ED 097 954
AUTHOR
TITLE
INSTITUTION
SPONS AGENCY
REPORT NO

PUB DATE
NOTE

EDRS PRICE

DESCRIPTORS

ABSTRACT

'DOCUNENT RESUME
| pS 007 157

Kirchner, EBlizabeth P.; Vondracek, Sarah I.

An Assesspoent Inventory for the yay Care Child.
Volume I: Background, Development ard Saample. Center
for Human Services Development, Report No. 14.
Pennsylvania State Univ., University Park. Coll. of
Human Development.

Pennsylvania State Dept. of Public Helfare,
Harrisburg.

PSU-CHSD~R-14 | |

Jun 72 . - :

243p.: For other reports in this series, see PS 007
154-PS 007 164 : :

. MF-$0.75 HC-$11.840 PLUS POSTAGE | |
- #*Childhood Needs; Cognitive Development; *Day Care

Services: *Educational Assessument; Emotional

" Development; Evaluation Metheods;: Individual

Developsant; Language Development; *HMeasurement

' Techniques; Notor Development; EFreschool Evaluation;

*Preschool Tests; Social Development; Visual

_Discrininagion

This is the first of a two volume report on a Day

Care Inventory designed to assess the day care child's understanding
of his physical, social, and personal world. Theoretical and research
~1literature on the development of the child, the available assesssent
techniques, and the results of an initial survey regarding day care
objectives were the three major inputs used to determine decisions
regarding what aspects of the child's cognitive, social, and
emotional development were to be assessed. The present volume
discusses the background and development of the inventory and
-describes the assessment staff and the sample of Pennsylvania day
care children utilized in the field evaluation of the Inventory.
Central to the report is a detailed discussion of the theoretical and
research background for each of the 15 activities or components which
vere used in the Inventory for a direct assesssent of each child.

(CS)



X (78 U3 DEPANTUENTOF NEALTN,
R | BEST COPY AVALABLE EBUCATIONAWELTARE
' i_.__......,.._ ...... e e amen s n e e e i ¢ b o mam D S— SRUCATION :

‘ ‘ il QOCUNMENT ~AS StEEN NEPRD

g PERSON OF QRCANIZATON OWIGIN

: ATHNG 1Y POINTS OF VIEW O OPNIOND
I - S ! : : STATED 0O NOT NECESSARG Y REPRE
N ) . ‘ ' ) SENT OFFI(CIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

N - . ‘ EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

AN ASSESSMENT INVENTORY FOR THE DAY CARE CHILD
VOLUME | — BACKGROUND, DEVELOPMENT AND SAMPLE

o

BY ELIZABETH P. KIRCHNER AND SARAH I. VONDRACEK
JUNE 1972
CHSD Report No. 14

QUCED EXACTLY AS NECEWED FROM



L

e

AN ASSESSMENT INVENTORY FOR THE DAY CARE CHILD
Volume I

BACKGROUND, DEVELOPMENT AND SAMPLE

Center for Human Services Development:
College of Human Development

The Pennsylvania State University

BS 007157

University Park, Pa. 16802




AN ASSESSMENT INVENTORY FOR THE DAY CARE CHILD™

Volume I

BACKGROUND, DEVELOPMENT AND SAMPLE

Elizabeth P. Kirchner

Sarah I. Vondracek

The Pennsylvanis State Universitﬁ

,,,,,  ABSTRACT

This ia the firet éf a two voZumé éeport on an inventory desigﬁed
' to assess the day care child's understanding of ﬁis physical, saciéz,
and perSOﬂaZ world. The pfesent'uolume'discussee the background and
'3evelopment df-fke inventory and describee the assessment etaff and
‘the sarple of Permsylvania day care children utilized in the field

evaluation of the inventory.

lThis report was prepared under contract with the Pennsylvania
Department of Public Welfare. The opinions and recommendations
expressed are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect
the official position of the sponsoring agency.



PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE fras COPY.
RNTED MATERIAL MAS BEEN GRANTED St

Fa. Staka.

[J
PO, > | S

TO-£RIC AND ORCANISATIONS OFFRATNG

UNDER AGREE MENTS WiTh TNE NATIONAL IN

STTUTE OF EDUCATION FURTMER REPRO.

OUUNON QUTSIE THE ERIC SYSTEW RE

| QUIRES PERMGSSION OF  THE  CORYRIGMT
" OWNER ]

Zopyright (c) 19:?
The Pennsylvania State Upraversity

Center for Human Services Development




ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

“Thie report is based upon the contributions and efforts of m#ny
individuals at day care centers throughout Pernsylvania énd of the
stsff of the Pennsylvania Day Care Study.

Our primazv gratitude is expressed to the teach.ng staff and admin-
i{strators of the day care centers in which we worked. Their eoopera:ion
made this study possible, and their facilitation and maﬁy_ac;S‘qf per-
sonal kindness made 1t pleasanc and rewarding.

To Eileen Hahn, senior sectetaty of the Pennsylvania Day Care
scudy, we ex:end our appreciation for her remarkable blend of profes-'
sional skills and personal qualities. which have made che difference
during those ups and downs to which any research effort is heir.

"~ Qur field psychome:rists, members of the child assessment group
for a relatively brief period of training and data gathering, were
c&mpetent, resourceful, and hard working professionals of whom we are
most proud and to whom we extend our sincere thanks. They are: Valeria
A, Ford, Carol J. Kronenwetter, Francine A. Lastowski, Carol A. Rauten-
strauch, Peter F. Wagner, Michael Wexler, and Robert Wilson.

Various members of the Pennsylvania Day Care Study staff have
also contributed greatly to the work of the child assessment group.
Patricia Ridley, Robert F. Marcus and Judith M. Hendrickson aided in
the early development and pilot work. Robert F. Marcus and Judith M,
Hendrickson, together with Melanie Manko, also contribivted background
material to the present report, specifically that related to the assess=—

mert of gross motor abilities, visual discrimination, and language.



‘The data of éhls study required extensive scoxiug, coding, and
tabulating. We wish to thank CGary Biérly, Ednetta Elilis, Melanie Manko,
Stanley Parker, and Linda Zolyak, who undertook these efforﬁé with
competence, efficiency, and interest. We also extend our appr~ciation
to Nancy C. Dsuber;, cbmputer programmer, and to Sandra Stocker, key-
puhéh 6perator.‘ |

Our special thanks ;5 to on;vpfojegt héad, Dcﬁald L.VPgtera, both
for ﬁis conceptual aid and for»his‘sﬁpport and encouragement of our work;

Our study hés thné involved the competencics dnd_incerdepgndeﬁce
of a great many persons. It is a pleasure to havg_thig_cppo:tunity_té'i‘
thank them for their splendid efforts and to exbress the,hépe and
intent that our work together will benefit most the focus of our mutual

lnterest--theiﬁay care child.



Table of Contents

Topie e __Page

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

CHAPTER - | .
1 Introduction oooooo.oo-noooo;looo'.u'ucoon\voo0ooo-ooo;oonsOoo‘l
Develﬂpﬁeilt ...l....‘...l....l.ll......‘.l...............2
Cmpnnent’s Q.ral.'.dloooocblo,o......'....o.l'I..Q.o..0000'0003

‘Dir_Gct Assessment c....clo.{o.to......o.olloloo."l’..osl

‘ Ra:iﬂs s,cales'-.o.nog.loouo-oooa.oooto-lo'loooo-ooocoolﬁ

F‘eld Assesmu: ool--ooooooldoo‘ooooooooooqo.ooll..olouos

2. BBCkground and Develﬁ}. L oovnoloooocooooo'-ooﬂioooon.'c‘¢0000‘o7‘.

. cre—ﬂCiVity Measures 0000oo.cooo-olgooolooo,lo.oootoo-.o.lz

Dos andsone c_‘oo,-oqoo_coqo-oc‘ooo.ooooocooooo‘of..o.ooooolél

T PR UBUSUQ}. UBGS 0.--..-&.00.:;ocltoo.aooooococoooo.o.oob.lg
Reliability ..'QQc...‘,l....llll:qI‘O_Q_.Q..'...‘...\.‘_l...'ﬁ..fozl

Validicy .ollo.o.....Qoo‘voo...l.&..lo..o.t;.ﬁ‘......lzz

X

- Norms c.ooo.oo.koo\‘tlollo’tom.oooooo.oo.o-...oo...oocoozk
The mny-splendored C\.lbe o-oloooocoooooqo-ooo.oooocoo.oozg
Review of Related Literature T } £
Pilot Results lcnooolo'ouooooooo.o‘cootloooo.o.l..o.o.37
Assessment of Language Development cesesncscsensssavecss3B
?ic:ute m*ns ‘Qovovoo'..pl.oq..o.oo.o...lavotoloinoloﬁooiosgl
Development of Picture Naming as a :
HeGS“re l’.‘.....l......................l...."“’“O
Picture Naming in the Day Care Inventory cecscscssassd
Pictu:e Interpre:ation .0'(.0(..0'.00.‘....0.....000'.‘3
Picture Interpretation Measures and
Intelligence Testing .
"~ Picture Interpretation Measures as
P!‘Ojective Instmts o-ocoooocoooooo-‘ooo\cooQQQAS
Picture Interpretation and Language
Development tecceensecesssssscsscsssnsssssesscencakh
Picture Interpretation as a Measure
in the Day Care Inventory ceseccssssssssacsssasccclB
Gross Hoto: Skills...................u...............-.69
The Relationship Retween Motor Development
and Personality and Social Development..ccccescossss30
Research on Gross Motor Functioning eeecoceccscccceees5
Measurement of Cross Motor Functioning ...cceecescecss54
Rstins scales .......l.......'....l......‘...C..‘.‘.SS
Direct Assessment .vovoooo..oQOO..oo.o.000000000000056
Assessment in the Day Care Inventory - 1
v18081 Discrimiﬂation .l...................‘............59
Development of Visual Discrimipation ceescsssscnsenssedd
Training in Visual Discrimination ceecsescasassssssssebl
The Importance of Visual Discrimination in
Develcpment: 0 Ae004006006060000¢00000000000000s000800c 03063
Measurement of Visual Discrimination in the
Day Care laventory s &




- | Page

SQcial gnles on.co-oooo.oooo@ooopoo..oookooo-oooo-o.uncooés
The Occupational Choice QuesStion ...cievecessssccrscsesB6
Review of Literature on the Occupational .
Cholce of Young Children ...ccecceescccssccsacsanecd
The Social Roles Queﬂtions B £
Review of Literature on Social Perceptions
of Young Children ...cccccccesscccncsscccccsccsoneall
Pilot uotk ....O...Q.Ql...c..o..o...‘o.o.O.o......oo.ct?j
" Social Competence QUESTIONS «eeeeeerecosvescscsasascccsceld
- The Self-Help Questian .l....n{.oo..o.l.'.l‘.l.lDo&..o.?g
Normative Studies o.oodov'ooooc‘obo-onoooooaodn.ooonnSL
Pilot Hork'...‘...¢...-..1....»5.....;;........a.....83 '
The Social Comprehension Questions ..cescececcocsecesss8b
Review of Rexﬁted Literature .“0.0..‘.....'6...0060087
Puo: Hork OQC.Q.GC'...Q..‘.‘..‘Q.Q.."Q........'....'.90
"Self-Concept Measures 'ocoaoooaooc-ocouo-anooooa;o--oaoo-91
Review of Techniques for Self~Concept Assessment -
During Early and Middle Childhood ..eccereaisccsensss®3
Adjective Check Lists and Other Self-Rating
' Methﬂds c-oo.-.eoooooo.ooooooooo.-ooooo.oo.oooocooag7
Lizitations of Adjective Check Lists and Other
Self~Rating Methods with Early Childhood
Pop“lations ooo.o..-o..0000.0o.'.tl...t.os.os.lll|.99
Projective Techniques ...cccvececnccnctsscsnnsneese 10l
Limitations of Projective Techniques with .
Early Childhood Populations ...cceeccecevsecnceesr 104
Conclusions cceceecerccccccvsecsccccsnccsncscasecssrseslll
Who Likes You? l'ooo;nooo.oo.oo‘o..oo‘oooooooooooo.-oooolos
Good Person and Bad Person MeSSUYES cccccercccrccscceeesl0B
BOdY PArtS ccccessoscccccocrosecncsasnsessscocassrerascelld
wish .06.0..0.’00.0.0...‘....0.........0.......'........115
Review of Related Literatute .cccccccccctccncscccscsesllb
Pilot work o0..-..&...eoot.oo.otcoooooo-o;;ooo.op-.oo.lze
Camera Game ............................................123
Review of Related LIterature .c.ccececescsecasscccssssal2?
Pilot wotk O.a~.!.O..........‘..........Ol............130
Rating 5CB81€S scceesevoccscccscccccsssssssssscnssaccsneallb
Child R&tiﬂg& ........IQ........0'..0....0.......'....1.36
Examiner ObsServations ce.cececccccscccscsccoocssscsesesl3dd

Topic

3 Field Assessmeﬂt Staff ccececcccccnccccncratcncccassscnsssld
Selection civeceercnerssscccscccscscsscscsacocssosnsscsealddd
Description ..ecccececcvencrccccccsccccccccsscasasasnsseslddd
Training .ecceeeccccoreccecccscccscccscccoscsssssnssssassaaldd
Assignment to Geographic Regions ....ceceevvcaccacanesa léd



Topic - Page
4 Selection and Characteristics of the Sample s..cecocceess 146
selecticn of the saaple .....‘....‘..'."'....‘......'.‘167
Selection of Regions and Day Care Centers ....cceee.e,147
Selection of Children Within Centers ....ccvevcccsncc.148
characteristics of the sample ..‘..................“...lso

Sex and Age P & 1+
Geosra?hic Axea and Ethnicity ...........‘.....‘..‘...151

Day Care Center Setting TS &

Faﬂily to'tooo;ooo.cooooo;oétco.otiooooncoaooooc-o.---lss

APPENDICES
ueﬂtﬁyms Information Form u..............u-.-..u-.ulﬁs
Instructions and Record Forms for Direct Assessment =
caﬂpcneﬂts .................I...f.l.....c..."...I.C...'167;
‘Illustrations of Direct Assessment Materials
. Ptesen:ed t° the Child ....'.l..........I....!...Q.Q...Clgsl
A,Bﬂtiﬂs scales l...........l‘....lll‘......lt‘.....‘....‘..205_
Personnel Data and Application FOrm ..cccceescevecencessssdll
Examiner Instructions to Accompany The Day Care ‘
. Inven:ory Matetials oooooooocoo-.oooo.oooo'oo00000000000216
G Parent&l Permisston SIip oooooooooﬁoo.o.ooooooo0.0000.0000219

’I:IFJ.U n NP

BIBLIOGR&P&Y .l‘...‘.;..;....Q.{‘Q;......;...;...“..Q‘..‘......‘221

TABLES

Table 1 Pretest and Posttest Means and Standard Deviations
- of the Head Start Sample In Frequency, Originmality
and Category Change on Unusual Uses (Peters and
stein' 1966) QIO.!O.OOOQOO‘IOOO‘...Q“OOOOOOOQOOGCO‘.‘.‘ZS

Table 2 Means and Standard Deviations of the Children in
the Head Start Sample Who Entered Kindergarten the
following Fall and Control Group 1 in Frequency,
Originality and Category Change on Unusual Uses
(Peters and Stein, 1966) ooloooooooooo..ooooo.oooo..oo0025

Table 3 Means and Standard Deviations for the Children in

the Head Start Sample Who Entered Kindergartenm

the Following Fall and Control Group 2 in the

Frequency, Originality, and Category Change of

Unusual Uses (Peters and Stein, 1966) ....cocccccnnessss2b

L——-~

Table 4 Pretest Means and Standard Deviations of the

Subscores and the Total Scores of Unusual Uges

for the Montessori and Penn State Samples

(GiSh. 1971) ....C‘.....‘............l.‘....‘...l.....’.27




Topic

Page

Table

Table
Table

Table

Taﬁle
Tablé
Table
| ?able

‘Table

Table

Table
Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

10

11

12

13

14

15
16

17

18
19

20

Posttest Means and Standard Deviations of the

Subscores and the Total Scores of Unusual

Uses for the Montessori and Penn State Samples

(Gi’h. 1971) .................-..........-.....-..c.....zs

Results of Baldwin and Stecher's Picture
VOCSbulary T&Sk (192&’ .o.olooooooo..oooooooo.oooo.o'.oléO

Average Vocabulary Sigze of Smith's (1926)

subjects ‘CMensed) ..‘l..l....‘......Q........O....(.D.l‘l

Scoring for the s1ne: Picture Vocabulary Test:
Number of Correct Responses Required to Pass
the Test .....0........O........O.......................62

Median Age for Gross Motor Activities - :
(Gﬂtteriﬂse, 1939) oiooootoooofoolooooooooocoOooooi.d.0053

Average Age at Which a Uiven Percent of Population

Passes Items (DDST, 1970, Appendix B2) .ccrecreccncorreddB

Total "Sample Norms - DDST: Age When Given
Percent of ?Op\llﬂti@ﬂ Passes Items oooco'-oontoo-ooo-oﬂoSB_

Msles - Femalés Norms - DDST: Age ‘When Given
Percent of Population Passes Items ccvceccerveccsacreassBé

Parent Occupational Group Norms - DDST: Personal
Socfal -- Age When Given Percent of Population
Pﬂsaes Iceﬂs 0000000.00000010000000ooo.oo.o'.oooocolooocss

Summary of Selected Research Findings on Self~
Concept in Early and Middle Childhood Samples .cececeeec.94

Mood Score Frequencies for Six Mood States ceeceesesesal3l
Percentage of Children Classified by Age and Sex e¢e¢e..151

Percentage of Children in Total Sample Classified
by Geographic and Ethnic Characteristics ccceccevecccasl52

Racial Composition of Child-Psychometrist Dyads .......154

Number of Months the Child Had Attended the Day
Care Cmter .........O.........................”.’...Olsﬁ

Enrollment Size of Clasproom Attended by Children
in thﬁ smple ...Q.....‘.................O‘.....'.’Q‘.Olsﬁ



Topic

Page

Table 21
Table 22

Table 23

Tabla 24

Table 25

Table 26

Age and Ethnic Composition of ClassSroom ...ccesesveesesdd?
Adults in the Child's Home ..............,...;..;..;...160
Parent Occupational Status coscesscsesssssssenrssescssasslbl
Occupational Classification of Employed Parents .......162
Number;of Brothers and sis:eis-..............;......;;.163 |

P091c1°n Of Child Ms siblinss .;..‘..I.QC...........I“ .



AN ASSESSMENT INVENTORY FOR TKE DAY CARE CHILD

Volume 1

BACKGROUND, DEVELOPMENT AND SAMPLE

Elizabeth P. Kirchner
éarah I. Véndracék

The Pennsylvania State University

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCT1ON

Proponents and opponents of day care base their positions in part
"upoﬁ their."answgrs" to the qﬁéstion: what are the effects of day eafe
oﬁ children? The quesﬁibﬁ is misleading, however, in ite simplicity.
A more appropriate question would be: How and in vhat ways do day care
’éxpariences (settings, teachers, curricula, etc.) affect the immediate
and future development (cognitive; affective, social, etc.) of different
children (age, sex, background, etc.)? The question is an immense one,
and it is apparent that no one research effort can answer it. Our
understanding of the complex web of interactions of the child, home, and
day care milieu can gradually increase only by many research efforts
and contributions.

The child assessment group of the Pennsylvania Day Care Study
endeavored during the past year to develop a means wherehy some answers
to the complex question of the relationship between child development

and day care could be sought. Our major effort was aimed at providing



a set of uéasures fha: would assay a child's development and thus pro-
vidé a means for evﬁluating the contribution that various day care
factors make to it. We selected the ages of 3 to 6 years as the appro-
priate age group fof study, as this range represents the largest numbaf
of children in day care at the present tiﬁe. We dévélépéd some measures -
Qhere noné were available, modified others whéfe we found it appropriate
to do so, and adopted intact still others. We have called the total

group of measures the Day Care Inventory.

Development

" Our intent in the dévelopment of the Déyvcare Invehtofy vas to
sample a child's understanding ~- his understanding of his physical
gqud, social world, and personal world. First, a pilot attempt to
delineate the behavioral goals of day care was undertaken by another

_ group of che Pennsylvania Day Care Study staff. {[A full account of
that survey is available as a report of the Pennsylvania Day Care
Study (Peters, Hendrickson, Marcus, & Ridley, 1972).] Briefly, groups
of day care operators and experts in child developﬁent and early
childhood education were queried as to important objectives for day
care children. The results of this initial survey were utilized in
our decisions regarding which subareas would be assessed within the
physical, social, and personal domains.

OQur selactione for the Inventory were influgnced by many factors.
There were three major guides: theoretical considerations, the assess-
ment procedures available, and our belief that assessment is most

meaningful when it i{s undertaken vis-3-vis specified goals and




cbjectives. s:atistieél reliability and #alidity were also of prime
concern since measures need to be dependable and should measure what
they say they measure. £§ addition our stra:egies of componen: selec-
tion and administration reflect our intent to assure the child's best
efforts. Thus we wanted our measures to be appealing to both the child

-and the psychometrist and, :berefore, designed administration procedures

to create a highly reinforcing and enjoyable climate.

Components

‘The Inveﬁtoryvconsists of ﬁﬁo majorlparts' difect asaesaﬁeﬁt
activities and ratings by the teacher and the examiner. identifying
data (face sheet information) such as age, sex, geographie area of
residence, race, family characteristics, and day care class size and
composition are obtained on an accompanying form (see Appendix A)

Research background and the development of all the components of

the Inventory are presented in Chapter 2.

" Direct Assessment

Other things being equal, we preferred direct assessment, involving
the child himself in a standardized situation, to indirect techniques
of asses-ment, such as rating scales, which depend upon the jﬁdgments
of others and lack standardized bases of assessment. The Inventory
contains 15 activities or question series for direct assessment of
the child's understanding ;f his physical, social, and personal world.

. They are presented to a child by an experienced psychometrist in an

individual session of 35-40 minutes. These activities and question



serieé Aré§ 1) Dog & Bone, 2) S§cial Roles, 3) Body‘Parts, 4) Who Likes
You?, 5) Picture Naming, 6) Good Pefson, 7) Gross Motor Skills, 8) Sociai
Cﬁmpeténce, 9) The Many‘Spleﬁdored-Cube,‘ld) Piéturé Interﬁretation,

11) Bad Person, 12) Visual Discrimination, 13) Camera Game, lé) Unusual
Uses, and 15) wish. The activities and question series of the direct
assessment section of the Day Care Inventory appear in Appeudix B, along
with the insttuctions for their administration. Illustrations of the

assessment materials preseuted to the child are found in Appendix c.

Rating;Scales

Tvo rating SCalés weré‘developed.as pgfc‘of the Day Care Inventory:
Child Ratings and Fxaminer Observations (séé Aépehdix D). Both weré
primarily adopted or modified froﬁ previously developed rating scales,
although several parts were désigned particularly for the purposes of
this study.

Many aspects of a child's develdpment simply cannot be assessed
by brief direct-assessment techniques. Such behaviors as sharing toys
with others, self-reliance in dressing, and cooperation witﬁ a teacher
must be observed over a period of time in the day care environment.
Observation of the child via time sampling methods is a frequently adopted
research strategy to assess such behaviors., We recognized that the time
and expense involved in observational methods made consideration of their
use unrealistic at this time for gathering data on the individual child.
Rating scales, however, seemed practical and possible. Since ratings
by the person most familiar with the day care child (usually the teacher)
capitalize on her observation of the child over the time she has known

him, the Child Ratings instrument was d2veloped for the day care child's



teacher to complete. It is reéognized, of course, thﬁt precisibn of
measurement and judgment_becoges vitiated in rating scales by problems |
in interﬁre:#tinn of‘wording, by biases of the ratéis, bf-"halb effects,"
and so forth. | |

The rating scale Examiner Observations was utilized to ésségs tﬁe
| child's oﬁerail approaéh to thé!exémiher, the aéséssment'situatibn.'and

_the taéks presented to him.

- Field Assessment

Initial pilotldork with the Inventory components to&k place haﬁdé '
in-hand with contiﬁuing refihemené of the variaus items. Im Hafch.
1972; actual field use of the Inventory was underﬁakéh. Not every part
éf-the Inventory was in the form desired for field assessment, but the
: majority of the items seemed ready. Thé calendar of the study also made
it appear wiser to go to the field then in order to have an initial
picture before the end of the year rather than postpone data collection
until much later when refinement of certain Inventory items would be
more advanced.

A staff of psychometrists already experienced in work with young
children was employed for the field assessment period at the end of
March. Their selection and specific training in the administration of
the Day Care Inventory is described in Chapter 3.

The Inventory was administered to 290 children aged 3 to 6 years
from day care centers in five geographic regions of Pennsylvania. These
regions were: Philadelphia and surrounding area, Pittsburgh and

surrounding area, the counties of Northumberland and Schuylkill, the



counties of Erie and Warren, and Bradford County. Chaﬁter 4 presents

a degcrip:ioﬁ ofvthe>53ﬁp1e,




CHAPTER 2

BACKGROUND AND DEVELOPMENT

This éhaptét discnsses‘the.ﬁnenretical and.reseérch background
for each component of thé Day Care Inventory. The naterial is presented
briefly in some cases, notably in cases where theory and research 1s.
either scant or well-developed elsewhere, and in graat detail in others,
particularly where we feel that either theoretical issues or preschool
assessment efforts remain challenging.

The Day Care Invencory was designed to assess. aspects of a child s
understanding of his physical wnrld. social world, and personnl world.
Tnene nréas ronghlﬁvcorreapqnd to the chiids'.cogninive,,socinl, and.
emotinnal develonmenc. Within these areas, our decisions regardins
what‘aspects of development should be assessed were a product of three:
major inputs: the theoretical and research 11teratune on the develoning
child, the available assessment techniques, and the results of an in-
itial survey regarding day care objectives.

There were, of course, many additional guidelines and biases in
the development of the Day Care Inventory. Prominent considerations
were the following:

1. Measures should reflect a long-range orientation for

the child. We are concerned with his current well-being and

effective functioning. We are concerned with his preparation

for his next step: the world of school and peers. And we are

concerned with his adult functioning.

2. Modified and newly developed measures must seam likely to

attain reliability and validity, while adopted measures must



already possess them. Our 1nstruments shéﬁld measure with
acceptable accuracy (reliability)‘rather than éapfice;

-They should measure what we say they measure and not some-
thing else (one aspect of validity) Validity of measurement
can be particularly tricky in the preschool years, and |

much currenc criticism of preschool assessment has been
directed toward it. We need to be sure, for examp;e, that

a low score on a test of Qisuai acuity is not actually due to
the child's inability to understand directions or to hié fear
of a strangé examiner. .

3. Measures mﬁst be capab1e~of aséessing a éhild‘s develop~-
ment and ptogress throughout his day care experience and/or at
any poin: in time. The most useful measures are those which
are appropriate throughout the develcpmental range studied

and those thch are sensitive to changes iﬁ the child's
development and progress.

4. Measures must be brief. Total assessment time with a
child should be less than 45 minutes.

5, Nonverbal measures are to be preferred to verbal measures.
The fewer wofds the better.

6., Traditional sorts of yes-no or multiple choice items,
frequently used with older children, must be avoided. Questions
requiring a preschooler to choose his response from alterna-
tives are confusing or meaningless to the child. They lead
him to form response sets and choose all last responses or all

ves Oor no responses.



7. Measures must be easy to administer and eééy.fo: a

“person familiar with other pfeschooi assessment techniques
to learn in s relativelﬁ shore-cfaining pefioﬁ.

8. Hﬁasures must involve no expensive materials. Assess-

- msnt equipment must be relatively easy to duplica:e frcm
readily available supplies. Equipmenc must be readily trans-~
portable,

'9."Meaénres must involve tasks ahd questions that are
appealing to children. Without a child's best cooperation,
there is no "good" measurement.. “"Good" measurement assumes,
first of all, a motivated, cooﬁerative child.

10. Heasures must 1nvolve tasks and qnestions that are
appealing to examiners. A child s cooperation with the

examiner is a two-way street. A bored examiner is a hazard.

The reader no doubt realizes that> the simultaneous attainmeﬁt of
all these gbals is not possible and that the necessity of ¢ompromise
among them is implied by the mutually exclusive nature of some. Reli-
ability, for example, can usually be enhanced by making the assessment
of a variable more lengthy, while a child's cooperation camnot. The
Inventory thus represents realistic compromises among desired alter-
natives.

The last two of the ten considerations used to guide the develop-
ment of the Day Care Inventory reflect in part our strong feelings
regarding the climate in which assessment takes place. An inventory
such as ours has no need for a grim confrontation between the examiner

and the "testee" or "subject." Indeed it is unlikely that any assess-



ment eituation is benefited by such e-stance, although tteditions in
the experimental and testing fields have cppeared to be leading to such
a qadir (see Jourard, 1968). we believe that aesuring the best coopera-
tion and best efforts of a child 1s not a mere_cliché'but is a realistic
goal approechable by specific techniques. Prominent among the strategies
we adopted was the one prevXeusly mentioned i.e., that of selecting
measu;es which are brief and appealing to both children and exeminers,‘
In additiOn; we adopted two procederes which have been utilized by Ali
and Costello (1971) te ccntrelefactcre adversely affectins‘che test
performance cf pfeschcolndisadvahtcged children.
| Tﬁe first of these invcived the presentation order of‘items within
an inventory component. When a component involved items of varying
degrees of difficulty, items were arranged for administration in random~
ized order rather than in the traditional order of increasing difficulty.
As pointed out by Ali and Costello (1971), disadventased children in
particular frequently become discouraged once they fail or are unsure
of a short sequence of items. The discouragement of the child is often
"picked up" by the examiner who then assumes the child will not perform
well on succeeding items and “expects" the child quickly to reach a
series of completely failed or unattempted items. Both Ali and Costello
(1971) and MacKinnon (1962) point out the extent to which low expectancy
on the part of the examiner and discouragement on the part of the child
lower the probability of a child's optimal functioning,
The second procedure influenced by the Ali and Costello (1971) study
was the attempt to provide high and standardized reinforcement for the

children. Ali and Costello (1971) summarized that children are very
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sensitive to social and intérpersonal reinforcers, examiners are effeé?'u
tive reinforcing agents, and highly reinforcing examiners tend to have
a‘positivé influence on the test perforﬁnnees of preschool children.

~ Thus, reinforcing statements such as "Good!," "I 1ike your 1d§as on
these," and "You're doiag a fine job " were placed throughout the
Inventory. - The statemeu:s utilized and their placement *hroughou:

~the Inventory :eflec:ed our intent to reinforce the child's participation .
without regard for the "goodness" or "correctness” of his responses. It
should be.pointed out :hat‘chié‘proceduke revérses :he‘traditiadal ptac-
tice of wdthholding any ‘evaluative comments until the completion of a
subtest or an entire hactery.

Additionally. our p\ilosophy regarding reinforcement also 1n£1uenced
both the gelection and training of psythometris:s. We were alert during
the selection process for psychometrists for those possessiug persoual
qualities which make a person a "high reinforcer ~ direct eye contact,
interest in what others are saying, frequency of smiling, frequency of
positive comments, etc. During their training much of our effort was
directed toward assuring a high, standardized level of reinforcement
for all children across all examiners. In the interest of naturalness
of expression, however, the psychometrists were permitted to alter the
phraseology of our standard reinforcing remarks if our phrases seemed
inappropriately long or formal in a given situation.

A further consideration involved the psychometrist's role in the
Day Care Inventory. The psychometrist was restricted solely to the ad-
ministration of the measures and had no responsibilities related to the

scoring or categorizing of responses, Freed from the need to attend to
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the "correctness" or category of a child's reapohsé, the psychnnstrist
wag able to devote full attention to facilitating a child's response and
was able to devote all his 1nterest to che response the child gave.

F;nally, che o;&er_of gdninisgration of.:hg various Igyentory comé
penents vas given considersble attention. Our order of presentation
attenpted to insure optimun interest and response on the part of the
ehild. Campcnents were arranged so :hat bo:h the type af aaterial
- {verbal questiona. pictorial stimulf, appealing objects) and tbe type
of tequi:ed response (manipulation of objects, verbal responses, bodily
activity) were varied. Houever, in the discussion of the backsround and
development of the Invencory which fcllows. the components are grouped
. according to the particular domain witb which they are associated, that
of the physical, seeial or persopal vorld of the child.

Before continuins with the presenta:inn of the conponents of the
Inventory, we wish to stress our belief that care in selecting specific
.techniques to assure a child's best performance is superior to vague
exhortations to examiners to "establish rappert," "gain the cooperation
of the child," and so forth. We recognize that in many cases we probably
haQe merely systematized some practices which skillful clinicians have

long employed.

Creativity Measures

Creativity has been regarded as an attribute of considerable impor-
tance since ancient times. However, despite long-standing interest in

creative behavior, little was done in the way of systematic investigation
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until the early 1950's. This lack of scieﬁtific inquiry was due in
large part to pervasive interest in intelligence testing and to the
notion that the one concep§ of intelligence embodied in :hevIQ métric B
was sufficient to account for all cogni:iﬁe func:ioning (Vondracek,

- 1965). Guilford's (1956) publication of his structure of intellect
model revolu:ionized con:emporary ccnceptualizatinns of cosnitive
behavior and provided much of the inpetus for suhsequent research.

Alttough current definitions of craa:ivity vary, there is suffi-

- cient commonality to permit construction of a genetic definition.
Such a definition haé.been attempted by Stein (1968)5

tréativity ié a process with overlaéping

phases that takes time...it results in a

novel product that must be “adaptive”...

4t occurs within a social context [pp. 200~

901].

