Itéms:22c—27c): Range (0-6)
A child receives 1 point for each correct item.

Same Total Subtest: This is the sum of the same number
matching and same order matching subtests.
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APPENDIX B

Eight~-Block Sort Reliability Study

In the fall of 1971 in one site (Kansas City) Huron

Institute and SRI conducted gn inter-observer réliability

study of the Eight-Block Sort observations using the obsepver
form included in both the Fail 1971 and Spring 1972'batteries.l
In this study two observers (parabprofessionals) simultaneouslyv
watched 20 children and three observers (two paraprofessionals.

and one expert trainer) simultaneously observed 8 children.

Definiticn of Variables

The wvariables used in . this reliabiligy study are displayed
in Tables i and 2. The components of the Eight-Block Sort
scoring sheet which constitute the variables outlined in .
‘ Table 1 are numbered on the sample-scoring sheet in Table 2.

The SRI Spring 1972 scoring procédures manual for Eight-Block

Sort observers is attached at the end éf this study (Chart 1)

to give more information about the meaniné-of these variables.
Some of the variables with tﬁéir appropriate subcategories

that one might like to obtain from the Eight-Block Sort

obsecrvations are listed below:

]

1 , oy :
The obscrver forms used in the Fall 1969, Spring 1970, and
Spring 1971 batteries were different.
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TABLE 1 -

VARIABﬂES FOR ANALYZING INTER-OBSEPVER RELIZABILITY
OF THE EIGHT-BLOCK SORT SCORINCG SHEET USED IN
FALL 1971 AND SPRING 1972 OF THE HSPV STUDY

1 Components Sf'
Variable # Name of Variable Score Sheet
1 Orientation Time 2 -
2 Training Time 3
3 Mother's Training Time 1
4 Mom Indicates Future (0) 4
- 5 Mom Indicates Height (0} 5
6 Mom Indicates Mark (0) 6
7 Mom Indicates Ht.& Mk. (0) 7
8 = (4+5+6+7) Mom Indicates Total (0) 44+54+6+7
9 Mom Reason (0) 10+11+12
10 Mom Praise (0) 8+9+18
11 : Mom Blame <(0) 13¥14+15+17
12 - : Child Talk Height (0) 19
13 Child Talk Mark (0) 20
14 Child Talk Ht.& Mk. (0) 21
15 = (12+13+14) Child Talk Total (0) 19+20+21
16 ' Child YMon-Work (0} ' ¢ 22+23+24+26
17 Child Observe (0) ! 25
18 Mom Place Height (T) 27
19 Mom Place Mark (T} : 28
20 Mom Place Ht.& Mk. (T) 29
21 = (18+19+20) Mom Place Total (T) -~ 27+28+29
22 Mom Talk Height (T) , 30
23 4 Mom Talk Mark (T} 31
24 Mom Talk Ht.s& Mk. (T) 32
25 = (22+23+24) Mom Talk Total (T) 30+31+32
26 = (21+25) Mom Train Total (T) 27+28+29+30+31+32
27 Mom Reason (T) 35+36+37
28 © Mom Praise (T) 33-+34+43
29 . Mom Blame ™ (T) 38+39+40+42
30 Child Place (T) : 44
- 31 Child Goof (T) 45
32 Child Talk Height (T) 46
33 %k . Child Talk Mark (T) 47
34 Child Talk Ht.& Mk. (T) 48 -
35 = (32+33+34} Child Talk Total (T) 46+47+458
36 = (30+31) Child work (T) > 44+45
37 ‘ _ Child Kon-Work (T) 49+50+51+53
38 : Child Observe (T) 52
39 Success Ht.Placcment (0-2pts,). 54

40 ' Success Mk.Placcment (0-2pts.) 55
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TABLE 1 (cont.)

1 Components 95
Variable # a Name of Variable Score Sheet
.41 = (39+40) | Success Placement (0-2pts.) 54455
42 Success Ht.Reason (0-2pts.) 56
43 _ Success Mk. Reason (0-2pts.) 57
44 = (42+43) Success Reason (0-4pts.) 56+57
45 = (41+44) Success Total (0-8pts.) 54+55+56+57
. B ." \\
'lAbbreviations~used include (0) - Orientation period,
(T) - training period, Ht. - height, Mk. - Mark,
Pts. - points.

-2Numerals represent which parts of ‘the scoring sheet
(see. Table 2) are used ¥for each variable
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. EIGHT RLOCK SORT SCORING SHEET WITH MUMEPRALS 1IN
SPACES USED TO FORM VARIAELLS FOR INILR-OBSERVER PELIABILITY STUDY

Adult's Name

Relationship to Child

Date

Child's Name

Child's Ethnic Background

"Teacher

School/Center

Community/City

State

. Observer

Trainer

Comments {absenteeism, refusals;'etc.)

Where was task adninistered and under what conditions?

PART 1: TRAINER TEACHING MOTHER =
t : : i

. N o b\.~ . .. .
MOTHER'S PERFORMANCE IN TRALNING SESSION Zf’:"te 4
. : : NUMBER OF  DID SHE SUCCEED  ANY EKRORS TRAINER MADE?
. ' . : TRIALS ON FINAL TRIAL? - (Plcase specify)
CYCLE 1:' HEIGHT ' = | . Yes Ko , _
E CYCLE 2: 'MARK Yes  No -
CYCLE 3: HEIGHT & MARK _ Yes = No
CYCLE 4: SORT B-BLOCKS " Yes___ No
. o . . : Tine
Ended

Time: trainer tcachfng mother - 1 °
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.1"

PART II: MOTHER TEACHING CHILD

Time Started

-

o

ro RIENTA TION PERIO D4] . Orlentatlon Time - 2
. ) 4,
N
MOTHER *l CHILD
INDICATES verbally or non-verbally: SPECIFICAILY TALKING aboutt
FUTURE TASK Y- S :
HEIGHT . 5 HEIGHT 19
LARK 6 ‘ . MARK - 20 .
HEIGHT & MARK 7 . HEIGHT & MARK 21
DIRECT RLQUEST : . DIRECT REQUEST
. RESPOND : - RESPOND
coxvEnG, PLAY, COMMENTS, PLAY 22
PRAISE - 8 ’ PRAISE
* . .. T - £
ACKNOVLEDGE - 9 : ‘ . ACXNOWLEDGE ’
BEHAVIOL MODIFICATION ’ ‘ BEHAVIOR MOD1FICATION )
reason 10 ' _ reason. ’ ‘
question 11 . . question
fi rin . 12 . firm
threaten, deaean 13. ' ' ) ) threaten, demean
. punish _ ‘ 14 _ punish °
‘ I pON'T KNOW' L. o " DONUVE KNOW'
CIGNORE, NO RESPONSE T IGKORE, NO RuSPOSSE - 23 .
REFUSE, REJECT .15 REFUSE, REJECT 24,
OBSERVE - 16 ' . ORSERVE - 25
BRIBE : 17 ' BRIBE
[ ENCOURAGE - 18 l ENCOURAGE
o  TASK IRREIFVANCE4__ - _ TASK IRRELEVANCY. 26
RIG- - . |
N



HEIGHT HEIGHT 46
. MARK 31 MARK ~ 47
HEIGHT & MARK - 32 HEIGHT & MARK { 8
DIRECT REQUEST DIRECT REQUEST
o R :
. RESPOND _ RESPOND
TEACH TEACH
COMMENTS, PLAY COMMEXNTS, PLAY 49
PRAISE 33 PRAISE
¥ aci 34
- ACKNCOWLLDGE ACKNOWLEDGE
BEHAVIOR HODIFICATION - 'BEHAVIOR MODIFICAT ION
reason 35 ) ot ; " reason - v
' ] ’
question 36 . J - question
firm 37 ., firm ‘
" {hreaten, demean’ 38 threaten, demeaa
punish 39 ’ punish _ '
"I DOX'T KNOW' "I DON'TT KNOW' T
IGNOKE, NO RESPUNSE  IGNORE, RO RESPONSE 50
) ~ . o . = . . i
REFUSE,” REJECT 40 - REFUSE, REJECT 51
N , -
OBSERVE 41 ) OBSERVE 52
. BRIBE 42 BRIBE"
ENCOURAGE 43 ' s ENCOURAGE _.

 TASK IRREJIVANCY

Time Started

MOTHER

REQUESTS PLACING:

476

TRAINING

HEIGHT

MARK

HEIGHT & MARK

REQUESTS TALKIXG:

»

30

Time Ended
PERIOD)| |
(CHILD
PLACING BLOCKS :
a4
GOOFING AROUND: 45

SPECIFICALLY TALKING mbout:

. TASK IRRTIEVANCY 53




|CHILD REQUESTED TO PIACE BLOCKS

AND] SAY wir{|

=
<« -
, NOTHER
CHILD PLACED wmmwo../dmv
BLOCK WITH? SYAT DID CHILD SAY? WITH - >
Q1 (Circle as many as appropriate)
Q2 .
SHORT O ) 1 2 K 4 5 6
Q3 _
Q4
Q1 # “
| | |
Q2 |
TALL X m 1 2 3 4 5 6
Q3 _
B T
. Q4 *
TOR OFFICE USE ONLY
Correctly Pl«¢ ? f1 Words? J . -
y Placed Correct Words guccess ful height placement.- 56
Height Mark Height Mari quccess ful mark placement - 57
SHORT O -+ -+ O N V 0O NV V :
54 55 56 | 57 -
TALL X - + - + 0O XNV V O NV V

v

|

This Booklet was prepared by Stanford Resezrch tnctitute, N.enla Park, Catifornia ,
for use under Office of Child Deveciopment, HEW, Contiast Na. HEW-0S8-70-124

Acg 1971
VYA

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E
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2

Mother's verbal communication to child
' a. pobsitive
b. negative
c. neutral
d. total

Task orientation and presentation to the child
a. verbal '
b. non-verbal
c. ordering of presentation

Child's responses to the mother
a. work :
b. non-work
c. verpal
d. non-berbal
Mother's control system of child (i.e. motivational
techniques)
a. positive (i.e., praise, approval, support, etc.)
b. negative (i.e., blame, criticism, disapproval, etc.)

Child's success during testing period
a. placement success
b. reason success

Unfortunately, only a few of these variables can be obtained

from the observational sheets used in 1971-72. Some of the

constraints imposed by the score sheets in defining variables

are as

follows:

In the origntation period, mother's verbal and non-
verbal responses are recorded together. This is also
true in both the orientation and training periods for
categories such as "praise", "acknowledge", "threaten",
“refuse", "bribe" and "encourage". Thus, it is imposs-
ible to get an accurate comprohensive verbal variable
for‘thc mother. The only valid verbal variable that
can be spécifically defined is mother's verbalness in

task dircctions during training.

N
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-- Behaviors observed are recorded in only one place
(except for the behavior modification behaviors). For
instance, if the mothér gives an instruction about
the heights of the blacks during the training
period it is placed under "requests placing --
ﬁeight" or "teach". it should be placed under the
former since the general rule given to observers is
to code under the more specific category. In many
cases, éhe behaviors coded are confounded. For
instances, if a mother says guickly, "I'll get youz
an ice cream cone if you place .this block éorréctLy",
a mark is plécediunder "requesté’placing" and not
“bribe". A redquest such ég "put this where it belongs
and later I'll get-you an ice créam'cone" is scored
first under "requests placing"” and then under "bribe".
Thus, it is probable that some of the contrgl system
variables (i.e., "bribe!", "threaten", "praise", etc.)
afe listed with the “rquests placing" category ‘above
the double line on the form, and that the behaviors
recorded below the double line are most likely conser-
vative estinmates, while the categories above the

double line are more valid.