Measurement of the creativity of day care children appeared impor~
tant for a number of reasons. In the first §Ia¢e, creativity, like
other behaviors, is a function of 1ntera§tibns between the individual
and his environment (Stein, 1968). Presumably, every child is born
with some creative potential, but individual differences in degree
exist (Smith, 1966). Whether or not the child realizes his creative
potential will depend largely on his environment (Smith, 1966). Smith
(1966) has summarized the environmental characteristics thought to be
important for creative behavior. These characteristics include (a)
stimulation, freedom from distraction, and a climate conducive to
unbiased inquiry, (b) tolerance for nonconformity, (c) permissiveness

of psychological safety and freedom, and (d) materials for the satls-

faction of primary needs.
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One of ths most potent forces in a childié‘envitonment is the
school or in tﬁe case of the day care child, the day care miliéu. Thus,
it 1s-gefmane td inquire whether the &ay‘caté eﬁvironmént discourases-‘
creativity, has no effectvon cregtivitj. of fgcili;ateg creativity.

We rééognized thht the ideal approach to the issue of the impact of

day care oa-créacivity would be~a410ngitudinal one, or oﬁe 1hvolv1ns'
pre §nd poOSt measures. Hnﬁe?er. at tﬁié sﬁage of oui ieﬁearch such én
approach was nﬁ: possible, Rather than ignore creativity altogether, we
electéd fo ekaﬁine.day care children's performances on two measures of

| c:é#tivity_and :o‘comga:evtheif,perfqrmances wicﬁ,norms‘ob;ained'fo:m'
other éreschool samples. A descriptionvéf the instruments selécted |

follows.

Dog and Bone

Effective problem solving need not denote achievement of conventiun-
 al answers to conventional problems but rather should encompass behaviors
useful in genérating both conventional and creative solutions. The Dog‘
and Bone instrument was designed by Banta (1970) to measure an aspect
of "self-regulating behavior relevant to good problem-solving strategies
[p. 424]." It initially appeared in Banta's Cincinnati Autonomy Test
Battery (CATB). The autonomy variable measured by Dog and Bone is
innovative behavior, which is defined by Banta as the "tendency to
generate alterwaiive solutions to problems [p. 426]."

Dog and Bone was selected for inclusion in the Day Care Inventory
for a number of reasons. First, as Guilford, Merrifield, and Cox (1961)

have proposed, divergent thinking is a construct embodying many aspects



and therefore is best gpproaéhed via pultiplg ﬁeaéhfés, ‘Second, inirial
reports 1§di¢ated that Dog and Suné pbssessgs‘bbth high interscorer and
high test-retest r¢1§ab111ty (Banta, 1970). However, pgrhaps che most
important factor in_the selection of Dog and Bone was its lack of.reliange
on verhal skills and its asseesﬁent of creativity hy sensorimotor nethodsf
A number of contemporary theoreticians (e. s., Stein, 1968) have decried
the emphasis on ve:bsl mndes in the measurement of craattve behavior.
Dog and Bone thus represen:ed a much needed and novel approach to the
assessment of creativity and, at the same time, was especially‘apprepri—
~ate for preachoolers. Banta (1970) even gpes go far as to assert that
vinnovative behavior must be asaessed by sensorimotot nethods 1n this age
group.

- Evidence for the reliaﬁility of Dog and Bone is to date confined to
that reportéd by Banta in 1970. Three types of reliability information
sre given: (a) test-retest reliabilities for 1- and 2-month intervals,
(b) internal consistency coefficients, and (c) inter-rater correlations.
Subjects for the reliability studies included children between the ages
of 3 and 6 years, primarily from black lower-class areas of Cincinnati.

A test-retest coefficient ot .73 was obtained for a I-.onth interval for

a sample of 33 children. A test-retest coefficient of .B2 was obtained

for a 2-month interval with a sample of 32 children. Both coefficients
were significant at the .01 level. Coefficients of intermal consistency

for Dog and Bone were also high. Banta obtained a coefficient of internal
consistency »f .76 for one sample of 33 chi.dren and a coefficient of .94
for another sample of 48 children. These coefficients were also significant
at the .01 level. Finally, inter-rater reliability, based upon a comparison

of the scores of two indeperdent raters for 42 records, was found to be .99,
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Banta also repﬁrted coefficients expressing the relation between
Log and Bome and other CAfB subtests. Two studies of interrelations
ahong CATR vafiables weré condhcied, ode 1n‘1965 and one in 1967. Only .
results from the lutter study are feﬁorted heré éince both investigations
yielded essentially the same findings (Santa, 1970). The subjﬂcCS'iﬁ-
ciﬁded 84 black children be#weeﬁ the ages of 3 and 6 years from a black
community of low socioeconamie status. Dog_and Bone was found to be
significantly related to three CATB tests. In 5r1ef, perfOtmance on
Dog and Bone was significantly related to performance on inteutianal
learning (r = .33) and 1mpulse control (r = ,23). Banta {nte.preted
these findings as reflective of a verbal comprehension component commoﬁ
to all three measures. Dog and Bone also correlated significantly with
the social competence scale of the CATB (1 o .26). This relation was
interpreted as providing support for Wallach and Kogan s (1965) contention
that the social psychological milieu of test situations is pertinent to
the production of creative reaponses.

Correlation coefficients for Dog and Bone and other CATB subtests,
including the two curiosity measures, were not significant. These
results are seen by Banta as indicative of the fact that Dog and Bone
assesses an ability specific tc that measure and one nhot measured by other
CATB subtests. Since no other measures of innovative behavior were
tncluded in the CATB, convergent validity (i.e., the relation to other
measures purporting to assess the same variable) could not be evaluated.

Banta (1970) has also examined the relationship between performance
on Dog and Bope and performance on Form L-M of the Stanford Binet Scale

(Terman & Merrill, 1960). Seventy-six of the subjects used in the 1967
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1ntércotre1anions_study received the Binet_Form‘L-H; The cérfela;ion‘
bétweeh 1dnovat1ve behavior an& the Stanford nihet scoteé was..ai,
-significan: at beybhd the .01 level. In intétprecihg this finding,
Banta observed that the variablés of imbulse control, socialcoﬁpetence
: and intentional learning were alsb found to be significanﬁly relacedAto :
1qQ performance. He goes on to argue thac, since Dog and Bone correlated
significantly with these threa variables, it should have some variance
-in common with 1Q performance.
| The administration of the Dos and Bone instrument proceeds in the

following way: The subject is seated before a board to which four red
- and white "houses" have been attached. The exaﬁiner.points to the houses
and tells the child, ""These are houses.” Next, the examiner shows the
child a toy dog and asks him to identify it. If the child is 'unable to
identify the dog, the examiner identifies it for him and places it on the
board in front of the subject. The examiner then produces the “"doggie's
bone,"” identifies it for the cbild, and says, "The doggie likes to chew
his bone." The bone is then piaced directly opposite the dog in front
of the examiner. Finally, the examiner demonstrates two routes the dog
can take to get to the bone. The routes are traced by the examiner with
his finger, while he makes the following verbalizations:

One way the dog can get to his bone is

to come up THIS way. Another way he can

go 1s AROUND THIS WAY.
On completion of the demonstration, the examiner tells the subject to “take
the doggie and find another way for him to get his bone." The examiner
draws the route selected by the child on the scoring sheet while the child

is responding. At the end of the trial the examiner says, Now find another
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way for Bim to get td his bone." This proéedure is repeated fdr'each |
subsequent trial, and each subject receives ten,ttigls. - , _ ‘\\\~
The materials for Dog and Bone were constructed for our éurposes
‘in accord #itSAs§écificatidns pfo?ided by Banta (peréonal coﬁmunication
1872). Aq 111ustration of these materials is found in Appendix C.
Results ftcﬁ Qilot work with a small sample of middle-élgs# nursery
school children indicated fhat the test had considerable appeal for pre-
..schOnlaré and waé easily administered. There was some indicationm, hovever,u
that ten criéls taxed the patieﬁge 6f some of the sgbjects. Rather thén
restrict the range of the test and reduce the varisbility oflsdoéés
écross subjects, it was decided thgi for the present the ten ;fails
should be retgiued.
‘-“One of the most interesting observations obtainéd from thé'pilot
work was that some subjects varied not only the route which the dos
| pufs&ed to his bone but alsd the manner of loeomotion. For example,
some subjects rolled the dog end to end, had the dog hop or "crawl,"
and so torth. These kinds of responses fit the criteria of the problem
in that they also represented 'another way for the dog to get to his
bone." However, in the scoring criteria employed by Banta only "inno-
vative, nonrepeated paths" received credit. We felt, on the other hand,
that a novel means of moving the dog also reflected innovative behavior
and that sc¢nring which took such behavior into account might give a
more accurate picture of subjects' performances. Thus, we included
such a category as one scoring method employed with our day care sample.
In effect, then, two scoring methods were used: one based on the number

of trials in which a novel path was achieved and the other based on the
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number of trials in which either a novel path or ndvel manner of mhving

the ﬁog oécurted.

Unusual Uses

| Unésual Uses was designe& originally as an index of spontaneous
flexibility, a factor first identified by Wilson, Guilford, Christensen,
and Lewis (1954) in an early fsctor-analytic study of creative thinking
gbilities. In the context of Guilford's (1956) structura of intellect
model spontaneous flexibility is defined as the ability to produce a
.varietv of class 1deas in connection with an object or other unit of
thought. The Unusual Uses measure was included in the presenr battery
because (a) it pertained to one uf the behavioral objectives selected
as important for the day care child by experts in the field of child
development (Peters et al., 1972) and (b) its use with other preschool
samples (e.g., Peters & Stein, 1966; Gish, 1971), permitted comparison
of our day care children's performances with norms obtained for other
groups.

Unusual Uses was originally designed for use with adults. Since
its publication, it bas been modified by other investigators for use
with younger age groups, and versions appear in a number of divergent
thinking batteries. Torrance (1966) adapted tpe measure and included
it in his Minnesota tests of creative thinking. In the Minnesota
battery "tin cans" and "books" were substituted for the "bricks" of the
original because evidence suggested that these objects were more
suitable for children.

Torrance also conceptualized Unusual Uses as a more complex mea-

sure than did Guilford. While Guilford scored the instrument only for
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3903‘1‘-8“3008.ﬂﬂxibility; Torrance scored it for fluency, flexibility,
and oriﬁinality'(coldman, 1967)..

Thé version of Unusual Uscs émﬁloyed in the Day Care Inven:orﬁ
called for the divergent productioﬁ of ciass ideas in reiation‘to a cup
and a newspaper. Euaminer inatruc:ions for "cup ware'

You know wha: a cup.is, you c¢an use a cup
for lots of things. Tell me all the things
~you can think of that you can use & cup for.
Instructions for "newspaper" were: | |

| | Now think about a newspaper--you can use a

newspaper for lots of things, too! Tell
me all the things you can think of :hat
you can use a newspaper for.

Previous investigators (Peters & Stein, 1966; CGish, 1971) héve |
- presented subjects with an actual cup and newspaper in the test situa-
tion. This procedure was not followed in the present study in order to
minimize the amount of test materials required for the Inventory.

In the present study Unusual Uses was scored for originality, fre~
quency, and flexibility. 1In effect, the test yielded nine scores:

(1) response frequency, newspaper; (2) response frequency, cup; (3)
category frequency, newsPéper; (4) category frequency, cup; (5) orig~-
inality, newspaper; (6) originality, cup; (7) total response frequency,
cup and newspaper; (8) total category frequency, cup and newspaper;

(9) total originality, «Jp and newspaper.

Any responses whﬁch occurred later in the test session were
recorded and included in the anmalysis. Such a procedure was also
foliowed by Gish (1971), ‘ho informed subjects that if chey tlought

of more uses later, they might name them for the examiner. This max-

imization of the time available for production of novel responses was
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done in recognition of the oftén-voiéed critieisb that thé "timed"
nature of divergent thinking tests violates the very essence of the
creative process (see Goldman, 1967; Barren, 1969). that is, the
creative process requires time and "is easily aborted if someone is
always blowiug the whistle on it {Barren, 1969, p. 35"

Reliabili:y. There is considerable evidence available in the

literature that with sufficient training, high intetscorer reliabil—
‘ities for Unusual Uses can be attained. Yamamoto (1962) has repotted
the following coefficients for Unusual Uses of tin cans: fluency, 1.00;
fl}exibility, 0.87; originality, 0.98. Wodtke (1964) reported coeffic-

- {ents of'agreeﬁenc r#nging-from .82 to 1.00 for individual measures iﬁ
a battery which included Unusual Uses.

Evidence regarding split half and test-retest reliability is more
equivocal. Coldman (1967) has summarized some of the factors which may
contribute to low temporal reliability for certain creativity measures.
The factors mentioned by Goldman are (a) the shortness of some subtests,
(b) administrative difficulties in tecting young children, (¢) the novelty
of the tests or time lag problem (that is, when first confronted with
uses for an object, a child may give few responses but after an incuba-
tion period may give a large number of responses). Wodtk. (1964) obtained
low test-retest reliabilities for one of the Torrance versions of Unusual
Uses with s;mples of fourth and fifth grade children. Coefficients were
somewhat higher for fifth graders but were still sufficiently low for
Wodtke to conclude that "the extremely low reliabilities obtained with
elementary school children seriously limit the use of the tests at this
level [p. 407]." Peters and Stein (1966), who used the same version of

Unusual Uses as the present investigators, reported coefficients of
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stabiiiiy of .86 for frequency, .49 for otigiﬁility and ;73 for caﬁe-
gory'change. On the other hand, Gish (1971), wﬁo.also employed this
version of the test, reported coéfficién:s of stéhility of .36 for
category change and .12 for originality. |

Validity. The validity oE Unusual Uses As.a measure of ereativity
remains to be demonstrated, as is the case with other indices purported
to measﬁre aspects of creative aSility. Stein (1968)‘has noted three
conditions which measures must satisfy to be regarded as indices of
creaﬁiviﬁ&: (a) the variablés they pufporé to tapwﬁuét be of such a‘
nature that one would expect them to be related to creativity, (b) the
tests oughr to. relate to some criterion of creative behavior; and (c)
insofar as the indices are cognitive measures, a separate dimensfion that
) é&n be termed crcativity must be involved, i.e., creativity measures
. should be highly correlated with each other and not significantly
related to intel_igence tests.

Lack of demonstrable validity for Unusual Uses is not due to a
dearth of validational efforts but rather to various unresolved problems
in the field. Omne of the most frequently cited problems is the difficulty
of findipg suitable criteria for vali&ational purposes. Guilford (1950)
cutlined two difficulties relating to the establishment of practical
criterfa: (a) the extreme rarity of creative acts of an unquestionable
order of excellence and (b) the phenomenon of function fluctuation.
Yamamoto (1965) has enummerated difficulties encountered when using
school grades, supervisor and teacher ratings, peer nominations, pro-
duction records, and psychiatric diagnoses as criteria of creativity.

The criterion problem is particularly acute in preschool age

groups where avallable criteria are more limited. One of the fre-

.
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quenﬁly employeévcriteria for youuger populétioné‘is the statistical iné‘
frequéncy of respénseé (g.g;,'siafkweathér. 1§66§ W#llach & quén; 19§5;
Peteré.& Stein, 1966; Gish, 1971). 1In othe¥ words; a response is ;Onsidervd
creative 1f (a) it is séatisticélly rare when compared with résponsés of
other childrén and/&r (b) it is rare when compéred with dther responses
given byl:he same chil&. This practice_is open to the cri:icisg‘that
uniqueness, per se, is 1§sufficie§t; responses must also meét the require~
ments of the problem, be utilitértan, or in soﬁe éay relevant to the real-
ities of the situation. Furtbef, Macxinndn-(1962)»in work with crezstive
architérfsobtaihed_evidence which suggestgd that modgratelv rare tésponses .
(i.e., those occurring in from 1 to 10% of the population) may correlate
more highly with rated éreativit& than extremeli rare responées (i.e., those
occurring in less than 1% of the population).

While recognizing criterion problems involveﬂ in validational effnrts,
certain general conclusions can be reached about the status of Unusual Uses
with regard to validity. Unusual Uses does seem to meet Stein's (1968) first
condition that the variable tapped be of sucn a nature that it would be
expected to be related to creativity. Goldman (1967) has asserted that
"on fare value alone fluency of ideas would appear to be an essential
Ingredient of creative thinking production, as also would ideationat flex-
ibility, originality and elaborative ability [p. 275]." However, versions
of Unusual Uses have not consistently satisfied Stein's second condition,
that measures be related to some criterion of creative behavior. In a
brief survey of criterion-based literature and Guilford-like measures,

Stein (1968) concluded that Guilford's tests and their derivatives fare
poorly in siudies in which they have been correlated with external criteria

of creativity. In regard to Stein’s third condition, that creativity tests
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be statisticaily 1ﬁdependeﬁt of intelligénce‘tests but should correlate
hishl? with each oﬁﬁer.-the evidence is more enmcouraging. - Though early
investigations with individual measures an& enéire batteries (e.g., Getzéls
& Jackson, 1962; Wbdtke. 196&)‘failed to deﬁonﬁtrate statistical indepen-
dence, wa;laeh and Kbgsn (1965),s§céessfu11y achieve&\this differentiation
and at the same time demonstrated a bigh degree of relationship between
their craativ;ty indices. }One of the measures used by_ﬂhllach and_Knsgn
was a version of Unuau#l Uses, and-nerpapef uas~on§ of the objecﬁs for
which subjects were hsked.:oéroduce responses, | |

: - Norms. In comparison with other cognigive"aréas, the field of
&reativity i# still in {its 1n£aﬁcy in regard to the establishment of normé _
for available indices. Torrence has developed some tentative norms for
his Minnesota tests for certain grades with several hundred, and im some'
instances over a thousand. subjeéta as the standardizing sample (Goldman,
‘1967). However, not even tentative norms are available for prescheolers.
éome data based on descriptive populations, as opposed to random sampling
procedures, has been reported for the version of Unusual Uses employed by
the present investigators.

In 1966 Peters and Stein conducted an evaluative study of Project

Head Start in San Mateo County, California. Subjects for the study included
64 Head Start children drawn from four Head Start programs and 29 other
children who were put into iwo control groups. Control Group 1 included
14 deginning kindergarteners with backgrounds economically equivalent to
thé Head Start sample but no preschool experience. Control Group 2 in~
cluded 15 preschoolers with predominantly middle-class backgrounds who were

enrolled in a summer day care program. Sixty-two percent of the Head Start
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éémplelwas black, while 557 of the two control gréué éaﬁglés comﬁined was
black. Control Gréup‘z was 93;52 Caucasian.

: ' AAiest'béttery which enco&ﬁéséed cogﬁitive and 1anguagevdeVelopmeﬂt,‘
creativity, ncenintellective factors, and social competenéy vas administered
to all subjects. Only results éertineni: to Unusual Uses aré reportéd here

in tables 1 through 3.

TABLE 1

PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEANS AND STANDARD
'DEVIATIONS OF THE HEAD START SAMPLE IN FREQUENCY,
ORICINALITY, AND CATEGORY CBANGE ON UNUSUAL USES

(Peters and Stein, 1966) -

Measure : Pretest Poé:tes:

Unusual Uses Mean SD . Mean SD

Frequency 6.60 5.0 10.3 5.2

Originality 1.144 1.3 2.12 2.5

Category Change 3.40 2.1 6.70 2.5
TABLE 2

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE CHILDREN
IN THE HEAC START SAMPLE WHO ENTERED KINDERGARTEN
THE FOLLOWING FALL AND CONTROL GROUP 1 IN FREQUENCY,
ORIGINALITY, AND CATEGORY CHANGE ON UNUSUAL USES
(Peters and Stein, 1966)

Measure Head Start Control Group 1
Unusual Uses Mean SD Mean SD
Frequency 11.5 4.5 5.14 3.1
Originality 2.06 1.9 ' 0.86 1.4
Category Change 6.67 3.7 3.21 2.0

25




T4BLE 3

 MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR THE CHILDREN
IN THE HEAD START SAMPLE WHO ENTERED KINDERGARTEN
'THE FOLLOWING FALL AND CONTROL GROUP 2 IN FREQUENCY
ORIGINALITY, AND CATEGORY CHANCES OF UNUSUAL USES
(Pé:ers ana Stein, 1966)

Measure _ Head Start Control Group 2
Unusual Uses _Mean SD oo Mean  SD
Frequency 1.5 4.5 10.3 5.3
Originality 2.04 1.9 ' 2.13 2.0

Category Change 6.67 3.7 - 5.13 3.3

Selected findings for Unusual Uses were as follows: (a) the Head
Start sample scored significantly higher on the posttest than on the pre-

: :ésc on all three Unusual Uses subscores, (b) the Head Start aamglé scored
.éignifieantly higher than Control Group 1 on all three Unusual Uses sub-
scores, and (c) the Head Start sample did not differ significently from
Control Group ? on any of the Unusual Uses subscores.

In 1971 Gish developed an evaluation model for early childhood edu-
cation and utilized it to conduct an evaluative study of a Montessori
nursery school and a nurséry school run by The Pennsylvania State Univer-
sity. Subjects in Gish's sample fncluded 16 children drawn from The Pennsyl-
vania State University Nursery School and 15 children drawn from a Montessori
school in State College, Pennsylvania. The mean age of the Penn State
sample was 50 months (SD = 4 months), and mean age of the Montessori sample

was 43 months (SD = 9 months). A large number of measures were administered
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to subjects, parents, and :eachers. Children received pretéﬁts and post- -
tests with aPproximately a 7—month interval be:ween testings. Table &
and Table 5 report results relevant to subjects performances on Unusual

Uses.

TABLE 4

PRETEST MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE SUBSCORES
AND THE TOTAL SCORES OF UNUSUAL USES FOR THE
- MONTESSORI AND PENN STATE SAMPLES (Gish, 1971)

Measure - o Montessori P.S.U,
Unusual Uses x sh X Sp
Fréqueney ‘
- pewspaper 2.47 1.55 2.44 1.59
- total 6060 ‘0.56 5063 2.80

Category Change

- cup 2.00 1.85 2.00 1.63

- newspapet‘ 2 . f&o 1 . 58 2 .13 . 96

- total 5.‘00 3012 &‘013 1096
Original

-~ cup .73 1.33 75 1.29

- newspaper 1.13 1.06 94 .93

- total 1.87 2.03 1.69 1.74
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TABLE 5

POSTTEST MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE SUBSCORES
AND THE TOTAL SCORES OF UNUSUAL USES FOR THE
MONTESSORI AND PENN STATE SAMPLES (Gish, 1971)

Measure . ' ~_ Montessori ' P.S.U.
Unusual Uses \ ‘ x SD "y SD
Frequehey
-cup 3.93 1.87 4,63 2.63
- newspaper 2.27  1l.46 2.50 1.03
- total - 6.20 2.78 7.13 " .89
Category Change
- cup » 1.87 1.13 2.63  1.67
- newspaper 2.20 1.37 2.38 .89
- total 6.07 1-98 5.01 2013
Otiginall | |
- cup | .60  1.00 9% 1.44
- newspaper 1.00 1.41 1.25 1.18

In brief, pretesting with unusual Uses yielded no significant
differences between the two groups either on subscores or total scores.
There were no significant differences between the Montessorl and the Penn
State sample on Unusual Uses after a 7-month interval either. However,
the Penn State sample obtained numerically higher scores than the Montessori

sample on all posttest subscores and total scores.
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 The Many-Splendored Cube

Tﬁé Hahy—sﬁlendored Cuhe wés devised by the authors as a meaéuré 6f 
(a) curiosity or exploratory behavior and (b) the range of semsory modes
employed in this type of behavios. 1t was selected for inclusion in the
Day Care Inventory because of the accumulation of evidence showing tuat
exploratory behavior is of critical importance to cognitive and other
areas of development. The pdsicion of many contemporary developmentalisns

on the role of curiosity in child development is exemplified by Minuchin's
(1968) view: '

The actiVe exercise of exploration duting-thié«
preschool period...gives (the child) a cognitive
base of information and lcarning...a sense of
process and relativism...If we are to follow
the theoriste a step further, it is also likely

that this process serves the child in other ways,
fostering his sense of mastery and his psycho-
logical xrowth as a confident and effective
individual [p. 2].

In 2ddition, the behavior sampled by The Many-Splendored Cube was
selecrad as an importent day care objective by a significant number of
child development experts who respoaded to our survey of day care
objectives (Peters et al., 1972). The test of the objective as it

appeared in the survey was as follows:

Usec effectively all of his senses for
exploring his vorld.

Two major considerations governed comstruction cof The Mamy-Splendored
Cube: (a) the desive to devise a measure which was novel and which was
relevant to visual, auditory, olfactory, and tactual semses and (b) the
cost of availability of materials. The base of the cube was a 4-inch
pull-gpart cube available commercially for displaying photograpﬁs. Each

of the six surfaces of the cube was covered with a distinct material -
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selected for appeal to visual and/or tactile senses. The materials,
affixed to the cube with epoxy glue, were as follows. (§) § square of
synthetic yellow fur, (b) a square of red vinyl, {(c) strips of Blua
labélins tape with raised whité.dots punched st random 1ntervéls,A(d)

a aquare of mediuﬁ grade sandpaper, (e) a sqﬁare of sﬁiny gold paper with
reflective qualiﬁies, aﬂd (f} a square of green conﬁact paper to which
pictures of a red-winged blackbird, a bunch of forget-me~nors and a
hu:terfly were affixed.

The cube also had properties which appealed to the auditory and
olf: tory senses, ‘though it was not feasible to represent these modalities
to the extent that the visual and tactile senses were represented. Ol-
factor; stimulation was provided by applying a liberal}dose of an inex-
pensive after~shave lotion to the synchetié fur. In addition, a bell
gnd_a paper clip were placed in the interior of the cube to give it
auﬂi:ory properties. Appendix C contains dtawings representing two views
. of the cube.

Administration of the measure is quite simple. The cube is placed
on a table in front of the subject as the examiner says, "Here is some-
thing for you to play with while I work on these papers.”" The examiner
then proceeds '"to work on papers" while unobtrusively observing and
recording the child's behavior and verbalizations on the record form
provided. If the child has not touched the cube after 30 seconds have
elapsed, the examiner says, "Here, you can play with it," and hands the
cube to the subject. The measure is scored for (a) spontaneous initfa-
tion, (b) task involvement, (c) verbalization, and (d) behaviors engaged

in in response to the cube.
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Review of Rela:ed Literacure
In the past three decades a considerable amount of Iiterature has
accumhlated on'orientation, curidsicy, éxploration, nanipulation, and
"sensory deprivation. Most of the work in these areas has been conducted
wich animals, and it nas been only -umparatively recently that investiga-'
tions have becn conducted with human suhjects. Cofer and .,pplev (1964)
have succinc:;y summarizgd what investigations of these behaviors have
sugsested:
It does seem clear, however, that animals
~ and men will respond ‘to stimulus novelty,
complexity and similar stimulus attributes
by orientation, exploration, or investigation
at least under some conditioms. Bunger, thirst,
and fear seem to limit these behaviors, and
responses which are followed by or which iavolve
- orientation, exploration, or investigation may
Le learned without further reward [p. 298].

However, while the consistency of findinge has permitted some gener-
alizations to be drawn about these behaviors, their theoretical significance
is unclear. Cofer and Appley (1964) have noted that many investigators
of external motivation have proposed that special drives underly curiosity
and exploratory behavior. Thus, Montgomery (1953) has spoken of an explor-
atory drive, Berlyne (1960) of curiosity, and Harlow, Blazek, and McClearn
(1956) of manipulation motives, while researchers on semsory deprivation
have implied a drive fur stimulation. 1In these views, the source of the
drive is not conceived in terms of internal conditions or homeostasis;
rather, external stimuli have been implicated as the motivational source
for such behaviors (Cofer & Appley, 1964). On the other hand, a consid-

eration of the characteristics and conditions of these "drives" indicates

that other interpretations are feasible, and an uncertainty as to their
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éysiemiq status rééults. Both Cofer and Appigy (1964) and Héber (1966)
proéide an excellent description of existing‘views and a consideration of
thé theoretical issues involved.

- Two facéts of research on exploratory and associated behaviors
have had particular impact on the field of child development in recent
jests. First, tﬁe finding that depfivation of the opportunity to explore,
mﬂipulate, and perform other such activities early in life bas a deleteri-
. ous effect on cognitive and social development has stinul&ted much exper-
imentatiun with various forms of envirommental enrichment. Second, the
'postniation that a drive state underlies exploratory and associated-
behaviors has provided the inpetus for studies investisatins correlates
of individual differences in drive level. Two studigslfocusing on aspects
of variability in exploration in younger age groups will be reviewed here
_ 1nfs§m¢ detail.

Minuchin (1968) conducted an investigation of the exploratory pro-
cesses of preschool disadvantaged children. The study had two goals:
- {a) to "develop ways of systematically describing variations in expressed
curiosity and constructive exploration in preschool disadvantaged chil-
dren [ﬁ. 2]," and (b) to examine the relationship between spontaneous
éxploratian and other facets of development. In the context of Minuchin's
study exploratory behavior was conceptualized in two rather disparate ways,
which Minuchin labeled "two forms of exploratory behavior [p. 6]1." -The
first "form" regarded exploratory behavior as "a response to uncertainty
or to perceived discrepancies between what is experienced and what is

expected [p. 6]." The second form involved "sheer novelty-seeking [p. 6]."
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Minuchin claimed to have addressed hgrgélf to both "forms" in her
investigstion. | | . |
Sdbjécts for Minuchin's studybincluded nine black males éqd nine
black females enrolled in a Head Start program. The mean age of the
éubjeets was 4 years 3 months; Data on the subjeéts' exploratory
behavior was derived from four sources: (a) observation of subjecﬁé in
- mew preschool situations, e.8., ﬁripa to new places; (b) teacher an&
obéerver raﬁkiﬁés; (c) an,object~curiésity score based on behavior in
response to a kaleido#copeg‘and (d) suﬁjeéts‘ explorations of;periphéral
~ stimuld duriﬁg é test segsion'as tecoided on a check 1ist by the examiner{
Iﬁ addition, measﬁres were also qbtained of (a) concept forﬁati&n, (b)
perceptiop of adults and the envircmment, and (¢) aspeccé of self-image.
" Analysis of data indicated a significant degree'of relaticn ketween
three of the curicsity measures. However, the mé#sure derived from
su?jéccs' exploration of peripheral stimuli during testing was not sig-
nificantly related to the other measures. Miruchin (1968) intorpreted
this lack of relation as an indication that exploration of peripheral
stimuli may have been as much an indication of distractability as of
curiosity. With respect to the curiosity measures employed in her study,
Minuchin concluded that (a) exploratory behavior cam be reliably assessed
in young children, (b) on-going school programs can yield reliable infor-
mation on spontaneous behavior in naturalistic situations, and (¢) there
is some degree of comsistency in children's posftions with respect to
environmental opportunities in terms of an approach-avoidance continuum.

Analysis of the Minuchin data also indicated that children who are
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more“excloraﬁory as assessed by her indices tend toﬁard (a) a doie dif—
ferentiated self-image, (b) greater expectations of "suyport, cnherence

and facilitation [Minuchin, 1971, p. 9481" from the environment, and (c)
greater conceptual mastery. Of particular interest from our standpoint

was the finding that the oﬁjéct curioeity score (dérived from the kaleido-
scope) was the poorest predictor of performance on other measures, although
it was highly correlated with teacher observations (r = .70)' In efféct.
the Minuchin data suggest :hat observational measures of curiosicy behavior
in a school setting provide a more reliable indication of-perfo:mance in
related areas than do children's responses in an artificial'laborctory

- situation. N - | | |

Banta (1970) has devised and utilized several measures of curiosity

in conjunction with his devélopﬁent of the Cincinnéti Autonomy Test Bat-
Atcry (CATB). In the context cf Banta's battery; these curiosity indices
are purported to measure a "'separate aspect of self-regulating behavior
rclevanc to good problem-solving strategies [p. 424]. In effect, curi-
osity is construed as a variable related to autonomous functioning in
problemsolving. Further, Banta (1970), drawing heavily on the work of
Montgomery (1953) and Harlow et al. (1956), attributes drive status to
curiosity. Relying exclusively on Montgomery (1953) for the comceptu-
alization of conditions activating the so-called curiosity drive, Banta
(1970) quotes Montgomery's assertion that "a novel stimulus elicits in
an organism an exploratory drive which motivates exploratory behavior."
He goes on to take the position that individual differences exist among
preschool children in the degree to which this exploratory drive is

manifested. He asserts that these individual differences are attributable
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to "social anxieties, immaturity, fear of novel stimuli;‘separation anx-
iet§; and paucity‘cf éﬁéouﬁcers witﬁ 'not me' objects‘[p.v636]." |

Two instruments devised to assess cuiiosity appear in the CATB: The
Task Initiation‘Tesﬁ and The Curiosity Box. In the Task Initiatioﬁ Test
four wooden figures are arranged on a table prior to the ehiid's introdbc-
‘tibn to the test situation. When the child éntefs the test eituatioﬁ, ﬁe
_is seated in ffqnt of the figures and is rated by the examiner on degree
éf initiation and contact with the test materials during a 2~§inute period.
- In Thé Curioéity Box; cﬁe éubject is‘presen:éd with the box an& his behavior
- is observed for a S~§inute-period by the ex#mingr. The @ajo:~ob§ervatioha1 .
divisién is between actiﬁity and verﬁalization. Briefly, childfen are
observed and scored for five varieties of #ctivity: (a) visual éxbloration.
(b) manipulatory exploration, (c) tactual exploration, (d) movement-subject,
and (e) movement-box. Children are also scored for two varieties of ver-
balization: (a) curiosity verbalization and (b) fantasy-related verbaliza-
iion. A more detailed description of these tests and scoring criteria may
be found in Banta (1970).

Banta (1970) has reported some preliminary findings on the reliability
and validity of both The Task Initiation Test and The Curiosity Box and
has published some normative data based on the performance of his sample
on both indices. A description of Banta's sample appears elsewheré in
this report (see Dog and Bone, p. 15). In general, test-retest reliability
coefficients were high for both indices as were coefficients of internal
consistency and coefficients of inter-rater reliability. Imtercorrelation

of CATB measures indicated that performance on The Task Initiation Test
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was significantly related to The Curiosity Box Activi:y scores, Curiosity
Verbalization, and Fantasy Verbalization. Correlation- coefficients ex--
pressing the degree of relation between performnnce on both The Task
Initiation Test and The Curiosity Box and other indices in the CATB were
comparatively low. Banta interpreted these findings as evidence of the
validity of his :wo~curiosity indices.

Other results led Banta to the additional conclusions that (a) curi-
osity behavior is 1ndependent of task performanee where goals are clearly
defined, impulse control is neoessary, and compliance with 1nstructions
is_feouired;“(b) curiosity ielated behavior is not_normally distributed,
but,;ather; exAmination of frequency distribotions,sugsests éha: these
variables are olatykurtie; (¢) curiosity behavioro share little common
vaoiance with performance on conventional indices of intellectual ability;
and (d) curiosity and éxploratory behavior are supplemented by spootaneous
verbalization.

Roth the Minuchin (1968) study and Banta's (1970) work have consider-
able heuristic value and are exciting in the sense that they represent
efforts to apply what has been learmed through research with animals and
in laboratory settings to human problems. There has not been enough of
this type of activity in the past, and any effort, however much it falls
short of the ideal, should be welcomed.

On the other hand, it is apparent that Minuchin, Banta, and other
investigators in the field, ourselves included, ﬁave failed to comprehend
‘and take into account some of the finer issuves involved in the area of
exploratory and associated behaviors. For example, one cannot help but

note that Minuchin's measures do not really seem, even from the standpoint
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of face_Qalidity. to be measuring éiﬁher oné of the twb fdfms of expio:-
atory behaviur which she so carefully defines in the first par: of her
study. Aleng the same line, Banta attributes curiosity with drive status
- without consideration of the literature (cf. Cofer & Appley, 1964) which
.challenges antgamery's (1953) and others' position.‘ In app:ﬁiaing the
présent status of research on curiosity and related behaviors in the field
of child development, it would appear that thare is a distressiﬁg laék of
", apprecistion for the complexity and equivocal nature of the variables -
invalved and thac research in this area requires much more rigorous

definition from the standpoint of theoretical'conceptualizatian.

Pilot Results

A small pilot study was conduéted in order to determine the suitabll-
ity of The Many~Splendored Cube for preschoolers and to provide éame infor?
mation on scoring reliability. Subjects for our pilot work included nine
males and females drawn from classes at The Penmnsylvania State University
Nursery Schoel. Three observer-scorers were used, all of whom had had
considerable experience in working with preschoel children. One scorer
sdministered The Many~Splendored Cube and rated in the subject's presence,
while the other two scorers observed via a one-way mirror.

Analysis of data showed that out of 15 possible comparisons between
pairs of raters, there was 937 agreement on spontaneous ipitiation. Sim-
ilarly, there was a high degree of agreement among pairs of raters om the
task involvement racing.

Our pilot investigation also yielded some practical information from

which we were able to profit in our field work. In brief, examiners reported
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that mﬁny children tried to peel materials of f the cube surfaces and in
some instances were successful. Thus, for our field workg wa“prcﬁided our

testers with epoxy glue and assorted materials for repair of the cube.

Assesément of tanguage Development

‘Language development m@§ be roughly divided ihto receptivé and'exptés-
sive aépects. Receptive language involves the sensory and initial compre-
'hension of the message, and expressive language refers to the "ability to
eache thought into a verbal sequence suitable for oral communication,”
piuS‘cﬁe mechanics of speeéh or articulation involved (Reynéll-&mﬂpptley; |
1971, p. 550’.' This dichotom& is similar to the "comprehension" - "pro-
duction" distinc;iogvd:awn by ﬁussen, Coﬁger, and Kagan (1969), and the
"auditory comprehension" -~ "verbal ability" division made by Zimmerman,
Steiner, and Evatt (1969).

Receptive and expressive language functioning are, of course, integral
‘parts of the Day Care Inventory components which utilize verbal instruc~
tions and require verbal response. Expressive laﬁguage functioning is
specifically focused upon in two measures of the Day Care Inventory: -Pic-
ﬁute Naming and Picture Interpretation. In the Picture Naming task, the
child is asked to name pictures ¢f common objects, and in the Picture
Interpretation measure the child is asked to "tell all about" a picture
of a day care classroom which includes children, adults, and play materi-
als. Both measures relate to a child's ability to describe things in his
own wcrds, an educational objective selected by operators and experts in

an objectives survey made by staff of the Pennsylvania Day Care Study

38



(Feters et al. 1972) ' In addition, Picture Interpretation provides an
| opportuni:y to investigate the child 8 perception of the day care milieu
and the social and classroom cues to which he a;tends.

During the preschool years language developé at a rapid pace@ From
the’ appearance of the first word at aruund 1 year of age, the child's
vncabnlary increases to over 2, 000 words by age 6 (Smich, 1926).

Nice (1925) discusses four stages in the developmgnt of the sentence.
‘The first is the single word stage lasting an average of abou: 6 months.
The second is the-early sentence stage when the child-combines two words
used s{ﬁgly eafiiei. This development occurs anywhere from the thirteenth.
to :he twenty-seventh month and is characterized by 1ncomp1ete sentences
cpnsiSting_mainly of nouns, verbs, and adjectivas. Next is the short
sentence stage which has similar characteristics to the early sentence
stage except that sentences.have iucreased to 3.5 to 4.3 words in length.
The fourth stage is that of the complete sentence. Sentences are from

6 to 8 words in length and approach the level of simple adult speech.

Picture Naming

The child's ability to name pictures of various common objects has
been found to precede his elaboration of different aspects of more com-
plex picutres. Reynell and Huntley (1971) cite evidence of the rapid
development in naming (spoken vocsbulary) between 1.5 and 4 years of age
and the use of language to express creative and more complex sequences
of ideas beginning at 2 years and continuing to increase well beyond &
years of age. Smith's (1935) analysis of 305 records of spontaneous

speech of 220 children age 18 months to 6 years showed that the numberx
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of sentences that were wmerely naming decreased with age. ‘Ngming mnade

up 13.2% of all sentences of 2-year-olds and only 1. 3x of the sentances
of 5-year-olds. HcCarthy (1930) -found a aimilar decrease in naming with
age. This developmen:al change can also be conceived of as a concrete
to abstract shift in the use of language (Sigel, 1964) Ausubel and
Sullivan (1970) state that initial vocabulary acquisition (naning) tends
to be of a concrete nature, with words grédually coming to represent
abstract cOncepts or ideas.

Develﬁgnent of Picture Namigg_as a Measure. Baldwin and Stecher

(1924),”1n ar early attempt to develop standards for measuring physical
énd mental development iﬁ pfeséhooiychildren, included a piéture vsca-
-Buléty task as an assessment of expressive”languAgé development. Fifty
biéck-gnd-uhite picéures of common objects ﬁere selected from a mail
omler catalog and pasted to 3" X 5" index cards. The cards ueré showm
toithe child, and he v.-; asked to identify each. Ninety-five children

from 2 to 6 years of age were tested. The results are given in Table 6.

TABLE 6

RESULTS OF BALDWIN AND STECHER'S
PICTURE VOCABULARY TASK (1924)

Age
2 3 4 3 6
No. of Children 5 26 21 - 29 14
Average 19.2 29.7 38 44 45.6
Range 5~27 12-41 28~45 37-49 40-50
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Smith (1926) extended the Baldwin'aﬁd Steéher‘(l?Zé) vocabulary.
study to include verbs,‘adjectivés;éhd other pdrts pf speech. Five hun~-
dred words Qere systematically sélected from the Thorndike and Lorge (1944)
30,000 wora list. From this groupAof words only thoée 203 ﬁordé appeniing
in published vocabularies of childfen from 18”mohths to 6 vears of age
were retained for study. Real objecﬁs or pictufeg'frah magnzines were
_ vsed to represent the words whenever possible. When representation Qas
impoaéiple. two types pf qnéstionsvwete asked. One was méant to elicit
the appropriéte word from the child, and the other was phrased in such
| a way that the~chi1d could not amswer unless he understood the wprd; In
'seofing, no‘differentiation was made between words produced by the child
éhd words uﬁderscood but not verbalized. Smith asserted that By mnltip1y4
ing the childfé score by 20 (every 20th word im the Thofndike-iorge iiat
 was sampled) hié total vocabulary ceuid be prediéted. The investigation
involved 273 children from 8 months to 6 years of age. Vocabularies from
children below 2 years of age were obtained from lists from mothers.

Average vocabulary size at 3-month intervals is presented in Table 7.

TABLE 7

AVERAGE VOCABULARY SIZE (CONDENSED)
OF SMITH'S (1926) SUBJECTS

Age
8 mo. 1 yr. 2 yr. 3 yr. & yr. 5 YK, 6 yr.

No. of Children 13 52 25 20 26 20 9
Voc. Size 0 3 272 896 1,540 2,072 2,652
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ﬁilli;ms_and McFarland (1537) fevised'the Smith vécabulary test by:
(a) shortening the nunber.of words :0'34 and dividing them into tuc:equiv~
alent forms, (b) systematically testins the productive and receptive
vucabularies, and {c) standardizins the picture material. Three hundred
and five children from 27 to 74 months of age were tested. that of tﬁeit
subjects. 242 chilnzen. were from tire Iowa preschool laboratories and were
above average in intelligence, while 64 were orphanase child:an of low
sociceconomic scg:us anﬁ were below averase.in intelligence. The authors
assert ;hat thg test neasuren‘oﬁly vocabuléry maturity and 1s not a pre-
‘dictor of a”chi;d's total vecabulary. Test results.ﬁére-cited,_but vocgb—
ulary estimates comparable to Smith's data were not provided.

Terman and Merrill (1937), in the secdnd Stanford revisi§n of the
Biﬂe:_intelligence test, included a picture vocabulary test in both Form L
aird Form M for the age range from 2 to 4 years. They ﬁhen included 16
of the objects depicted in these forms in the picture vocabulary test of

the third Stanford revision (1960).

TABLE 8
SCORING FOR THE BINET PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST

Number of Correct Responses Required to Pass the Test

Age

Test Form 2 2-6 3 3-6 4
Form L 2 9 12 15 16
Form M 2 7 10 12
Form L-M 3 8 10 14
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The Binet picture vocébulafy ﬁas been used to comporo brain damagod
preschool ohtldren to normal preschool children. Graham, Ernhart, Craft,
and Barman (1963) administered various tests, including Binet's picture |
vocabulary :est,to 108 normal children from 2.5 to 5.5 years of age.
Exohare, Craham, Eichman, Marshall, and Thurston (1963) compared these
tesults from normal children to those of 70 brain 1njured children from
"3 to05 years of age (1¢q above 50) The performance of brain injuxed
children was significantly 1n£erior to that of normal children on the
picture vocabulary teste. -

Picture Namggg in the Day Care Inventory. The Picture Naming measure

employed in the Day Care Inventory required various stages of preparation. '

First draw ings of 30 objects or animals vere campleted. Some of the items
were inspired by the Binet series and some were developed specifically

~ for this measure. The 30 items were than pilot tested on a sﬁall number

- of preschool age children. some of whom attended The Pennsylvania State

University Nuroery School. Twenty items were retained for the measure:
hat, telephone, rowboat, purse, hand, car wheel, knife, pitcher, fish
hook, trae, key, spider web, coat, hinge, leaf, fork, umbrella, guitar,
football, and horse. (See Appendix C for some examples.)

Although a wide range of difficulty was represented in the 1ns:rum§nt,
most items were named correctly by well over half of the children in the
pilot study. While this characteristic is undesirable from a statistical
point of view, it did contribure to the series being an enjoysble cne for

the children.

Picture Interpretation

Children's responses to pictures of a familiar situstion have been
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ntilized as a component of intelligence tests, as a projective ine:runent
used primarily with children slishtly older than those in day care, and
as a measure of children's facility with spoken language. |

Picture Intezpretetion Mgasures and Intelligence Testing. The Stan-

ford Biset Intelligence Scale (Terman & Merrill 1960) includes a test of
a child's response to pictures. This measure appears at the 3.5-year
level and again at the 6-year level; the child is asked to tell the
examiner all about three pictures. There are three rategories within
which the child's response may be classified:

(a) Eeumeration. At least thfee objecés ﬁust Se named

spontaneously, that is without interviewing questions
. or urging. -
(b) Description, which need not refer to more than a
single element of the picture.
(c) Interpretation, which may be inadeQuete or incorrect
though not purely fanciful or bizarre [Terman & Merrill,
1960, p. 133].
Terman -& Merrill's (1960) scoring ctiterie ellew enumeration to receive
| credit at the 3.5~year level enly and make no specific differentiation
between description and interpretation, either of which receives credit
" at the 6-year level.

Joesting and Joesting (1971a) administered a picture Interpretation
test created by Torrance (1966) to 27 children between the ages of 4 years
9 months and 13 years 8 montha. The test consisted of subjects being shown
the picture and then asked to answer 12 yes or no questions about various
features of the picture. Subjects' responses on the test correlated .60

with Stanford-Binet I.Q. scores. A later replication with children between

the ages of 6 years 5 months and 13 years showed similar results, with the
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correlation‘beteeen Stenferd-sinet meetal‘ege ecoree and the picﬁure'
1ncerpretation test being .58 (Joesting & Joesting, 1971b)

Irwin (1966b) compared responses of cerebral palsied childrenAon the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT, Dunn, 1965), a test of receptive
‘vocabulary in which the child points to the object named by the examinar.
and their response to Questions abour pictures of cerebral palsied rhildren
in different activities. He found the correletion .55 to be significent
beyond the 12 level. In a similar study with‘mentally retarded children,
the cortele:ion between the results of the two vocabulery tests fell short
of the 57 level of &ignificance (r = .55).

Picture Int rpre*iticn Measures as Projective Instruments. Picture

interpretation measures have heen ueod'clinieaily'us grojeétivé iﬁstruﬁeute
with older children and adults.' Alexander (1971) developed a picture in~
terpretation test to assess children's percep:ions of eduICS.ﬁ The Adult~
Child Interaction Test consists of elght picturés o children, usually in
the ﬁrésenue of an adult in réiativuly unsfruétured situetioes. The test

is administered to young children individually and to oldef subjects (age
range 6-65) in groups. Analysie is made on the basis of two broad ﬁeadings:
(a) apperception and reasoning and (b) motivation and emotion.

Engel (1971) has developed a picture interpretation measure (the
School TAT) to investigate ways children cope with school demandus. The
School TAT involves the administration of five pictures depicting school-
age children in ambiguous, school-oriegted situations.

Kagan and Lemkin (1960), in attempting to. appraise the perceptions
which younger children have concerning parental attributes, developed a

projective technique using pictures. Their subjects were 67 children
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age& 3 jears'9 months to 8 years 6 months. The first set of pﬁétures,
designed to help thé child focus on the task; conaisés of a picture of a
‘family, one Of-a mother and another of a father. The questions asked of
the child are related to phrenéal ﬁufturanée, competence, punitiveness,
and sourée of fear. In the second set of pictures, in which the parents
are aissing, the child is asked to téll vhich paremt would be'pafticipating
with the child in a paiticulér‘activity. The aﬁthots reported no signif-
icant differencés bétween responées of younger aﬁd oldér child:en.‘urhey,
alsb iﬁdicaiéd that their hetbbd, as opposed to diﬁect'duéétioning without
pictures, "'gave a more accurate appraisal of the child's perceptions ip. 446} "
icture Intetgwgtation and Langgage Deve;_gment. Responses of young -
children to pictures of familiar scenes have been studied for the purpose
of assessing a child's level of expressive language development.

Reynell and ﬂuntley (1971) develcped scales for :he assessmcnt of
three_different aspgcts-of language-development. The first two scales
vinvolve receptive language (comprehension or understanding) and are not
discussed here. The third scale assesses expressive language, which includes
separate sections on language structure, vdcabularf, and content. The
third section on content involves the child's ability g; verbalize connected
ideas in deseribing pictures. The scoring here is according to the number
of ideas expressed; for example, "The children/are laying/the table" is
tabulated as three ideas (p. 534). In the standardiéation sample of 636

" non-handicapped English children aged 1 to 5 years, the authors found
this aspect of language to begin at 2 years and to increase well beyond

6 years.
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l, Loban {1963), in an attempt to analyze longitudinally the oral lan~ |
guage of a s:racified sample of kindergatten children, developed an
assesement instrument cOnsiscing of_six pictures (Picture Interview).‘ The
pictures were chosen for their interest te young children, their success
in preliminary triele, and their #elue in previocus research. In the inter-
view, each child was asked to discuss what he saw 1in eeeh pieture and what
he thousht of each one. All.verbalizetions were tspe~reeorded and then
analyzed on the basis of structure, meaning, functiom, and style. The
findings reported the following changes occurring with age: (a) number

of words spoken increased,'(b) number of meaningful groups of words in-
creased.-(c) flueney and readiness of tesponee inereesed, (d) more varie&
vvocabulary increased, (e) number of meaningful sroups of words needed for
expression decreased.

Ammon and Ammon (1°?1) used Lohan s (1963) Picture Interview (PI)
as part of their study on the e¢ffects of lenguage training with blaek
- preschool children. One experimental group particxpated in 'ocabulary
training sessions where they practiced reSponding to portions of the PPVT
and the PI. The other experimental group was given practice in the use
of sentences. It was reported that the PI~-PPVT training group showed
eignificant increases in vocabulary production and recognition, whereas
the sentence training group showed no significant effects.

Dailey (1965), in constructing a measure of language facility, chose
12 pictures (plates) which were meaningful to students from a varlety of
backgrounds. Tor exemple, one of the pictures was of children of migrant
workers interacting with a teacher. Another was a simple drawing of a |
child. wiph this instrument each child is shown three of the plates in

order to elicit the language samples to be analyzed.
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Irwin (19665) also used picture interviewing :echniques alons with
the ?PVT to compare the vocabulary of use and of unders:andins of cerebral
palsied children ages 5 to 17 years 5 months. The pictures that were chosen.
appeared to be scenes with which a cerebfal palsied child might 1dentify.
They were clear and uncluttered and dépicted some degree of sctiviay.

The children were asked questions such as, "What do you see in each pic-

- ture?” nesults indicated a eignificant correlation between chronological

age and both measures of vncabulary. On the other hand, in the same study
done with mcntally retarded children (ase 5~16 years), Irwin (19663) found
chat: 'th‘es'e‘ trends did not ’exis't:.' T

Jeruchimowicz, Costello, and Bagur (1971) utilized a combination of
the PPVT and picture interviewins to compare lower socieeconomic sta:us
(LSES) and middle-~class (MSES) Negro preschoolers on their knowledge‘of‘
acticnlyptcs‘(verbs)_and,quect words (nouns). The picture ;ntcrviewing,
involved showing one pictufe and two cartoon strips to the chiidren in
order to elicit verbal responses to the stimull. Thé proportion'of.errors
on both action and object words was éignificantly higher for LSES than
MSES children (PPVT). Although no social class differences ﬁere found in
the proportion of action concepts present in the speech sampled in the
picture interviews, LSES children made a significantly higher proportion
of errors on action words than object words (PPVI)., With MSES children
there was no difference in the proportion of errors (PPVT).

Picture Interpretation as a Measure in the Day Care Inventory. The
stimulus picture developed for the Day Care Inventory was designed to depict

- a relatively rich but nonconfusing scene to which a child could respond
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b§ eﬁumeraticn, description, or intetﬁretacion. The picture is preseﬁted
in Appendix C, although the children's facial expressions are not faithful
replicas of thoss in the picture used in the field assessment.
" A day care scene was selected primarily because it assured the child
of a familiar milieu for deserip:ibn. further. a day care scene allowed
exploration of other varisbles of interest such as the child's attention
to various soeial grrupings (a aolitary child, two children, a sroup of
several children and one adult. a child on an adnlt 8 Iap) and to plsy
materials and environmantal feacurea. Although most elemen:s and atruc-
»:urea of the picture vere clear, some details (e.g., expressions, postures,
and the item in front of the sclitary child) wete sufficiently ambiguous |
to allow for a latitude of interpretation and, hence, had a'“prqjecttve"
quality to them.
~ Pilot work wiﬁh the picﬁurq was done with local p:gscho§1 éhild:en.
.VhrioﬁS'mcdificaticns were made so that (a) some parts of the picture had
mofe equal "stimulus pull" or attraction for the child, (b) some elements
were increased in clarity or ambiguity, whichever was desired for a par-
ticular element, and (c) the appeal of the total task for ﬁhe child was

optimal.

Groas Motor Skills

There are two commonly accepted types of motor skill: gross and fine.
Guilford (1958) offers evidence of the two motor domains in his factor
analytic study of a number of motor proficiency tests. He found two major
factors: fine motor, including finger speed, arm steadiness, arm and hand

precision, and hand finger dexterity; and gross motor, including static
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balance, dynamic precision, gross body coordination, and flexibility.
~ Running, jumping, liftieg; and cliﬁbins are exahples'of gross motor skilis;.
while writing, playing musi»al instruments. and doing skilled manipulatory
work represent fine motor skills. (Murlock, 196&) “The gross skills
usnally come under control during the preschool years of a child's life,

- and the finer ones beccme a major area of developnent later, although
caordination of fine motor skills does begin during the preschool period
(Ausubel & Sullivan, 1970)

The decision to iaclude gross motor performance in :he presenc hattetj
of assessment measures was based on two distinct factors. According‘to".
the results of a sutvey taken at the beginnins ‘of the Pennsylvania Day Care
Study (Peters et al., 1972), day care operatore throughout the State have
» selected gross motor development as a goal toward which preschool children
shonld work. An equelly important factor influencing the inclusion of
motor skill assesament is the 1mportanee of motor functioning to the social
and personality development of a chiid.

Ausubel and Sullivan (1970) state:

The motor ability of a child constitutes an importent
component of his feelings of competence in coping with
the environment. It enables him to feel either exec~
utively independent and capable of looking after his
own needs or relatively dependent on the physical
assistance of others. It also constitutes an impor-
tant source of primary status in the home, school,

and peer group [p. 700]. ["Primary status” here

refers to his real or actual functional competence,
power, or control. (p. 252).]

The Relacionshin_setween Motor Development and Personality and Social

- Development

A number of research studies point to a relationship between motor
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developmant'and personaliay and social dévelapmant. with the rélationship
taking on progressively increasing significance for a child as he 1eave-
the preschool years. In a study of motorically handicapped children,

Wenar (1953) found that handicapped childten. as compated with normal chil-
dren, had difficulty in setting realistic goals for‘themaelves. - The study
linvolved 36 children between the ages of 8 and 10 years (12 nonhandicapped,
12 moderately handicapped and 12 sevexely handicapped) who were given a
1eva1-o£-a5p1ration task involvins five trials of putting pega in a peg= .
board.. The findings auggested that the handicapped child can maintain

. a realistic a;titude toward his capahilities fo: only a limiteq periqd 05

“time; then anﬂéi the pressure of the‘ffdstratidns'bf"liaiped-orfunpredict~”
able acﬁiévement,:his a:citude changes to a wishfui one of what he wuu1d
like to be able to do rather than what he is capable of doing [pp. 129-130]."

Bjerstedt (1956) in a sociometric study of 140 Swedish children be-

' tween the ages of 9 and 14 years, found sociometric status ("superselected”
V8. "superrejecte&” groups divided on the basis of teacher and peer ratings) -
related to "physical achievements' among both boys and sirla. The "super=-
selected” children had significantly higher "school marks" in physical
achievement. In regard to this finding Ausubel anc Sullivan (1970) further
state that "strength and motor skills are integral components of the body
image that impinge on self-esteem since they and their reciprocals are
socially admired and disparaged in much the same way as tallness and short~
ness, mesomorphy and obesity. Retardation in motor competence forms the
beginuing of a vicious cycle in social maladjustment that.is difficult to
break [p. 701]1."
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‘A study of behavioral contagion among children between the ages of

11 aud 15 years, in a summer camp environment. pointed to a nunber of
personal characteristics which determined a child's prestige, that is,
his ahility to influence others in his group (Polansky, Lippitt, & Redl,
1950). The prestige fac:or of "ability in athletics,” as judged by peers,
was significantly related to "effective 1nfluenee“ (boys and girls combined).

| Another study relating to persomality and social adjustment (xarick
& chae, 1949) pointed to observed characteristics of children with hish
and low motor competence‘ The study involved 172 third-grade children

(82 girls, 90 boys) and used scores of seven :ests of gross mntor perfor~
mance, including measures of running, juuping,.throwing st:iking eatchins.
agility, and balance. The authors found that children in the “sgperiotA
group were rated by teachers as tending to be "active, popular, calm,
resourceful, attentive, and cooperative." Children in the inferior group

" These

were more often given a rating of "shy, re:iring. and tense.
finﬂings may be taken only as suggestive, since no statistical tests of

_significance'wéfe used to compare the two groups.

"Reséarch on Gross Motoxr Functioning
Cutteridge (1939) studied the development of certain motor skills in
. children between the ages of 2 and 7 years. He established median levels
at which children demonstrated an "easy coordinated performance” of ten
different gross motor abilities. Thirty-one teacher-observers rated chil-
dren in free play situations as to the degree of proficiency in the ten
;asks over a period of 1 year. A total of 1,973 children were used in

constructing the norms. Varying numbers of cﬁildren were counted within
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éach inﬂiVidual activity however; Table 9 indicates the median age of
aecdﬁplishment of boys and girls combined.  For a ptecise definitioh of
“the activities, the réader'ma§ consult the glossary of terms'preéented

at the end of thié'section.

TABLE 9
MEDIAN AGE FOR GROSS MOTOR ACTIVITIES
(Gutteridge, 1939)

Age Level Age Level

Activity : in Months Activity \ in Months
'Sliding 24-29 "~ Hopping ' 60-65
"Tricycling = '36-41 " Throwing a ball’ -~ 60-65
‘Climbing - 42-47 ‘Galloping o 66~71
"Jumping 7 54-59 - Bouncing a ball 66-71
Skipping  60-65 ~ Catching a ball 66-71

Bartman (1943) explored the reiacionship be:wee# the hﬁrdle fump and
_achievqupt én selected'gross.motor.tests in order to see.ﬁhether,:here
. were a number of specific motor abilities or a general motor ability.

. The hurdle Jump was compared with such tests as»jum@ and reach, standing
broad jump, baseball throw for distance, and 35-yard dash. Fifty-six
subjects between the ages of 49 and 78 months (29 boys, 27 giria) were

. tested. The correlations between the hurdle jump and each of the other
tests ylelded coefficients ranging from .44 to .53. This range showed
that the hurdle jump, while positively related to the other tests, was
of little value as a predictive measure of the other motor abilities
tested. However, Hartman does point out that there is a moderate degree

of commonality of interrelatedness between the measures.
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GLOSSARY
Befinitions of Each Activity (Gutteridge. 1939, p. 39)

Hopping -- a series of even jumping movement s aloag ‘the horizontal
level of the floor or ground.

Skipping -- a series of rhythmical movements along the horizontal
‘level of the floor or ground inwolvins a slight hop on alter-
nating feet.

- Galloping - bounding forwérd with é long stép on the foruard foot.
Jumping -- launching the body from one solid surface to snother.
- or over an obstacle such as a rope or block, or across &

.stretch of ground as in the broad jump with. both feet off the
ground at once.

N c11mb1ns - asceadins from a lower to a higher 1eve1 or descending
C fron a higher to a lowar one by means of feet iu steppins o

SIiding - propelling :he body or allowing it to slip doun a
| slopins board.

- Tricycling =~ using the tricycle as a means of locomotien invelving
‘ pedalling with the feet and guiding by hands.

 Bouncing ball -- launching a ball downwsrds so that it hits the
ground sharply and is deflected upwards again.

Throwing ball -- launching the ball by a quick movement of the
| hand or hands and a release of the ball.

Catching the ball — holding hand or hands in such a position that
the ball is grasped while it is in flight.

Measurement of Gross Motor Functioning

Estimates of a child's gross motor ability have been made through
global and specific ratings by those familiar with the child's perfor-
‘mance and thiough direct assessment. Hess, Kramer, Slaughter, Torney,
Berry, and Hull (1966), for example, in their evaluation of Head Start
included within their "Readiness Checklist" a global ratinmg on a 7-point

scale of motor coordination and balance. This check liat was given to




kindergarten teachers to complete for the children who had been in Head
Scaét and for those vh§ had n§t, gn& no significaﬁtAdifferencé was found
between the groups. - |

Rating Scales. Doll's Preséhool Attaihneht Re#o:d‘(?Ak, Doll; 1966);

" a refinement and extension of the well respected Vineland Social Maturity
. Secale, was designéd to give a picture of a cﬁild’s abilitieé :hrongh ah‘
interview with an informant familiar with the child's behavior. This
scalg has ndt, hcwever; been normatively stan&éxdized, but is based on -
"preliminary" findings. The mean (i.e., average) ages of the items are
established from the initisl findings (the nature of these findings mot
‘being precisely defined in the manual), with preliminary norms indicsting
. the following: | | | } |
Balances (mean age 2.5) stands in place on each foot
alternately...maintaining equilibrium...
Hops (mean age 4.0) moves by successive jumping or
leaping on either foot or both, in place or
from place to place. ' ' .
Climbs (mean age 3.0) ascends or mounts by use of hands
and feetL by grasping and pulling self on furniture,
up stairs, over obstacles.
Jumps (1) (mean age 3.5) leaps or springs randomly from
place to place with both feet momentarily unsup-
ported, on level or over objects....
Circles (Mean age 4.5) joins in games (e.g., drop hanky,
London Bridge, Looby Lou, Farmer in the Dell) which
require group ambulation; or turms about in short
circles as in dancing.
Skips (mean age 5.0) hops on alternate feet for continuous
progression from place to place [p. 24].

In addition to these items which occur in the Ambulation section of
the PAR, other gross motor skills are indicated by throwing and catching.
Throwing has a mean age of 3.5, and catching, & mean age of 4.0.

Owens and Bowling (1970) factor analyzed the Preschoel Attainment

Record using the examipation of 100 retarded children. They performed
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this study td pidvide an estimate of the internsl consistency of the eight |
nensures of the record, the scale as a ﬂhole, and to determine the factor
structure of the eight subtests. The in:ernal consistency of the scale
appeared to be "satisfactorily high" with two factors, a physical—developﬁént
factor and a social-intellectual factor. This result suggests that the
assessment of a child's intellectual and social functioning is but a frac~
tion of the<child's overall developnent vhich needs explication and perhape
educational attention.

A recently developed Child Devéiopﬁént Inventory by Ireton and Thﬁing
(1971) provides another 1nfornant-based descrip:ive technique concerned with,
among others, gross motor abilities.- The norms for parent description of
child behavior are based upon data collected for 810 white, suburhan, aiddle-.
class ebildren, vithin eight scales: gross motor, fine motor, situation
comprehension, expressive language, verbal comprehension and.génceptunlié
zation,‘self-care. péfsonal-scci#l, and'senaralidevelcpﬁqnt. The gross
motor scale consists of 3§ items ranging in difficulty from 5 months to
6 years of age. These items are in the form of statements with which the
parent either agrees or disagrees. The items measure the development of
physical strength, large muscle coordination, balance~posture, and simple
-to complex forms of locomotion involving a progressive increase in dynamic
~-balance and coordination. The authors indicate an increase in the abilities
assessed with increasing age. |

~ Direct Assessment. The Denver Developmental Screening Test (DDST)
of Frankenburg, Dedds, and Fandal (1970) was designed "to meet the need
of having a simple, useful tool to aid in the early discovery of children
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with developmental problems [Ffahksﬁﬁufs et al., 1970, Inttodsccionl.“
The DDST was constructed from "over a dozen infant developmental tests
and preschool intelligence tests {p. 59]." The items used in the test
were selected because they required no elaborate equipment, were easy to
administer, and had clearly scorable sesponSes. The subtests included -
assessment of the areas of personal-social, fine-motor adaptive, language,
and gross motor development. A total of 1,036 children (aged 2 weeks to
6.4 yssrs) were tasted for the standardization of this direct assessment
device. The ssmple included 218 children between the sges‘cf‘é to 5 years.
Test-retest reliability based on tests of 20 children (ages 2 months
to 5.5 yesssj_gvst a period of 1 week showed the percentages of asreeﬁsnt-
nstween the first and second performances to range from between 90 to 1002
with an average of 95.8%. Inter-rater reliability. based on testing 12
children using four different examiners, showed fron 80 to 952 asreement,
with the average being 90% agreement. Tes*ing 236 children.with the DDST
and the Stanford Binet and the Revised Bayley Scale of Infan: Tests showed  '
a high degree of sgreeuens betueen the DDST rating and auotien:s of the
Stanford Binet and Bayley.

Assessment in the Day Care Inventory. Assessment of gross motor skill

in the Day Care Invsntory called for a briaf measure in terms of sdminis-
tration time, one that was appealing to preschool children in the way it
was presented and one which would require little or mo equipment (i.e.,
balance beams and other apparatus). The items furthermore had teo be of
an appropriate difficulty ;evel for children aged 3 to 5 years, offering
some easy and some chsllesging tasks. "rour items, balsncs on one foo:,

hop on one foot, heel to toe walk, and backward heel to toe walk, were
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chosen as fepfesenﬁing a range of difficulty suitable for ptﬁschool ¢hil-
dren. Table 10 was abstracted frem the Denver Developmental Screenming
‘Test. It shows the average ages at which 25, 50, 75, and 90% of the chil-
dréﬁAtestéd passed the four items. Having to pass particular items implies
that there were crite:ia for each of the'tasks; there were, with balancins
on one fdot being required for 10 seconds or more, hoping on one foot for
two or more hops, heel to toe walking for four or more. steps. and backnatd
heel to toe walking fo: more than four steps.
TABLE 10
KVERAGE AGE AT WHICH A.GIVEﬁ PERCENT
OF POPULATION PASSES ITEMS

(bbsT, 1970, APPENDIX B2)
(Total N = 1,038)

Boys 0 Item . Girls

252 S0x 75% 90X .. . 258 s0% 75% 90%
3.3 4.3 4.7 5.4 Balance 1 foot/10 sec. 4.0 4.8 5.4 6.3
3.2 3.5 4.3 5.0 Heel to toe walk/4+ 3.3 3.6 4.0 4.2
4.2 4.8 5.5 6.3 Backward heel to toefé+ 3.8 4.7 5.7 6.3

In terms of thé test-:etést and 1#:3:-:a:e§ reliabili:f of the above
teet items, it was falt that the figures already cited in this report |
should be considered as a rough approximation for these particular items,
although such data should preferably be based on the present four items
‘alone. ' ‘ | | |

For the purposes of the present assessment, it was also felt that
criterion nessures, or pass-fail items, would not provide a clear enough

picture of the variability among preschool children throughout Pemnsylvania.
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Théréfore. the critefia for passing the items were dropped, and broad
guidelines for terhinating the tasks were suhstituted.‘ Since the meésure'
was being developed for relatively untrained examiners, it was felt that A’
the items should be given precise verbal inscructions for the examiner

to relay to the children slons vith demonstratinns of what needed to be
~done. The verbal instructions which resulted from frequent revisions
after pilot testing with preschool children at Thé’?ennsjlvania State

University ﬁurseryv§ehool can be found in Appendix B.