~-— Orientat.on 1is defined as "cnded" when the mother

"gives her first instruction to the child to place a

1 . . . .
Information for coding obtained from an SRI trainer.
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block. fhus, some orientation behaviors for some
mothe;g are recorded under training. The mother
who explains all dimensions of the blocks to her
child before fequesting pla?ement of one block will
probably appéar to have a\lénger orientation period
than the mother who expiains one dimernsion and‘asks
the child to place a block on that dimension before
explaining other dimenéions. Theréfore, even though
béth of these mothgrs_may use the same amount of
orienting behaviors (altﬁough in a different. secuence),
the former mother will have more behaviors and time

marked under orientation on the present form.

-~ An accurate conception of how the mother teaches the
child is hard to get ;ince the seguencing of behaviors
' is‘not noted on the score sheet. The child's behaviors
are recorded irregardless of what the mother requests
or demands. Specific responses to the mother's

requests are not known.

-~ During the testing period of the child, the mother is
instructed to be cuiet -- i.e., neutral. If she is
not neutral, the obscrver is recuired to identify the
mother's behavior as "rejection, dissatisfaction, nbn—
verbal support, verbal éuppbrt, or'parcnt answered. "

Since thece variables are complicated by the fact that
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the mother is instructed to be quiet, they éan not .
bé used as part of a larger variable such as "mother's
verbalness". For example, a normally "r‘ejectinc_:?;I
mother may not be "rejecting" during the testing
period since she is told to be guiet.

.
In spite of these constraints the group of variables listed

in Table 1 were chosen for preliminary analysisi In light
of the problems outlined above, more confidence we have, more
can be placed in those variables formed’from cétegories

above the double line for the orientation period-(i.e.v

*

variable #s 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 12, 13; 14, 15) and the training
period (i.e., variable #s 18, 19, 20, 21, 22,.23, 24; 25, 26,
30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36), and in the’success and time
variables (i.e., variable #s 1, 2, 3, 39, 40, 41J-42, 43, 44,
Another problem encountered in determining meaningful
variables is the lack of time limits for the onienpation
énd training periods. From a child developrent point of .
view, it can be argued~that-the‘percentage of the total time
a mother or child enéages in a’ particular bchavior during
the origntétion and training period is a more satisfactoryv
estimate of the behavior than just absolute frecuency counts.
For exampie, a mother who has ten tallies under "requests
talking" during a five minute training session may be
teaching her child guite differently from the mother Qho<had~

ten tallies under the same category during a fifteen -minute

45) .
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training session. One of these two mothers is probably
more verbal and/or more instructive; it is difficult to say
that the two mothers are eguivalent because they have the
same number of tallies. Since it is not certain which of
the two units af analysis (frequénEy counts vs. freguency
per'minutef is best for analyzing thisjobservational data,
both uni£s were used in the reliabilitv study for variableé
‘deseribing the orientation and training process. Only

A
frequency counts were used for the success and time -variabies.

i

Item and Score Characteristics

Table 3 lists basic statistics {mean, standard deviation,
skéwnesé and kurtosis) for most of the 45 variébl?s, using
fregquency count as the unit of anélysis (Part 1) and for sev-
eral of the vafiables, vsing frequency per minute as the
unit of analysis ((Part B). These statistics are computed for

u

each observer acrosé twenty children. From these statistics
using the frequency counts, it can be seen that several of
the variables occur very infrequently: 4-Mom Indicates
Future (0), 9-Mom Reason (Qf, 10-Mom Praise (0), ll—Mom'Blame
(0), 14~Child . Talk Ht. & Mk. (0), 16-Child non-work (0),
29~Mom Blame (T), 31-Child Goof (1), and 34-Child Talk Ht.
& Mk.. (T).

Scveral of the variables are positively skewed; in most

cases these arc the same variables that occur very infreguently.
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TABLE 3

~

- BASIC STATISTICS (NEhN, S.D., SKEWNESS
AND KURTOSIS) FOR SEVERAL EIGHT-BLOCK
SORT VARIABLES FOR EACH OBSERVER (01, 02)

1

Variable #/Name ‘Observer Mean S.D. Skewn‘ess2 Kurtosis2
1-Orientation 01 1.400 1.319 .674 .778
Time - 02 . 1.50 . .910 .099 -1.111
2-Training Time 01 12.050 6.946 T-.123 ~1.337
02 11.700 . 6.922 121 -1.096
3~Mother Training 01 6.150 2.151 "2.458%%% g 141w %
Time 02 6.800 2.272 2.167%%* 5 777%%%
4-Mom Indicate 01 . .600 .583 . 363 -.723
Future (0) : 02 1.050 .865 Y .368 .689
5-Mom Indicate 01 3.350, 2.903 1.086% 1.468
HT. (0) 02 2.400 2.223 .775 -.225
6~Mom Indicate 01 3.050 2.376 .254 -.853
Mk. (0) 02 2.950 2.459 .239 . -.997
7-dom Indicate 01 1.850 2.007 .G14 -1.158
Ht. & Mk. (0) - 02 1.250 1.577 .731 -1.167
8~-Mom Indicate 01 8.850 4,993 -.027 -.626
Total (0) 02 7.650 4.819 2301 -.723
9-Mom Reason (0) 01 .200 .678 3.577%*% 11 _ H2QFx~
02 2,100 . 300 2.667% %% 5 1]1]%*«
10-Mom Praise . (0) 01 1.900 2.567 1.626%% 2.482%
‘ 02 .950 1.857 2.088**%*%  3.417%*
1I-Mom Blame (0) 01 .050 .218 4, 129%%% 15, 053%%*
: . 02 .100 . 300 2.667*** 5.111%%%
12-Child Talk Ht. (0) 01 2.750 2.605 LA6T » =1+076
. 02 2.150 2.330 L4135 #1.526
13-Child. Talk k. (0) 01 2.050 2.132 .739 4713
02 1.800 2.337 .994 -.466
14-Child Talk Ht. & 01 .050 .218 4.120~%% 15 QR 3x%%
& Mk. (0) : 02 .100 .300 2.667%%* 5,111 %xx%
15-Child Talk 01 4,850 4.304 .332 ~-1.185
Total (0) 02 4.050 4.318 . 745 -,733
16-Child Non-- 01 . 300 .714 2. TgaF%* YA
___Hork (0) 02 1.800 6.735 4.060***  14,671%**
In =‘&;§20
2Significance levéls * = .05
** = 01
= ,001

* %%k
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TABLE 3 (con't.)

Variable #/Name Observer Mean S.D. Skewne552 Kurtosis2
18-Mom Place 0l 3.950 4.477 1.310% . 789
Ht. (T) 02 -, 3.300 3.648 1.180* .494
19-Mom Place 01 3.250 4.918 2.704%%% 7.694%%%
Mk.” (T) 02 3.400 5.132 2,370*%% 5.826%%*%
20~-Mom Plgce 0l 15.800 15.045 1.212%* © .333
Ht. & Mk. (T) 02 15.450 15.138 1.264%* .915
. 21-Mom Place Total = 01 23.000 17.697 1.247% ©.668 y
(T). 02 22.150 16.912 = 1.211* .683
22~Mom Talk Ht. (7T) 01 - 10.300 .- 8.984 .619 -1.034
_ 02 8.900 . g8.185 - .998 .018
23-Mom Talk Mk. (T) 01 7.550 5.500 979 .869
02 6.250 4,700 1.273% 2.732%
24 -Mom Talk Ht. & 01 8.900 7.981 1.151* .792
“Mk. (T) 02 10.700 9.198 1.104%* .592
25-Mom Talk Total (T) 01 26.750 16.226 416 -.685
02 = 25.850 15.278 .509 .. -.518
26-Fiom Train Total 01 49.750 . .28.133 741 .898
(T) 02 48.000 27.631 .625 .409
"27-Mom” Reason (T) 01 4.000 4.940 1.603** 1.657
02 1.800 , 2.088 1.387%* .738
28-Mom Praise (T) 91 18.250 9.762 . 305 -.5%4
) 02 14.650 9.551 ".559 -.350
29-liom Blam@‘ Ty 01 . 350 .953 2.048%%% T.T72%F*% .
. P 02 . 350 .792 2.310%*%*  4,279%%%
30-Ch1ild léﬁf (T}, 01 36.250 23.243 .811 .250
\ A 02 35.500 25.463 .672 -.294
31-Child Ggof \1{T) 01 .150 CAT7 3.173%*%% B.820%**%
- : 02 . .150 477 3.173**x% B _829%**
32-Child Talk - 01 11.450 7.046 .062 -1.473 °
. Ht. (1) 02 10. 350 7.227 <407 -1.343
33-Child Talk .01 10.550 7.652 ° 229 -1.078
Mk. (T) : o2 9.150 6.966 .482 -.696
34-Ch1ild Talk 1It. &« 01 1.000. 2.280 2.681%*% 5.757%%%
Mk, (1) ) - 02 1.450 2.765 2.011%** 2.796%
35-Child Talk Total 0l 23.000 13.539 ~.0066 -1.312
(1) 02 . 20.950 12.706 .075 -1.249
36-Child Woxk (T): 01 36.400 23.427 .792 .193
N 02 36.650 25.558 .658 -.334
ly = 19-20
2Significance levels * = .05
Q ** = 01

.001

‘ **‘*
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Variable #/Name “Observer Mean S.D. Skewne552 Kurtosis2
37-Child Non-Work 01 6.200 11.634 3.289%*%* 10,213*%%%
(7). 02 5.800 - 9.750 3.197**%% 10,127%**
39-Success Ht. 01 1.789 .521 -2.443%%% 4,901%*%
Placement 02. 1.789 .521 -2.,443%%x% 4,9Q01%**
40-Success Mk. 01 1.789 .521 -2.,443%*% 4,901%*%%
Placement 62 1.789 .521 -2.443%%% 4,901%*%*
41-Success 01 3.579% .936 -2, 158%%% 8.125%%
Placement 02 3.579 .936 -2.158%%% 3.125%%*
42~Success Ht.. 01 .842 .987 . 320 -1.898
Reason 02 - .842 .987 . 320 -1.898
43-Success Mk. 01 1.158 .933 -.318 -1.775
Reason 02 1.158 .933 -.318 -1.775
44-Success Reason [ 2.000 1.806 .054 -1.804
: 02 2.000 1.806 .054 -1.804
45-Success Total 01 5.579 2.369 -.419 -.999
‘ 02 5.579 2.369 -.419 -.999
Part B - Unit of Analysis = Frequency Per Minute
8-Mom Indicate . 01 . 6.768 3.124 .347 -.470
Total (0) 02 6.607 4.036 . 496 .826
9-Mom Reason (0) 01 - .036 ".129 3.328%%% 9.077%¥%%
02 071 175 2.041** 2.167
10-Mom Praise (0) 01 - 1.583 1.624 1.2%0% 1.317
02 .810 1.285 1.612% 1.185
11-Mom Blame (0) 01 .071 .258 3.238%%%* 9.077***
: 02 .107 .279 2.494**%* 4,798
15-Child Talk 01 3.708 2.545 711 .379
Total (0) 02 3.714 3.293 772 ~,372
16-Child Non-Work (0) 01 .286 . 452 .949 -1.100
) : 02 1.286 3.963 3.271*%%% 8.832%%*
21-Mom Place 01 2.189 1.146 .811 ~.289
Total (T) ‘ 02 2.029 1.013 1.196* .944
25-Mom Talk 01 2.890 1.828 .553 -.417
Total (T) 92 2.820 2.162 1.646%*%* 2.234%*
. Iy o= 19-20
ZSignificance levels * = ,05
** = 01
*%%x = 001 /
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TABLE 3 (con't.)