Visuai Discrimination

Growth in the ability to discriminate among semsory stimuli s crucial
for a child due to the fact that sensory discrisination.is.eloselj inter-
twined with many other developing skillé. Because of the impoitance of
;sensory discrimination :o a child, we considered assessing several sen-

sory modalities with the Day Care Inventory. Rowever. ouly one, hgt of |
‘vision, was finally included. | I | -

The focus of this measure of visual discrimination is on evaluating
the degree to which a child responds to differences be:ween visual stimuli.
The tasks used‘to measure this discrimination tap the child's ability to

see two-dimensional forms as alike or different.

Development of Visual Discrimination T
The d velopment of visual discrimination has been found to follow

_certain regular patterns (Mussen et al., 1969; Ausubel & Sullivan, 1970;

Werner & Kaplan, 1963; Gibson, Gibson, Pick, & Osser, 1962). Mussen ét al.
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{1969) point sgecificsily to one pattern as the development of 8 “greater

dtfferéntiation and accuracy in visual perception...greater precision in

- recognizing similarities and differences in physical stimuli {p. 287}."

They ﬁo:c two other patterns in the development of visual discriminationm,
one being a gradual addition of verbal labels to stimuli and the other
being an increasing ability to react to the parts of a £$gure rather than
; only to 1ts uhale. , |

Although evidence has nnt specifically shown that all of these pat—-‘
terns are correlated, they seem logically related. For example, though
spatisl orien:atioc has been studied as a separate entity (thlwiii. 1960;
Blair & Ryckman, 1968), it may alsb be considered a §art of tﬁe overall -
perceptual discrinihacicn process (Fcllows, 1968). Likewise, it would be
difficult to believe that a‘child who is able to respond only to global,
inﬂiffetcntiated coﬁfiguratinns can at'thc5saae time make fine distinc- -
tions bctwaen lettets withnut specific traiuins

Research has tended to support clains that age and a child 8 abili:y__
to diScrimincte are related. Gne example is the uork of Grahan, Batmsn. '
cnd Ernhatt (1960). They found thac differences in childrcn 8 ability to
copy aiuple forms correlated with age. - Their subjects were. children be-
tween the ages of 2.5 and 5 years. Certain dimensions of the forms gave
jounger ehiidren mote difficulty thac oldei.childrcn, and chere was a
gradual improvement in each of tbcee as a function cf age and as a func-
tion of the specific stimulus and its difficultf.

Gibson et al. (1962) studied the development of the discrimination
of letter~like forme and also found age to be a factor. The suhjects for'

this study were children between the ages of 4 and 8 years,and the task
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involved nhtching one of a number of leﬁéér-like Eorn§ to # stan&ard.
Errors declined with age and were dependent on the kind of variation made
in the forms. The authors also found that errors on the letter-like forms
might be a good predictor of errors with resl letters.

Gibson (1963) found that the increasing ability of a child to dif-
ferentiate his world is also, "at least in part, a regult of learning'to
resﬁonﬂ to the distinctivevfgatutes of objects, phonemes, and s0 on

fp. 186]." The child's growing sbility to distinguish the parts of a
figure, fét]exnmple, has been shown through feseatch with young children
vhich utilized the Rorschach test (Meili-Dvoretzki, 1956). Goldman (1962)
has even described B*year-olda as “whole pexceivers" who see few details |
and 4~ and S-year-olds as children who more often notice and counent on |
the parts of a figure.

Discrimination on the basis of'Spagial orientation has been found to
be difficult for cﬁilérénAbetweeﬁ‘tha'ases‘of 3.5 and 6;5 yﬁars (Blair & ”

| Ryckman, 1968). Blair and Ryckman (1968) found no difference in the
number of errors made by younger and older groups of children in diserim-
inating such letters as' M and W, and Wohlwill's (1960) review of the

" literature on perception notes tﬁat in general young children tend to
'ignore spatial oriencaﬁion.' |

The ETS~OEO Longitudipnal Study (1968) used two weasures of discrim-
ination, the Stern Position in Space Test (rotations) and the John
ﬁopkins fercep:nal fes: (configurationg), 1n-their battery of tests.

The overall theory of discrimination development which resulted can be
stated as “from the firsﬁ rudiﬁéntary figure-ground discriminations, per-
ceptual development proceeds into form discriminations and form recogni-

tion [p. 1911."
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One of the objeciives of the ETS~QEOQ étndy was the deteruinatién of
the different levels of perceptual development. The initial description
of the study sample indicated "support for the contention that form dis-
ctiﬁina:ion is a developing petcep:uél ability, one that is relatively
" well established in children by age three...[p. 193}]." |

Train;gg in Visual niscrinination
Research has not only shown that there are resular chansas in the

aével.opmen': of the ability to distinguish one form from amother, but also
‘that training may speed up the process. Wohlwill (1960) states that the
"mechanisms for shape discrimination are fungtional at an early age, or
at least can become so following exposure to a limited amount of specific
:raining [p. 269]." He and Wiener (1964) illustrated this existence of
passible early discriminatioa wvhen they found that, althoush young chil-
dren do not usually pay attention to the differences between band 4, &
training'pfdgrémlof rewafds»wiilntesuit in'children‘who will tﬁapond to
such differences. - . = | - 2

Wheelock and Silvaroli (1967) also showed that early discrimipation
can be trained. For 15 minutes each day for a month they taught kinder-
gatﬁen children to discrimihate péirs 6£ capital letters. The dhildren
demonstrated siﬁnificsntly better visual discrimination ability at the
end of the training period than did children in a control group.

. Bogatz and Ball (1971) in a study of the impact of the Sesame Street
TV program on children also found positive gains on two tests involving
visual discrimination. The tests used to tap this ability were "Matching
by Form"” and the "Sorting Test.” Since the latter also included discrim-

ination on the basis of "function," perhaps only the first was a precise
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measure of visual discrimination. However, the group of children who
were encouraged to watch the program showed éignificanc gains on both

tests.

The Importance of Visual Disc:im&nation in Development
Much research suggescs that visual discrimination is telated to the

child s achievement in readins, spelling, and arithmeti., and to his in-
telligence test performance. The previously cited study by Gibson (1963)
states that visual discrimination problems are related to difficulties

in differentiatins letters. Katz and Deutsch (1967) found with older

disadvantaged children (first, third, and fifth grsdes) that retarded

readers differed from normal ones on perceptual measures which required
discrimination between pairs of words that were the same or different.
In a follow-up study of children in the third and sixth grades who had -

been given the Bender Visual Hotor Gestalt Test (entailing copying geo-

met:ic forms) while in kindersar:en, Keogh and Smith (1967) found that

the test glven at these early levels moderately correlated wich third- |
and sixth-grade achievement in reading, spelling, and ari:hmetic.

Another indication of the importance of visual discrimination is its
relationship to standard intelligence test perforﬁance. Cohen's factor
analytic study (1959) of the Weschler Intelligence Scale for Children
with elementary school children deséribes one component of intelligence
as the ability to orgﬁnize and interpret #isually perceived stimuli.

The Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale (Terman & Merrill, 1960) includes
a test of visual similarities and differences at several preschool éges.
Similarly, the Miunnesota Préschool Scale (Goodenough, Maufer, & Vaﬁ

Wagenen, 1940)‘contains a subtest called Discrimination of Forms which
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iavolves finding a match among gecmetric forms for the standard which is
presented to the child. | ‘

thker 8 (1969) preschool reaéiness test and a culture fair 1nte1-
ligence :est for preschoolers (John Hopkins Perceptual Test) of Rnsenburg,
'Rosenburg, and Stroud (1966) involve visual, discrimination components
which have shown correlation with tests of intelligence. The Walkex test
consists of 35 visual discrimination items and 15 items related to other
abilities. Form A of this test was found to correlate .40 with the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, .44 with the Stanford-Binet Intelligence
Test, and .68 with the Columbia Mental Maturity Scale. The test of Rosen-
berg et al., which is eht;rely a task qf ngcehing gvstandgre deaign to
an’ideﬁtical design presented in the context of four alternativaé, wvas
found to correlate .70 w;th'ths S;snford-sinéfg and as highlas 76 and
.80 respectively with the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test and the Columbia
Mental Maturity Scale. | E |

mtofvx 1 Discrin -on in the Da CareInmt:

The measure of visual discrinination selected for inclusion 4n the
Day Carxe Inventory was a ravised foru of one previonsly developed by a
member of the Pennsylvania Day Care Study staff (Ridley, 1970). The
original Ridley test wac based on items in A. E. Abr's (1968) Screening
Test for the Assigmment of Remedial Treatments, which is used with chil-
dren of pfeschodl and kindergarten age. The test proved to be appropriate
foi the preschool age in that it was nonverbal, relatively brief, and
interesting for ﬁreschool-aged children. For the Day Care Inventory, the
test waﬁ further revised by the additfon of some 1teﬁs modified after
those in the Walker test (1969).



The measure is divided into two parts, Similarities and Differences.
Each part includes.:en items preceeded by an example. They both have a
booklet of 5 x 8 ﬁic:ure cards to be shown to the child. Some examples of
the cards are presented in Appendix C.

0# each card in thé Similarities bookler is & standard and four al-
ternatives, one of which is a duplicate of the standard. Five of the cards
‘héve pictﬁ:és of senmetfic forms, two deﬁi;t objeéts. and three involve |
animals and birds. The disctiﬁinations iniolve& in thejiteﬁs are ﬁo be
made on the basis of form, size, and position~in-space.

On each card in the Differénces part of the m&asurg‘are four pictures,
" three dnpliﬁates and one different with respect té sizé; form, or position~
in-space. Five of the cards show objects, two have geometric figures, and
three depiéé animals.v | T N o -

‘. with young children, it is important that the concepts of same ‘
and different be explained carefully before proceeding with the sdminis~.'
tration of a test (Rall & Caldwell 1970) The careful wording of our

directions to the child and the provision of a sample item prior to each
}part of the measure tepresented attempts to familiarize the cbild wich the
tasks. If a child failed a sample item, he was shown the correct response,

and the reason for its béing correct was explained to him.

Social Roles

The Social Roles measure consists of four direct questions designed
to gather data on day care children's occupational aspirations and percep-

tions of certain social roles.
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The Occﬁggtionni Choice Question

The first questioh pertains to occupational aspiration and includes
an inquiry intended to assess the range of occupational choices perceived
as accéssible and the motivational factors in the praférred occupational
choice. The test of the question and subsequént inquiry is as follows:

A (boy, girl) can be all sorts of things when (s)he
grows up. What would you like to be when you grow
up? *
a. That's very interesting. Maybe you've thought
- of some other things you could be when you grow
up. What else could you be when you grow up?

b. Why do you want to be (S's initial response
inserted)?

The occupational choice question was idcluded in the present battery
because it offered an opportunity to coliect normative data on day care
children s vocational aspirations and to wake some 1ntrsgroup comparisons

- within the day care population.

: Review of Liteta:ure on the Occuggtional Choica of !oung Cgildren.

Research on variables telated to occupstional choice has provided a grea:'

deal of‘information about this phenomenon in adults. Frequently investi-
sat:ed topics include (a) the relacionship between socioecononie status
and occupational choice; (b) rural-urban differences in occupational
éhoiﬁe; (c) preéiﬁitanﬁs of occupaﬁianal éhoice, i.e., experiences, as
perceived by individuals, which led them to select particulsr occupational
| goais; and (d) the ﬁhenomena of occuﬁational inheritance.
The vigorous inquiry into vocationally rélaced behavior of adults
~ has not been matched by equivalent work in this area with children and

youth. Boroé’(1966) has propoéed that the followiﬁg factors account for
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the cemparative lack of research with younger age gronps. (a) the assump-
tion that: occupational phenomena may be examined only witbin the setting
of work itself and only when explicit, (b) the expediency of using college
or secendary school samples, {(c) the lack of standardized instruments on
oceupational varisbles for subjects below the ninth grade, and (d) child
labor laws which effectually preclude the possibility of direct observa-
tion of children in the institutional context of work.

It is Borow's ‘coutention that: |

...vocstionally relevant behavior...(a) begins

in early childhood, (b) is most profitabls

studied as a developmental process, and (c)

can be examined in terms of certain classes

of familial, societal and intrapsychic vari-~

“ables [p. 376]1.
An abbreviated review of some of the occupaticnally-relevant reseatch
findings with younger subjec:s follows.

Ginzberg, Ginsburg, Axelrad, and Harma (1951) conducted -an inves:i—
gation to test a theoretical model of vocational choice._ They based :heir
wodel on the thesis thst nakins a voca:ional choice is a.developmental
process. Ginzberg and his associates employed a cross-sectional approach,
utilizing 64 upper middle-class subjects, equally distributed by school '
grade-level subsamples. The scholastic levels sémpled ranged from the
sixth grade to the advanced gﬁaduate level. A semistructured interview
technique was employed to gain relevant data, and an analysis was performed
for evidence of age-related stages of thinking about the self in relatioc
to the process of vocational choice. They concluded that the process of

occupational decision-making can bLe divided into three stages: fantasy,

tentative, and realistic. The fantasy stage starts at approximately 6
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‘years of ege and extepds until epprezimately age 11. Omly this stage
- will be considered in the present review.

CGinzberg et al. reported that during the feniesy period children
imagine themselves in adult roles and that the roles selected are a joint
function of affective needs and key figures in the environment. The task
of vocational selection is not associated with intellectual capabilities
or .other subjective qualifications, and there appears to be a lack of
- capacity for consideration of environmental linitations or opportunities.
In this stage verbalized eceupeiionel preferences seem to reflect occupa~-
tional stereotypes, and children operate on the assumption that merely
naming a vocation assures entry into it. In generel, Ginzberg et ‘al. felt
that :here were no sex differenees'in the vocational ehoice-enkies process
during this period. | |

- The thzbets etudy and general theory of veeetionel stagee has been
subject to criticiem on a number of eounts.- Borow (1966) hes been cticical
'of the small number of women included in the eample and hes ceetiened
against firm‘eenelusions beins drawm from Giezberg s da:e on steges of
vocational development in femalee. Super (1970) has observed that the
data were subjectively analyzed and that they were derived from small
and uerepreeentattve seeples from eaeh age group.

Nevertheless, the Ginzberg investigation and theory has had consid-~
erable heuristic valee and has provided the impetus for much subsequ:nt
' research on occupationally related phenomena in children. Super (1970)
has succinetly summarized the inpact of recent research on Ginzberg's
‘orisinal theory. He reports thet eubeequent studies have :eeded te

 confirm the notion that there is a developuentel trend towerd increasing



réaliém in occupstionai preferences but have also suggested that reality
factors come into play long before the age éf 18 years. Moreover, the
sequence of determinan:é of vocational choice as specified by Ginzbegg
has not been generally suéported. and such factors as interest, cspaciﬁy,
and values have been found to play "wmore nearly concurrent roles” than
Ginzberg attributed to them in his original conceptualization of vocation-
al~choic§.v | |

O'Hara (1962) conducted a study of the occupational preferences of
fourth-, fifth- and sixth-grade males and females within the context of
“;he model of Ginzberg et al. (1951). Analysis of dgta indicated that
Boys made aofe‘fantasy éhoices than girls when asked té make a vocational
éeleéﬁion. Examination of subjects reasons for their choices suggested
that (a) social experiences provide females with more effectual same~
sexed role models and (b) iemales have enacted certain occupational roles
‘(e g.. mnther, teachsr, nurse) at an eatlier age and thns have a. better :
. igitial.grasp of potential vocations. ) A ) -

Damjan and Makarovic (1968a; 1968b) cunducted a large scale 1uves-’
tigation of the development of the conception of vocations in a sample
of Yugoslavian children. Subjects for the study included 122 males and
129 females enrolled in gfades one through eight., Subjects were inter-
viewed initially about their knowledge of and attitude towardlparenta’
profession and later about further aspecté of their conception of voca-
tions. Selected findings were (a) all subjects except 10% of the first
and second graders had a vocational preference, (b) the number of vocations
recalled increased from an averagé of 5 in grade one to 58 in grade eight,

(c) the number of correct namings of parents' professions increased from
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302 in grade one to approntnntelj 902 in grade eight, and (d) parenta’
educational levels had a positive effect on vocational knowledge only in
the higher grades.

Tyler (1964) has reported some data on occupational choices of young
males in conjunction with a 1l2~year longitudinal study of vocatiomally
telafed behavior in a sample of QOregon schoolehilaren. Results yielded
some evidence that bojs who chpose careers in science make more masculine

 vocational choices as first graders than do boys who later chovse nomscience
fields, -

Several 1nvestig§:ors have reported datas on the relationship between |
socioeconomic stains and thé‘occupational preferences of young children.

In general, results of these studisé have been conflicting, and the rela~

~ tion between social class and occupational motives at this age level is
unclear. In her. longitudinal study, Tyler (1964) obtained evidemce that
few voé#:ionally relgtédldifferencesjin intéreats emerged between chil-
dren of differen:_sociqecoﬁﬁmic statﬁs before the éishth grade. On thé

| othéf’hsnd; soaé teséa§chers"haveﬂrepokted’data which suggest that socio-
economic differences may be present in the nctivatinns.behihd_thg‘occupational\:
choices of children of differing social class. Galler (1951) reported that
.niddle-cl#ss boys were mote likely than lower~class Boyé to offer reasons |
- for choicé based on intrinsic interest and sltruism. Maccoby (1962) found
some evidcnce which suggested that middle-~class males favored vocations
which offered the opportunity to :6ntrol others and play an authority role,

presumably a reflection of middle~class values.

The Socisl Roles Questions

The three remaining questions in the Social Roles measure relate to
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children's perceptions of three social roles: (a) mother's role, (b)
father's role, and (c) teacher . fcle. The text of the questions is as
follows:

What does a mother do? What does a mommy do?

What does a father do? What does a daddy 50?

What does a teacher do?
The three social roles.questibns were selected for inclusion in the-nay
Care Inventory begause they afforded the opportunity to assess day care
children's perceptions of several significant figures who presumably have
considerabie impact on their development.

The significance of children's perceptions in socialization and

personality development has been articulated only comparatively recently,
| ﬁonsiderins the amnudt of literature whiéh has accumulated 15 both of

these fields. In effect, there has been a widespread failure to tecogniza

that it is not simply the behavior of significant others to which the child

tesponds -but also his petceptions of the behavior of these others (Dubin -

& Dubin, 1965). Dubin and Dubin (1965) have contended that children's

. perceptions constitute a "missing 1ink" in conceéptualizations of the

impact of child training methods on immediate and/or subsequent personality‘
adjustment. The Dubins' pusition is reflected in the following excerpt
from their review of research on children's social perceptions:

ihe one to one relation between parental behavior
and child personality has yet to be demonstrated.
The missing element in this question seems to be
the child himself-~-his perceptions of and consequent
response to parental behavior. Surely a child's
perceptions of parents affect what that child does
and what he btecomes. Furthermore, the assumption
cannot be made that an adult's view of parental
behavior is identical with a child's. Indeed, this
is the classic observer-actor dilemma which partic~-
ularly haunts child-development research {p. 810].
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Review of Literétute on _Social Perceptions of Young Chiliren. Exam—
ination of the literature on children's social petcéptioné indicates that

' theoretical and other considerations dictate that functional roles and
“ fu#ccionins role characteristics be treated as séparatc dimensions. Soclal
_fole 1s defined as "patterned behavior” that can be (a) described objec~
tively, (b) pefceived uniformly by others, and (c) ascribed to a group
&f-iﬁdividﬁals (Dubin & Dubin, 1965). On the other hand, fumctioning role
characteristics are behaviors ascribed to individuals in the performance
of social roles. Those few investigations which exist on social percep-
lions of children suggest the following developmental sequence: (a) per-
ception of individual behavior (e.g., spankings), (b) perception of
functioning role characteristics (e.s., discipline), and (c) perception |
of social role as patterned behavior descriptive of a group of people
fulfilling a hroad social function (e.g., autho:ity holder) (Dubin & Dubin,v
eS) | ’ |

In their review of the 1i:ernture on children 8 social perceptions,l‘
Dubin and Dubin (1965) reported 16 studies pertaining to children s per-
'cepts of parental roles. Only those e3pecia11y relevant to our inwesti-
gation will be reviewed here.

Mott (1954), Finch (1955), and Hartley (1960) found evidence that
children distinguish between male and female functional roles in society
at an early age. Mott asked 18 male and female 4-year-olds and 18 male
and female 5-year-olds to draw ; pictﬁre of "Mother"” and describe her.
Results indicated that "Mother” was most often seen as "active," engaged
in househeld chures and child care activities. Finch used direct gqurstions

(e.g., "What is Mother?; What is Father?”), pictures, and doll play to
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to assess the parental percepts of 40 male and female children drawn from
professional families. Finch's subjects ranged in age from 3 to 7 years.
Analysis of data for "Mother" indicated that 50% of the subjects' responses
pertained to houseﬁpld duties and 25% pertained to child care. Results
fotﬁ"Father" indicated that 75Z of the subjecis' responses fell into the
ca:egery oflecannnic provider. Hartley obtained results which supported
earlier findings that famalés and mothers are séen as functioning primarily
in hémemaking and child care, while fathéra are seen as engaged in economic
activiiieﬁ. ?urther. Hartley obtained evidence which suggested that when
8 reversal occurred in role perfprwance, i.e., father performiﬁs a role
'usually peiformed by mother, it was perceivéd as ”helpins“ rather than
substituting for the other péren:.
Piwowar (1966) inve#tigéted pétteptioﬁs 6f parental roles ina

~ sample of Head Start chiidren;~~Subjec£§-for Eiwcwarfs'stn&y inglu&edVSIIA

black_malgs aﬁd femgles beﬁwéen the ageé bf 4.5 éndHS;S yaéfé. éubjects
Qeré.tésted 1ndi§idﬁ§1;y,and were qﬁéried_aﬁout mother role and father
role. The quégtioﬁs used by Piwowar were identical to those selected
for inclusion?in our Day Care Inventory: What does a fathér do?; What
does a mother do? Responses were categorized according to whether they
reflected a realistic or unrealistic perception of parent roles and whether
they reflected positive or negative associations about the role occupant.
Selected findings are as follows: (a) 100% of the males and 932 of the
females gave realistic responses for father role, (b) 88% of the males
and 932 of the females gave realistic responses for mother role, (c)
a majority of both sexes conceptualized mother roie in terms of house-

keeping duties and father role in terms of punitive activities, (d) boys
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: rended to give more responses with negative assoclations for both role
Questions than did girls, and (e) mother vas percelved more posirively
- than father by both sexes.
| Langford (1970) investigated Anglo and black children's perceptions
of the female sex role. The Langford erudy is of enrticuler 1eteres:
since it addressed itself to racial differences in sociel perceptions.
Subjects included 224 preschool and elenentary school children, ranging
in age from 4 to 12 years. Subjects were equally distributed by sex and
race and were drawn from two kindergartems and five publie schools in
Texas. Analysi.e of data indicated that same-sex Anglo and black children
did not differ in measures of sex—roie preferences. This finding was
1ntex§reted by Langford as an indication that percéptuel differences
between blacks‘and Anglos are diminishing and/oxr that the iininal vari-
abilicy observed nisht be attributable to tbe dininisbins effect of the
seneral sociel environment on differences in sex—role perceptions Lang-'
ford elso sugsested that his deta eight reflecc a decrease in ethnic
differences in child rearing practices.

Dubin and Dubin (1965) heve also reviewed literature on children's
pErceptibns of nonparental authority figures. However, only one study
was directed expressly to the issue of young children’s perceptions of
teachers. In brief, Biber and Lewis (Dubin & Dubin, 1965) investigated
perceptions of the teacher's role in a sample of 94 first and second
.grade public school children and 25 first grade private school children.
The instrument used .by Biber and Lewis involved 13 pictures of classroom
- situations. Subjects were asked to respond to the pictures in terms

of the question, "What will teacher do?" Analysis of data indicated that



the teacher was seen as an adult figure wvho required obedience and pun~
ished disobedience. However, observational evaluation of the actual
classroom situation indicated that subjects' percepts did not accurately
reflact teacher behavior in the class setting. This finding suggested
that children's perceptioﬁs of teachers were not mediated by the school
atmosphere. | ‘

A few studies of children's sociai perceptions have been addressed
to the relation between such percepts and sex and chronological age. The
paucity of studies makes gemeralizing hazardous. nowﬁver. the literature
that does exist suggests that children's social perceptions becﬁmé more
realistic and include more subtle aspects of behavior as chronological age .
1increases and girls petceiﬁé others "more favorably" thaﬁ boys do (Dubin
& Dubin, 1965). | |
Pilot Work
- All‘fqur.of thé‘queétionS“included 1n the7sécial'30155‘ﬁéashte‘of_the
Day Care-lhvenﬁory were‘subjéétgd to~study for verbal coﬁpreheusiun'and
generél suitability for preschoblers. The questioné were administered
 individually to a sizeable number of males and females drawn from
classes of The Pennsylvania State University Nursery School. Inspec-
tion of subjects' responses indicaté& tﬁat suﬁjeéts could cope with these

questions and that verbal comprehension was satisfactory.

Social Competence Questions

Social Competence Questions consists of five questious which appear to

tap elements of behavior associated with the comstruct of social cowmpetency.
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. The first question is esaehtially an_inquiry into self-help behaviors
in the tradition of such indices as the Vineland Social Maturity Scale
(Doll, 1965). The other four questions are primarily comprehension mea~
.lnéures similar to those which appear io the Wechsler Preschool and Priusry
..Scale of Intelligence (WPPSI, Hbchsler, 1963) and the Wechsler Intelligence
Scale for Children (utsc Wechsler, 1949). &= | )
Goldfried and D'Zurilla (1969) have identified three approaches to
the definition of competence. Ome apprnﬁch‘has beeﬁ to define eompetencé
as "the sum total of an individual's specifie achievenents or accauplish—
ments in the various major areas of livins uithin a particulsr society
[p. 155]." Iﬁ this view competence is construed as equivalent to Phillips
and.céwiﬁz's (1953) comcept af "social at:ainnent." which conmotes that
"an individual has achieved...through his own efforts a successful mas:ery
of certain tasks in life {p. 274]." i | |
The second approaeh identified by Goldftied and D' Zurilla (1969) de~
‘fines competence in terms of the "presuned internal antecedents of effectﬁve
behavior, i.e., attitudes, motives, pereonality dynamics and traits [p. 156]."
Thus, Doll (1953) has defined social competence variously as (a) the "func-
| tional ability of the human organism for exercising personal independence
and social responaibility [p. 10]," (b) "a functional composite qf human
traits [p. 2]," and (c) "the complex expression of many component aptitudes
[p. 251." |
The third approach to competence identified by Goldfried and D'Zurilla
1s somewhat more operational and emphasizes the "behavior-environment
interactions associ#ted with effective functioning [p. 157]." Gladwin

(1967) has outlined several aspects of this view of competence:
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First 1s the ability to learn or to use a
variety of alternative pathways or behavioral
responses in order to reach a given goal...
Second, the competent individual comprehend.

and is able to use a variety of social systems
wvithin the society... Third, competence depends
upon effective reality testing. Reality testing

involves not merely the lack of psychopatho-
logical impairment in perception but also a
- positive, broad, and sophisticated understanding -
of the world [p. 32]. | | |
As an alternative to the views jusc‘outlined, Goldfried and D'Zurilla
(1969) have presented a behavicral-smalytic model of competence. In the
context of the model, effective behavior is defined as:
| A response or pattern of responses to a problematic
situation so that it is no lomger problematical,
and at the same time produces a maximum of other
positive consequences and a minimm of negative
. omes. Such a response {or response pattern) may
be motoric, verbal, cognitive, or some combina-
tion thereof {p. 158]. 3 N
ﬁ ;doldfried_ahd'D'Zuriila.havé-appliad their behévidral anglytigfmddel
in the.constfuctibn of a research {etrument to assess the soéigllcénpef
tence of college males. Item. included in the instrument entail problem
situations likely to be encountered by college males in a college setting.
Items for the measure were empirically derived, and the procedure is
described in detail in the authors' report of their wnrk‘(lSSD). Though
the problem situations included were primarily academic, interpersonal,
or some combination of the two, the Goldfried and D'Zurilla measure appears
to have some elements in common with traditional campreheueion':ests,
which typically include items requiring the individual to state how he
would handle various problem situations.
Of the approaches tu competence cutlined by Goldfried and D'Zurilla

(1969), the one which emphasives specific achievements or accomplishments
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has been'nnst:frequencly used in the field of child development. Thus,
.ueasureuent of social competence in this field has been conceptualized
primarily in terms of check lists or other techniques designed to assess
socially desirable achievements. In’early childhood those achievements
-most frequently measured include aspects of dressing, eating, locomotionm,
and self-direction. A major problem with the achievement approsch to

- competence is that it "focuses more on the...end~products of effective
behavior than on the means by which these ends have been achieved iGold~
fried and D'Zurilla, 1969, p. 156]." Iﬁ effect, by concentrating on

' measurement of rather specific behavioral attainments, child develop-
mentalists have neglected to come to gtips with the busic issue of what
constitutes effective behavior,

In the Day Care Inventory we have attempted to adopt & more compre-
hensive view of competence than is reflected in typical measures of
sociai nnturity fof the preﬁéhobl.child} Tﬁ#s, Socia; Campetenée Queé—
tions incbrpdfaCea élements'qf bétﬁ the achigveugn; apd the behgvibr-
analytic approach to competence., The instrument includes items aasessing
mastery of certain dévelofmentgl tasks on one hand, and items requiring
-reSponses to problem situations on the other. In this respect our
measure is similar to Wittenborn's (1956) Social Reaction Interview uhich
requires children to describe how they would cope with various problems

or tasks in a number of areas. The procedure of asking children to
"pretend" or "1maginé" the existence of certain problem situations was

derived, in part, from Wittenborn's (1956) instrument.
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The Self-Help Question

The self-help question calls on the child to describe his own
behavior in the area of dressing and would appea; to depend in part on
the ability to relate experiences and on recent memory. In addition,
the question includes an inquiry aboug performance of specific tasks
related to dressing. Thus, the question yields information not only
about mastery of tasks related to dressing but about which person(s) in
the day care or familial situation is seen as signiﬁcant sources of
assistance in ihis area. The text of the question and subsequent in-
quiry is as fbllows: |

~ Question: Let's pretend you just got up in the wmorning and
. want to get dressed. What do you do?

Inquiry: Who puts on your shirt/dress?
\ Who buttons/zippers your coat?
Who ties your shoes?

The seif;help question was included in the Day Care Invehtory

"because:mastgry of various tasks promoting personal independence lLas

been viewed as an important indicator of children's social maturity.
Doll (1953) regards self-help behaviors as Qne of the "variable aggre-
gates cf total (social) matura:iom [p. 56]." Other aggregates mentioned
by Doll include locomotion, occupation, communication, self-directiom, |
and socialization. Doll (1953) observes that the main developments in
social competence in early childhood are in the direction of self-help
with other facets of development being "subordinate or anticipatory
[p. 18]."

The self-help question also relates to a behavioral goal selected
with greater than chance frequency by day care operators who responded to

an objectives survey (Peters et al,, 1972). The text of the objective
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" as it appeared in the survey was as follows:

Takes care of his own physical functions
(grooming, eating, elimination, dressing)

‘The self-help question is also relevant to another objective_selected

“hwith greater than chance frequency by survey respondents. This objective,

: "Describes things in own words," was chosen by both day care operators

~ ‘and experts in early childhood education as an important goal to be achieved

in the day care milieu. |

Inquiry inco self—help behaviors forms an integral part of a number
of instruments designed to measure aspects of child development [e.g., The .
‘Vineland Social Maturity Scale (Doll, 1965); The Denver pevethal |
Screening Test (Frankenburg et al., 1970)]. Traditionally, such measures
are administered to informants who either rate the child's accomplishments'
[e.g., The California Preschool SQcial Conpetency Scale (Levine, Elzey, &
Lewis, 1969)] or who describe the child's accumplishmen:s to an examiner |
fe.g., The Yinel;n#-chigl Maturity Scale (Doll, 1965)] who then eyaluatesf
- the hehaQior described according to some noruatiVemcr;terié. In the case
‘of young children, the informant or rater is usually the mother or some
other adult familiar with ;he child's behavior. In our Social Cowp:tence
Questions the informant, of course, 1is the child himself. This procedure
is used standardly by Wittenborm (1956) with his Social Reaction Interview
and has been acknowledged by Doll (1953) as a method whicg can be used
with the Vineland, although it is primarily recommended for adults.

The difficulties encountered in using self-report methods with adult
populations has received considerable attention in the literature (see
Edwards, 1957). These difficulties would seem .to be compounded with

child populations because there may not only be purposeful dissimulation
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but confabulation as well. The possibility of dissimulation occurring

in respomse to the self-help question does not appear to affect its
utility as a measure of ability to desﬁtibe events because accuracy is
here subordinate to descriptive facility. However, it 1s clear that dis-
simulation will affect our results for specific self-help behaviors, and
we would expect our norms for dayucare childteﬁ to.ﬁe‘somewhgt hisper thhn
those obtained for other groups where different methods ofdstﬁlcollection
have been employed. - |

A good case can be nade, however, for the position that when dis~
simulation occurs in response to our self~help questions, it is indicative
of an aspiration toward mastery in the areas tapped. Thus, it is possible
to fesarﬁ the normative data obtained from our day care sample as ;ndica—
tive of githet achievement or aspiration toward achievement in the area
assessed. -

At the same time, our Inventory contains an internal check on response B
_bias iu that eelf-help items are also included on one of our ratins scales.
This scale, which is described in detail elsewhere in our report (pages 136~
139), is completed by center persomnel familiar with the subject's behavior
in the self-help realm.

Normative Studies. A number of investigators have reported normative

data on self-help behaviors. Doll (1953) has reported detailed norms for
his Vineland Social Maturity Scale. His standardization sample included
10 male and 10 female white subjects at each age from birth to 30 years.
Subjects were selected in such a way thac occupational distribution was
approximately normal for each age group and for both sexes. Only norms

relevant to the self-help question in the Day Care Inventory will be
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repotted here. The item, "Puts on coat or dress unassisted'" occurs at
'.age 2.85 (mean total norm) on the Vineland. Means and standard deviations
reported for males and females are as follows: males X= 3.10, ad = 1.10;
fMes X = 2.60, sd = ,75. ‘"Buttons coat or diess" appears at age 3.35.
ﬁeius and standard deviations for this item are as follows: males X = 3.60,
sd = .87; fenaleé % =3 10, sd = .90. "Dresses self except for tying"
aceurs at age 4.80 (mnlea X =5. 35, ed = 1.50; females X = 4,25, sd = .84)
InspeCtion of the data indicates that means for fersles on all three items
are lower thaﬁ those fof males, though none of the difference§ reached
statistical significance (Doll, 1953). The 1965 edition of the Vineland
(Doll, 1965) contains no major alterations 1n the scale and the most sig—'
nificant changes in item formulation are at the adult level.

Frankenburg et al. (1970) have reported norms for the Denver De&elop-
mental ScreeninguTesf (DDST)Mforvtheir total sample, males an& fenaléé 
and patent occupacional groups. The noraacive sample for thg DDST numbeted )
1,036 nornal males and females between the ages of 2 weeks and 6.4 years.
Subjects were all residents of Denver, Colorade. The demOgraphic char-
acteristics of the standardization sample approximated those of the Denver
populatioh accofding to 1960 census data. Total sample norms for those
DDST items relevant to the self-help questions in the Day Care Inventory
appéar in Table 11. Norms were calculated in terms of the age at which
25%, 50%, 75% and 90% of the sample passéd éach'item. Ages are given in

months, unless otherwise indicated.
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TABLE 11
~ TOTAL SAMPLE NORMS - DDST

AGE WHEN GIVEN PERCENT OF POPULATION PASSES ITEMS

Item . 25% 508 75% 907
Removes garment 13.7 15.8 19.2 21.9
Don; shoes, not tied - . 20.1 - 22.3_ 2.6 yr. 3.0 yrx.
Buttons up - 2.6yr. 3.09r. 37 yr. 4.2 .
' Dresses with supervision 2.2 jr. 2.7 yr. 3.1 yr. 3.5 yr.

Dresses without supervision 2.6 yr. 3.6 yr. 4.1 yr. 5.0 yr.

Horﬁs fdf ﬁales (N ='5ﬁ3) and-noims for fémales (N‘- £§3) for the'

same DDST items are shown in Table 12.

: Occupagional group norms ére‘alsb,giveu‘for the DDST; they appear
in Table 13, ’ S

Pilot Work. The self-help question which appears in the Day Care
Inventory was administered to small samples of male and female preschoolers
in order to ensure that wording was suitable for this age group. Subjects
were drawn from nursery school classes at The Pennsylvania State University
Nursery Schobl. All subjects were between the ages of 2 and 5 years and
came from primarily middle-class baﬁkgrOunds, Inspection of the dats
indicated that the children could deal adequately with the self-help ques~
tion, and verbal comprehension appeared satisfactory. However, we also
found that subjects frequently responded with proper names and that further
inquiry was sometimes necessary to fully identify sources of aid. Thus,
in our field work examiners were instructed to conduct an inquiry when

subjects responded with proper names.
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The Social Conggehension Questions

Three of the social comprehension questions require the child to
describe how he would handle certain prohlem situatiuns which he may
actually have experienced in his encounters with his enviromment. The
fourth question requires the child to verbalize his perception of the
reason for an important facet of socisl functioning. The text of the
four gocial comprehension questions is as¢ follows:

Let's pretend that you were playing and your
toy broke. What do you do?

- Let's. imagine that you cut your finger.  What ..
do you do?

, Inagine that a child much smaller :han you are
starts to fight with you. What do you do?

th do peoplé have to work?
| The comprehension questions were included in the Day Care Inventory
.for a variety of reasons. The first three questions wi:h their emphasis
on problem situations appear relevant to Goldfried and D'Zurilla's (1969)
conceptualization of social competence outlined earlier. Further, these
questions are relevant to one of the objectives selected with greater
than chance frequency by day care operators who responded to an objectives
survey (Peters et al., 1972). The text of the objective as it appeared
in the survey is as follows:
Attempt to overcome 6bstac1es by himself
{(get more paper if he runs out, try to fix
own toy).
The fourth comprehension question was included primarily because

it offered an opportunity to collect descriptive data on day care chil-

dren's perceptions of the reasons why people work. Such data is of
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par:icﬁlér intereét to us since the iésue of the working mother is es-~

pecially relevant to day care. Thus, a further function of the compre-

heunsion quéstion was to provide data for an analysis by freqdenby of the

content of children's responses.

~f" | Previous researchers (e.g., Wechsler, 1958) have contended that the
content of responses to conprehension questions can yield 1mportant infor-
mation abouc the respondent s petceptions and values. The clinical utility
. £ camprehension measures has been elaborated by Wechsler (1958) While
it was not our intent to attempt any clinicgl judgmentS'of day care chil-

- dren, we felt that ex&minaﬁion of response'éoﬁtént‘ﬁight”add\to“our

understand.ng of this population. '

Review of Related Licerature. Comprghensiop_tests éndﬁindividua@ |
items appear in a number of ncasures of cognitive func;ipningwf§r both
adults and children. Such items are represented in the Stanford-Binet,
Form L-M (Terman & Mevriil, 1960), beginning at the III-6 lével and are
includéd in the language section of the Depnver Developmental Scréening
Test (Frankenburg et al., 1970). The Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale
(WAIS; Vechsler, 1955), the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children
(WISC; Wechsler, 1949), and the Wechsler Preschocl and Primary Scale of
Intelligence (WPPSI; Wechsler, 1963) each contain an entire subtest
devoted to comprehension items.

In gene;al, comprehenrion measures have been found to correlate
highly with both verbal and performance scores and with total scores on
tests of intellectual ability. However, apart from the fact that per-
formance on this type of ;tem is substantially related to performance on

intelligence tests, comparatively little data exists on factors contrib-
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uting to success on comprehension questions. wechsler (1958) bas offered
some eketuhy observations about the comprehension measure which app:ars
in the WAIS:

Precisely what function the Comprehension

Test involves is difficult to say. Off

hand it might be termed a test of common

gense.... Success on the test seemingly

depends on the possession of a certain

apount of practical information and a

general ability to evaluate past exper-

ience [p. 68].
No further comments are offered either in the WISC manusl (1949) or the
WPPSI manual (1963).

In effect. then, information aboﬁt social coﬁprehensioh measureé
is confined prinarily to reports of intercorrelations with other measures
of intellectual ability. Wechsler has reported such correlations for
all three of his indices, only those for the HPPSI will be reported here
| since these are the most relevant to our investigation. WPPSI results
are particularly germane to our investigation because it is a test
especially designed for preschool children, and three of the WPPSI com-
prehension items are similar to those which we employed in the Day Care
Inventory.

Data pertaining to the WPPSI Comprehension Test is based on the
performance of subjects employed by Wechsler in his standardization pop~
‘ulation. In brief, the WPPSI was standardized with a sample of 100 males
and 100 females drawn from six age groups, ranging by half-years from
4 through 6.5. Proper representation of various groups within the

general populatior was achieved by reference to reports of the 1960

United States Census. The variables which governed stratification of the
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sample are as follows: (a) age and sex, (b) geographic region, (c) urban-
rural residence, (d) color (white vg. nonwhite), and (e) father's occupa-
tion. ‘

Wechsler (1963) reported that the average reliability coefficient
for the Comprehension Test based on computation of odd-even coefficients
fdr all six age groups was .81. The reliability coefficients ranged |
from .78 at years 4, 5 and 6.5 to .84 at year 5.5. Wechsler also report-
ed coéfficients of staﬁility for the cdﬁpreheﬁsiod Test bsée& on the
records §f 50 cﬁildren becweeq thé ages of 5,25 &ea:s and 5.75 years
Twith a ﬁean“:es:f:eteat'interval é£ apprpx1mate1y li Q;Eks.‘ The ;o%"_
efficlent of stability for this sample for the Comprehe:sion Test was .69.
The estimated stability coefficient -for the stahdardizat‘an-sémple was
W71, . .

Wechsler (1963) alab‘tepor:ed in:ercorrelatioﬁa of the 11 WPPSI
subtests based on scores of the six age groups represented in the
standardization sample. The average intercorrelations of the compre-
hension measure'with other measures in the WPPSI were as follows:
Information, .60; Vocabulary, .57; Aritbmetic, .51; Similarities, .55,
Sentences, .53; Animal House, .34; Picture Completion, .42; Mazes, .33;
Geometric Design, .36; and Block Design, .39. The average correlation
of the comprehension measure with the WPPSI verbal score was .69 and with
the performance score was .50. The average correlation coefficient with
‘the WPPSI full scale score was .65.

In addition, Wechsler (1963) examined the relationship between the
WPPSI and three other tests of intellectual ability: the Stanford-Binet

Intelligence Scale, Form L-M (Terman & Merrill, 1960); the Peabody Picture
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Vocdbulary Tes#, Form A (Dunﬂ, 1959); aﬁd the Pictorial Test of Intel~
ligence (French, 1964). Subj?cts for this study included 98 children
becweén 60 aﬁd 73 months of age drawm from a school district in San Jose,
Califérnia. ‘Analysis of data showed th&t the Coﬁﬁréhenaion Test correlated
.58 with scores on the Stanford-Binet Form L-M, .45 with the Peabody Picture
Vécabulgry fest (Form A) and .45 with the Pictorial Test of ihtelligence
(Deviation IQ). .

Pilot Wufk.l Comprehénsion questidns similar to ﬁhoae ﬁhi:h we se-
lected for éu} Inventory have been uaed'succesaful;y.with preschoolers
t+v other pé?éhometrists (e.g., Wechsler, 1963). Thus, extensive
pilntihg‘for our measure appeate& uﬁﬁeééss&ry.” waéﬁef, the HPfo (1963)
éxténds down to the &~-year level only, and, since we expectgd to inmclude
some 3~year~olds in ouf.day_cére sample, Hé felt that some pilot work
wiia younger subjects would be appropriate. SﬁSjects,nsed in our pilot
. work included small samples of 3- and 6-year-cld males and females drawn
‘v~ «lasses at The Pennsylvania State University Nurgsery School. Two
;u;atinns, in addition to those finally selected for the Day Care
inventory, were administered individually to all subjects. The two
aadtional questions were as féllows:

Suppose you get hungry. What do you do?
Suppose your hands are dirty. Wwhat do you‘do?

Turpection of subjects' responses indicated that most 3-year-olds
coul cope with these questions, and verbal comprehension appeared sat-~
sufactery in most cases. However, the questions about getting hungry
and dirtv hands seemed to produce the least variability in response

cortent and were almost invariably answered with “wash them" or "eat
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something.” These questions were therefore dropped.

Self-Concept Measures

Wylie has presented an Sis:orical r?view'of the interest in self-referent
~ constructs in ber report on self theory in Borgatta and Lambert's Handbook
of Personality Theorx & Research (1968). She‘oﬁserves that there has been
little consistency among theorists in deﬁining,conStructs concetnins'the
self and that evén individual theorists often include several disparate
yhideas under one "self"-referent labal (p. 728). Tradi:ionally, definitions
.of self have been classified in:o those which refer to self as agen: o:
doer and those vhich tefer to self as the object of the person's own
knowledge and evaluation (English & English, 1958). This dichotomoﬁs

- classification has pfoven inadequate. Wylze (1968) presents what is in
essence a generic definition of self-concepc based on a synchesis of the
recurrent elements in theorists definitions of self-referent constructs.

A listing of the elements comprising her generic self~concept can be found
in her Teview (1968).

The literature in the field of child development and child élinical
psychology emphasizes that a child's self-perceptions are crucial factors
in the development of a healthy personality and the actualization of
potential (Jourard, 1964), Law, Moffitt, Moore, Overfield, and Starks
(1965) assert that:

A positive self-image forms the very basis of
democratic group living, for it is only as
individuals attain a reasonable degree of self~

confidence that they are freed to build positive
relationships toward others [p. 3].
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Shipman (i970) in a review of studies of self-concept in young
disadvantaged children concludes:

...results of studies on self-concept in
disadvantaged children seem to suggest

~ (that) self concept is correlated with
cognitive performance, academic achieve=-
ment and interpersonal relationships ~-
all vitally related to the child's
functioning in a school envtronment....
[p. 177}

woolner (1966) has pointed out that le ng about oneself is an
1mportant aspect of the learning process and should thus be taken into
account in the conscruction of school cu:ricu!a. Wbolner psr:icularly
emphasizes the necessity for 1nstructiou about the self in early
childhood and stresses that the preschool child's self—perceptions
should be a focal pcint for program planning.

.-The objectives survey (Peters et al., 1972) ‘which was designed to
obtain information about the goals of day care, provided little clear
input for decisions regarding assessment i{n the "Understanding of Self"
area. Only three items in this area were selected with greater than
chance frequency, and none of the items chosen related to self~concept.
However, the comsensus of the literature, that self-concept is a crucial
component of almost every facet of child development, led us to feel that
the self-perceptions of day care children represented an important domain
for investigation. Thus, we decided that some self-concept measures
should be included in the Day Care Inventory.

Although a great many studies have been published which deal with

self-concept in later childhood and adolescence, comparatively little

firm research has been done on self-concept in early childhood. Lack of
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:esearch with this age group is partly a function of the special measure~
ment problens posed by preschool children. In addition to the limitations
imposed by verbal comprehension, there is some suggesﬁion ﬁha: certain
assessuent techniques may yield spuriocus results due to stfeSs-induce&
memn}y lapses and tegiession {Engel and Raine, 1963).

The nature of self-comcept iﬁ early childhood also makes meaﬁura~
ment difficult. Minuchiﬁ (1968) and Bartlétﬁ'(1969) h#vé both obsérved
that se1f~concept during this developmental period 13 evidently unstable..
»Shipman (1970) and Gish (1971) have reported evidence which suggests
that at least some aspects of the preschool child s self-concept are
situationally and/or temporally specific.

In approaching the assessmen: problem, we elected first to examine
techniques used by previous researchers with early and middle childhood
samples. Selected research findings on the self-concepc of ¢hildren

appear in the following suwmary table (Table 14).

Review of Techniques for Self-Concept Assessment During Early and Middle
Childhood

Three techniques have emerged as traditional modes of assessing self-
conceﬁt in adult populations: (a) the Q~sort, (b) rating scales, ques-
tionnaires, and adjective check lists, and (c) projective tests. A review
of measures of self-concept in adults is contained in Wylie (1968).

The Q-sort method requires sorting self-referent statements to fit
a pre-arranged frequency distribution (forced sort) with "most like you"'
and "least like you" defining the extremes. The Q-technique is clearly

inappropriate for most younger age groups in that it demands verbal and

93



.uumouuoqzmwun _

uey3 3xom s3idadsuod-3jra8 Teapt pardlle
gasustaadye uaiieBrapupy Seapniyile
~-J138 131]% O3 pPapual aapaadxa uajied
~Japury 3o 2dL3 !Fuoxis pue IayIov 8/F

18a] 3AnIdYd

aduagxadus
100438 Ou ‘s
To04yd8 ajeapad
*sSa TOOYOS

SIAT3sWIYY pamaya 81213 pue *Buoiris pue 3dasuoy Aiys1aatun (9961)
aayssed se saaTaswayi aas ol papual sdod -313% tooyasaid tSpTO-2E3L~C %9 LL 1autooy
‘s107ARYIq IATICTILIIC vww jusmaAITYIw .
tasgapuadapuy 310@ PIISIIJTURW BUOFIBNTLAd : o (3961)
~J[o8 snomouocInNe 3IICW YITM BAIPTIYD  4eld TTeq PaInianaas uajxediapury 998 2¢ idney pue aakaaq
*pan128qo
S33U3123JTP X8 IUDISTAUOD ou israpuxd 2
yaxys ueql aaydry LrIiuvedryrulys siapexd ayeag dasuay (%961)
JIual pue patyl jo 3deduolr-y(a8s paiazoday - -J135 S[1IeH-823Yd 0T “9 ‘¢ sapery 994 £9¢ sStIdey pue 813fqd
*23INQTIIIV
[ruosiag pantep ATYBFH 111 r030my
tsdyysuorieray reuosiadiajul jo LIFrEnd
!1 103003 :adubTIEA 3R 30 2(QG 13A0 10} . (£961)
Furunoade S103ID83 oAl JO UGTIVITITIUAPY amen nojp day 3idYY *21£ z29°g =X 994 67 auyey pue taduz
s3urpury Jusuniisuy] Quranseay uotydrassag 3218 £pnis
‘ ayduweg

ST1aNVS

GOORATIRD ATAQQIN OGNV ATYVI NI LdIINOD-IT4S
NO SONIONI1d HOUVASIY QILOATIS 40 RAVWKAS

%1 F19VL




“£3117198

SuryPI-3TOX JO B3INBPIR B UD BAIODS 03I - Axojudauy ainidrd syjluom 7 saeal (696T)
GOTIETA1 Ou paanis sazods 3daducd-313g 1dasuo)-3138 ¢ 01 saeak 4 99 cs 1337320y
*87112 peSriusapeulp uwvyl sidadzad-3yres.

23yB1Yy aaeqy o3 papusl sloq paBeauvapesyp
fefoq paSejyueape ueyl sidodiad-3ras palesy
13y81y aamy o3 papual $1a113 palejueape _ s11eil ~UBAPESTP °*SA
fuaIpIIy> polrjusape uwyl suojidadaad-jras aerod-1q jo saped padejueapy g (6961)
aaydry paizodax usapIy> padusuvapesiqg 0z uo sBuriwi-Jros Yqnoayi ¢ seperis %Y 9T¢ 521R05 pPUR BIIROS
- . sayTiue;
*paULBIGO 8OIVIIIIITIP IRTOVI [{vI3A0 alejfam wWOIJ
ou ¢s3oppa8 1813 uryl daduod-3jIa8 Uy saapead yijrj
aarIvdau sx0m 2iem 832pea8 yi3i3 !sfoq ueyy - ‘ y3noayly asary (6961)
1daduod-3[as Ul 3IayIvBau siow di1aa STITH Jmen nox iy axayy 3ITUM pue Yderd 9% 08 assng pue 13juadxen
«307AWgaq ficjeroydze o
031 pajeiaz Lp3usdryyuldyes sea sdurmerp -
-}198 £q p3ansedw €9 UOTIVTIVII3IITP puw
uoyIelBajur-JI2¢ jo [3A3T 821008 pawvpumls

STi3el-yBnouapoon YA 9f° PaIVIIII0D 313S ayl 30 SprO-aeak—y (89671)

s8uyapip woa3 paariap saiods 3dewy-3Tes 3upmeaq sawen 101K 1oe1q 11eISpEsH 9 8T UTYINUTR
sBuypury Jvauniisuyl SBuranseay uoy1d1a283Qq az1s Apnig
o7dumeg

STTIRVS nbomnAamu J100IK ANV ATYVI NI 1JIONOD~ITIS

zcmeZunzum HO¥V3ASI¥ Q3LOTTIS 4O AMVIGANS

(*3,u0)) 91 ATAVL




*gainsean 3daduod-Jas

uoyieTduod sousjues 3Io LJTPITeA W3 .

U0 Gnop 1892 pue LIIPITEA ITEIB-)
polxoddng sdnoa3 uopaaarad oml jo

(TL61)

s3uries s 1310ea1 usamlagq aouanaduojl aress-) ualaeBaapury 9%y Z90°T R1IeT) pue Lysorazp
s1ooyos
*3dasuoa-3t1a8 30 Lad831nu paom
gaansesu3sod pue -31d o3 pajersaun IBI] BanTep -833J0 *SA 84 (TL6T)
sea wei8oxd yooyds Lissinu jo 3dL] 3dasuo)-313s sewoyy, teqIuolm ¢ = X o9g 1€ ysio
*sasucdeaa 3IPUTNISIAPUT 3AFH . °
20 asnjai o3 Lduepual 1231eaa3 v pamoys o
BaTrm {82108 3d2DuU0D-]T3W B7EWSJ pur aATEW .
U3IBNIRG pUNOJ 213A SIDUAIIIFTP IUWITJTUBIS syjuom
ou fgatiodaied jooydsaad puew ajrs ‘a8 652y ‘sumadoad
Jua323131p Buowe pauyeiqo LiyIrqeriea yY3rre 1o0yd8aad iay3lo
fpamays Kypayiem UOTINGTIISTIP 3yl pue ydyy 183] #jUaI3]ay ‘SA TOOY|O8 ou 169°T (06T)
A1iusuimopaxd axdm 831028 31d3dU0D-ITIS§ ~3T198 Sl umoag *SA 11IVISPEIH 9% BIATD uradiysg
s8uypurg uauniisu] Buranseay uoyidyaosaq dZ18 Lpnasg
. atdueg

STTdHVS CGOORATIHD FTTACIW ANV ATAVI NI L4IINOD~-I13S

zc wu2anHh HONVASIY QILIATAS I0 XHVWKAS

(*3,u800) %1 FT18VL




numerical skills beyond their developmental level. Further, Engel and
Rainé‘(1963) have suggested that the Q-soét may be anxiety-producing for
children and, in combination with :he-relative‘instability of self-repdrﬁ
of self-percepfs in early childhood, ﬁay yield spurious results., Modified
adjective check lists and other self-rating methods have been used with
varying suécesé with‘preschool_and élémencary populations as have several
proiective téehniques. |

Adjective Check Lists and Other Self-RatingANethods. Ensel and Raine

(1963) developed an 1nscrument called the Where Are You Game for use in
asaessing self-concept in elementary school children. The Where Are You
Game consists of seven bi-polar dimensions thought to be important in
se;f—cdncepc; The dimensions are: smaxt, happy, well-liked, brave,
dﬁtractive; scréng, ahd obédient. The child-is asked to rhte.himsélf on
each dimension on a five-point scale in the form of a vertical "ladder.”
Stick figufes are positioned at the top and bottom of the "ladder," and
the examiner describes the attributes of thé figures to the subject before
asking him to indicate his own position on the scale. Analysis of data
for a restricted sample of third-grade children yielded seven factors,
two of which accounted for over 507 of the varfance. These factors were
quality of interpersonal relationships and persconal attributes. The
authors reported a reliability coefficient estimate of .60 or the Where
Are You Game based on correlation of the seven self-~concept scores with
total score.

In & study of self-perception in culturally disadvantaged fourth
through eighth graders, Soares and Scares (1969) described development

of a self-ccucept measure consisting of 20 pairs of bi-polar traits.
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Traits were expreésed in sentencé form, and poles Qere separated bylfour
intet#als.' Subjects were asked to rate themselves on whether théy vere
"very" or "more" like the positive than the negative trait or vicé-vetsa.
The authors reported pilot work indicating that the measure was appropriate
fpr the age groups studied from the étandpoint of vertal comprehension.
'Daia 6n ﬁhe reliability and validity of thé instrument ﬁere noﬁ given.

Shipman (1970) used a variant of the self-rating technique‘to study
self-concépt 1n'her ETS~Head Start iongitudinal study. Thebinstrument
employed in this 1nvestigatiou was the Brown.IDS Self Referents Test |

| (Brown, 1966), purportedly useful in assessing self—concept in preschool-
ers. The Btown test requires that a fu11~length colored Polaroid photo~
graph be taken of the child. The child is then asked to idéntify the
photograph snd is que;ied on his perception of himself, with reference
to the plcture, in rulation to 1& bi~polar adjectives. The child may
‘also be asked how he believes significant others perceive him., All items
are presented in an "either-or" format. The complete test yields a "self-
as-subject"” score, a "self-as-~object" score, aud : score for each referent
about whom the child is queried. In conjunction with her data analysis,
Shipman (1970) reported a KR-21 reliability coefficient for the "self-
as~subject' score of .71, Correlations for each item with the total
score ranged from .48 to .73.

Gish (1971) used the Thomas Self-Concept Values Test (Thomas, 1969)
to investigate self-concept in preschoolers enrolled in two types of
nursery school programs. The Thomas Scli-Concept Values Test is almost
identical in format and procedure to the Brown test and was also designed

for preschool samples. As in the Brown test, & color polaroid photograph
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is taken, and the child is gskgd to ihdicate his ;elf-pgrcgﬁtidns in
terms of 14 sets of bi-polar adjectives. He may also be queried about
‘h;s perceptions of significant 6thers' vieﬁs of him. Gish (1971) reported
that Thomas (1969) obtained a test-reﬁest coefficient of .78 for total
score on his'test and a coefficient of internal consistehcﬁ.of 73,

Limitations of Adjective Check Lists and Other Se1f~§at1ng>neghéds

With Early Childhood Populations. Repofts of adjective check lists and
self-rating aﬁproaches to self-éoncept assessment in childhood contaiﬂ

little data on the reliability and validity of the instruments described.

Moreover, even if the psychometrist "looks the other way" on these issues, '

adaptation for use with preschoolers poses fo:ﬁidable problems. "$omé of
theée prbhlems.have been outlined eérliér;

Anbther bésié but'selduﬁ-raisgﬂ issue is whétbéf childfen in thié'age
" range can comprehénd écaliné. In an effort to detérminé whetﬁer preschool~
- ers could cope with a scale containing several intervals, wé céndugtéd a
small pilot study with self—réferent adjectives, presented in sentence
form. Results wese generally disappointing. When the socially desirable

end of our “scale" was presented first, subjects tended to respond immed-—
iately without waiting to hear the remeining alternatives. Repetition
of the entire item was often necessary and had a negative effect on rapport.
We concluded that oral presentation of a self-rating type of scale was
not satisfactory for preschool groups.

Carpenter and Busse (1969) used the Where Are You Game (Engel and

Raine, 1963), which involves a 5-point scale, with first grade children.

It should be noted, however, that the results obtained were markedly skewed.
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The siewness of their data may be a.function of the inappropriateﬁe;s of
the device for young children.,

‘The Brown IDS Self-Referents Test (Brown, 1966) and the Thomas
Self—Concept Values Test (Thomas, 1969) avoid some of the drawbacks of
conventional self-ratins methods and were specifically designed for pre-
sehoolers. However, both Shipman (1970) and Gish (1971) bhave raised
questions about the appropriateness of these measures for young children.
Shipman (1970) poin:ed out that data on children betwaen the ages of 3
years 6 months and 4 years 6 months‘indicated‘that.they have‘difficulty .
understanding the difference between self. and other referents. Fufcher,.m..
Shipman's data analysis for the Brown test suggested the confounding of
a verbal comprehension factor, most likely for those items where a quan-
titative element was involved. Shipman also observed that subjec: g M
responses to some 1tems seemed strongly influenced by situational &eter-
_Vminants. e.g., whether the subject bappened to smile when the Poloroid
picture was taken. Finally, Shipman noted that some investigators have
found evidence suggesting that self-percept respomses to pictorial stimuli
may not be the same as those made to verbal material encompassing identical
content.

Gish (1971) reported that her nursery school sample was generally
unable to cope with the other-referents aspects of the Thomas test despite
elaborate codching. She also found that subjects' responses to the items,
"clean~-dirty" and "well-sick" were often temporally specific. Gish also
anuted a serious problem in the sex differentisl scoriug for the items
“big-little"” and‘"weak-strons." A reply of "big" and "strong” was scored

positively for boys but negatively for girls, despite the fact that "bigness"
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and “strénqth"‘would seem to be pdsitiva'attributes for both males and
females at the preschool level and possibly even beyond. Gish concluded:

Although this test (The Thomas) is reportedly
for children ages 3 to 9, it seems inappro-
priate for young children who have only begun
the enculturation process, who have a present
time perspective, who reason in a specific-to-

~ specific fashion rather than drawing general~
izations and who cannot take another's point
of view [pp. 184-185].

Praiective Techniques. The three projective methods used most often

to study the self-concept of childréﬁ are (a) analysis of drawing, (b)
”aﬁalysis of”beﬁavior in‘strucCuréd and semi-strﬁctﬁ:ed play.situations,

' and}(é) analysié‘of réspﬁnsesfo pfojeccive tests. Tﬁbse préjeéti§e4
tests reviéﬁed in our rgéort were choseﬁ for.inciusioh.becsuse the} are
less known than some of the more familiar measures, such as the Rorschach

~ inkblots. | |

Minuchin (1968} used several measures of self-ivige in 8 study de-

signed to investigate corfelaﬁes of curidsity in disadvantaged children.
One method employe§ by Minuchin was a variant of the Goodenough-ﬁa:ris
Draw~A-Man Test (Harris, 1963). Subjects were given a sheet of paper and
asked to draw a picture of themselves. Drawings were then ranked according
to the impression they conveyed of a differentiated human form. This
method was based on the assumption that a child's drawing of himself
reflects the extent to which he has progfessed in differentiating himself
from the environment. It is thus an indicator of differentiation of self-
image. Minuchin (1968) reported théc inter-rater agreement on the D~1 score
(differentiated-integrated image) was .97. Minuchin also reported a co-
efficient of ,96 between rankings of D-I scores and Goedenough-Harris

standard scores. The size of this coefficient suggests that performance
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on this dréwing medsure s highl§ rclatud‘:u iﬁteliectuul aBiiit&.

Dreyer and Haupt (1966) used a gtruuCured doll-play situation to
measure sélf—appraisai‘éf céﬁéétenué in kindérgafLen childreﬁ. five
sociai and nonsocial problem situations Aealing with competition,,indep-
endence, and tesponse to frustration were presented to subjects through
a coﬁbihation of vetSal instructions and manipklétion'of dolls. The
subject was then asked to show how he would deal with each situation
using tﬁé dolls #s a pedium. In addition, each child's nutseri school
tea:hérvindicated én.a rating scale how shé_believed the child would 
handle these same situations. The entire pfoﬁedute ylelded three scorési
(a) a child competence index, (b) a teacher compétegce index, and (c) a
disérepancy score derived from subtracting the child index from the teacher
index;

Several quesaioné arise regarding the rétienaie on which Dreyer and
Haupt's (1966) measure of 5e1f§ap§raisal‘of competénce is b@sed. In the
first place, a distinetion must be made between actual compeﬁency and
perceived comperency. In socring for competence, Dreyer and Haupt assume
that the child who does not resolve the situational problem "by his own
effort [p. 1871" appraises his self-competency negatively. In effect,
the authors have assumed that the preschool child evaluates help-seeking
behaviors negatively and devalues his own competency when he resorts to
this method for resolving problems. Since there ir no evidence for this
assumption, the validity of the authors' structured doll play a3 a measure
of self-appraisal of competence is doubtful.

In 1966 Woolner published a semi~-projective test designed to assess

both the self- and the ideal self-concept in young children. The Pre-
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school Self—Concept Picture Test (PS—CPT- Woolner, 1966) is a nonvetbal

measure consisting of four 'separate but compatahie" pictorial si.bsets

for black and Caucasian boys and girls. Each subset consists of ten
plates. Individual plates have pairs of pictures, one depicting a
positive characteristic and the other a ne‘gative characteristic.

Characteristics were chosen for inclusion on the basis of the author's

"judgmenc of traits particularly relevant to the preschool popula:ion.

Woolner (1966) states that no special pteparacion is necessary for

-administration of the PS-CPT and no special scoring skills are required. |

In addicion to yielding a score for self— and ideal self-concept, the

PS-CPT also yields a score for amount of self-satisfactioﬁ or dissatis-

_fac:ion; This'lattef score is obtained by cﬁmparing-the desree of agree-

- méﬁt between the child's self-conceﬁt and idéal éelf—concept.

In the PS-CPT Maﬁual, Woolner (1966) cites sevéral studies deéigned
to gather data on the test's reliability and validity. The following
evidence is cited in support of PS-CPT validity: (a) a sample of émotiOn-
ally healthy children saw themselves as having more positive characteristics
(as measured by the PS-CPT) than a sample of emotionally disturbed children
and (b) correlations of PS~CPT scores and Draw-A-Man self~concept scores
approached significance. Evidence cited in support of PS~CPT reliability
included test~retest coefficients in the .90's for a sample of children
tested with the PS~CPT on three separate occasions.

Ballif and Adkins (1968) published a measure entitled Gumpgookies

which purportedly taps several factors relevant to self-concept in young
children. The Gumpgookies test is a semi~-projective device consisting

of 75 different plctorial plates. Imaginary figur-s called "gumpgookies"
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are presented on each plaie and are dé&cribe& by thé examiner as hévihg
varfous 1ntklebt€ and Jtlrihutt%. The suijut is then uskud to designate
"his" gumpgaokie, i.e., the one that follows him and does what he does.
The subject may indicate his choice either by marking ‘it on his record
forn or by pointing. Factdr analysis of the Gumpgookies test yielded
fivé tentative factors: (a) general constructive activity, (b) selff
evaluation, (c) optimistic Self-confidence, (d) persistence, and {(e) work
enjoyment (Bﬁtler, Gotté,‘Qﬁisehberry, & Thompson, 1971).