Variable #/Name Observer Mean . §8.D. Skewne552 Kurtosis2
26-Mom Train . 01 5.078 2.503 1.140% .525
Total (T) 02 4,850 . 2.727 1.486%*%* 1.928
27-Mom Reason (T) 01 . 365 . 366 . 829 -.697
02 .148 .157 .924 -.510
28-Mom Praise (T) 01 2.266 1.945 2.109*%%* 4,578%F%%
02 1.748 1.518 1.346% . 560
29-Mom Blame (T) 01 .028 .072 - 2.648%*=% 5.839*%%%
02 .038 .086 2.370%*% 4,.645%*%
30-Child Place (T) 01 3.529 1.724 1.023 . .230
. 02 3.168 1.524 .B65 2.263%
31-Child Goof (T) 01 .010 .032 3.535%*% 1] I43FFFE
" 02 .009 .030 3.690*** ]12,374*%*%*
35-Child Talk 01 | 2.686 1.858 . 366 -1.124
Total (T) - 02 2.617 2.475 1.696%% 2.273%
36-Child Work (T) 01 3.538 1.721 1.012 .225
02 3.177 1.522 . .852 2.267%
37-Child Non- 01 .537 .814 3.153%%%* g.780%*%
Work (T) 02 . 380 .635 3.439*** 1] ,504**%*
2 .. ..
Significance levels * = .05
** = 01
*xx = 001
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In addition, if the variaﬁle has a skewed Qistribﬁtion using
frequency counts as the unit, it tends to also have a skewed
distribution using frequency per minute as the unit. Variables
ﬁwhich seem to be both infrequent and/or positively skewed
(with both units of analysis) are 9, 10 and 11 (Mom's Peason,
Praise and Blame.during o?ientation), 29 (Mom's Blame during
traiﬁing), 14 and 16 (Child Talks Ht. & Mark and Child Non-
work during orientation,) and 31, 34 and 37 (Child'é Goofing,
Non-work, and Talking Ht. & Mk. during training). Other
variables which.appear to have positively skewed distributions
(based on frequency counts) are 3 (Mother;s Training Time)
and 19 (Mom Place Mk. during training).

The distribution of all the successful placement variables
(39, 40, 41) are negativelv skewed. There is a ceiling
effectufor‘these scores for both observers for every variable.
Out of a total possible score of four points for successful
placement, the mcan for each observer for the .twenty children

wvas 3.579 (S.D. = .936).

Inter-observer Reliabilityv

| Reliability estimates for the two paraprofessional observefs
were calculated in two ways. One estimate ofvthe observers'
agreenment is the Pearson product-moment correlatioh coecfficient.
These correlations for thirty variables using freacuency counts
as the unit of'analysis are listed in Table 4. The cocfficients

(which range from .147 for Mom Reason (0) to 1.000 for the
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TABL. 4

INTER-OBSERVER RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS FOR TWO OBSERVERS
FOR SEVERAL EIGHT-BLOCK SORT VARIABLES WITH
FREQUENCY COUNTS USED AS UNIT OF ANALYSIS

‘ Correlation R's from Signisficance

Variable #/Name Coefficient ANOVA F Observers
l-Orientation Time - .783 - .724 N.S.
2-Training Time .936 .938 N.S.
Total Time (1 + 2) .939 .938 N.S.
8~Mom Indicate Total (0) . 804 .787 N.S.
9-Mom Reason (0) .147 .692 N.S.
10-Mom Praise (0) .807 124 N.S.
11-Mom Blame (0)- .688 .703 .025
12-Child Talk BHt. (0) .929 .200 .025
13-Child Talk Mk. (0) . 865 .862 N.S.
14-Child Talk Ht. & Mk.(0) .688 .655 025
15-Child Talk Total (0) .945 .931 .026
16-Child Non-Work (0) .241 .939 N.S.
17-Child Cbserwve (0) .694 - .051 N.S.
21-Mom Place *Total (T) .982 .981 - N.S.
25-Mom Talk Total (T) .958 .957 N.S.
26-Mom Train Total (T). .987 .986 N.S.
27-Mom Reason (T) . 800 .976 N.S.
28-Mom Praise (T) .884 .655 N.S.
29-Mom Blame (T) .954 .829 .010
30-Child pPlace (T) - .940 - .939 N.S.
31-Child Goof (T) 1.000 - 1.000 M.8S.
32~Child Talk Ht. (T) .908 .901 N.S.
33-Child Talk Mk. (T) .935 .917 .025
34-Child Talk Ht.&Mk. (T) -— .678 N.S.

35-Child Talk Total (T) .963 .952 .025 ‘

36-Child work (T) . .941 .940 N.S. .

37-Child Non-~Work (T) .960 .948 N.S.
38~Child Observe (T) . 443 .787 N.S.
41-Success Placement : 1.000 - -
44-Success Reason : 1.000 -——— -

45-Success Total 1.000 ——— ———

- = Q . - M - .
F test for observers equals MSghgervers T MSobserver x units

N = 20 children obsccrved
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success scores énd Child Goof (T) are quite adequate.

' Sixty percent of the r's are greater than .900. Correlation
coefficients for the same two observers on .a smallef group
of variables using frequency per minute as a unit of analysis
are listed in Table 5. These ar; not -as high as those
using'frequency-counts,as a ﬁnit of analysis. They rénge'
from .164 for Child Work (T) to .998 for Child Goof (T).

Only 12% of the v%riables have r's greater than .90. Thus,
higher inter-observer agreement is obtained using freguency

counts as the unit of analysis.

The other estimate of reliability was calculated from
the sums of squares of a»one—way repeated mecasures analysis
of variance between thé observers (with the observers'
scores used as repeated measufes) was completed for. a parti-
cular variable, an estimate of reliability was calculated using

the following formula:l

‘I\l.-v— e e
i qsunlt MSWltnln

MS

5|

., —.MS . . + MS ...
unit .M within MSw1th1n

where unit = chserver's scores

'h = # of observers
M5 .. = SSgbserver
unit
?fobserver
MS ...._ = Ssobserver +'Ssobservor X unit
within

af af

observer + observer x unit

1 . . . . . . ..
Q B.J. Winer, Statistical principles in expeximental design.

£]{U:‘New York, McGraw Hill, 1962.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TABLE 5

INTER-OBSERVER RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS FOR TWO
JBSERVERS IOR SEVERAL EIGHT-BLOCK SORT VARIABLES
WITH TREQUENCY PER MINUTE AS UNIT CF ANALYSIS

. Correlation R's From Significance
Variable #/Name: Coefficient RNOVA F Observers
21-Mom Place Total (T) .465 .176 N.S.
25-Mom Talk Total (T) : .536 .995 N.S.
26-Mom Train Total ({(T) .363 .307 . 010
27-Mom Reason (T) .660 . 382 N.S.
28-Mom Praise (T) .337 .174 N.S.
29-Mom Blame (T) .544 .571 N.S.
30-Cchild Place . (T) .167 .321 N.S.
31-Child Goof (T) .998 .554 N.S.
35-Child Talk Total (T) .577 4 474 N.S.
36-Child Work (T) .164 _ .858 N.S.
37-Child Non-Work (T) .900 . .214 N.S.

8-Mom Indicate Total (0) .720 ‘ - -
9-Mom Reason (0) . .674 - ——
l10-Mom Praise (0) ' . 792 ——— -—-
l1l1-Mom Blame (0) - .887 _— -
15-Child Talk Total (0Q) .827 - -
16-Child Non-Work (0) 417 - -

N = 20 children observed 4
1

F test for observers equals MS_ pcorver T MSobserver x units
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The reliabilitytcoefficients calculatt 1 from the AﬂOVA
design for the variableé using frequency counts as the
unit of analysis (Table 4) are very similar to the product-
moment correlation coefficients. They range from .051
for Child Observe (0) to 1.000 for Child Goof (T); with
57% of the r's being greater than .900. Seven out ot 28
F tests for.observer effects are significant, meaning that
for these séores there is a significant component of variance
due to differences in observers. This can be attributable
to diffegences in okbservers' concentration aﬁd attention
to the childrgn observed or to actual differences in the
frame of references the observers used to judge the variables.

" The reliability estimates calculéted from the ANOVA
designrfor the Variable§ using frequency per minute as the unit
of analysis (Table 5) are often not s.milar.to the product-
moment correlations. These estimates range from 1.76 for
Moh Place Total (T) to .995 for Mom Talk Totél (T) with one
out of 11 (9%) being greatefwthégv.soo. Only one of ﬁhg F
tests for obscrver effects is significant.

¥inally, cestimates of-inter—observer reliabilitv for the
three-observers (X = 8 children) were calculated from the
ANOVA desigﬁ for ten selected variables using fredquency
counts as thc unit ofranalysis (Table 6). rAll of these .
coefficients are quite édcquate,-ranging from .406 for oricn-
tation time to .988 for Child Talk Total (0). One-half of

the r's is grecater than .9060; 90% is c¢xo2ter than .800.  Ffour
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TABLE 6

INTER-OBSERVER RELIABILITY CALCULATED FROM ANOVA
FOR THREE OBSERVERS FCOR SEVERAL EICGHT-BLOCK SORT
VARIABLES WITH FREQUENCY COUNTS AS‘EH?&OF ANALYSIS

, R from 1

Variable #/Name ANOVA - Significance
f-Mom Indicate Total (0) .942 ‘ N.S.
1¢ -Child Talk Total (0) .988 . N.s.
21-Mom Place Total (T) .890 - .003
25-Mom Talk Total (T) . 834 .011
26-Mom Train Total (T) .843 .001
35-Child Talk Total (T) .920 .015
" 36-Child work (T) .873 N.S.
l-Orientation Time .406 N.S.
2-Training Time .911 N.S.
Total Time (1 + 2) .914 ' N.S.

N =28 childfen obserVed.

F test for observers equals MSghgerver ¥ MSobhserver x units




of the F tests (40%) for observer effects are significant.
- After looking at the raw data, this seems to be attributable
to tQG fact that the expert observer was.using a different

frame of reference for ‘rating than the two paraprofessionals.

Variable Intercorrelations

The intercorrelations of most of the Eight-Block
Sort vériables listed in Table 1 using freauency counts as
-the unit of analysis are listed in Table 7 for each of the
two observers. The first number in the abpropriate space
is the correlation for the two variables for observer 1
based on 20 children, while the scecond numbér inhthe space
is the same correlation for observer 2. In most cases,
the correlations for both Qbservers are Yvery similar.
The intercorrelationé among the success scores (variable‘#s
39~45) are exactly the same for both observers.

In general, many correlations are low. Some of the.more
interesting highef qorrelations bstween variables are as
folrlows: |

-- Nom Indicate Total (0) correlates .82/.76 with Child
Talk Total (C). N

-- Training Time correl%tes .66/.70 with Mom Place Total (T)
.62/.66 with Mom Talk Total (T), .77/.80 with Mom Train
Total (T), and .82/.83 with Child Work (7).

-- Mom Train Total (T) correclates -.52/-.49 with Child
Talk To%al (0), and .60/.52 with Mom Praise (T).

-- Child Work (T) correiates .73/.76 with Mom Place HT. (T)
and .56/.60 with Mom Place Total (T).
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" == Child Goof (T) correlates .97/.92 with Mom Blame (T).