Limitations of Projective Techniques With Farly Childhood Populatioms.

Analyses of drawings and behavior in plsy situations possess certain ad-
vantages over other modes of approach to self-concept assessment in that
they reduce the problem of verbal comprehension to a minimum. ©n the
other hand, both of these techniques have little proven‘validity'as

research tools for self-concept measurement in young children. Drawing

.analyses are particularly vulnerable because correlational work has

suggested that they are highly related to conventional intelligence
measures. While this relation need not mean that drawings do not measure
self-concept, it has not been consistently demonstrated that drawings
are more highly associated with self-concept measures than with intel-
ligence tests. Analysis of behavior ip play situations has often proven
useful as a source of information about children's self-perceptions in
a clinic setting. However, the translation of clinical judgment into
objective'scoring criteria suitable for research has not been notably
successful.

The use of projective techniques to measure self-concept in early

childhood also entails a number of drawbacks. In addition to the usual
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issues :aised regarding‘tﬁe validity énd reliability of ;his type‘pf
instrument, there 1§ some suggestion that the deﬁands imposed may be too
great for young children. Fof exampie, ﬁnsel and Raine (1#63) have sug-
gested that the stressa induced by certain projectivé measures nny interact
with the instability of young children's self-reports to produce spurious
results. Most projective tests also require a considerabie level of

| sophiéticaﬁion for interpret:tion. The necessity for highly :rained
scorers further reduces the usefulness of projective tests for research

on self<concept in children.

Conclusions. Review of existing techniques for the messurement of

sélf-concept in early childhbod.sugéééts that avaiiable instruments are
noc‘sati#factory. Thus, we elected to try to develop our own measures =
_ for the assessment of self-referent constructs in our day care sample. A
description of these inétrumenis together with theoretical considerations

and the pilot work entailed in their construction follows.

Wheo Likes You?

It was pointed out earlier in this report that much evidence in the
literature supports the position that the self-concept is mot stable across
situations or even during brief periods of time in early childhood. In
our assessment efforts we elected to attempt a developmental approach to
the problem of measuring self-referent constructs. That is, self-referent
constructs were construed as moving through a series of developmental
stages, and it was these stages which were the foci of assessuent. The
Who Likes You? measure is a direct question related to the development

of self-esteem in preschool children. The text of the question is as
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follows:

'Tell me who likes you. Tell me as many
peonle 42 you can who really like you,

Wylie (1968), in her examination of the present status of self-theory,
observed that the most commonly studied aspécts of the conscious self-
concept are those which might be classed under the generic term, self-
regard. These aspects include self-s#ﬁisfaction. gself~acceptance, self-
esteem, sclf-favorability, congruence between aétual self-cdncep: and ideal
self-concepﬁ, and discrepancies between actual and ideal self-concept.
Wylie (i9638) gbes on to point out that these tefms are not synonymous and
:h#t indiséflmina:e usage has led to confusion in the literature. A
consideration of these probiéms'in défiﬁitibn'is heyond'thé scope of the
present seport. However, for_gurppsés of clarification we used the term
self-esteem to denote valuing and liking oneself.

who Likes You? is based én the thesis that self-esteem derives, at
léasc in part, from perceiving oneseclf as liked ahd esteemed by others.
In effect, we are assuming that one's perception of being liked (or dis-
liked) preceed.: self-1iking and that, prior to the emergence of a con-
sistent level of self-esteem, the child must receive feedback about his
liability from sigaificant others in his environment. It is our conten~-
tion that level of self-e¢steem is complexly determined and may represent
the interaction of various feedback dimensions such as amount, content,
and consistency with dimensions of the feedback source(s). Who Likes You?

should be regarded as an initial effort to describe some of these dimensions

in our day care sample.

The Who Likes You? measure provides information about several factors
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associated with a child's self-esteem. In the fi:st place, the question
glves some indication of whether the child perceives himself as being
liked. In many 1nstanee§ failure to respond positively reflects‘the
child's feeling that he is not liked or does not feel liked. Such a feel-
ing may be attributable either to a realistic appraisal of how others feel,
lack of feedback from others about their positive feelings,or to misin-
terpretation of others' behaviors. In a few instanées, of course, failure
to respond may mean that the child has not understood the question or is
unable to verbalize sources of perceived esteem. Althdugh at this point

" we are not able to determine which of :he factors nentioned may be re—
’sponnible for inadequate reSponse in individual cases, we feel tha: lack

- of response is indicative of a deficit condition which nisht be remedied .

~ through individual atcention or revision of program enphases.

Who yikes You? also provides an opportunity to gather data atout who
day care children perceive as significant sources of positive regard. In
additfion to the usual sources of esteem available to preschoolers (e.g.,
parents, siblings, relatives), the day care child has other potential
sources of esteem in center personnel and peers enrolled in his day care
program. The day care child’'s response to Who Likes You? affords the
opportunity to determine whether day care figures are perceived by him
as providing significant input in this area.

Finally, Who Likes Ycu? yields information about the number of
persons who the child perceives as sources of positive regard. It was
pointed out earlier in this report that self-esteem is complexly deter-
nined and that many variables may interact to influence self-esteem in

the preschool child. Thus, while the number of persons cited in response
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to our qhéstion may be related to level of self-esteem, we cannot assﬁme
a simple one-to-one rclasionaﬁip. It should also be noted that, at the
preschool 1evei, the number of persons cited may also be affected by
verbal fluency and memory factors. At this stage in our research it
therefore sppears wisest to regard data from this aspect of the measure
as being primarily descriptive in character. <
Prior to administration of the Who Likes You? question to our day
care sample, some informal pilot work was conducted in order to ensure
that the wording was sultable for preschool children. Subjects for the
pilot stua, included small numbers of middle-class males and females
between the ages of 3 and S'yearé. 'Results indicated that subjeéts couid |
deal adequately with this question, and'vefhal cqaprehénsion.uns.gpod.
Hoﬁever, we also found that subjécts frequently responded with proper
names and that an inquiry was often necessary to allow full ideﬁtification
of siguiflicant others seen as sources of esteem. Thus, in our field work
examiners were instructed to conduct an inquiry when subjects responded

to the question with proper names.

Cood Person and Bad Person Measures

The Good Person and Bad Person measures are both direct questions
designed to gather descriptive data on formative aspects of preschoolers'
ideal self-concepts. The Good Person question attempts to tap elements
comprising the positive pole of the self-ideal, while the Bad Person ques~
tion represents an effort to tap elements comprising the negative pole.
The text of the guestions is'as folloés:

Now I have another question for you. Let's think

about what a good person does. We all try to be
good people, don't we. What does a good person do?
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Néw hére's another quescibh fbf vou. We all try |
not to be bad people, don't we. What does a bad
child do? :

The Good Person’and Bad Person questioné were uléo eipected to yiéld
data on the contribution of day care personnel to day care children's
conceptions of good and dad behavior and atcriﬁu:es. Wylie (1968) has
noted that most theorists éeem to imply that acquisition of an ideal self~
cbncep: is priﬁhrily a matter of teinforceé sééial learning. Obviouslv;
such learning occurs in the day care milieu and intra-day care comparisors
could furnish important information on sigﬁificant variables of incérést
in the field.

Common to most self theories is ﬁhe ﬁosiulation tﬁat sélf-coﬁcept
Ancludes both evaluative and cognitive aspects (iWylie, 1968). The evalu-
ative aspects derive from an assumed division of self-concept into an
actual self-concept and aﬁ ideal self-céncept. Wylie has pointed out that
there is a need for theorists and researchefs to conceptualizec the ideral
self as a separate classification and to recognize the necessity of sub-
dividing this construct into ideels the person has for himsclf and idcal.:
the person perxceives others to have for him. Good Pcison and Bad Perser
appear to tap primarily the latter, at least at the preschool level.

Two factors were instrumental in development of the Good Person and
Bad Person measures. Ome factor was the accumulation of cviderce that
efforts to assess self-concept in the preschool years had not been success-
ful. Throughout our literature review we were impressed by the issue of
whether a stable self-concept exists in this age group. Some researchers
(e.g., Minuchin, 1968; Bartlett, 1969) have taken the position that onc

does not, and findings that children's responses regarding self-referents
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are often temporally or situationally specific reinforce this position.
Moreover, all éxisting {nst ruments appear unsatisfac:ory for our purposes
for one reason or another.

Soﬁé preliminary pilot work, which we conducted ourselves, using
direct Qquestions was eqnglly unsatisfactory. Several direct questions
desigded fo tap self?concept were administered inforuwally to 3—. 4~ and
5~year-old ﬁ;iés and females from ptimatily middle~class profeasionai
families. Two of :%e seif-concept questions used in our pilot work were

K}

as follows:

© What are the best things about you? Tell
‘me things ahout yourself that you really
like. -
What don't you like about yourself? Tell
me things about yourself that you don't
like.
Inspection of the data suggested a gengtal failure to‘campréheﬁd
what was asked for in the questions. The latter question often elicited
iesponses about disliked activities rather than disliked éttriﬂutes. The
former generated many personal possession responses due apparently to sub-
jects' focusing on the word, "things.” Additional pilot work with alternate
wordings was unsuccessful.
The second factor which influenced development of the Good Person and
Bad Person measures was our conviction that the ideal self-concept might
dbe more readily accessible to measurement in early childhood than the self-
concept. This conviction was based on a8 number of considerations described
in the following paragraphs.
Most modern self t°. .orists either implicitly or explicitly believe

that self-referent constructs are the product of learning (Wylie, 1968).
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Theugh there 1s lack of agreement about type of reinforcement, the fol-
iewins iesrnisgs weuid steear teqsisite to the deveioﬁﬁegt o£ a stable‘
self-concept: (s) the velesce of vsrieus self-referent attributes and
(b) ene's status in relation to these attributes.

It seems evident that determinatien of one's poeition in relation
to self-related attributes necessitates feedbsck from the environment in
regard to one's status. However, the scope of preschoolers experiences
is limited. The label, preschool, denotes that the child has not had any
formal school experiences,  He, thus, has little data with which to
evaluste whether he is, in fset, "dumb" or "smart." -Similarly, mOSt pre-
schoolers ‘have hsd little expetience in conpetitive ex:teise games and
presumably have had little feedback about whether they are "strong" or
Tweak,” “"fast" or “"slow."” 1In effect, then, lack of npportunity limits
the amount of feedback the preschool child has received about his own
status in relation to many self-referent attributes.

While preschoolers may lack the experiences necessary to determine
their own position in relation to certasin «r'f .referent attributes, many
nave presumably had access to information about the desirability or un-
desirabilic- »f these attributea. Thsat is, the child =37 uot huve enough
data to decide, for example, whether he is "smart” oc "dumb,” but may
have received sufficient information to know that it is '"good” to be
"gmart” and "bad" to be "dumb.” It would appear, therefore, that inves-
tigation of preschoolers’ conceptualizations of those self-referent
attributes which are good to have and those which are bad to have presents
a more fertile and meaningful focus for research. Moreover, investigation

of these conceptualizations, in addition to providing descriptive data,
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may{aisé yield information about degree of‘diffe:gntiatioq §f preschoolers’
idéal self—cdnéepts, The aséumption here 1s that the richer the child's -
concepts of §osi:1ve and negative attributes, tﬁe greater the level of
ideal self-differentiation.

Initfal pilot efforts involved e&hstructién of questions désigned o
elicit {nformation on the ideai self ahd adﬁinistfation of these guestions
to small samplés of 3-, 4=, and Séyear-old children. Subjects were drawn
primarilv from middle-claSJ professional [amilies. In the early stages
of pilo:ing, the questions were phrased in terms of "good person" and "-ad
: pegSuu." Results 1ndicated that children gave meaningful responses to
both queétions énd éomprehensibﬁ.appeared sa*isfactory. 'Howevet, the
Bad Person question yielded a stereotypy of response (primarily about
crimes) which appeared undesirable for purposes of group comparison. In
_-later pilot work "bad child" was substituted for "bad person" and resulted
in greater variety, specificity, and richness of response. This change
: wés therefore maintained in our field work. In effect, then, the Good
Person and Bad Persor questions are not strictly parallel, though they
afe intended as measures of the opposite poles of the same construct.
Further work will be required to determine if "good child" and "bad
child" phraseology is mére productive than that presently utilized in
the Day Care Inventory.

It should also be noted that the Good Person and Rad Person questions
did not appear in sequence in the final version of the Day Care Inventory.
The two questions were administered separately in our field work because
our pilot experience suggested that subjects tended to simply reverse

thelr responses when the questions were presented together. 7That is, if
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a subject responded, "A bad child hits other kids," to the Bad Person
question, he tended to respond "A good person doesn't hit other kids," to
the Good Person question.. Separation of :he questions largely eliminated

this problem.

Body Parts

Body Parts is essentially a modification of the Body Parts measure
used by Minuchin (1968) in her Mirror Games. Minuchin's méasure was in-
tended as a rough index of differentiation of sélf-tmasg, and was also used
for this purpose in the Day Care Inventory.

Wylie (1968) has succinctly summed up the relevance of parts of the
body to self-concept:

Presumably, bodily contents of the actual
- self-concept are among the first to be’
learned, as opportunities to observe one's
body parts and their functions are always
available and the child can carry out all
kinds of explorations continually, whether
or not other persons are present [p. 745].

Although there 1s 1ittle question about the relevancy of physical
characreristics to self-concept, the issue can legitimately be raised
of'uhether asking preschool children to identify parts of the body is a
valid indicator of differentiation of self-image. Specifically, the ques-
tion arises of whether a child might have a well~developed notion of his
body parts, their functions, and adequacy without knowing the proper labels
to apply to them. If this is indeed the case, then Body Parts may be tap-
ping primarily language behavior rather than differentiation of self-image.

Minuchin (1968), herself, observed that her Body Parts measure

appeared to be mainly an index of vocabulary knowledge. Identification
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of anaﬁomical features also appears as a cognitive measure in the Stanford-
Binet Form L-M (Terman & Merrill, 1960), The Slosson Intelligence Test

For Children and Adults (Slosson, 1963), and the Revised Preéchool Inventory
or Preschool Achievement Test (Hess et al., 1966). On the other hand,
Bartlett (1969) has proposcd tnat self-concept development must be regarded
as closely linked with cognitive develofnént and that traumsitions from one
stage to another in level of cognitive functioning are reflected in con~- -
cosmitant éhanges in s@lf-concept. ‘This argument asserts that cogni@tve
development and self-concept development procéed hand-in-hand and are
psychoﬁetrically intertwined.

Minuchin's (1968‘) dey Parts containeu ilve :‘lt‘ens: knee, shoulder,
elbgw, cpiq, and chgek. Subjgcts we:e';aken'individﬁally to a full lengch
mirror and askec to identify their own reflections. Then, after ha&ing

" been askéd to perform several "ﬂﬁrm-up“ activities, childré# were asked
to identify the five body parts by touch. Minuchin (1968) reported that,
of the 18 male and female black 4-year-olds in her sample, only two iden-
tified all fiVe.bndy p3rts correctly.

The present investigators, using a pilot sample of 15 middle~class
nursery school children, found that two-thirds of the children tested with
Minuchin's measure obtained perfect scores and that three of the remaining
children missad only 1 item. Resulis expressed in terms of percent passing .
for Minuchin's Body Parts for the pilot sample were: knee, 93%; shoulder,
93%; elbow, 73%; chin, 100%; cheek, 93%. Although our sample and Minuéhin's
sample are clearly not comparable, it was felt that an effort should be

made to increase the range of Minuchin's measure,

114




Furthgr pilot work involved the administration of five additional
body parts to small samples of middle~class nursery school children. The
five additional parts pilotcd were: eyelash, wrist, chest, abdomen, and
heel. Heel falls at the 4-year-3-month level in The Slosson Intelligence
Test For Children and Adults {Slosson, 1963), and eyelash sypwars in the
»Stanford-ninet Fofm L-M wvocabulary subtest'at the 6-year level (Terman &
Merrill, 1960). Early pilot results indicated that only 202 of the chil-
dren :egted were ablg to identify abdomsn correctly. This 1t§n waé there~
fore dropped, and heel was substituted fof the remainder of the piloting.
Results for thé additional body parts piloted expressed-in terms of percent
rassing were: eyelash, 67%; wrist, 40%; chest, 31%; and heel, 71%.

On fhé basis of thé pilot work, six dey parts were chosen for inclusion
in the Day Care Inventory measure. These were: shoulder, chest, eyelash,
wrist, chin,and knee. In the final serial order of the imstrument easy
and difficult items were mixed in the interests of obtaining optimal perfor-

mance (Ali & Costells, 1369).

Wish

The Wish measure is a direct question modeled after those used by
érevious investigators of children’'s wishes (e.g., Jersild, Markey, &
Jersild, 1933; Jersild & Tasch, 1949). The text of the question as it
appeared in thg Day Care Inventory is as follows:

Let's pretend you can wish for anything you
want...anything in the whole world. If you

had a wish and your wish could come true,
vhat would you wish for?

115




wish was included in the Inventbry because it appeared to provide
data on se#eral facets of behavior of interest to us; Jersild and Tasch
(1949) have observed that wishes directly or indirectly reveal aspects 6f
the individual's outlook on life and what he wants from it. Similarly,
children's wishes are very personal expressions of desire which reflect
aspects of the phenomenological aelf. |

Comparison of the wishes of different groups of children 6f£ers the
opﬁortunity(co invéscigate colléctive differences in types of thiugs wished
for and also could provide clues to other dimensions on which groups vary.
The Wish question affords this opportunity in a&dition to yiélding descrip~
tive data about the wishes of day care children. It should also be'noﬁéd
that the Wish question (a) samples behavior relevant to the "Expresses

needs and wishes" objective in our objectives survey (Peters et al,, 1972)

~and (b) apparently taps children's ability to generalize, thus providing

a rough index of concept devélopment (Jersild et al., 1933; Jersild & Tasch,

"1949).

Review of Related Literature
Most work on children's wishes was conducted prior to 1950. 1In fact,

a review of Psychological Abstracts for the past two decades failed to

turn up a single study of the content of children's wishes after 1949.
Lack of recent research in this area may be seen in part as a reflection
cf the feeling that other aspects of child behavior provide a more fruit-
ful and heuristic ground for study. It may also reflect the feeling tha:
early studies (e.g., Jersild et al., 1933; Jersild & Tasch, 1949) exhaust-

ed the topic and that cost issues of importance in this area have been
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resolved. In general, studies of children's wishes have been descriptive
in nature and have examined differences in the content of wishes in rela-
‘tion to (a) chronological age, (b) group membership, (c) sex, and (d) IQ.

The first substantive data on children's wishes was repotted by Jersild
et al in 1933. The Jersild et al. (1933) study also dealt with children's
dreams and interests, but only aspects relevant to wishes will be reported
here. Subjects for this investigation included 400 children, 25 males and
25 females at each age level from 5 to 12 yeare. One grohp of 240 chiidren,
15 males and 15 females at each age levei, was dfawn from a Kew York City
public schonl. The other group of 160 children, 10 males and 10 females
at each age level,was drawn from two New York City private schools. Both
the mean IQ and the socioeconomic 1eve1 (as determined by occupational
~ status of parents) of the public school sample were lower than that of the
priﬁa:e school sample. Three wishes eere obtained from subjects by asking
the following questions in a private interview situation:

If you had a wish and your wish could come
true, what would you wish? I you had
ancther wish? If you had another wish?

Analysis of data involved construction of general categories for wishes
according to the content observed in subjects’' responses. Wishes were then
classified according to content categories, and the percentage of wishes
falling into various categories was computed by age, sex, school group,
1Q, and school groups matched in age, sex, and IQ. Jersild and his associ-
ates (1933) reported that the refinement of categories was continued until
two or more independent raters agreed between 96 and 100% on the classifica~
tion of the responses of 30 or more children whose records were selected st
random.

Jersild et al. also reported data onm the stability of wishes based
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on the iesponaes of 24 subjects interviewed on thtee.separste‘occasiOné.»
Eighty percent or more of the wishes expressed in Intefviéw 1 fell into
the same general category as wishes expressed in Intérviews 2 and 3.
Results‘indicated that there was no "essential ditference [b. 14]" be-
tween the trend of subjects’ firs:. second, and third wishes. ihus,
Jersild and his‘aasociates presented theit findings fof first wishes onij.

Selected findings for the sample as a whole waré as follows: _(a)
the largest group of wishes dealt with material objﬁcts and possessions
(48.3%) and (b) the second lérgest group of wishes dealt with family
relationships and companionship (11.4%) followed bﬁ wishes fof self-
aggrandizement or self-improvement (10;62).-'The investigatoré also found
that (a) there wasvg marked decliqe with age in wishes for specific

material objects and possessions, (b) wishes for gemeral inclusive benefits

for self and others were positively related to 1Q, (c) males had a some-

what higher percentage of wishes for material objects than did females,

- and (d) females had a higher percentage of wishes associated with family

and social relations. This last result was attributed tu Lhe greater
frequency of female wishes to have a baby or sibling. Jersild and his
assoclates also observed that, in making their wishes, subjects appeared
to direct their attention "toward accomplished objective facts rather

than toward peossession of powers within themselves which would emable them
to win the tﬁings they desire [p. 25]." This observation held up regard-
less of sex or chrounclogical age and was based on the finding that wishes
dealing with improvement in personal power and the like constituted only
about 11% of the wishes of the sample combined and showed no significant

relation to either sex or chronoclogical age.
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In 1939 Ritty and Kopel bublished reéuits of an investigation of the
wishes and dreams of public school boys and girls in Evamstom, Illinois.
In their publication, théy céﬁyaréd soﬁe og their results with those
obtained by Jersild et al. (1933). Subjecgs in the Witty and Kopel sample
included 50 males and 50'£emaleé at each grade level from kindergarten
through che.eighth graﬂe. The question used to ob:aih children's wishes
was codtained in the wiity-xopel Interest Inventory (1939) and is as
follows: |

Suppose you could have three wishes which
might come true, what would be your first
wish? Second wish? Third wish?

Results tended to corroboratc Jéréild et ai.'s findings. Witty and
Kopel found that (a) the largést nﬁmﬁer of wishés for all Ase gxuhps were'
- for material possessions and (b) wishes for materfal possessions decreased
with age, while wishes of a more inclusive and general nature increased.
Few important sex differences were observed by Witty and Kopel. Both
sexes produced an almost identical number of wishes and the types of
wishes expressed correcponded rather closely. Material possessions
ranked first for both sexes., Wealth, travel, and proficiemcy in a skilled
profession ranked next in that order for males, and wealth, travel, and
proficiency in the arts ranked next in that order for females.

Spcer (1939) conducted an investigation to determine whether the
manner in which wishes are expressed affect their content and whether
urban and rural schoolchildren vary in types of wishes expressed. Sub-
jects for the Speer study included 65 males and 50 females from city
schools and 37 males and 39 females from rural schools. Children wese

drawn from grades three through eight and ranged in age from 7 to 15 years.
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The question, "If anything you wisﬁed would come ;rué, vhat would you wish?"
was adoinistered, Wriften responses were obtained first; later, subjects
vere asked to respond oraliy to the same QueStiun. No effort was méde to
control for amount of tiﬁe between writteh and oral expressions.

Results ihdicaﬁed that rural children showed less variability im their
éishes than city children aé measured by the pefcentagekof chtldren’mhking
wishes which fell 1§te the same category in both their writter and oral
answers. Howevér; variation by éategary was small, aﬁd eﬁéept fof one,
classification differences were iﬁsignifiéaﬁt;i Results alsovshdwéd thaﬁ
rural clildren showed less variability within some of the w;sh categcrieé
than did urban <hildren. This was true for both "things to have' and
 "things Lo becomé," with city children showing the greatest degree of
:hﬁﬁge. Speé; (1939) suggested that this 1a£tef finding might refléCt
“the comparativelf greater exposure of ufban children to desirable objects
aﬁd possible vocations. On the basis of these and other findings, Specr
conaluded that the manner (i.e., written or oral) of nbtaining wishes did
not significantly influence the content of the wishes expresscd and, for
his sample, age and sex differences appeared to be the most ilmportant
determinant of type of wish, although social and cultural differences
might affect the specific object of desire.

Wwinker (1949) studied age trends and sex differences in children's
wishes, identifications, activities, and fears. Data gathered by Winker
was drawn from records of children's responses to the Moosehart Wishes
“eeee. . ... .and Fears Inventory (no date) on file at the Mooseheart Laboratory for
Child Research. Twelve inventories for males and twelve for females were

selected for each of three age ranges: 7 years 0 months to 8 years 1l

120




months, 11 years O months to 12 years 11 months, and 15 years O months
to 16 years 11 months. Children whose records were used in the investi-
gation were all residents of Mooeehart. a.eonnunicy established for chil~
dren and families of deceased members of the Loyal Order of Moose. Winker
describea Moosehart children as either half orphans or full orphnna from
primarily upper'louer—clasé and lower middle-class families.

Winker's (1949) analysis of data showed significant differences in

types of things wished for Se:ween the age groups reprasented. Seven-

and eight-year-olds expressed significantly more wishes for naierialv

things than did 15~ and l6-year-~olds, while the latter age group expressed
sisnificantly more wishel "To Be Suneone" thnn did the former. NoAsigqif;
icant differences were obtained between the 11~ and 12-year- and the 15~
and 16-year~old sroups.

No significant differences were obtained in types of wishes expressed
by males and females for any of the age groups studied. It should be noted
that Winker used only four categories for the classification of wishes.
This procedure wmay have obscured differences which might have been dis-
covered through the use of a finer method of categorization. "

Zeligs (1942) conducted a comparative study of the wishes of 12-
vear-old children in 1935 and the wishes of a similar group of l2-year-
olds in 1940. Subjects in the 1935 study included 165 boys and girls en-
rolled in the sixth grade in the Avondale Public School in Ohio. Subjects
for the 1940 study numbered 160 boys and girls drawn from the sixth grade
classes of the same school. Wishes were obtained by asking subjects to

write what they would ask for if they could have their "three best wishes

come true." Results indicated that 12-year-old children in 1940 expressed
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more wishes concerned with sdcial'wslfare.‘polictcal'conditioss. and
family welfare than did 12-year-olds in 1935. The 1935 groups ex-
pressed more wishes involving personal deVelupment, possessions, and
pleasures. However, the authors repo:t that the wishes expressed in 1935

covered practically the same items as those listed in 19&0. Zeligs also

‘combsred wishes expressed by msles and females for her 1940 ssmple. Boys

expressed more wishes relatins to personsl dsvslopmsn:. social uslfare,
political progress, and possessions, while girls gavs more wishss involving

fsmily welfare.

The last lavge-scale study of children's interests and wishes was

reported by Jersild and Tasch (1949). Subjects for the study included

_approximately 3,250 children drawn from large-city, small-city, suburban,

and small-town communities in the mid-western, southern and mid-eastern

United States. Subjects ranged in age from 6 to 18 years and included

males and females and blacks and whites. The Springfield Interest Finderx
(Jersild & Tasch, 1949), an ll-item questionnaire designed to tap chil-
dren's wishes, likes, dislikes, and interests, was administered to all
subjects, The questionnaire was administered orally to children in
grades one through three, while older children wrote their responses.
The text of the wish question in the interesi finder was:
My three wishes:

Resi. ts relating wishes to chronelogical age tended to confimm
earlier findings. Specifically, Jersild and Tasch found that (a) wishes
for material possessions were sizeable at all ages, but wishes for

specific material objects declined with age; (b) wishes pertaining to
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people and benefits.for mankind‘inéreased'with'age;‘(c) wishes peftaining-
to self—imp:ovement increased with age from 10% in grades one through
three to 58% at the junior high sehool level; and (d) the nature of the
person cited in wiahes pertaining to people shtfted wvith age so :hat ch:u-
dren in the elementary and iprermediate grades expressed moxe wisbes for
family members, while junior high school students expressed more wishes
for peers.

Jersild and Tasch (19&9) also reported a nnmber of findinss relating
children s wishes to sex of subject. Selected findinss were: (a) sitla
expressed more wishes pertaining to people than boys at all age-grade .
ivvels, (b) girls expressed more wishes pertaining to travel than did
roys, and (c) girls expressed more wishes relating to reading, wanting
books, and using the library than did boys, while boys‘expressed moxre wishes
relating to crafts and mechanical arts. |

A number of the studies which have been reviewed have also compared
the wishes of groups of children differing in sociceconomic status. Jer-
sild and his associates (1933) reported differences between their public
and private school samples, which had been found to represent low and
high socioceconomic groups, respectively. Results showed that 42.1% of
the wishes of the public school children fell into the category of spe-
cific material objects and possessions as compared with 26.3% of the
wishes of the private school children. On the other hand, 31.9%2 of the
wishes of the private scheol children fell into the category of general
and inclusive benefite for self and others as contrasted with only 8.3%

of the public school children's wishes. This difference obtaiﬁed even when
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children froﬁ<the:tw0'§roﬂps were matched on chronoiogical age and 1Q.

The fnvestigators proposed that these differences might be attributable

to (2) differences in prograﬁ emphases be:weén public and private schools,
(b) vocdbulary; and (éi’a greater need fof hatarini possessions associated
with the “ﬁe#eséiti§e cf 1ife" on the part of the public school sample.
However, :héy acknowledged that this last explanation was somewhat tenuous
due to the fact that within the material possesaions category the objects
most frequeutly wished for by the pudblic school group were toys rather
than pussessions associated witb economic necessities.

Witty and Kopel {1939) éem;ared‘the‘percentage of wishes falling
1n:o,the naterial objects and possessions category for iheir Evanstown
l"éample-wich those for the Jersild et al. (1933) New York samples. They
observed that. while 32% of the wishes of the Jersild et al. private
" schoo1 sample and 37% of the Evanston sample fell into this category,

52% of the wishes of the Jersild et al. public school sample related to
material possccuions, Moreover, similar differencés between the Evanston
and New York samples existed in the relative incidence of dreams about
"toys, food, money, ete." Witty and Kopel (19Y39) accounted for these
disparate percentages on the basis of socloeconomic differences between
the groups. The socloeconomic status of the Evanston sample was seen as
vivsely approximating the socioeconemic status cf the Jersild et al. pri-
vate school sample in that both were comparatively high. The Jersild et
al. public school sample was seen as representative of a lower socio-
economic level. Witty and Kopel (1939) concluded that the larger percen-
tage of wishes of the New York public school sample for material possessions

was a reflection of "a greater number of unsatisfied desires for material
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things [p. iOO]."V This sonslusion should be cuwpared with the otserva-
_éiaas offsfed Sy Jsssiid ;ﬁd his sssocistss absut the preponssfssss of -
wishes for material things in his public school sample.
Zeiigs (1942) conpsred wishss expfasssd by hsr'1940 Avondale sample
with wishes expressed by another ssmple drawn from a suburb in Cincinnati.
The two sroups were equivalent in chronolosicsl and mental sgs but differed
in socioeconomic status. The socioscnnumic status of the Avondale sample
was judged to be somewhat hishsx than the Cincinnati suburban sample.
Comparisons of types of wishes expressed indicaled that the Cincinmati
sample expressed fewsf wishes for social wslfsre and more wishes for per-
sonal and family possessions thsn did the Avondale sample. Zeligs (1942)
xnterpreted these differences as a reflection of :hs fact shst-
...children of lower subsistence levels,
especialiy those who do not always have

. bare necessities, would probably comcentrate
on economic security and family welfare in
their wishes [p. 240],

On the other hand, at least three investigators have failed to find
any relationship between socioeconomic status and children's wishes. In
1944 Gray conducted an investigation of the wishes of southern black ele-
mentary children. Subjects for the Cray study included 820 black children
of both sexes enrolled in the first through the sixth grades in schools
in Tennessee and North Carolina. The question used by Gray to obtaip
subjecss' wishes was as follows:

If you could have anything in all the world
that you might want, just anrthing, what would
you ask for? Put down just ONE thing — that

one thing you would rather have than anything
else you can think of.
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Wishes of the 23% of Graﬁ's sdnple who had the highest socioécoaonic
status and the 29X who h#d the luwest socioeeohonic status were theﬁ sub-
jected to énalysis. Results indicated no significant differences in the
percentages of childten from the two economic groups expressing each type
of wish and no significant differences between girls of high snd low socio-
econodic status and boys of high and low socioecdncnic scatﬁe in typeé of
wishes expressed. Gray interpreted her findings as evidence that personal
experiences are a morxe pbtenc factor in children's wishes than group mem-
bership. - |

Additional support for the view that children's wishes are unrelated
to socioecongnic'atatus.is det1v§d<frun the Jersild~and Tasch (1949)
study. Jersild and Tasch (1949) noted that subjects 1n their sanple frcn
the internediate grades differed 1n socioeconomic status. Paxt of the

Jersild and Tasch sample at this grade level came from "fairly canfortable
private hoaes," while another part of the sample came from "crowded city
_ conditions,” which by "middle-class adult standards would be regzarded as

very uncomfortable [p. 20]." Examination of the groups' wishes about
housing indicated no differences in the proportion of children wishing
for better living quarters. Further, the groups did mot differ greatly
in the proportion of children expressing wishes to "live somewhere else,
ieave home to visit someone else, or to travel [p. 21]." The investiga-
tors concluded that children from the intermediate grades who resided in
poor accomodations seemed to take them for granted.

Pilot Work

None of the investigations just reviewed included children below the

age of five in their samples. Since 3- and 4~year-olds were to be used
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as subjécts_in the present study, some pilot work was conducted in order
r6 determine which "wish" question night be most suitable from the stand-
point of verbal comprehension. Two wish questions were tested in the
pilot work and are as follows:

lLet's pretend yo: can wish for anything you
want...anything in the whole world. If you
had a wish and your wish could come true,
what would you wish for?

Do you know what a magician is? A magician
is someone who can give us anything we want
or can help us do anything we want to do.
Let's pretend that I'm a magician and can
give you anything you want or do anything
you want me to. What would you ask me for?
What would you want me to do for you?

The first question was & version of the question used by Jersild et al.
(1933). The second question was a modification of a wish question appear—

ing in The Mooseheart Wishes and Fears Inventory (no date).

Both questions were administered orally to different samples of males

and females enrolled in a university nursery school. Results indicated
that the Mooseheart wish question was too long and involved for most
sreschoolers. Many subjects lost interest or failed to understand the
idea of a magician. The Jersild wish question seemed appropriate for
the preschool population. It was therefore selected for inclusion in
the battery.

In our field work, the Wish guestion was supplemented by an addition~

al question designed to get at motivational factors 1né1uenciug children's

wishes. After the Wish question was administered, each child was asked,

"Why do you want v

In addition, examiners were instructed to conduct an inquiry follow-

ing wishes for material objects in order to determine whether the object
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Ashed for was  toy ur intended for adult use. This strategy 411.@ |
us to make finer disc#iminationb within the material possessions céﬁegory.
It also allowed suﬁjects to elabbtéte on their original résponsés; we
thus feceived additional information for usge in categorizing responses.

‘Fbr example, if a child responded "a car" to the Wish questinn. it wbuid
ordinsrily.be classed in the material posseasibnsAcatesory. Howeéer. if
duxins addinional questioning it is discovered that the desire 1s for a
"real car so that Daddy can drtve to wnrk." the object wished for takes
on added sisnificance. which should be recognized in classifyins the objecc.
In effect. it was felt that this procedure would increase the meaningfulness

and specificity of response categorizatiou;

Camera Game

" The ability to express affective moods appropriately an& recognize
others' affective moods is integral to effective personal and social
functioning. The Camera Game represents an effort to assess expressive
aspects of affective development in preschool children. The measure also
affords the opportunity to collect data on children's role-playing ability
and fantasy enjoyment. In Camera Game the child is asked to reproduce
five different moods. The five moods included are: happy, mad, sleepy,
.sad, and scared. In additionm, the child is rated on degree of fantasy
involvement displayed in the course of the measure.

Camera Game has been derived from the affect differentiation measure
employed by Minuchin (1968) in her Mirror Games. Minuchin (1968) origin-

ally described the measure as an index of the "capacity to communicate
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gradations of affect [p. 24]." .She used it to assess aspects of differen-
‘tiation and integration of se1f~1mege. Minuchin acknowledged, however,
that her technique aleo demauded a certain amount of recall ability and
self-distance and that it might more eccuretely be described as assessing
the sbility -t0 rvecall and reproduce mood etates in- the aheenee of appro—
priate stimulf, Thus, perfornanee on.ninuchin's 1nstruaent also seems

to require a certain amount of role~playing ability and imagination.

Review of Related Literature

A considerable emount of 1iterature has been published on the topic
of affective development in childxen, and the development of a number
of indices of empathic ability in children has been reported. The field |
has suffered, however, from a lack of cohesivenees, and inwestigaeions :
relevant tu affective development are scattered throughout the litera-
ture; therefore & systematic review is difficult. Recently, Deutsch
(1972) conducted a comprehensive search of the literature and has pulled
together related studies in an extensive review. Readers should refer
to Deutsch's review for a detailed picture of current research in this
area. In our report we have confined our attention to Minuchin's (1968)
investigation because of its relevancy to the development of the Camera
Ganme.

In 1968 Minuchin conducted a pilot project to (a) develop methods
of “systematically describing variations in expressed curiosity and con~
structive exploration among preschool disadvantaged childrem [p. 2]" and
(b) assess the relation between curiosity or exploratory behavior and

other aspects of development. Those aspects chosen for study included
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self image, expectations 6£ the enviromment, and concept formation.
The self-image measures used by Minuchin 1nc1uded identification of body
parts, a drawing of the self, and the affect differentiation technique.
The affect differentiation technique consisted of asking subjects to
reproduce four affective states while etandins in front of a full-length
mirror. The four affective states required were happy, nad, sleegy, and
sad. Instructions to the subject were: "Let's see what you look like
when you're very (affective state)." A subject's score was the "number
of appropriaté and recognizable responses to the mood stimuli [p. 15]."
Selected findings relevant to the affect differentiation technique
are as follows: (a) differentiation of affect was significantly rélated
to curiosity and exploration as measured by preschool observationn. énd
(b) affect differentiation was not reliably related to either of the -
other two self—iaage measnres, though analyses susseated a trend in the
expected direction between drawing scores and affect differentiation

sSCores.

Pilot Work

Our initial pilot work with Minuchin's (1968) technique was aimed
at increasing its range. In addition to the four moods used by Minuchin
(1968), two other affective states were added: scared and surprised.
Tha range of gossible scores was also increased by including a 4 scoring
category for marginal responses. Procedure was essentially the same
as that used by Minuchin except for substitution of a large hand mirror
for a full length mirror. This substitution was dictated by practical

considerations entailed by our field work.
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Subjects for our initial pilot work included 15 middlé—class male
and female preschoolers enrolled in classes at The Pennsylvania State
University Nursery School. These children were primarily from middle-~
class families.

Inspection of the data showed that three subjects received éerfect
scores, while three subjects received no credit. ”Happy" was the easiest
mood for subjects to reproduce, while "surprise" was the most difficnlt.
The number of subjects whose responses fell into the three scoring

categories for the six sffectiva moods 1is shown 1n Table 15.

TABLE 15

MOOD SCORE FREQUENCIES FOR SIX HDOD STATES

Moods - - + | + - | | -

Happy 11 1 3
Mad 5 3 7
Sleepy 7 4 4
Sad 4 1 10
Scared 5 3 7
Surprised 4 0 11

Our initial pilot wor}. also yilelded some practical information about
the Minuchin techniquc which we were able to use in subsequent pilot
work and in our field study. Our test administrator reported that the
mirror seemed to have a detrimental effect on children's responses. Some

subjects were so entertalned by their own reflections that they laughed,
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while trying to reproduce the required moods. Althuugh use of the mirror
obviously added to the cliliren's enjoyﬁent of the tést, a few had dif-
ficulty composing ﬁhemselves for subsequent responses. In effect, the
mirror appeared to elicit an affective state inappropriate for most of
the moods required and made it even more difficult for subjects to per-
fom‘. Although Minuchin (1968) felt that the presence of a mirror aided
children in reproducing moods, we did not draw the sﬁns conclusion.
Whatever might be gained bﬁ subjects from seeing their reflections
appeared to be dissipated by the elicitation of a conflicting mood.

Our test administrator also reported that some of the pilot subjects
used motoric gestures as well as facial expressions in responding to the
meood stimuli. Moreover, a few cﬁildrén‘reportedly.used moior regponseé
only to éxpress'certéin affective states, Tﬁese types of responses
appeared to us tb be qualitatively different than those employing faciul
expression only and seemed to represent an added source of data.

On the basis of our 1n1t1§1 findings we instituted several admin-
istrative and scoring changes in Minuchin's original technique. The
major administrative changes included omission of a mirror and addition
of new instructions for the subjects. The purpose of the new instruc-
tions was to (a) provide a "lead-in" to the measure and (b) emphasize
the fantasy aspects of the required tasks. The new instructions, to-
gether with the procedure to be followed by examiners, are as follows:

Say, "Now let's play another pretend game. Let's
pretend that I have a camera and that I'm guing to
take some pictures of you. Here is my camera."
(Pretend that you are getting ready to take picture
of child. Hold up your hands to form a camers and
aim 1t at the child, Say "Click" and move your
index finger as 1if pushing the shutter after he

has produced each response., It is important that

you enter into this game with gusto and make it fun
for the child and for yourself.)
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After demonstration of the pretend camera, examiners were told to

introduce the first mood stimulus as follows:

First, I want to take a‘picture of you

when you're very happy. Show me what

you look like when you're very happy!
When the subject produced ; .8 response, examinars were instructed to
say "click" to emphasize the "let's preteﬁd“ atmosphere. Instructions
for other mood stimuli paralleled those for "happy."

Tﬁé major scoring changes which we instituted 1nc1udédz (a) re~
teation of the + scoring category for watainal respohses 1nst1tuted in
our initial pilot work, (b) addition of a :ﬁtins scale for fantasy‘invulve-v“
maﬁt, (c) composition of sco:ihg criteria for respbnse qng;ity, and (d)
additibnAof a scoring category for responses which included gross notorl
components. | | ' | |

In Hinu#hin's origiﬁal investigation the only criteria ment ioned
for the scoring of affective responses were appropriateness and reéos-
nizability, Since these criteris seemed to allow considerable latitude
for disagreement, we felt that composition of more detailed criteria
for the scoring of response quality would be appropriate. These criteria
are as follows:

-,

+ ¢t A really good response. Easily recognizable
without knowledge of stimulus word.

A marginal response. Fairly good but some
ambiguity possible without knowledge of
stimulus word.

~ : A rosponse is produced but in terms of the
stimulus word 1s unrecognizable or imappropriate.

I+

In addition, we felt that a distinction should be made between the absence

of any response and responses to mood stimuli which were unrecognigable
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or 1ﬁap§:b§riate. Thus, a “no response” (NR) catesory wvas included in
addition to those}for response quality. The final scoring category which
we added, in recognition of occasional gestural or postural modes of
afféctivé expression, was labeled gross motor involvement. The scoring
criteria for this response category were as follows:
v : Major notor‘involvament via gesture, posture,

e.g., shakes fist for "angry;" droops head

for "sleepy."

The fantasy involvement scale was coﬁstruéted'to assess subjects'
fantasy involvement in the measure. It was pointed out earlier in this
report that Minuchin's original technique appeared to require a certain
amount of‘selffdistanﬁe, tole—playing‘ability, and imagination. Thus,
the test offered an opportunity ﬁo assess degree of involvement 1n\fantany-
type activities. The administrative changes mentioned earlier were
carried oﬁt in part to emphasize the fantasy aspects of the test. For
assessment purposes, examiners were 1nsttucted to rate sﬁﬁjec:s on a
| Sfpoint scale in terms of the degree to which they seemed to relish pre-
‘tending and entered into the spirit of the Camera Game. Raters were

inétructed to ignore response quality in completing the rating since it
could not be assumed that "goodness” of respomse was related to enjoyment
of pretending.

Minuchin (1968) did not report any reliability data for her original
affect~differentiation technique. Thus, the final phase of pilot work
on Camera Game included a small pilot investigation to assess interscorer
reliability for the mood stimul{ scoring categories and for the fantasy
involvement rating. Subjects for our reliability study included 9 male

and female preschoolers enrolled in The Pennsylvania State University
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Nursery School. Three raters were used, all of whom had had considerable
experience in working with préschool children. The Camera Came was ad-
ministered to subjects 1nd1vidually in accord with the instructions des-
cribed previcusly. One rater administered the test and rated in the
subject's presence, while the two other raters oBsarved via a‘onedway
mirror.

Results were analyted by calculating the percent of agreement batween
all possible pairs of raters for the various scoring categories. Out of
108 possibie conplriéons between pairs of raters for the NR ehtegory,
raters agreed 81% of the time on response presence or absence. Out of
46 ponsible compariscns between pairs of raters who scored response
presencé, raters agreed 70% of the time on tesﬁoﬁse quality. Out of 108
-possible comparisons for the gross motor category, raters agreed 87% of
the time on the presence/absence of gross notor»responses.

A reliability estimate for the fantasy development rating was obtained
in a similar manner. Out of 21 possible comparisons between rater pairs,
raters agreed 76% on subjects' fantasy involvement. Further inspection
of the data indicated that two of the three raters agreed 100% of the
time on the involvement rating. While interscorer reliability figures
for the Camera Game were modest, it was felt that they reached an accept-
able level for our purposes.

The Camera Game was administered in our field work as it appeared
in the reliability study, except for the omi;sion of the mood stimulus,
"surprised.” This item was omitted in the final version of the Inventory
because it seemed to present the greatest latitude for scoring ambiguities

and was also the most difficult mood for subjects to reproduce,
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Rating Sca

Child Ratings

Many aspects of a child's social and personal development are fre-
quently the heart of gdals and curricula of child cars programs. While
the past decade has been characterired by‘the visibility, excitement,
and réséarch support of efforts to understand cognitive functioning and
development more fully, a shift in focus to the personal and social
domains is increasingly evident. fhere is a heigbﬁened sense tbﬁt the so~
called nohcognitive areas should attain a more precise understanding and
should be wore catefﬁlly defined in curricula and in the specification
of educational objectives (Sparling and Gallagher, 1971). The paucity of
appropriate measures in these areas has been discussed elsewhere in this
chapter as ie describéd our search for, selection of, and (in some cases)
'developﬁent of assessment techn?gnes.

One time-honored measns of attempting to assess dimensions of social-
personal development is the rating scale. Rating scales have traditionally
‘been the instrument choice in two situations: (a) when there 1s no appro-
priate direct assessment technique available and (b) when the dimension
to be assessed required observation over more than a brief period of time.
In the latter case systematized observational techniques, which utilize
trained personnel observing selected aspects of a child's behavior, are
often preferred because of their greater precision and reliability of
measurement. However, rating scales utilizing judgments of a pexson who
has been familiar with the child over an extended period of time are

adopted when observational techniques are inappropriate in terms of time
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and cost. They have also been the method of choice for assessihgvglébal
characteristics inferred from a multitude of specific behaviors (e.8-»
"kindness") and for assessing behavior over long periods of time. |

Our Child Ratings, rating scales filled out by our day care chil-
dren's teachers, were utilized im the present study for much the same
reasong. Some behaviors simply could nét be appropriately assessed Sy
direct exsminer - child assesement. Some could have been assesged by
observational techniques, but these précedures were too costly in time,
" money, and inconvenience to the centers. Finally, some behaviors seemed
appropriately assessed only by relying on the judgment of the teacher who
had known and observed the child, albeit unsystematically, over an extended
period of tiﬁe. | |

Thé'najofity of the scales on our Chil#'katinss'weré adapted from the -
Day Care Behavior Inventory of Schaefer and Aaronson (no date). The
Schaefer and Aaronson instrument had been devised to coincide with two
other similar instruments that the authors had developed (The Classroom
Behavior Inventory and the Infant Behavior Inventory). It was designed
to be used in day care classes, to be clear in presentation, and to be
relatively brief. Thus it seemed highly appropriate for use with busy
day care teachers. A salient reason for thc inclusion of its scales,
however, was that the factors which are assessed are congruent with those
which factor analytic studies have identified as prominent in the social-
personal behavior of young children (Bccker & Krug, 1964; Emmerich, 1971;
Walker, 1967). These dimensions are extraversion, task-orientated behavior,
introversion, hostility, distractibility, and considerateness. Each dimen-

sion is composed of five items.
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Ou the Child Ratinsa there are a total of 4] aspects of a child's
behavior to be ra:ed. rhe first 30 items are thoae of the Schaefer and
Aaronson Day Care Behavior Inventory. An additional 13 iteas were
included however., These items wera devnloped specifically to evaluate
sone behsvioral objectives whieh were not amenable to éirect assessnant,”
but which were deemed igportant on the objectives survey uade by staff
of :he Pennsylvania Day Care Study (Peters et al., 1972). Included are
 items related to self help, empathy, cnoparattveness. creativity,
curiosity.

Aside from three items for which descriptive categories are used
- on :he Child natings form, a 4-point scale was provided for racins each
of the items. These four rating points were defined as “almos: always,"
| "frequently,” "sometimes,” and "almost néver.“ The ﬁ-point rating format

.représeats a departure from the more traditiosal 5-point scale, which |
* vas originally used by Schaefer and Aaronson. We elected to eliminate
thé midpoint rating ("half the time") in order to cbviate the tendency
on the part of some raters to overuse this category. The teacher in her
ratings in effect must first decide upon direction (on which side of the
nonexistent neutral midpoint her judgment falls) and then make a judgment
as to degree.

At the eq§ of the Child Ratings we included the question "What three
or four single words best describe this child to you?” This item was included
to gather pilot data in two related areas. The first gosl was to begin
to describe salient dimensions along which teachers construe the chil-~
dren with whom they work. Our reasoning here, reflecting that of George

Kelly (1955), is that teachers develop their own dimensions along which
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they view and respond to children. These dimensions may not necessarily
cofncide with either our dimensions of study or with traditional research
and educational dimensions. Our concluding question to the teachers,
thea, repreﬁents an éffort to provide data for an initial attempt to
describe some of these teacher-generated dimensions for eohcaptualising
the day care child. We also wished to attempt to analyze these data

{n terms of their evaluative meaning (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957).
We felt that many of the terms utilized by teachers in describing the
chilﬁren could be rated according to their evaluative (good ~ bad) com~
ponent and that the possibility thus existed for devulopins a rough index
 of evaluat1v§ attitude toward a particular child or toward children in

- general.

Examiner 6bsetvations

In a testing situation a child's rapport with the examiner, his
cooperativeness, and his attentioﬁ to and pétsistence on thé various
asscssment tasks have great bearing both oﬁ how the child performs in
the assessment situation and on how h‘:'pcrfornadce.nay be’interpreted.
Recognition of such factors has led to such common test administration
practices as providing a warn-ﬁp period to familiarize the child with
the examiner and the testing environment, allowing for "breaks” to combat
fatigue and inatteation, and devising various other individualized
strategies to assure a child's best performance. Particularly in clin-
ical situations, test results are Iinterpreted in iaght of the child's

genezal approach to the assessmeat tasks.
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Tést tecérd booklets.(e.g., Stanford-Binet, Terman & Merrill, 1960)
typicaliy provide scales for.reeoidins the exaniner's'inpreséiéns of thé
ehild's"tespbnée té the éésessment situation and taéks.‘ Mb:e recently
psychologists f(e.g., Banta, 1970) have recognized that some of these
scales might appropriately be used as measures of two "skills" of the
child: his approach to tasks and his approach to interpersonal situa-
tioms. | |

Banta (1970), for instance, utilized four Binet rating scales to
comprise his task competence measure and four other Bimet scales to com-
prise~his social coﬁpetence measure. Task competence referred, of eoursé;
té'the child's interaction with ﬁhe uaterials.(ﬁersisfenge; atténtiﬁﬁ, B
cbncéntracicn, ete.), and social competence referred to his interaction
with the éisminer (friendly,’cooperétive, comfortable, eté.). Task cdg-
petence ratings showed a test¥ret§st reliability coefficient of .39 which,
 vhile significant, indicates considersble variability over the 2-month
test-retest interval. The social competency ratings were considerably
' more stable over a period of time (2-month test-retest reliability of .60).
~Each of the tatinss showed good internal consistency (odd-e§én corre;acibn
of .82 for task competence and .66 for social competence).

On a theoretical level, the relationship between éocial competence
and task competence is a matter of dispute. Some theorists argue (e.g.,
Bales, 1958) .that doing well on tasks and doing well in social interaction
are independent, unrelated skills. Others (e.g., Erikson, 1950; White,
1960) see these skills as interrelsted, as mutually interdependent. Banta's
data showed a modest rélationship (correlation of .44) between his measures

of these two variables.
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Our own ra:ing scales for the exaniner. Exaniner Observations, also
contained scales designed to assess social and task competence. The first
' fqur scales cqmbine to yield social competence scores. The next four -
scales provide thé‘taék co-petencé score. Our social competence scales
are not 1dentical to those of the Stanford Binet which were utilized by
.Banta (1970). They represent our attespt to specify more elearly the
dimensions to be rated and the necessity to omit one Bines rating :agard- |
ing need for praise and encouragement due to our assessmant strategy,
vhich attempted to equalize praise and encouragement for all children.
Again we adapted a 4~point rating system instead of the traditional 5=
.-point format in order eo elininate the mid-poin; type of rater respunse
set. The Examiner Observations includes, in addition to the eight scalea'
already‘mentiuned five additional behaviors to be rated, They are:
speed of response, intelligibility of speech, amount of vexbalisation,
amount of motor activity. and amount of suessins the child engagad in.(
Space is also provided for any additional comments and observations the

psychometrist might wish to make.
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CHAPTER 3
FIELD ssgsm STAFF
Selection
Applicants for administration of the Day Care Inventory were obtain-

ed primarily from the departments of school psychology, ednca:ionai pay-
chology and clinical'psychblosy at The Pannsylvania s:ace University. In
brief, wve eontacted eolleagues in each of these departuents snd asked
them to publicize among their staduata students that we were 1ook1ns for
competent psychometrists for a 2-wesk data gathering period. A large
number of interested persons contacted us. After initial screeningon
the basis of ;;gining and experience, approximately 16 péfsoga were
invited to apply formally for the yositinn of field psychometrist.

: Acéeptance as one of the field psychometrists in the child assess-
ment‘gtbup involved three'steps.‘ First the Personnel Data and Application
Form, devised speeifically for selectins our psychometrists, had to be
submitted. It questioned the students about courses they had eonpleted
in psychometrics and child development, about their experience in teatins
young children, and about their experiemce in social wa:k, community
development, and psychology. A copy of this form appears in Appendix E.
Second, those applicants who appeared most qualified were interviewed
individually ﬁy the deputy head of the Penﬁsylvania Day Care Study.

Third, faculty members in the students' depsrtments, whom the applicants
had named as references, were contacted for judgments regarding the
students' general competency.

The final selection of our psychometrists was based primarily om
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 (a) ﬁrior training and éxﬁetience in tésting young children, (b) depart-
mental reconnenﬂations. and (c) availability during the period when the
field study was to be conducted. Of the 16 applicants who completed our

entire application procedure, 7 were chosen.

Description

Our psy;honetrists were heterogeneous in sex, race, and education.
There were four females and three males. One male and one female was
black, while the remsinder were Caucasian., We had hoped to have a more
, fefresencative‘ number of blacks but were limited by the fact that only
" two applied for positions. Three of fhe teséers‘were doctoral candidates
in c1i§1c51 péyéhology. Oﬁé psychometrist was a candidate for a master's
degree in educatiml psychology. She had been pmmmy employed as
a‘psychbmetrist in a public school system. The remaining three psychome-
trists were advancéd graduate students in écho§1 psychoiosy. All of our
testers had had considerable acadéuic and prac:iéai experience in testing

young childrza,

Training

The training of testers was divided roushly.into three phases: (a)
introduction to day care and the Day Care Inventory, (b) studying the Inven-
tory and administering it to several preécboolera. (c) a final check~out,
including édministetins the Inventory to a member nf our gtaff.

The first phase of training involved a half-day group session for
all psychometrists., This session had two goals: (a) to familiarize

our psychometrists with the Inventory and our philosophy of test
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administration and (b) to familiarize the psychometrists with the aims
of our project, with the history and background of day care, and with
problems which might be encountered in the field. The training session
was conducted by tbe deputy head of the Pennsylvania Day Care Study.

" In the course of the session the entire Inventory was reviewed and its
administration demonstrated by vembers of our staff. Considerable time
was also spent in discussing our philosophy of test administration as
outlined in the instructions for examiners, a copy of which can be found
in Appendix F., In addition, time was spent outlining the aims of our
work and providing psychometrists with a gemeral understemling of day
cere. m: aspect: of ttein:lng was enphneized because our peychmetriets
served as the pereonel representetivee of our work and muld therefore
have the opportunity to assure the continmd cooperetien of the indiv-
4duals in the practical day care world.

The second phase of training involved individual work on the part
of our psychon’e:riats ro d'eveloﬁ their full cmpetence with the Inventoty
Duri::s this phase, peycbmtrisﬁe were required to practice aduiuiuter:his
'the Inventory to several preschoviers.

In the final phase of training, group and individual sessions were
held during which the psychometrists administered the Inventory to one
of our staff members who role-pleyed a preschooler. This spproach seemed
partieularly’valueble in that psychometrists were able to observe and

| compare their methods of administration with the others, and examiner
varisbility could thereby be reduced. The staff member who role-played
e preschooler was able to highlight certain details which required par-
ticular alertness and was able to portray some specific difficulties
which might be encountered.
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In addition, while ome psychometrist engaged in role-playing test
administration, the other examiners recofded‘the staff members' responses
on record sheets. Record sheets were then compared and discussed. It
wvas felt that this procedure increased scoring reliability among exam-~ |

1ner§ in instances where measures required subjective judghents to be
made.

Assignment to Geographic Regions

Assigoment of examiners to geographic regions was done in part on
the basis of expressed preferences and in part on the basis of ethnic
distribution in the State of Pennsylﬁahia. With this latter factor in
nind, we assignad‘one of our black psyéhoietrists to the Pittsbﬁrsh area
and the other to the Philadelphia are@. Additional information regarding
racial composition of child-psychpnétrist dyads can be found in Chapter 4

of this report.

= —
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CHAPTER 4
' SELECTION AND CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE

‘This chapter describes the sample of children used in the develop-
ment of the Day Care Inventory and the method utilized in obtaining it.
A drief summary of the chapter is provided here as an aid to the reader
for the more detailed presentation which follows.

?irst of all._:he‘shuple was not a randdaly selected.ana. nay care
center sites were chosen to be representative of a mumber of geographic
and day care program characteristics. At the various centers, children
were selected only fron those fpf whonm paren£a1 permission had been |
given for the child s participation 1n the study.

The sample consisted of 282 children, half boys and half 31:13.
About half of the children were é—year-olds, about one-quarter were 3~
year-olds, and about one-quarter were S-year—olds. ‘About cﬁo-thitds .
of them were white and approximately one-third were black. Slightly
over half ths children resided in large cities (Philadelphia and
Pittsburgh) and their surrounding areas; the réuainder liied in smaller

'cizies, villages, or rural arecas. White children were more equally
distributed in the geographical categories, while black children were
predominantly (88%) from the large cities and adjacent areas.

The "average" child in the sample had attended the day care center
about 8 months and was enrolled in a classroom attended by 11-15 chil-
dren. Age snd ethnic homogeneity in the classroom were only slightly
more common thas, mixed age and ethnic groups. Some 401 of the children

lived in one-parent families, and the avarage number of children per
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family was 3.1. About half of the mothers and about 88% of the fathers

for whom we have information were employed.

Selection of the Sample

The sample was selected first by region, then by ceater within region,
and then by children within centers.

Selection of Regions and Day Care Centers

Cuusiderations of'cost and time determined that our sample be
limited to a small number of geographic regions. These regions were
selected according to the following criteria:

1. Availaﬁility of Progtahs, To be comsidered for inclusion
1ia our saﬁéle a geographic area was required to have a |
nunber of prograﬁs sufficient to optimize the likelihood
of obtaining an appropriate number of children with whom
to wﬁrk. |

2. éeogrs#hic ﬁeﬁresentation. We sought a sample which wbuld
represent the statewide range from high~density urban areas
to sparsely populated rural regions.

Five areas which met these criteria were selected. They are:

1. Philadelphia and surrounding area

2. Pittsburgh and surrounding area

3. Counties of Northumberland and Schuylkill
4. Counties of Erie and Warren

5. Bradford County

Within these areas, we attempted to provide for a representation

of day care centers according to type of funding (private proprietary,
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Socisl Security Act Title IV-A funded, funded by other public means,
ete.), type of program (from a primarily educational enphasis to more
general orientations), and size of center.
The ultimate criterion of site selection, of course, was the will-

- ingness of a center to participate in the child assessment aspect of
the Pennsylvania Day Care Study. We were both g:ateful for and impressed
by the cooperation and helpfulnesa extended by each of the centers we
contacted, particularly in light of the fact that these centers also
extended cooperation ainultaneously to other groups of this ltudy
Thus one condition for posuible serious biaaing of the sanple. 8 differ~
ential among eenters in willinsneas to coopernte, did not occur. .

A total of 51 day care centers, distributed throughout the five

geographical regions, were 1nc1uded in the sanple of centers.

Selection of Children ﬂithin Centers

The selection of children within centers was achieved in a manner
which allowed for serious biasing of the :esults in an unknown mARNGY .
Specifically. the selection of children was made from the total number
'of children at a particular centér for whom we had obtained parental
permission to work with the child. It is our position that no child should
be included in a study without the full consent of his parent and that
the scientiftc desideratum of random selection of childrem must yield
to an assential ethical principle of research with children-~the informed
permisgion of the parent,

Parental permission wvas obtained in a number of ways. Moat fre-
quently the day care teéchers informed the parents of our forthcoming

visit and its purpose and obtained the permission signatures. (A copy
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of the parental permission slip appears in Appendix G.) Parents were
contacted aither in person when deliQarins or picking up their chil-
dren or via telephone or by'the time-honored method of the children
taking home and returning the slips. In one instance permission was
given by a parent advisory council, which had the responsibility for
scrutinizing and approving or disapproving all research activities at a
center, In a few instances in which parental permission had not been
obtained at the center prior to the psychometrist's visit, due to an
oversight or work demands, the ngvzchometrist himself obtained permission
from parents who were bringing their children to the d#y care center.
-Although no specific record was kept of the ptdpbrcion of children in

a center or class for whom we received permission, at no center did we
have difficulty obtaining adequate parental comsent.

Oﬁr sample of childrén, then, is best described as a sample of day
care children for uhon‘parental.coﬁsént was obtained for the children's
participation in this study, not as a randcn‘aample of day care children.
How the present sample differs from a randomly selected sample 1s, of
course, not known, and we can only ackhowledge the possibility of bias.

A stratified random sampling of sge, sex, and ethnicity at each
day care center was attempted. Insofar as possible at any one center
and/or over a period of time we asked each psychometrist to obtain a
sample that was balanced by.age and sex and that was representative of
ethnic srﬁupe in the center. Within every category, fdr example, 4-year-
old white females, the psychometrist utilized a system involving s
table of random nuwbers to select any particular child for inclusion in

the study. As is apparent when the characteristics of the sample are
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discussed, our atte@t was only partially successful; an. equal number of
children do not &pyear in each category. Some discrepancies, for example,
few blacks in the rural category, can be seen as adequately representing
population charactefiatics. whereas other unbalanced categories, for
.example, more Sl-year-old boys than girls, probably reflect sampling

errvor rather than the actual situation in the center.

Characteristics of the Sample

A total of 290 children was selected. Three children, just under
"the age of three, were inadvertantly initially selected and ansgased.
and five children were of an ethmic group other than black or white.
The data of these eight children were excluded from the sample utilized
in the analyses. ‘The resultant sasple :hua consisted of 282 childten
who were administered the Day Care Inventory.

Data were collected during the 2-week period of March 20-31, 1972,
The follouins discusston presents the characteristics of the saaple
qccordins to sex and age, geographic area and ethnicity, the day care

éenter situation, and family.

Sex and Age
The sex and age characteristics of the sample are presented in

Table 16. The total sample was approximately half boys (50.7%) and half
girls (49.3%), The 3-, 4-, and 5-year-old categories have been divided
into 6-month intervals for purposes of description of the sample and for
analyses of data,
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TABLE 16
PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN CLASSIFIED BY AGE AND SEX

Age Boys girls Total
| .t W s x o3
3-0 to 3-5 7 2.5 13 4.6 20 7.1
3-6 to 3-11 21 7.4 25 8.9 46  16.3
4=0 to 45 30 10.6 23 8.2 53 18.8
4~6 to 4-11 82 14.9 47 16.7 89 31.6
5-0 to 5-5 2% 8.5 2 9.6 51 18.1
5-6 to 5-11 19 6.7 4 1.4 23 8.2
' Total ' 143 50.7 139  49.3 262 100.0

That the varioﬁs age grﬁups are nét eﬁualiy refresentédiin ouf sample
1s readily apparent from Table 16. There are many more é-year-oldé.(1§2
or 52.4%) than 3-year-olds (66 or 23.4%) Ji 5~year-olds (74 or 26.2%).
Inasmuch as our psychometrists were asked to try to equalize age group-
ings as much as possible, we are puzzled at this point about the lack of
balance. We await further data in order to determine whether the age
groups in our sample are representative of that among day care children
in Pennsylvania or are the resultant of some as yet unexplained and unin<
tended bias.

Geographic Area of Ethnicity

Table 17 shows the sample characteristics according to geographical

and ethnic categories.
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TABLE 17

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN IN TOTAL SAMPLE
CLASSIFIED BY GEOGRAPHIC AND ETHNIC CHARACTERISTICS

White Black Total

Geographic Type N 2 Nz N 2
Large cities 60 21.3 77 27.3 137 48.6
Area surrounding . \

large cities 13 4.6 9 3.2 22 7.8

Subtotal, Urban 739 25.9 86 30.5 159 56.4
Medium-sized towns 72 25.5 12 4.3  BA 29.8
' Villages and rural 39 13.8 o 0.0 339 13.8

Subtotal, Town/Rural 111 39.3 12 4.3 123 43.6

Total 184 65.2 = 98 34.8 282 100.0

In Table 17 the five geographic aress were broken imto four geographic
categories:

1. Large cities (Philadelpbia and Pittsburgh; within city limits)

2. Suburbs and towns adjacent to large cities (towns and suburbs
surrounding Philadelphia and Pittsburgh)

3. Medium~gized towns and cities (in counties of Northumberland,
Schuylkill, Erie, Warren, and Bradford)

4, Small villages and rural areas (in counties of Northumberland,
Schuylkill, Erie, Warrem, and Bradford)

For purposes of analysis geographical categories were combined into

a 2-part classification:
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1. DUrban. This category refers to the two largest cities,
Philadelphia and Pittsburgh, and their immediately
surrounding areas.

2. Towm/Rural. This category is more heterogenous than the

urban category. It includes, for example, children who
1dve in Erie (population 130,000) and farm children who

attend day care centers in small towms such as Albion.

OQur geographical dichotomy might best be characterized as highlj
urban vs., all otﬁers. Although more refined geographic categories would
be desirable, we feel the present rough dichotomy is a meaningful one for
investigating possible locale-related differmcea in our measures.