- Child Talk Total (T) cdrrelates .89/.77 with Mom Talk
Total (T). ‘

~- Child Non-Work (T) correlates .72/.59 .with Mom Reasoa
(T) and .86/.72 with Mom Blame (T).

\J

Successful height placement is negatively correlated |
~ (60's to 80's rangé) with Mom Reason (T), Mom Blame(T), Child
Goof (T) .and Child Non-Work.(T). Successful mark placement
is negatively correlated with Mom Reason (-.81/-.69) and Child
Non-Work (-.60/-.45) during t?aining. Success ful placemeht
(total) is negatively édrf?latééhwith Mom Reason (-.90/-.75) -
and Child Non-Work k—.83/-:73) during traininé.'“The largest

Q

-correlation for Total Success score’was wiﬁh Chilq NonQﬁork
during ‘training (-.60/-.62). ’

Intercorreiations fér'fhe'twb obggrvers on:some of the -
variables using frequencf pér minute as a unit of analysis
arellisted in Téble's. There are more discrepancies-befween'
the two observers' correlations for two variables using

. this gnit of apalysis”than there are when freduency counts
is the unit of analysis (Table 7). 1In addition, there are
.only a few interesting largé correlations: Child Talk Total
(T) correlates .95/.96 with Mom Talk Total (T); Child Non-
Work (T) cor;elaeés .88/.92l&i§h Chiid‘Gédf (T) . Of the
thrée success scores used in the analysﬁs, 6nl§-the suécess—
ful placement sébre.ccrreiates with a“p;it{culai bechav- ) .

ior in trainiag in the .50's or above for both observers:

¢

\)‘-.66/—;58 with Mom Reason’ (T) and -.59/-.60 with Child Gocf (7). -
e . '_
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In éonclusion, most of the intercorreiations among the
Eight-Blobk Sort variables selectzd for analyqls in thlS
study are low and falrly similar for both paraprofe551onal

observers. Even though some of the large correlations - may
. /
be misleadinq, 51nce a number of thé variables 1nvolved
¢
oceur 1nfrequently (see Table 3), a few suggest some inter- :

esting relationships that may exist between a mother's and/
or a child's behaviors that could be explored further in

analysis of a larger sample..
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CHART 1

_ ) ‘ : > SRI LDICHT-ELCCIT €CRT TASH
| SCORILG EJROCISL"'\JPES MINUAL
' Co ' © I'CR CSSLLVLIRS

Materials needad:

Score Form .
Watch or clock with second hand '
Several #2 pencils

General description:

Th>» 8-Block Sort task requires the coopzration of you as an observer;"your trainer who
administers the task, and a mother/child tezm. Your efforts in the entire procedure are
~especially imporiant because you will observe and record the interactions during:

PART I:  TRAINER TEALHING MOTHER
PART II: MOTHER TEACHING CHILD
PART III: TRAINER WORKINGC WITH CHILD

It is your recgomxblllty to tezch your traincr how to administér the task and how to work
vi.ith the chiid after the mother has taught her child the task. Two coples of the Admin-
istration Manwil for Trainers are provided so you can cach have a copy

The following pou2s provide a step-by-step description of the use of each portion ol the
score form. Taily marks @re used on the score form to record the verbal and non-verbal
interactions that take place during the task.

—— —

PN

Pleese make sure the form s are comp!rl d pw,;crly before rcuunmg them to your Site
Ceordinetor,

«

B
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3

SCORING

/,

. ) p )
Instructions for completing top of score form cover:

For each chifd who should get the 8-Block Sort Task, fill in the top of the scoring sheet.
Fill it in. regardless of whether-or not the 8-Block So¥t Task was administered.

ES

if the task was not given, note the reason on the line labcled “Comments”. For example:

“The child moved,” or "No longer in Head Start,"i or ""Mdther could not come,” etc.

If the task was given, fill in at that time the line, "Wllcre was task admmlstered and under
what cond:tuons’“ This information may have to do withh the mother, the child, the task
or ‘the physical grrangcments under. whuch the wsk was given,  For cxa_.mple. .

~ .
o

“In nurse’s office, phone rang constamly,” r “Mother brought several other children,

' they remained in room,” or “Small office, admtnas‘ered task on floor,"” ”Mothcr
: could speak very little English.”’ ' o .,
It is bettnr to record 100 much ‘than not enough Previde us with a”s%orﬁb!ete K} pict_ure"
-as possible. | c ,
] ’ )
z , | . ., ’
{ Part : TRAINER TEACHING MOTHER ~ ~ / . .
//r )

Recotd the gﬂq_l&qmg of the mothc['; training s_éssion to the ‘nearest: minute.

For each scction note the: number of tv wls (from 1 t03) nf'c-dr‘d for the mother to learn
" thc task. - - . : .

6

- ‘ ! - . ) .’ i
Indicate whether or not she succeeded on her fhal trial for cich section,
We suogest that you.end your trainer decide on some sigitol or cue to mdtcatc and cut
down on, trainer errors,  For examiple:
“verbal’’, “short’, “X”, "place”, etc.

Please wwrite out what the errors weere. unless, she corrects heeself.

.
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Part 1I: MOTHER TEACHING CHILD

ORIENTATION PERIOD

Record the starting time of the chulds ORIEN’ FATION PERIOD to the nearest minute.

The ORIENTATION PERIOD includes evervthing that happens from the time the mother starts
teaching her child until-she verba!ly requests the child to pface a block on the board. As soon
as the mother requests a block placement, move immediately into the TRAINING PERIOD.

The information we are asking you to tally above the double line during ORIENTATION
PERIOD s the more specific information. If you feel that something could be tallied both
above and below the double line. taily it above the line on/y. For example:

- “See these tall blocks?” could be tallied under
HEIGHT and also under DIRECT REQUEST. Please
tally it under HEIGHT because this gives us more
specific information.

We are interested in how the mother familiarizes her child with the task prior to requesting
the child to place blocks. Please tally each time the mother indicates either verbally or non-
verbally {pointing, gesturing with her hands).

On the following pages there are examples of the various types of mterax,taons between the
mother and child and where they should be tallied.

MOTHER

INDICATES verbally or non-verbally:

FUTURE TASK “We're going to play a game.”
’ “| want to teach you somcthing.”

HEIGHT “These are all blocks.”
“Look at the baby blocks and the poppa blocks.”
“How are these alike?”” (If the blocks are arranged so there is no
doubt that mother is referring to size.)
Any. words or gestures the mother chooses to use that distinguish
between different sizes are acceptable.

MARK . *These are flowers and these are cherries.”
“Do you know what those letters are?”’
Any words or gestures the mother chooses to use that dlStlngUISh
between different marks are acccptablc

HEIGHT & MARK “These are tall and have an X.” :

' “Tell me how these blocks are alike.” (If the blocks are arranged
in 4 groups by height and mark.)

Whenever the board if sct up with 4 groups or arranged in such a
way that you arc unable to determinc whether the mother is
referring to height or mark, tally under HEIGHT & MARK.
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ORIENTATION PERIOD (cont'd)

- o

CHILD

SPECIFICALLY TALKING atout: : S : \

HEIGHT “These are tall.” . .
“Big red block.”
“Baby block.”

MARK : “Looks like a cheerio.”
“It’s a circle.”
“*Airplanes.” : : -
“They're flowers.”

HEIGHT & MARK . “Tall X.”
“Little flowers.”
*Big cheerios.”

In order to score above the line on the chitd side of the score sheet the child must say words
that distinguish height and/or mark.

If the child po'ints rather than talking you should tally under RESPOND.

Do not tally phrases like “‘same size,”” “they‘re alike,” under SPEC!FICALLY TALKING; these
remarks should be tallied below the line under RESPOND. :

The categories below the double line are defined below through the use of examples. Your
most immediate, simplest understanding of the category is more than likely correct. When you
think that something the mother or child has said or done could be tallied in more than one
category, always tally it in the more specific category only. Never double tally except under
BEHAVIOR MODIFICATIGN. Examples for the categorics below the double line are: '

N,
~3 -

DIRECT REQUEST “bs that chair high enough?”
B . “Please come in and sit over here.”
“Can you see all right from there?”

RESPOND Child sits down where told.
Child points to blocks.
“Blocks are all the same size.”
An answer to “ls that chair high enough?” or
“Can you see all right from there?”” should be
tallied under RESPOND.

COMMENT, PLAY: “it’s hot in here.”
“l can’t remcinber what I‘'m supposed to do next.”
Child begins handling the blocks or building towers,
either on the board or off the board.
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L "~ -ORIENTATION PERIOD (cont'd)

PRAISE - “That's perfect!”

(of response) . "(Goodt”

*You did that so qunckly

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT ”0.K.” ' : . ¥

(of response) : “"That's fine.”
“That's right, that's an X.” (Repeating words)
Nodding (non-verbal) .

BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION: -

. e bl

One person attempts to change another person’s behavior {usually the mother correcting
her child). :

The most often heard behavior modnf:catlon is simply "No’* (following an incorrect
~ placement by the child).

Five sub-categories have been placed underneath BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION in order
to give us more detailed information.

When you see or hear behavior modification, always tatly it in BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION,
and then, if it fits in one nf the five sub-categories listed below, also tally it there.

reason: . ’No, it goes here because it is little.”
question: ““No, that isn't right. Don’t you see those are all big?”’

firm: ) “STOP PLAYING WITH THE BLOCKS!"”
' . “NOW WATCH WHAT | AM DOING!"
\
demean, threaten: “| don't know vhy you can’t do it right!”
' “If you don't s:t up and listen I'm gonng to spank you.’

punish: Mother shakes the child’s arm {physical contact in an
unfnend!y raanner!)

"I DON'T KNOW”
IGNORE, NO RESPONSE Mother asks "What is this mark?”
Child says 'l don't know"” or doesn‘t say anything or
. shrugs his shoulders.
' Child says "I want a drink of water.”
Mother goes right on with "What is this mark?"
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'REFUSE, REJECT:

OBSERVE:

BRIBE:

ENCOURAGE:

TASK IRRELEVANCY:

(Mother only)

: ORIENTATION PERIOD (cont'd)
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Mother says to point to the big blocks,. and child says
“No,” or shakes his head.

~*} don’t want to play with these blocks.”

The mother sits and watches the child, but says or
does nothing. oo
The child sits and watches the mother, but says or
does nothing. _

(It this continues for more than a few seconds, tally
about every 5 seconds.)

“If you do it right we'll have some ice cream when
we get home.”

“Keep trying. | know you can-get it.”

““These blocks are red.”
“Point to the square bincks.”

.‘3
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| Part Il: MOTHER TEACHING CHILD

 TRAINING PERIOD

The mother’s first verbal request for block placemert starts the training period.
Record the starting time of the training period to the nearest minute.

MOTHER REQUESTS PLACING AND/OR TALKING

Requests must be verbal to be tallied under REQUESTS PLACING or REQUESTS TALKING.

Do not fally pointing, gesturing, or holding @ block up for the child to identify under <
REQUESTS PLACING or REQUESTS TALKING. Rather, they should be tallied under DIRECT
REQUEST. o

When the mother rewords a reques't for placement or talking, make one tally. For example:

“Put this block with the other big ones. Put it over Here with the ta// ones.”
(One tally under REQUESTS PLACING by HEIGHT.)

Several requests tied together are to be tallied as one request. For example:

“Put the little X's here, and the big O’s here, and the big X's over there and the
little O's over there.” (However, if the mother waits after each request for the
child to place the blocks, these would be treated as four separate REQUESTS FOR
PLACING by HEIGHT & MARK.) '

When the mother requésts both placing and talking, put one tally under REQUESTS TALKING
and one tally under REQUESTS PLACING. For example:

“Tell me what .this is (points to X on block} and put it with the others that have the
same mark.” (One tally under REQUESTS TALKING by MARK and one tally under
" REQUESTS PLACING by MARK.). .

When the mother has the blocks arranged in such a way,. or asks a question in such a way,
that you aren’t sure whether she is referring to size or mark, tally under HEIGHT & MARK.
For example:

Mother has groups set up in no particular pattern, and says “Put this one where it
belongs.” (One tally under REQUEST PLACING by HEIGHT & MARK because you
can‘t tell where she wanted it placed.)

On the other hand, when the mother has the blocks arranged in the four groups and asks the
child to tell her why the block was placed in the proper group it _wou!d have to be a
REQUEST TALKING by HEIGHT & MARK. For example:

“Because it is big and has an X on it.”
o (One tally under CHILD SPECIFICALLY TALKS about HEIGHT & MARK.)




TRAINING PERIOD (cpnt'd)

LI

CHILD PLACING BLOCKS

Remember that the mother’s first request for block placement starts the training period; from
then on you taily each time a child places a block on the board, regardless of whether or not
the mother has requested it. For example:

. Mother says “Place all the biyg blocks on the board.”
Child picks up six blocks, one at a time, and places each one on the board.
{Make six tallies under PLACING BLOCKS.) -

When two or more blocks are placed at one time with one hand put one tally under child
PLACING BLOCKS.

When a child moves a block sround before finally Ieavmg it on the board, make:-one tally
under PLACING BLOCKS.

- 1f a child reponds with placement and talks at the same time, put one tally under PLACING
BLOCKS and one tally under SPECIFICALLY TALKS. :

-

" GOOFING AROUND

When the child is playing with the blocks, building towers, etc., each time he places a block
on the board put a tally under GOOFING AROUND. For example:

Mother says to put a block with the others just like it and child puts it on top
.of the others. This is still conszdered a placement on the board, but in a "“funny”
way.

-~

CHILD SPECIFICALLY TALKING about:

{Same as ORIENTATION PER{OD, see page 6) -

Most of the categories below the double lme are the same {or TRAINING PERIOD as for
ORIENTATION PERIOD, see pages 6 thru 8. The following are exceptions:

 DIRECT REQUEST: “Point to the X."”

Mother holds up a block for the child to identify but docsnt
‘say anything. (Requests mwust be verbal during training period
in order to go above the line.) h :

TEACH: “There are 8 blocks here, Johnny, and thcy are different
heights.” (Any task related information that
doesn’t ask the child to place a plock or say something
about the height or mark.) :

COMMENTS, PLAY: When the child plays with the blocks off the board.
: {On the board is GOOFING ARQOUND.)
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- -

. " :
Part 1}l: CHILD REQUESTED TO PLACE BLOCKS AND SAY WHY

’ EEY ' o ) - 4
We are interested in how the mother reacts as well as what the child says and does. So watch
both and record responses in appropriate places. ' ‘

The child ‘will first be given the SHORT O block to place and say why he placed it there. Record
where t*.e child placed it under CHILD PLACED BLOCK WITH:

. o
watch the;z' mother’s reaction. Circle anything you rnote. Circle at least one response.

| : -
The trainer will now ask the child up to 4 questions in order to get the child to say ‘“small
O” (or any words meaning smali and Q). After each question write down everything the child
says or does. If child moves block after being questioned, record final location, and again ask
up to 4 questions. For example: ' :

Trainer says “Put this block where it belongs.”
Child places SHORT O with other short O biocks.
Trainer says “Why does it go there?”

Child says “'It's little.” .
Trainer says "What else can you tell me about why it goes thcre?”

{You may use up to 3 probes — such as "Tell me more about why it goes there.”
or “What is another reason why you put it there?’’)

You may use the following abbreviations:

DK *l don‘t know.”
NR No response
NV Non-verbal {gesturing height, etc.)

The trainer will then repeat the above procedures for TALL X block.

Be as complete as possible. Distinguish clearly between verbal and non-verbal answers. Please
indicate NV in front of all non-verbal answers so we have a complete picture of what the
chitd did as well as what he said.

Circle as many of mother’s reactions as appropriate (at least one). Following is a description

of each code: .

LS B

Rejection: Mother blamed the chiid for failure’ or made derogatory
remarks about him.

Dissatisfaction: ‘ Mother scowled, frowned, showed impatience, but did not
openly blame or accuse him.

Neutral:. Mother did not get involved. She watched the interaction
between the child and trainer, but did not reveal her reactions.

Nonverbal support: _ Communicated sympathy, confidence and/or support by small
expressons {without saying anything). .

Verbal support: Mother praised the child if he succeeded, reassured him if
he fai]cd. ‘s
‘@ nt answered: Mothier answered for the child or gave him information

[MC ' or answers.

>4
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APPENDIX C

Classroom Behavior Inventory Test-Retest Reliability Study

A test-retest reliability study 6f the Classroom Behavior
Inventory was conducted in the fall of 1971 by the Huron
lInstitute and SRI. Teachers in four sites (Kansas éity,
lDes Moines, Lafayette, and Greeley) rated the children in
their classes on the Classroom Behavior Inventory ih both
the seventh and ninth weeks of the school year. The Class-
room Behavior Inventory is a 15 item, seven—poinf rating
scale, which measures thrée basic trait categories: task
orientation, extraversion, and hostility. (For a complete

test description with a list of the items, see Part II.)

Factor Analysis

A principal components analysis followed by a varimax
rotation (i.e., rotating'until the ldadings on each factof
- have a maximum variance) was aone on the pooled seventh.
and ninth week scores f&r the total sample (n = 464).

Thils analysis revealed the existence of the three factors
named by Schaefer in develbping the test: Factor l--Extra-
version; Factor II--Hostility; Factor III--Task Orientation
(See Table 1). The eigenvaiues for these factors (6.614,
3.506, and 1.943) were the only ones greater than 1.000.
Altogethef.the three factors explained 80.4% of the total

variance,
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Eést-retest Estimates -

Results of fLest-retest reliability estimates calculated
in two ways are listed in Table 2. One estimate is the cor-

¢

relation coefficient between thg’seventh and ninth week
i Scdres for each.subteét. The cdrrelation coéfficients, rang-
ing from .589 to .830, were“adequate for test—réfeétiestio
mates of.su3£ests of a ratiné scale. The othér estimate
of reliapility was calculated from the sums of squares of
a one-way repeated measures‘énalysis of variance design.
After an anglysis of vérianée between shbject's scores
"with}the twb times as repeated measures was completeglfor

each subtest at each site, an estimate of reliability was

calculated using the following formula from Winer

1
: h L?Sunit - Mswithié]
Yy =
l had . 3
H‘[hsunit MSwithié] + MSyithin
where -unit = scores

h = number of times rated
MSinit = SSscores
TdeCQres'
Pl
Mswithin = SStime * SStime x score
Cdfiime * fiine x score

1B.J. Winer. Statistical principles in experimental
design (New York: McGraw-Hill, 19€¢2).
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TABLE 2

TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS FOR THE

. ~~—
CLASSROOM BEHAVIOR INVENTOEY "“\7

Correlation R's from | Significgnce
i Coefficients ANOVA Fj}iﬁel
Kansas City (n = 201)
Task Orientation .784 .783 ' N.s.
Extraversion .724 .722 ' N.S.
ﬁostility .795 L7717 "1
Des Moines (n = 81)
Task Orientation . 806 1 803 N.S.
Extraversion | ) .785 .769 ..044
Hostility - B .830 | ©.819 N.S.
Lafayette (n = 75)

' Task Orientat%on .764 : .726 .002
Extraveréion o . 757 .760 N.S.
Hostility ' .658 .651 N.S.

Greeley (n = '107) :'_ | ;
Task Orientgtian — . .589 .557 N.S.
Extraversion “ .710 .689 . N.S.
N Hqstility 7 .591 .520 .001
Total (n = 464) .

| Task ‘Orientation .760. .754 .014
Extraversion . .740 .737 - N.S.
Hostility . - . 126 .704 . .001

.[]{ﬁ:‘ %F test for time effects eguals MStime - MStime x units-
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These reliability gstimates, ranging from .520 to .819,
were very similar to the correlation coefficients.

Several of the F tests for: time effects were significant,
meaning that for these scores there was a significant com-
ponent of variance.due to change ovér_time. This can be attribut?é
to changes in the actual behavior of children'and/or
changes in the rating "framework" used by the teachers.
The reliability estimates\calculated from the ANOVA design
~can be considered estimates of stability. These stability
estimates are generally at the lower bounds of the reiia-

bility estimates.

Item and Score Characteristics
—5

Analysis of the distribution of items and subtest
scores reveals that therg are ceiling and floor effects
'(see Tables 3, 4, 5). Scores for éach subtest range from
7-35. High scores on the Task Orientation and Extraversion
subtests and low scores on the Hostility subtest indicate
the more "socially desirable" respoﬁses.

The aistribution of‘scores for the Task Orientation
subtest and the Extraversion subtest were negatively skewed
at all siteq. There was a definite ceiling effect for
the Task Orientation score for both gimes at only one site--
Kansas City. There was a potentigl ceiling effect for
thé pxtravérsion score at two sites--Kansas City and

Lafayette.
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TABLE 3

1

STATISTICS FOR TASK ORIENTATION SCORES

MEAN  SD N SKEWNESS KURTOSIS

7 weeks _-
Total . - 24.196 ©7.043 464 ~0.469%** -0.729%**
Kansas City
.,  Male - 25.827 6.514 104 -0.592* -0.513
Female 27.144 5.941 97 -0.889*** 0.385
Des Moines : _ :
Male 20.837 6.675 49 -0.053 . -1.192
Female 23.344 6.509 32 -0.173 -1.208
Lafayette
Male 21.615 7.594 39 -0.165 -1.034
. Female 24.861 8.163 36 -0.841% -0.496
Gréeley | | )
Male 21.593 7.266 59 -0.177 -0.901
Female +23.500 6.147 48 -0.233 -0.925
9 weeks
Total 24.735 6.344 464 ~0.584%%%
Kansas City
Male 26.212 6.845 104 -1.,351***
Female 27.598 -5.586 97 . ~1.228%%%*
Des Moines '
Male 21.184 £.714 49 0.196
Female 23.500 6.304 32 -0.107
Léfayette .
Male 23.436 6.613 39 -0.366 -0.975
Female 26.917 6.403 36 -0.630 -0.845.
Greeley
Male , 22.390 4.832 - 59 -0.520 . =0.214
Female 7 22.500 - 4.776 48 -0.664 0.014
lscore range (7-35) ) Significance levels: * .05

**x 01
Q : ’ k% 001,
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TABLE 4
STATISTICS FOR EXTRAVERSION SCORESL
MEAN ' sD N SKEWNESS KURTOSIS
7 weeks .
Total 25.015  6.594 464 -0.609%** -0.383
Kansas City e
‘Male : gfa 25.846 6.703 104 -0.675%* -0.377
Female 25.670 6.509 97 -0.546* -0.647
Des Moines : - L '
 Male = . 23.878 6.534 49 <0.235 -0.706
---— Female 22.781 6.559 32 -0.919* -0.232
Lafayette . . v
.o Male 25.564 5.619 "~ 39 -0.747 -0.404,
Female 27.833 5.950 36 ~-1.247%* 1.142
Greeley '
Male 23.424 6.605 59 -0.311 -0.555
Female 23.937 6.908 48 -0.792* -0.127
9 weeks
Total - 25.317 . 6.135 464 ~0.749%** 0.768%**
Kansas City
Male 25.856 , 7.387 104 -1.115%%** 1.325%%
‘Female : 26.835 . 5.755 97 -0.799*%* 0.492
: Des,Moines . : : ~
4 Male ~, 25.122 . 5.566 - 49 ~0.050 -0.354
. Female- ;. . = 23.219 5.638 32 -0.624 0.036
_Lafayetté// : N _ -
" Male .7 25:333 j% 110 39 ~0.696 -0.542
Female 27.639 - .969 36 °© -0.656 -0.313
Greeley v - ‘ 7 /
Male 23.559 5.351 59 -0.633* 0.827 |
Female = 23.083 5.044 48 -1.116%*%* 1.102/
: e N . ! . /
1 //
Score range (7-35) Sign%ficance levels: */ .05
. . xX Q1
| = Cxéx 001

. N ;
l' ! ! 7
/
. w - . .
.



7 weeks
-Total

Kansas City
Male
Female

Des MOil’Q

Male
Female

Lafayette
Male
Female

Greeley
,Male
Female

9 weeks
Total

Kansas City
Male
Female

Des Moines
Male
Female

Lafayette
Male
Female

Greeley
Male
Fenale

STATISTICS FOR HOSTILITY SCORES

TABLE 5

514

1

MEAN
12.765

13.077
11.536

14.367
12.531

11.487
12.500

14.203

12.562

11.366-

12.010
10.113

12.878
12.875

10.000
11.889

11.051
11.062

ngore range (7-35)

SD

6.506

6.344
5.483

7.126
6.877

5.703

7.225

7.712
5.975

6.111

7.044
5.037

6.382
5.923

5.740
7.230

5.856
4.965

N
464

104
97

49
32

39

36

59
48

464

104
97

49
32

3¢
36

59
48

SKEWNESS

1.201%**

1.179%%*
1.173%%%

0.873*

1.463%%x

0.909*
1.228%*%*

0.959**
1.498**%

1.343**%

1.203%*%*
1.455%*%

1.207%*%*
0.906*

2.226%*%
1.283*%*

1.216%**
0.762%

—Significance levels:

KURTOSIS

0.947%*%*

0.817
1.293%%

-0.054
- 2.026%

-0.081

1.197

-0.385 "

2.189*%*

LAY

1.882%%%

1.296%% °
1.892%%*

1.348
0.528

v 4

6.232%%%
0.916

1.375%
0.591

* .05
x% 01
**%% 001
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The distribution of the Hostiiity subtest scores were
always positively skewed. There was a floor effect for
these scores at both times at every site. The skewness
statistic for males and females at each site for both
times was significant. 1In addition, the median score
for each)item in the Hostility subtest was 2 (item scale

1 to 7) for each site at each time.
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APPENDIX D

Coding Reliability Study

A reliability‘séudy was doue in fall '71 at Stanford
Research Institute on the coding of the Brown IDS.Self-
Concept Referents Test, the ETS Enumeration Test, and the
ITPA Verbal Expression Subtest. Twenty of each test were
picked at réndom'and'were coded indépgndently by each of
the three coders working on the test.

Brown IDS Self—Conéept Referents Test: The Brown

is potentially difficult to code. The tester is asked to
spot code only answers which are verbatim repetitions of one

Y

of Ehe~choices given in the test. The tester is asked to
rééord other respoﬂses, and to indicate repeats. The
coders are then responsible for judging whether responses
are exact equivalents or nqﬁ. They are élso asked to code
the number of repeats, and Qhether or not the child is |
smiling.

To check coder reliability, we calculated the number
of times each pair of coders disagreed on coding responses,
on the number of repeats, and on whether the child was
smiling or'not. On responses to the questions in the body
. of the test, there were 16 responses per child, or 320 in

all. Coder 1 and 2 disagreed twice; coders 2 and 3 did not

. disagree, and coders 1 and 3} disagreed twice.
. . .
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Thus, the perceni: agreement of the three coders (Cl, C2, C3)

is as follows:

Cl/C2 = 99.4%

C2/C3 = 100.0%
/ '

Cl/C3 = 99.4%

On repeats, the coders were in -exact agreement on the number

of repeats the following percentages of the time:

Cl/C2 = 13/20 = 65%
C2/C3 = 16/20 = 80%
Cl/C3 = 14/20 = 70%

Perfect agreement is a very demanding test. A simple per-
/
cent also gives no indication of whether the discrepencies

were large or small. As another measure of agreement, there—
fore, one can look at the correlation coefficients between

N

the pairs of coders.

r = .966
12

r = .993
23

T = .961
13

For smiling, there were three possible codes: smiling,
not smiling and indeterminant. Coders were in agreement

on the following percentages of the tests:

Cl/C2 = 15/20 = 75%
C2/C3 = 17/20 = 85%
Cl/C3 = 15/20 = 75%
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ETS Enumeration Test: On the ETS Enumeration test,

coders are responsible for combining the information
recorded by the testefs into a series of codes expressing
both the answers which the child gave and the types of
errors which he made. We looked at coding reliability for
threé sections of the test: |
Part A (top) in which the child counts,
Part A (bottom) in which the child tells
how many dots there are.
Part B in which the child simply points to
cata.
On part A (top) there are four gquestions or 80 responses
in all which_must be ;oded. Agreement among the three coders

was as follows:

Cl/C2 = 77/80 = .96
C2/C3 = 76/80 = .95
C1/C3 = 75/80 = .94

On Part A (bottom) there are also four responses per child.

Agreement between coders was as follows:

Cl/C2 = 78/80 = .98
c2/C3 = 77/80 = .96
Cl/C3 = 77/80 = .96
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On Part B, there were six items per child. Agreement among

coders was as follows:

Ccl/C2 = 115/120 = .99
C2/C3 = 119/120 = .99
Cl/C3 = 119/120 = .99

ITPA Verbal Expression Subtest: The ITPA Verbal
Expression Subtest is the most difficult test in the
battery to code. The child is asked to tell "all about"
fbur different dbjects. The testef.records the child's
response verbatim. The_codér is responsible for trahs—
forming this information into a quantitative description of
the child's output in a number of categories: name, color,
shape, use, etc. The coders use 10 categories for each
object, or 40 in all.4 One measure of agreeﬁent, therefore,
is the % of categories for which the coders aéﬂieve perfect

agreement. These percentages for three coders are as

follows:
Cl/C2 = 784/800 = 98%
.C2/C3 = 776/800 = 97%
Cl/C3 = 784/800 = 98%

These percentages are deceptively high, however, since well
over half of the categories on each protocol afe blank

(For the tventy protocols in our coding reliability sample,
the numbers of categories left blahk by éll three céders

ranged from 26 - 35.)



A second, and more useful, measure of agreement is the
correlation between the total numbers of scored responses

recorded by each coder:

r = ,965 4
12
r = ,968
23
r = ,957
13

Structure measures, such as a measure of item by item

perfect agreement could, of course, be devised. Nonethe-
less, the coding reliabilities which we have presented in

~this section indicate that coding errors have negligible

.-

effect on the quality of the data used in the analyses.

54
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APPENDIX E

Classroom Information Form Reliability Study

Demographic data for the HSPV analysis is obtained from
the Classrocm Information Form (CIF). This form is filled
out by Head Start teachers, often from the application forms
filled out by parents. ' For each child, the teacher is asked
to 1list the educatioq, occupation and employment statﬁs of
both parents;_the number of adults and children in the home;

' the language spoken in the-home; and whether the<child has
had previous Head Start experience.

In order to check on the reliability of this data, a
cbmparison was made of the responses of parenfs and the
responses of teachers on the CIF. HMothers of one-third of
the Head.Start children in the fall of 1971_were given thé
Eight-Block Sort Task and filied out a Parent Information

'Form (PIF). 1In the fall of‘1971, the PIF was designed to
elicit demographic data as well as attitudes énd partici-
pation data. This data was used to-check the reliability
of the CIF data collected at the same time.

There are two issues that are examined in the analysis
of the CIF and the PIF data: 1) the percent response and
2) the level of agreement between the PIF and CIF. The
percent reséonse is important because it constitutes an
upper limit to the.level of agreement. Oné can have very

high agreement (for those cases reported on the CIF), but

have a very low response rate. In this situation the’
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"high agreement"is spurious, a@é is considerably deflated if
we consider those people for whom no information was supplied.
Ih general, there is a higher level of non-response for the

CIF than for the PIF.. The percent response on the PIF must

ﬁe viewed as a base line for the percent response, on the CIF.
Our analysis assumes that the correct response is the one given
by the parent. There’are several obvious reasons why this

may not be true. Although this is in all likelihood a minor
contribution to the "noise," itiis-probably a statistically

significant one.

Site Variations:

" Although some sites seem to be»wprsevthan other sites
on particular questions, no one site was uniformly poor.’
We initially examined both percent response and percent per-
fect agreement (as well as a series of measures of association)
for each of the guestions for each site. We then,analyzed
all of the sites as a group. Next, we deleted what appeared
to bé the worst six sites, and analyzed the remainder as a
group. In general, 6n these aggregate analyses few differ-
ences were found. We interpret this as indicating a homo-

*
geneity of response pattern across sites.

*

Our convention in reporting information is as follows:
‘Percent perfect agreement is based on all of the data in-
cluding missing responses. Any statistic reported (e.qg.,
‘Pearson r,Kendall's Tau) is based upon only those subjects
for which a response is recorded on both the PIF and CIF.
Thus, in interpreting such statistics, one must also
consider the percent response.
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Preschogl Experienée:”

Across all- sites, there was 79.9% perfect agreement.
The response rate was quite good: 97% CIF Vél 99% PIF.
Across each site, the percent perfect agreement,ianges ffdm
62% to 100% with 15 out of the 23 sites above 86%. On both
percent response and percent agreement this is one of the
best questions on the CIF. In terms of those who were
misclassified, children were more often (about 2 times)
classified as having had preschool expefience‘when in fact

they had not¥, than classified-in any other combination.

Mother's Education:

- Of all the Education and Qccupation questions, this had
the best results. Across all sites,rtpe response rate was
81.6% for the CIF vs. 99.1% for the PIF. Perfect agreemeht
was 52%. The Pearson r reliability‘coefficie;t was .77 ard
Kendall's Tau was .76. , \%,)yé

Looking at sites individually, the respdhée rate ranges
from 0 to 100% with 18 out of 23 sites qbove 83%. The

reliability coefficients range from .20 to .98 with 14 out

23 sites above -77.

Father's Education:

Across all sites, the response rate was 51.1% f9r the
CIF vs. 89.5% for the PIF. This is a rather large differ-
ential. Perfect agreement was 26%.- The Pearson r was .77

and Kendall's Tau was .67,

G
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Looking at sites individually, the percent response
ranges from 3% to 86% with 13 out of 23 sites below 52%.
For this data, the agreement is fair but the response rate

is poor.

Mother's Occupation:

Across all sites, the response rate was 83.2% for the
CIF vs. 83.7% for the PIF. Of those missing a response
on the PIF; 64% were coded (12 housewife) on the CIF. Of
those missing data on the CiF, 66% were coded (lS unemployed;
on the PIF. This may indicate a confusicn in instructions in
the actual recording of the information. Perfect agreement was
24%. The Pearson r was .59; Kendall's Téu was .51.

- Looking at sites individually, the percent response )
ranées‘from 40% to 97% with 14 out of 23 above 83%. Reliability
goefficients range from ;03 to .83 with 10 of 23 abéve .60.

In this situation the percent responée is’ perhaps ade-

quate, but the agreement is not very good.

- Mother's Status:

We have reason to believe that conéiéérable confusion
existed on the part of parents with regard to the "Status”
quéstions whigﬁ«aSked whether the respondant was employed‘full
time, part-time or seasonally or unemployed.. For examphe,
on Mother's Status the percent response was lower on’t@g PIF

\ (76%) than qﬁ the CIF (92%). Looking at sites'individ@ally,

it was not unusual to.see a high response on ocpupatioﬁ and
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a low response on status. Percent perfect agreement was 54%
which is low considering there are only 4 legitimate responses.

Cramer's V was .50 and Kendall's Tau was .48.

Father's Occupation:

Across all sites, the bercent responée on the CIF was

58% vs. 65% on £he PIF. It appears from the PIF information
that'parénté are reluctant to give information on Father's

" Occupation; either that or there was difficulty comprehend-
ing the question. Out of the 384 1a¢king a response on

the CIF, 234 also lack a response on the PIF. It is
possible that some ;f these hbuseholds_had female heads
since there was no specific identification of fatherless
families.

- Perfect agrecment was 60% The Pearson r was .53 and
Kendéil's Tau was .58. The relatively high percent agree-
" ment is due to the large percent (23%) missing a response on
both PIF and the CIF.

Looking at sites individually, the percent response!’

ranges from 34% to 86% with 10 of 23 above' 58%.
B L 4

Father's Status: -

This question has the same problem as Mother's Status.
Response rates were 68% PIF vs. 61% CIF. Perfect agreement wyas
63%, but 23% of this is in a double Non—Responée. Cramcor's
7 was .47, and Kendall's Tau was .47. -

Across sites indivfdualle the percent response ranged
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from 34% to 84% with 11 of 23 above 61%.

Persons Under 18 = Persons over 18:

Both of these questions enjoy a healthy response rate
on the CIF: 98.7% - Under 18;°96.9% - Over 18. This
response rate is uniform across sites.

B

Persons Under 18 Persons Over 18

$¢ Parfect Agreement - - 70% 64%
Kendall's Tau .80 - ~ .56
Rarge % Response 90-99%" 80~-98%
Rande % Agreement 40-85% 35-80%
J

There does appear to be one possibie-confusion on the
question "Persons 18+ ovei*in éhq_House". There is an 11%
non-response on the PIF with 90% of this in classes (1)
and (2) for the'CIF. There may have been some:confuéion on
the PIF és to whether parents were supposed to count them-

selves in this category. Other than this, the results on

the PIF aré much like the results of the CIF.

Language Spoken in tlie Home:

o

Across,gités, the response rate is 99%, whicn 1is

.quite uniform. In general, there is very high éerfect
agreement (94%). This is because most families (94%) speak
'English in the home. In almost every case where Spanish was

"spoken in the home, it was not recorded on the CIF. The
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S S
SEY |
CIF missed 75%'gﬁ”these»cases;ruAtnonewsite which had‘a very

large non—EnglisH‘Epéékfh@"ffhﬁfﬁé”ﬁome) population//the
/

" percent perfect agreement was only 22%.
/

R A
o/
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APPENDIX F

Parent Information Form'Test—rétest Reliability Study

A small test-retest reliability study of the Parent
Information Form was done in Kénsas City in the fall of
'1971. Eighteen mothers fillea out the same form of the
PIF about a month after théy had first filled it out.

The form of the PIF used in the fall of 1971 was a
shorter form than that used in other years. It contained
forty items, most of which were demographic. 'The areas
covered by the form are:

1. Previous Héad Start experience

2. Sesame Street viewing

3. Toys and materials in thke home

4, Reading in the home

5. Parenfal aspirations and expectations for child

6. Perinatal experiences

7. Mother's education, employmght status and occupation

8. Father;s educétion, employment status and occupation

9. Numberiof people in the household

10. Language spcoken in the home

1l. Home items

K-
Table A shows the distributions of answers for all

the questions which had only vhree possible answers: ves,

no and cdon't know. The number of gucsiiounaires for whict

ERIC T
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TABLE A

DISTRIBUTION OF PARENT INFORMATION FORM (PIF)
ITEMS WITH ONLY THPEE POSSIBLE RESPONSES FOR
18 MOTHERS IN » TEST PLTLST RLLIABILITY STUDY

both both 1 yes 3 both one
yes no 1 no agree blank blank
1. Pre-school 3 13 2 88.9 0 0
2. Sesame Street 5 10 2 88.2 0 1
5. Toys |

A. Blackboard 7 6 1 92,9 0 4

B. Chalk 4 7 4 2 84.6 0 5

C. Colored Paper 10 1 2 84.6 0 5

D. Scissors 12 0 3 80.0 0 3

E. Crayons : 16 0 ! 1 94;1 0 - 1

F. Color Books 17 0 0 100.0 1 0
'G. Paints 5 4 3 75.0 2 4
H. Clay i 8 0 100.0 1 8

I. Other Art 4 3- 1 87.5 3 7

J. Musical Inst. 6 4 3 75.0 2 3

K. Alphabet & 7 5 3 80.0 1 2

Number Cards

'L. Games 7 3 4 - 71.4 2 2
M. Puzzles 8 \ 5 0 100.0 2 3

N. Records , 8 }{g 1 91.7 1 5

6. Ever Read 16 34¥i 1 941 0 1
13. Born on Time 13 2% 2 ss.2 0 1
14. More than month 0" 1 ’»1, 50.0 12 4

early .
15. Birth 1 13 3 Ké2,4 0 1
Complications ,
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TABLE A
(con't)
both both l yes = % both one
yes no 1l no agree blank blank
16. OK first week 17 0 0 100.0 0 1
19. Mother going 1 16 1l 94.4 0 0
-to school .
22. Father going 0 14 1 93.3 1 2
to school
24. Mother paying 2 12 2 88.5 0 2
job _
27. Mother looking 0 12 3 80.0 0 3
for job
28. Mother had job 4 11 2 88.2 0 1
during year
30. Father paying 13 2 0 100.0 3 0
job
33. Father looking 1 12 1 92.9 4 0
for job ’
34, Father had job 2 10 1 92.3 4 1
during year -
39. Other languages 4 12 2° 88.9 0 0
40. Home Items
A. Auto 14 1 1 93.8 1 1
B. TV \ 13 1 1 93.3 . 1 2
C. Color TV 7 5 0 100.0 2 4
D. Encyclopedia 6 5 1 9.7 1 5
'E. Dictionary - 13 2 1 93.8 0 2
F. Washer 10 5 1 93.8 1 1
G. Vacuum Cleaner 11 5 1 94.1 1 0
H. Record Player 15 1 1 94.1 0 1
I. Telephone 16 1 -1 94.4 0 0
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the response was "yes" for both time 1 and time 2 is given

in the first column; the number of both "no" responses in ,
the second, and so on. The percent agreement in the fourth
column dbes“notwinclude blanks or don't knows; it is equal
to the sum of columns one and two divided by the sum of
one, two.andlthree. The percent agreement;fbf those
questions which have an adeéuate response rate is quite
high.

Table B shows the distribution of answers for ques-
tions which had more than three possible responses.
Questions 10, 11, 12 and 17 required the mother to write

in an answer. The other guestions were multiple-choice,

with more than two categories. Question 10, which asked

what the parent thought mighF prevent her child from
getting the education he wanted, had both an adequate
response and high (83%) agreement. Question 31, whether
the fa£her was working £full or part-time, also had good
agreement. Question 7, on how often the parent read to

her child, had good response, but only moderate (62%)
agreement. The other questions——on Sesame Street, birth
weight, where the child and the mother grew ﬁp——seém almost
worthless. The low response rateé on type of school attended
and on mother's job status aré obviovaly;explained by the
answers to qgestions 19, 22, 24 and 27. Almost no parent

went to school; almost no mother worked.
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T TABLE B
DISTRIBUTION OF PIF ITEMS WITH MORE THAN

THREE POSSIBLE RESPONSES FOR 18 MOTHERS
IN A TEST-RETEST PELIABILITY STUDY

Same Different Both DK One
Answer Answer or Blank Blank

3. How often child 2 .4 10 - 2

watches Sesame St. '

4. How often watch 4 3 6 ' 5

-with him ' ‘
7. How often read 10 6 0 2
10. Prevent schooling 15 : 3 0 -0
11. Where child grew - 2 1 10 5
up ’ :

12. Birth weight 13 5 0 0

17. Where mother grew 0 1 13 4
up

20. Mother kind of 1 0 16 1
school

23. Father kind of 0 -0 17 1
school ‘

25. Mother full/part 2 : 0 13 3
time

29. Mother why change 3 1 12 . 2
iobs

31. Father full/part 10 1 " 4 3
time

35. Father why change 2 0 15 1
jobs T
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Table C shows the distribution of responses on ten,
of the more important demographic variables. The-questions
on mother's and father's occupations had low response rates.
It is difficult to judge the reliability of the responses.
The data on the number of peopl=2 in the home seems quite
good. Discrepancies. in responée to thisfqﬁestion hay,';
of course, result from feal changes in the composition
of the household. The data on educatibnal aspirations 1is
moderately consistent (72%) as is the data‘on_educational

expectations (67% agreement). The data on mother's

and father's education appears to be excellent.

{
These findings indicate that the PIF is prpbably a

reliable instrument for gathering demographic data of
the sort elicited in the fall 1971 short form, especially

when questions are asked in a simple yes/no format.

Even this modest conclusion must be treated with some
scepticism, however, since the reliability study sample:
was sO small. There is no information on the reliability
of attitude and participation items of the sort used in
other forms of the PIF. The findings on the moderate
consistency of the é&ucational aspirations and expecta-
tions questions and on the low response rates for many
guestions make us somewhat dubious about the possibility

of gathering good attitude data.




TABLE C

DISTRIBUTION OF SELECTED PIF RESPONSES FOR
18 MOTHERS IN A TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY STUDY

ASPIRATTIONS EXPECTIONS
Time 1 | Time 2 |# the Time 1 | Time 2 |# the
Same . Same
8 Educaticnal
Aspirations . 9 0 1 0 0 2 0
9 Educational )
Expectations 10 0 0 0 0 0 0
11 0 0 0 0 0 0
12 1 1 1l 1 9 8
1 0 0 0 1 0 0
2 1 1 1 0o | 1 0
3 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 8 7 5 5 1 4 3
4+ 8 8 , 6 1 2 1
Blank DK
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TABLE C
(con't)
MOTHER - FATHER
Time 1 Time 2 | # the Time 1 |Time 2 [# the
Same Same
18 Mother's . ) -
Education 1 0 0 0 () 0 0
21 Father's : . .
Education 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 0 0 0 2 2 2
41 0 0 0’ 0 0 0
5 0 0 0 1 1 1
6 1 1 1 0 0 0
7 1 1 1 0 0 0
8 1 1 1 1 1 1
g 0 0 0 0 0 0
1wl 1 | 1 1 2 2 2
11 1 1 1 0 0 -0
12 8 8 8 6 6 6
1 3 3 3 1 0 0
2 1 1 . 2 3 2
3 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 0 0 0 0 0 0
44 1 1 1 0 0 0
Blank DK| 0 - -0 0 3 .3 3
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TABLE C
(con't)
MOTH.ER FATHER
Time 1 |Time 2 (# the Time 1 [Time 2 | # the
‘ Same Same
26 Mother's -
Occupation* 1 1 1 1 0 0 0
32 Father's : g
Occupation 2 0o 0 . 0 0 0 ' 0
3 0 0 0 | 0 0 0
4 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 0 0 0 1 1 1
. 6 0 0 0 2 3 2
7 0 0 0 0 0 )
8 1 3 1 3 3 3
9 0 0 0 0 0 0
10 0 0 0 . 0 1 0
11 1 0 0 5 4 4
12 { O 0 0 0 0 0
13 0 0 0 0 0 0
14 0 0 0 0 0 0
15 0 0 0 0 0 ’ 0
16 0 0 0 0 0 0
Blank DK | 15 14 13 7 6 6

*

Occupations were codes using adaptations of census categories.
Category 1 includes professional and “echnical; category 1l includes
laborers; 12 = housewife; 13 = disakled; 14 = student; 15 = unemployed,
retired; 16 = no spouse. It should be noted that question 26 was
only answered by those mothers who had a paying job.

O
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UNDER 18 T OVER 138
Time 1 |[Time 2 [# the Time 1 | Time 2 |# the
Same Same
i
36 # under
18 . 1 1 1 1 3 3 3
37 #‘éver . ,
18 2 6 7 6 12 12 11
3 2 3 2 0 1 0
4 3 2 2 _i 0~ 0
5 3 2 2 0 0 -0
6 lt: 1 1 0 0 0
7 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 2 1. 1 0 0 0
Cee| 0 | 1 1o 0 0 0
Blank DK | 0 0 0 2 2 1
|
38 Language in home
\ "Both English ...................... g 013
Both English, also both Séanish ....... 2
' l 2

Both English, Spanish once....... ,";

One Spanish, one English...... Ceeneeen
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APPENDIX G
Quality of the Testing Procedures | i /‘

Testing procedures changed considerably during’l
the 'three years of_the HSPV evaluation,fas’a résult E /
of changes in the éést battery and impro&ements in f)
procedures. This section will describe training and
monitoriﬁg procedurts used in ‘1970-71 and 1971-72.1 5

It @ill also report the findings of an independent

~monitoring proéedure carried out in Spring 1972, whtic

provides the best data we have on the aquality of the

testing procedures.

Organization of Testing

Testing in both years was doné.by locél'parapro-
fessionals, under the supervisioﬁ of a local site coor-
dinator.. The site”coordinatorvwas selected by the
Head Start director in each site, with the approval of
SRI. The site coordin.tcr, 6ftenvin coﬁsultation with
the Head Start director, hired a sufficien;\number of
local testers to complete festing witﬁin the allotted

three-week period. During %970—71, at least one tester

per site was.a trained Binet tester. Testers in 1971- .

. 72 were not raquired to have special qualifications.

For a rore extensive a.scussion of testing procedures for all
three yrars of the HSPV study, see Implementat'on of Head Start
Planned Variation Testing and Data Collection Effort. L.:nlo Park;

California: Stanford Rescarch Institute, 1972.
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The tests were arranged into "batteries," each of

which constituted a single testing session for a child.

Each tester was trained in one oi the batteries. The

organization of the batteries and. the number of testing

‘personnel is shown below:

+1970~-71, fall and spring
# Site coordinators

.- -Binet testers

Auxiliary batcery testers

" NYU Booklets
PSI

Motcr Inhibiinn
EIQ, CCAS (19 sites)

Eight - Block observers
(spring. only)-

Eight - Block trainers
(spring only)
11971, fall
Site coordinators
Clerical assistan.s-
Basic battery testers:
PPVT |
PSI

WRAT

41
44

68

41 (approx.)

41 (approx.!}

33 ) \

40

84
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Brown testers* . 9
Supplementary battery testers: 35
Enumeration
ITPA

Motor Inhibitiocn
Eight - Block observers ‘ 39

‘Eight - Block trainers : 40

1972, spring

Site coordinators . 35
Clerical assistants 38
Basic battery A testers: 85

Gumpgoohies /
WRAT B
Basic battery B testers - 85
PPVT
.PSI
Enumera*tion
Supplementafy battery testers 34
Relevant Redundant Cues J .
'Motor Irhibition | e .
ITPA o

“%In most sites Brown testing was done by the supplementary
battory tester or the basic battery testery
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1912, spring (con't)

Eight - Block observers b17

Eight - Block trainers f17

Training & Monitoring

{

197G - 71: All site coordinators were trained at SRI
Auring one 4-day session in Augﬁst.; Training waé
conducted'by SRI Persoﬁnel. Auxiliary battery testers
were trained on site by the site coordinators, imme—
"diately preceding the beginning of testing. Binet teéters
were trained in the use of the Hertzig-Birch scoring
and in HSPV evaluation procedures by SRI personnel in
full;day sessions at two separate locations. Eight -
Block observers were trained by SRI personnel in three
locations. _Eight'— Block observers trained Eight -
Block trainers on site. Since the spring battery was
the same as the fall, except for the Eight - Block sort,
training of site coordinators was not repeated in the

spring. Site coordinators apparently gave refresher

training and training for new testers as needed.

Fall 1971: Training procedures for fall 1971 were

basically the same as q&ose for 1970-71. Site coor-

dinators were trained duxing one 5-day session at SRI.

@ Site coordinators traine basic_battery testers,




'supplementary batter;, testers and Brown testers on s%te.

Eight - Block observers were trained in three groups
by SRI Personnel during 3-day training sessions. Eight

L le . v . .
Block observers trained ®ight - Block trainers on site.

Sprinc 1972: Additional training was given in spring

1972, since new ‘tests were added to the Spring battery,
and since special efforts were made to insure .“at the
last HSPV testing would be of high quality. Site coor-
dinators weré?trained in two groups during five-day
sessions at SRI. These longer sessions included practice
teéting of children and written tests on pfécedﬁres.

Site coordinators then trained basic batteiy, Supplemeﬁ—

tary battery and Brown testers.

Monitoring: The procedures described above imply that

training for most of the tests takes place on three
levels: SRI personnel, site coordinators and local

testers. The probability that procedural deviations

'will occur_at one peint or other along the line is higher,

therefore, than it would be if all testers were frained
together. There is also a possibility that site

biases might be introduced, since all tésters at a site
are trained by one person. Monitoring of testing is
necessary to ensure that these potential biases are not
introduced. During 1970-71, SRI personnel visited the

sites during the first two days of testing, to help
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with finai training and to check that standard testing
procédurés were bzing used. During 1971-72 independent
obsé%ésgé aé Qell as SRI personnel participated in
monitoring testing. . Their spring reports provide the
basis for the following discussion of testing qﬁality.

©

Independent Assessment Of Testing Quality

Five independent observers visited fifteen sites

durinéwgériﬁg”l972 tésting. The five observers were

- hired by OCD, iﬁaeéeﬁdehgwéf éﬁl. All were specialists
in both child development and testing. They were
instructed to observe the actual testing situations,
placing themselves so that they could hear the tester
and child and observe the tester's cocings. They
recorded all instances of cuaching, proccdual and
coding errors which they observed.

The numbers of testers and test administrations

which were observed are:

TégE“B§§E5£§~“_ " Number of testers Number of children
Basic battery A 28 52
Basic battery B 29 39
Supplementary battery 11 _20 _

68 111

The observers were asked to record their general

impressions of site and tester biases, in addition to
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recording specific errors. Their recordg give the
impression that testing was generally of extremely
high gqualicy.
Of thr. fifteen sites visited, only three elicited
negative general comments from the observers:
Houston: ‘"site supervisor seemed uncommitted to
quality trainihg and supervision" (but reports
on testers were all good).
Greeley: "a few. of the testers acted overtly
hostilc to minority children.“
Des Moines: '"more little.errors in most of the
testers than in (other sites which the observer
| visited) . . . the lack of what really constitutes
an acceptable prcbe is certainly‘a site bias heref"
All otherbsike comments were positive. For example:
Fort Walton: "testers are well trained and have
good rapport techniques.ﬂ Generally . . . data

will be all valid."

Loch Haven: "the testers Seemed excellently
prepar d."

Jonesboro: "all the testers demonstrated the same
high attention to.detail that is so crucial to
getting-good data."

Bellows Falls: "the testers were very capable . . .
all testers seemed to have a good grasp of what

they were doing."”
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The observers reccided general negative comments
about bnly eight of the sixty-eight testers whom they
observed.1 ‘These eight were the only testers who the
observers felt might be eliditing a bia;ed or invalid
teét score. All'chér testers were considered to be
well within acceptable limits. Many received rave
reviews.

The observers.were instructed to record each error
thev observed in test administration. This is a
demanding instruction, and some of the observers were
more perfectionist than others. Nonetheless, their
reports indiczte that they did record every error
which seemed important. (Unimportant errors were less
consiﬁtent%y reported. One obServer, for'example,
recorded a procedural error when the PSI checke;s were
not precisely spaced. dthers did not seem to be quite
this precise).

Table 1 shows the frecguencies of recorded errors, by

tes* and type of error (coaching, procedural, coding, timiny).

1Thelr comments were

--"very directive and brusque...depressed children' s scores.'

--"messed up on scoring the PSI...a lot of probing.’

--"upon first observation is an inadequate tester...quite
unclear about when to repeat items and when or how to
prompt...

--"seems on the hostile side and makes almost no attempt
to be pleasant.™

--"horrible testing conditions...like a goddamned zoo."

P
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TABLE 1

FREQUENCY OF RECORDED “RRORS, BY TEST AND
TYE OF ERROR, MADE RBY FIVE INDEPENDENT
OBSERVERS ABOUT SPRING 1972 DATA COLLECTION

Coaching zzg;ral Codiqg Timing Start Stop

PPUT (39)1 o o | 3 - | 5 l 3
PSI (39) 4 ‘ 18 16 ~-- \
Enumeration :

(39) 9 = 5 6 -—-
Gumpgoohies .

(52) 0 ' 1 0 -—
WRAT (52) 1 9 8 2
RRC (20) 0 | 2 1 | -
MI (20) 0 0 0 2 )
ITPA (20) 1 1 3 -— ”
1

Number of observed test administrations is in parentheses.
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A coaching error would be a verbal or non-verbal cue given
by the tester to the child to indicate his response was
satisfactory or not (i.e., allowing a chiid a second chance
on an item, consistently smiling at a child's correct res-
ponses, etc.} A procedural error would be a deviation from
inctructions for the test (i.e., pointing to a correct
gumpgookie when .-eading a response, starting incorrectly on
the PPVT, proceeding to the test without giving the adequate
pretest tasks on the MI, etc.) A codinc error would be a
mistake made in recording the child's response (i.e., not
circling "V" for a verbal response on the PSI, etc.) A
~timing error would be a mistake in recording the start or
finish of a test or an error in time given for some specifi-
cally timed items, such as those on the WRAT. ' The number of
errors recorded is probably larger than they would be if the
observers had been instructed to consistently record "impor-
ténf errors" They are smaller than if each observer had
recorded tiny procedural deviations.)

Errors were recorded by .‘itém.' Considering the large
number of items on Eﬁ; various tests, the number of errors
is qgi;g/i6;l On only two ;ests, (Enumeration and the PSI)

//ééég/the total number of errors average more than .5 per test.
Many of the errors would not be expected tc influence a
student's score at all. No systematic baises were in evidence.
All in all, we can be quite'confident that the general level

of testing competence in spring 1972 was high.