In regard to ethnic nakeup of the sample, about two-thirds of the
children were vhite and abont one-third black. A greater pacentase of
the vhite chndren came from the tmltural area than from the urban area
-{60% vs. 40%). Eighty—eight percent of the b.ack children in our smle
belmed 1n the urban category, and only 12% were found in the town/rural

The skewness in the distribution of the children results in the con-
founding of the ethnic and locale dimsions of the sanple. Analyses
which attend to one of these dmna:lcns alone may yield information
which can be erroneously mterpreted. Urban vs. town/rural comparisons
are confomdéd by ethnic differences in the'tw locale categories., Such
a comparison is more appropriately titled urban whitee and blacks vs.
town/rural whites. Similarly, ethnic comparisons are appropriately viewed
as comparisons betwoen city and town/rural whites vs. city blacks. A
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strong warning must be issued to the reader that any preliminary umiim-
ensional analyses regarding ethnic and locale comparisons must be inter-
preted with the confounding of these variables in mind.

That the race of an examiner may have measurable relationship to a
child's performance in an assessment situation has been recognized and
investigated in a mumber of studies. Early studies (reviewed by Sattler
& Theye, 1967) suggested that a black child performs more poorly om
intelligence tests when assessed by a black exeminer rather than a white
one. Later research (e.g., Allen, Dubanoski, & Stevenson, 1966; Bucky,
1970) involving the assessment of other variables indicates that this |
situation does not alwaye‘esist. There seems to be intricate interaction
among race of examiner, race of child,‘typé of task or test, and the
motivational and sttitudinal climate of the tesching situation (Sattler,
1970), so that no seheral‘nonclusinns regarding recial mix or match alome
are possible for axamining situations. |

In the work done by the child assesémen:‘grogp,.bpth_raeial aitgh_
and racial nix existed in the child-psychometrist dyads. The breakdown

of the various combinations are ptesented in Table 18.

TABLE 18
RACIAL COMPOSITION OF CHILD - PSYCHOMETRIST DYADS

Child Examiner R 4

White wWhite 171 60.6
White Black 13 4.6
Black White 50 17.7
Black Black 48 17.0
Total 282 99,9



As can be seen from Table 18, a racial match between child and psy-
chometrist existed in approximately 78% of the cases, and a racial mix

was present in about 22%.

Day Care Center Setting .

The children in our sample came from a variety of day care settings.
Data regarding some of these variables such as size of centexr, type of
fundings, and degree of parent involvement in the program have been
gathered by the field studies and family studies components of the
Pennsylvania Day Care Study. The child assessment group collected, for
descriptive purposes, certain additional data regarding characteristics
of the child's day care setting. Integration of data from the three
groups is planned for future analysis.

One of the variabies ouxvgioup was interésted in was the Iaasth of
time the child had Q:eemled the day care center in which he was earolled
| at the time of assessment (Table 19). The great majority (80%) ba&
‘attended the pa:ticular center in which they were seen by our staff for
‘10 months or less. The mean period of attendance was 7.8 months.

We had also hoped‘tc obtain information abou: the child's total time
in day care, recognizing that'a child may have been4fomner1y-anxolled in
another day care program. This sort of 1nfornsﬁion; however, was not
available with sufficient frequency for descriptive use.

Some characteristics of the child's classroom were recorded because
of their value in describing the sample and because of a possibility of
use in the assessment analysis. They are the number of children in the
classroom, the age r#nse of the children in the\clssarbom, and the ethnic
conposition of the claés. These cha?acteristics Are presented in Tables |
20 and 21.
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TABLE 19

NMUMBER OF MONTHS THE CHILD HAD
ATTENDED THE DAY CARE CENTER

Children
Montha in Day Care Center ] z
5 and under 94 33.3
6~ 10 | 132 46.8
11 ~ 15 24 8.5
16 - 20 ' 18 6.4
Over 21 14 5.0

Total 282 100.0

TABLE 20

ENROLLMENT SIZE OF CLASS‘QGH ATTENDED BY
CHILDREN IN THE SAMPLE

‘ Children in

Sample
CIaasronb enrolliment:

Number of Children _ N .4
10 and under 9 3.2
11 - 15 185 65.6
16 ~ 20 ‘57 20.2
21 and over - 31 ) 11.0

Total 282 100.0
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TABLE 21
AGE AND ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF CLASSROOM

Children in
m&
Variable ¥ 3
Age range in claserooﬁ
1 year | 144 S
More than 1 year ~ 138 48.9
Total 282 100.0
Ethnic Composition
White only 113 §0.1
Black only 39 13.8
Black/White | 98 3.7
" Black/White/Other 29 10.3
Othgr‘(g.s., White/Oriental) ' 3 1.1
Total - - 282 100.0

Table 20 indicates that about two~thirds of the sample children were
in cla§sroun groups of 13 ot feﬁer c¢hildren and fhst sbbut one-third
were enrolled in groups of 16 or more children. | |

Taﬁle 21 ﬁresents data relating to the age r#ngp characteristics of
| the day care claésrocne. About one-h#lf of tﬁe cbildreﬂ were in homo-
genecus agé groups. These classrooms are characterized by é l~year range
in the ages of the children (for example, a classroom of all 3-year-olds).
The otﬁsr half were enrolled in heterogeneous age groups - in which a greatex
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span of ages were represented (for example, 3~ and 4-~year-olds or 3-,
4- and 5-year-olds). We cannot be suie that these data can»be clearly
. interpreted. The manner in which age gfonping information was sought on
the Identifying Information Form did not pernit the distinction to be made
between cases of genuine heterogeneous groupings and classrooms in
which most children were a certain year of age and a few children had
.zecently passed into the next year. Ohr questiﬁn asked siyply for "Age
range in elassroﬁm" and as such may be frail in the abilitj to yield
useful information regarding the homogeneity-heterogeneity of classroom
~ age grouping. The most parsimonious interpretation of the data in Table 21
focuseé upon the homogeneocus grﬁupins-1t is likely that at least half 6f
the children were enrolled in classes-grnupéd by é l-year age span.
Table 21 also presents data relating to tbé ethnic characteristics
of the classrooms. Of the total of sahyle children, slightly over half
(54%) attended ethnicaily honnseneoﬁé_cl;éarodﬁs, 40Z were in all vhite
groups, and 141 were in 511 black gtﬁups. ?ﬁttybéix percent pflthe‘chilw
dren attended éthnically mixedigrouﬁé;'.‘A - | M |

Fanily

The children in our sample are characterized mot only by such
demographic variables as age,'sax, and color, and by such day care
viriables is mumber and age range oftclassnates.and color mix in the
classroom, but by variables which relate to their family membership.
Again, other conponents of the Pennsylvania Day Care Study have gather-
ed data relating to day care families, and utiliging such data is

part of planned future analyses if overlap in samples permit, What
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are reported here (in Tables 22 through 26) are data eencern:l.ng parents
and siblings obtained by staff for the children who .vere administered
the Day Care Inventory. The data were obtained from teachers' reports
and day care center records. These data must be regarded as likely to
involve en unspecifiable samount of error. Some error is likely due to
lack of precise information (data concarniig total number of adults in
a child's home is a case in point). Other error may relate to misinfor-
mation being given the center. We understand, for example, that at cer-
tain centers employment of the parent is a criterfon for accepting a
child. 1In such a circumstance, misleading information regarding employ-
ment might have been given a center in order to. secure dsyAcara for the |
child,
Table 22 gives information relating to parents and other adults in
the child's home, Fifty-eight percent of the children live with both
. their parents; 42% did not. Of the children who were fron single parent
| families, about one-third had no father preeent in the home, and 5% had
‘uo mther in their bone |
The data presented in Table 22 further 1nd1cate that, while a 2-adult
~ home is most frewently specified (59%), full.y 35% of the ch.tldren had
only one adult in the family. Only 6% of the ch.tldren came from families
in which more than two adults were in the home. When data relating both
to parents and to ‘adults in the home are considered tosether,' they sugseét
that "other" adults occur equally and sparsely in both 1- and 2-parent
families. Specification of "other" adults in our Identifying Information

lfom (e.g., grandparent, sunt) oceurred too seldow for meaningful anelysis.

159



TABLE 22
ADULTS IN THE CHILD'S HOME

Varisble N 2

Parents in Home:

Both . 163 57.8
Mother only 103 36.5
Father only 14 5.0
Other paremt substitute 2 0.7
Total 282 100.0

Total Number of Adults in Home:

1 | o . 99 © 135.1
2 | 166 58.9
3 ' ‘ 12 4.3
4 or more ‘. | | o § 1.7

" Total o - - 282 - 100.0

Parental ‘occupé::lonal status is presented in Table 23. It shows
that about half of the appmimtely 80% of the mothers for whom infor-
mation was available are employed outside the home. The unknown status
of the 43X of the fathers is interpreted as refleetins tbe large percen=
tage of father-absent hmsf Of the 161 fathers for wvhom information is
available, 12% (20) are unemployed and 88% asre employed.
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TABLE 23
PARENT OCCUPATIORAL STAIUS

Mother Father
t Sta N X N 2
Unknown 59 20,9 121 2.9
Unemployed ' 106  37.6 20 7.1
Employed 117 41,5 141  50.0
Total 282 100.0 282 100.0

The occupational classification of the known employed parents is
the subject of Table 24. The occupations of the fathers show more
"gpread" throughout the occupational categories timn the mothers'
occupations do. Over half of the employed mothers are emgaged in
cleti;‘al or service occupations, while the occupations of craftsman,
nachine or equipment opérsvt_':ivev, and laborer were_frequeutly mtioned
for the fathers. The most frequently mentioned category for the fathers,
bowever, was the "other" category. This category wes utilized when our
information was nonspecific as to particular occupation, e.g., "works
at ford." |

In Table 25 information concerning the number of siblings is
presented. The data show that aboﬁt half of the children for ‘whan we
have Mém:ion were only children or had one sibling and that the
remaining half had two or more siblings. Another way of stating these
data is that sbout 50% of the families were 1- or 2~child families and

the remaining 502 were larger. The average (i.e., statistical mean)
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TABLE 2

OCCUPATIONAL CLASSIFICATION OF
EMPLOYED PARENTS

Mother Father
Occupation®) N % E__ %
1; Professional, teacher, ete. 12 10.3 17 12.1
2. Farmers and farm managers 0 0.0 1 o
3. Managers, officials, nonfarm prop. 2 1.7 4 2.8
4. Clerical & kindred workers | 30 25.6 7 5.0
S. .Sales vorkers 2 1.7 3 2.1
6. Craftsmen, foremen | 5 4.3 26 18.4
7. Machine & equipment operatives 6 5.1 18 12.7
8. Private household workers 1 .9 0 0.0
9. Service workers A0 34.2 10 7.1
10. Farm laborers & foremen = 0 0.0 1 .7
11, Laborers, except farm & mine .0 - 0.0 - 18 12.8
12, Students: college, high school, '

business 0 0.0 3 2.1
13. Students: trade school, on-the-job 4 3.4 5 3.6
15. Employed, other | 15  12.8 28 19.9

Total 117 100.0 141 100.0

')Occupationnl categories have been adaptéd from those of the United States

Census Bureau.
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nunber of children per family was 3.1. When we consider the fact that
not all these families are "completed families,” it is apparent that our
day care children came from families which are considarab;y larger than
the national average (2.3).

TABLE 25
‘h
NUMBER OF BROTHERS AMD SISTERS

Ssmple for Whom

~ Information is
Total e available
NMumber of Siblings N X N 2
- No information . ‘ ‘ 26 9.2 - -
None: child is an
| only child 39 13.8 39 15.2
1 88 3.2 88 344
2 45  16.0 45 17.6
3 36 -12.8° 36 14,1
4 19 6.7 19 = 7.4
5 9 3.2 9 3.5
6 12 4.2 12 4.7
7 or more 8 2,8 8 3.1
Total 282 99.9 256 100.0

The information presented in Table 26, Position of Child Among Sib-
linsé, indicates that our sample containmed more “youngest' children than
“middle," "oldest," or "omly" childrem. These data could suggest that
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the youngest child in a family i{s more likely to receive day care. Fer~
haps while the youngest and last child in the family is in his preschool
years, the working mother returns to work if day care can be provided,
whereas a comparable mother with an infant and a preschooler (in this case
a "middle" or "older" child) does mot work and does not seek day care for
her preschooler. It can also be suggested that these "youngest" children
may be youngest merely temporarily snd may become aiddle children at some
point in the future.

TABLE 26
POSITION OF CHILD AMONG SIBLINGS

Sample for Whom
Information is

Total Sample Available

‘Position __N 4 N__ 3
No information 4w 142 - -
Only child in family = 39 13.8 39 16.1
Oldest child in family A 14.5 41 16.9
Youngest child in family 98 34.8 98 40.5
Between oldest and youngest 64 22,7 64 26.4

Total 282 100.0 242  99.9
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AFPPENDIX A
IDERTIFYING INFORMATION FORM




IDENTIFYING INFORMATION FORM

- "Time of
. Name: Date: ~__ day tested:
:'” yt. mo. day
. Sex (Circle): M F How long did
e . Birth ‘ test take
Ethnic group date: (minutes):
{(Circle): Caucasian yr. ®mo. day
Black
Oriental Age:
Spanish-American ' yr. mo. day
Name of Center:
. Address:
Family: Adults Siblings: Other children
‘ 4 living in home:
Living with child? : - Age | Sex
' ' ‘ Age |Sex |Relat.
M Yes No Occupation:
¥ Yes No Occupation:

Other adults in home? Yes No

If Yes, please specify:

How long has child been in

this day care facility? No. of children in
T yr. mo, classroom:
Total of time spent in Age range in
any day care situation: classroom:
ﬂ. w' y
Ethnic groups

represented in

classroom {Circle): Caucasian
Black
Oriental
Spanish-
American

Examiner's Name
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APPENDIX B
INSTRUCTIONS AND RECORD FORMS
FOR DIRECT ASSESSMENT COMPONENTS




Manual
POG AND BONE

':¥ ;1;§§tgr1a1s: Board with houses, deog, bome

,Q Pkgcédg£e: .

" Pléce board fn fromt of child. Say: These asre houses. -

. Show dog to child. Say: What is this? (If child doesn't say dog(gie),
U says This 49 a dog(gie).) Plsze dog on child's side, as in diagram.

' 'Show bome to child. Say: This is the doggle's bone. The doggie likes
~ to chew his bope. Place bone on examiner's side, as in diagram.

Say, while demonstrating path with finger:

One way the dog can get to his bone is
to come up THIS way.

Say, while demongtrating path with finger:
Another way he can go is AROUND THIS
WAY. Emphasize "around this way" at
point of acute turn around house on
‘child's left,

E
Say: Now you take the dog(g.e) (encourage child to pick it up) and find

- ANOTHER way, a DIFFERENT way for him to get his bone.

Record path on diagram., If child gives unusual response (e.g., over the
houses, rolling dog end to end), describe specific behavior as well
as indicating path on diagram. :

Cive 10 trials, Say for each trial: Now find a DIFFERENT way for him to
get his bone. Find ANOTHER way.
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Record Form

, ‘ , 9
x ¢ ¥

Lz = x]

10
|~ < ' -

At the conclusion of this test say: Good! You really did a good job on that onel

169




SOCIAL ROLES
Procedure:
1. Say: A (boy, girl) cam be all sorts of .,thingg wvhen (e)he grows up.
' What would you like tp be when you grow up? Record the child's -

response verbatim.
a. Then say: That's very interesting. Maybe you've thought of

some other things you could be when you grow up. Rhat else
could you be when you grow up? Record any additional response
verbatinm. .

b. Then select the child's initdial choice and say: do you want )
to be a(n) ? Racord response verbatim on record
form.

2. Say: What does a mother do? What does a m do?

L 14

'3, Say: What does a father do? What does a daddy do?

4. Say: What does a teacher do?

Record all responaes verbatim on record form.
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Record Form

SOCIAL ROLES

Record all fesponses~verbst1n. '

1. Initial free response:
a. Addiiional occupations named:
b. Reason for initial choice:

2. Mother do:
3. Father do:

&. . Tgacher do:

At the conclusion of this test say: I like your ideas on these Good!
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BODY PARTS
'. Pv:g sedure:

' Have the child get up from his chair and stand several feet from you.

* Stand up yourself if you fesl like it. Then say: let's see you

touch your: Repeat this phrase for each item. Scors responses en
record form. '

1. Shoulder
2. Chest

3. Eyelash (It may be necesssry to ask the child to repeat this

response to make sure he is indeed pointing to eyelash—-' |
not eyelid or eyebrow.) .

&4, H:it'
50 Knee

6. Chin
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Record Form

BODY PARTS

Score pass (+) or fail (~) for each item. Score this test strictly, e.g.,
if child puts his hand on his thigh for "Knee" he doesn't pass.

1. Shoulder

2. Chest

3. Eyelash

4. Wrist

5. Koee

6. Chin

At the conclusion of this test say: Somatimes these are hard for people
' .your age, but you kmew (a few, a lot) of thesel Fimefl = = B
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WHO LIKES YOU?

. Procedure:

- "Say: Now let's talk some more about child's name). Let's talk

about who likes you. Tell me who likes you. Tell me as many people
8s you can who really 1ike you. Record free response verbatim.

. After the child's free response, inquire about any proper names mentioned

by him and determine whether these persons are peers, teacher, aiblings,
grandparents, etc. Indicate the child's response in parenthesis
following each proper name.
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Record Form
WHO LIKES YOU?
Record all responses verbatim.

Free response:

Inquiry: Recotd "peer," "ﬁmhér,"“'sibl;l.ng_,“ etc., after each pi:yper
name as determined by iaquiry. ' '

i
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Manual
PICTURE NAMING
Material: Small (3x5) booklet of cards.

?r edure:

Open booklet to first picture.

Say: What is this? What do you call it? Ask one or both questions for

each card. Use reinforcing remarks such as Good! You're doing a fime
job! frequently throughout this test.
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Record Form
PICTURE NAMING
Record response verbatim.

1. (hat)
2. {phone)
3. (boat)
4. (purse)
5. (band)
6. (tire)
~ Say: Gee, you're doing a nice job on these pictures!
7. (knife)
8. (pitcher)
9. (fish hook)
10. (tree)
11. (key)
«2. (web)
Say: Sone of these are very difficult for people zggg age. You're (a)
o doing very well or (b) trying very hard. Good!
13. (:og:)
14. - (hinge)
'15. (leaf)

- 16, (fork)
17. (umbrella)
18. (guitar)
19. (football)
20. (horse)

At the conclusion of this test say: I don't expect people your sge to know
all of these. You did a nice jobl
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CONCEPT OF GOOD PERSON

| Procedure:

1. Say: Now I have anot estion for . Let's think about what
a8 _good person does. We all try to be good people, don't we.
What does a good pereon do? If the child doesn't respond

after a few seconds have elapsed, repeat question omce.
Record responses verbatim on record form.

2. After the child has completed free response, say: Good!

Can you
think of any other things a good person does?
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Record Form
CONCEPT OF GOOD PERSON
Record all responses verbatim.

1. Free response:

2. Additional responses:

At the conclusion of this test, pick appropriate statement and say either:

1. I really liked your answers bere. Good for you!

or:

2, This is a hard question, isu't it! I could see you were reslly
trying. Good!
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Manual -
GROSS NOTOR SKILLS

rocedure:

Say:

L

2.

Now let's do something different. Use reinforcing remarks such
as Good! Finel You're doing very welll frequently throughout
this task.

Demonstration: Stand and show the child how to balance on one foot
without holding on to anything. (Either foot is 0.K.)

Say (while demomstrating): Watch me. See if you can stand on one
foot like this. Now you do it for as long as you can.

" Record time on each of 3 trials (if child gets first 2 trials do not

ask him to try again)

For 2nd and 3rd trials say: Now I want you to do it again (while

demonstrating briefly).

Demonstration: Hop in place on one foot 4 times. (Either foot is
0.K.) . '
Say (while demonstrating): See if you :an hop like this. i'ow you
- do it as many times as you can.
Record the number of times the child hops either in place or over a

distance, without holding on (or putting second foot down) Terminate

if child reaches 10 hops.
Give 2nd trial: Now do it again. , }
Record number of hops. Terminate if child reaches 10 hops.

Demonstration: Stand and show child how to walk heel to toe, forward,
for 5 steps. ' | ‘ . o
Say (while demonstrating): See if you can walk like this. Now you do it.
Record number of steps child takes in which heel and toe are no further
than 1 inch apart (by the examiner's estimation). Terninate if
‘child reaches 10 steps.
Give 2nd trial. Say: Now you dc 1: qggin {while de-onstratins
briefly).

‘Record number of steps. Terminate 1€ child reaches 10 steps.

Demonstration; Stand and show child how to perform heel to toe. Walk
backwards for 5 steps. A

Say (while demonstrating): Now see if you can walk like this. Now
you do_it.

Record number of steps taken in which heel and toe are no further than
1 inch apart. Terminate if child reaches 10 steps.

Give 2nd trisl. Say: Now do {t again (while demonstrating briefly).

Record number of steps. Terminate if child reaches 10 steps.
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Record Form

GROSS MOTGR SKILLS

1. (Score by indicating number of seconds he stands on one foot.)
Tria

1
2
3

2. (Score number of times child hops, in place or over distance, on one

foot.) .
Trial
1

———————r e ——

2

3. (Score by indicating number of heel-toe contacts, up to 1" apart.)

Trial
1
2

T S——————

4, (Score by indicating number of heel-toe contacts, up to 1" apart.)

Trial
1

’
'

At the conclusion of this test, pick appropriate statement and say either:
1. Say! You did those very nicely! You're really good at things

like this, (child's name)!

or

2. That was a good try, (child's name)!
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Manual
SOCIAL COMPETENCE QUESTIONS

Procedure:

Say: Now iet's play a_game of pretending. 1'11 tell vou what's happened

and you tell me what you would do.

Record responses vefbatin.

1. t's pretend you just got in_the morning and want to get dressed.
What do you do? o .

If the child gives NR or says, "I get dressed," say:

a. WhoAputs on your shirt/dress?

b.. Who buttons/zippers your coat?

C. Hhé ties yoar shoes?

If the child rgapoddsvtqlany of the above with a proper name, determine
via inquiry and note who rhis person is (e.g., older~éib11ng, grand-
mother, mother). ' | ‘

C 2. Let's(gretend that you were playing and vour toy broke. What do vou do?

3. Let's imagine that you cut - ur finger. What do you do?

4, Imagine that a child much smaller than you are starts to fight with

you. What do you do?

5. Why do people have to work?
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Record Form

SOCIAL COMPETENCE QUESTIONS

Record all responses verbatim.

1.

2.

4.

3.

Get up in the morning:

a. Who puts on shirt/dress?

b. Who buttons/zippers?

¢. Who ties shoes?

Toy broke:'
Cut finger:
Fight:

Work:

At the conclusion of this test say: You had (some/a lot of) good ideas

herel
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Manual
THE MANY-SPLENDORED CUBE
Material: Cube

Procedure:

Say: uere is something for you to play with while I work on these papers
| ~ for a minute. Place cube IN FRONT OF the ehild fuzey aide down, - '

plcture facing toward you. : , .
If the child doesn't manipulate cube, after 30 seconds say encouragingly:
Here, you can play with it and BAND cube to the child.

Pretend to work on papers as you:

1. Igdicate'approach to cube.

2. Reco:d child's behavior and verbaliéatioﬁ (verbatig).

| 3. At end of this measure, scan observed behavior checi list and mark
any behaviors you observed but could not write down during your

recording.

Respond to comments with umhmm where appropriate.
Answer any questions directed to you briefly and factually.
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Recoxrd Form

THE MANY-SPLENDORED CUBE

Approach to cube: Check (V) child's behavior.
No spontaneous initiastior (needs second direction)
Spontaneous initiation (after first direction)

épon:aneous behavior and verbalization:

Involvement in task: Check W) appropriate box.

1 2 3 4
Hesitant, : | , Eager, enthusiastic
hardly interested _ exploration

Observed Behavior Check List: Check (/) if behavior is seen:
Cross manipulation:

Turning block over
Shaking
Peeling (attempted)
Dropping

Other (Specify)

|11

Tactual:

Uses only finger tips

Feels surfaces

Feels edges, corners

Rubs against cheek or other part of body

i

Other:
Taste-tongue or mouth on cube

smell-brings to nose and breathes in
Listens~brings to ear and shakes cube
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Manual

PICTURE INTERPRETATION
Material: 5x8 picture of nursery school
Proéedure:

Say: O.K. I've finished with these papers now, and I have another gicthre
for you to look at. Present picture to the child and say: Look at
this picture and tell me all about it. If no respomnse after 10-15
seconds say: Tell me all about this picture. If the child names
only 1 or 2 things, say: Tell me more about the picture and indicate
prompting with (Q) on record form. Record responses verbatim,

Inquiry:

When the child has completed his free response, if not already mentioned
~ spontaneously, point to:

1. Group of three children and teacher and say: What are they doing?

2. Solitary child seated on floor and say: What is this child doing?

3. Solitary child seated on floor and say: How does this child feel?

4. The entire picture and say: What sort of place do you think this is?

Record responses on record form verbatim.
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Record Form

PICTURE INTERPRETATION
Record free response verbatim and indicate any references to:
(1) Group of three children and teacher b? (Grp.)
(2) Solitary child (sol.)

(3) Voman with child in lap (Lap) o | .
(4) Pair of children by fishbowl (Pr.) ' :

Free Response:

Inquiry: Record verbatim.
1. Group:

2, Sol. Doing:

3. Sol, Feeling:

4. Place:

At conclusion of this test pick approupriate statement and say either:

1. Good! You thought of (some/a lot) of things to tell me about.
That's fine!

or

2. Sometimes it's really hard to think of things to say about a

picture like this. I don’t expect you to be able to do every-

thing. (or I like the way you try these things.)

187




Manual
CONCEPT OF BAD PERSON
Procedure:

1. Say: Now hexe's anétggr gueétion for you. We all try not to be bad
people, don't we. (Pause) Wbat does 8 bad child do? If the
child doesn't respond after a few seconds have elapsed, repeat
question once, Reécord re<vonses verbatiﬁ on record form.

2. After the child has completed free retuponse, say: GCood! Can jnu think
of any other things a bad child does?
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Record Form
CONCEPT OF BAD PERSON
Record all responses vefhatiﬂ.

1. Free responset

2. Additional response:

At the conclusion of this test pick appropriate scatement and say either:

1. I really liked your answer(s) here. Goed for you!

or

2., This is a8 hard question. I could see you were really trying.
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VISUAL DISCRIMINATION

Material: Two booklets of 5x8 picture cards: Labeled, A. Similarities
and B. Differences

A. Similarities
Procedure: '

Present first card (example).

Say: Here are some pictures. See this ore here? (point to picture to
left of double line) Now look at these pictures here (slide finger
along the other 4 pictures on the card). Find the one of these
(pointiﬂg along the & picturea) that looks JUST LIKE this ome.
(pointing to picture on left). ' |

Do example with the child. Show him correct picture if he missed it.

Say: Good! You (we) found it. You (we) found the one that looks
just like this one. (pointing)

Present items 1 through 10 saying: Find one just l1ike this one. Point
to it for each item. :

Record alternatives chosen by the child on record form.

B. Differences
 Procedure:

Say: Here is a different book of pictures.

Present first card (example). Say: Find the one that looks DIFFERENT,
Find the one that is NOT THE SAME as the others. Point to it,

Do example with the child., Show him the different one if he missed it.

Say: That's it! Good! That's the one that looks different.

Present items 1 through 10 saying: Find the one that is DIFFERENT, the
one that i{s NOT THE SAME. Point to it for each item.

Record alternatives chosen by the child on record form.

190



Record Form
VISUAL DISCRIMINATION

A. Similarities
Record laetter corresponding to child's choice among the altexmatives (A, B,
C, or D):
Ex.
1.
2.
3.
4.

”
Ay

Say: You're doing very well on these.
6. i | ' |
7.
8.
9.
10.

At conclusion of this test say: Some of these are pretty difficult for
people your age. You (a) did very well, (b) tried hard. Good!

B. Differences
Record letter corresponding to child's choice among the alternatives (A, B,
C, or D):
Ex.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Say: You're doing very well on these.

6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
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Manual

CAMERA GAME
Procedure:
Say: Now let's play another pretend game. Let's pretend that I have a

camera and that 1'm going to take some pictures of you. Here is my
camera. (Pretend that you are getting ready to take a picture of the
child. Hold up your hands to form a camera and aim it at the child.)
I'm going to take your picture. Say: "Click" and move your index
finger as 1f pushing the shutter after the child has produced each
response. (It is important that you enter into this game with gusto
and make it fun for the child and for yourself,) After you have shown

[}

the child your "camera,’ say:

1. Now I want to take a picture of jpu when<you're'vefy happy.
Show me what you look like when you'ze very happy. Wait for
child's response. Then say, "Click." -
2. NOw I want to take a picturé of you when you're very mad. Show

‘me what vou look like when you're very mad, really angry.
.+ .Click. |
3. Now I want to take a picture of you when you're very sleepy.
Show me what you look like when you're very sleepy....Cliék.
4. Now I want to take a picture of you when you're very sad. Show

me what you look like when you're very sad....Click.

5. Now I want to tal" a picture of you when vou're very scared.

Show me what you look like when you're really afraid....Click.

Score responses for {.) no response, (b) quality of response and (c) gross
motor involvewent in table.
Rate child's enjoyment of pretending on scale below table.
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Record Form

CAMERA GAME
Score for:

No Response
NR: Child does not respond at all

Response Quality

+ : A really good response. Easily recognizable without
knowledge of stimulus word.

4 : A marginal response. Fairly good but some ambiguity
possible without knowledge of stimulus word.

- ¢ A response is produced but in terms of the stimulus word
is unrecognizable or inappropriste.

Gross Motor Involvement

vV : Major motor involvement via gesture, posture, e.g., shakes
fist for “"angry;" droops head for "sleepy."

MR Quality Gross Motor

Emotion - _ W) . +; +; or - Involvement (/)
1. Happy

2. Mad

3. Sleepy

4. Sad )

5. Scared

Rating of Fantasy Involvement

Rate the child on the degree to which he seems to relish Rtetending and enters
into the spirit of an imaginary game. The "goodness” of the responses
which he makes are irrelevant here.

Seems to relish 1 2 3 Seems uninvolved with

pretending. Enters { fantasy aspects of

into spirit of game game. Shows no

with real enthusiasm special enjoyment of
imaginary nature of
task.

At end, say: That one was really fun for us. or I really like to pretend

to take pictures with my pretend camera.
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Manual

UNUSUAL USES
Procedure:

1. Say: You know what a cup is: you can use a cup for lots of things.
Iell me all the things you can thirx of that you can use a cup

for.
Recbrd verbatim responses on record form. Do not hurry the child.
Present next item only when it is clear that child is finished.

2. Say: Now think about a newspaper--you csn use a newspaper for lots
of things, too! Tell me all the things you can think of that

you can use a hewapaper for.

Record verbatim responses on record form. Again, do not hqtry the
child.
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Record Form
UNUSUAL USES

Record verbatim responses. Also include any spontameous additions
relevant to these items which the child may make later on in
the testing session. '

1. Cup

2. - Newspaper - -
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Manual

WISH
Procedure:

Say: Here's the last thing I want to ask you today; it's amother game of
pretending. Let's pretend that you can wish for anything you want...
anything you want in the whole world. If you had a wish and your wish

could come true, what would you wish for? Record child's response
verbatim. | |

Inquiry: (To be administered if the child responds to initial question)
a. Following child's response, say Why would you want (Insert child's

response).?

b. (To be administered if child's response requires further definition.)
In this section of the inquiry you must frame your question to clarify
child’s wish, e.g., whether a toy or "the real thing;" or, if a per-
son is ﬁamed, you must determine and note who this person is, i.e.,
mother, sibling, playmaté, ete. The folldwiﬁs are intended as exaﬁples
of questions you might ask to determine the preceding.

Example I: S: I want a car,
E: Do you want a toy car or a real car?
S: A real car for Bob.
E: Who's Bob?
S: My daddy.

Example II: S: 1'd wish for velvet.

E: Tell me about velvet.
S: I saw her on TV. She's a doll that talks.
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ﬁecord Form

WISH

Record Verbatim:
 Free Response(s):

Reasor (s):

If necessary, clarifying questions (toy or real thing? who person is,
etc.) and responses:

\

Make wrap-up remarks, thanking child, telling him you liked doing these
things with him, etc.
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APPENDIX C
ILLUSTRATIONS OF DIRECT ASSESSMENT MATERIALS

'PRESENTED TO THE CHILD
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Examples of Items of Picture Naming Task




Interpretation Task

Plceture Used in Picture
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Examples of Similarities Items of Visual Discrimination Task

O OO0
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Examples of Diffevences Items of Visual Discrimination Task

JHi
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APPENDIX D

RATING SCALES




CHILD RATINGS

From your own personal observaﬁion #nd.experience with
please circle the number which best describes his (her) behavior.

Almost . Fre- . Some- Almost
Always quently times Never

1. Tries to be with another child or | .
with a group. & 3 2 1

2. Keeps :ryius eﬁen if something is _ a .
hard to do. _ E 4 3 2 .1

3. Prefers to be by himself, wants to : : :
be let -alone. ‘ : 4. 3 2 S §

4, Gets in a temper if he can t have a o e
his way. . | 4 3 2 1

5. Loses interest and doesn t finish
© . a puzzle, game or painting. 4 3 2 1

6. 1Is kind and sympéthetic to someone :
who is upset or im trouble. 4 3 2 1

7. Likes to take part in activities
with others. 4 3 2 1

8. Works a long time with a form Loard,
puzzle, or other "achievement” toy,
trying to complete it or get it right. 4 3 2 1

9. Watches others, but doesn't join
in with them. 4 3 2 1

10. Gets impatient and unpleasant if he
can't have his way. 4 3 2 1

11. Forgets a job or errand he started,

as his mind wanders to other things. 4 3 2 1
12, Tries to make life easier for others;

doesn't want to hurt them. 4 3 2 1
13. Enjoys being with others. 4 3 2 1
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Almost Fre~  Some- Almost

Always quently times Never

14. Pays atteation to what he's doing;

nothing seems to distract him. ‘ 4 3 2 1
15. Plays by himself rather than with

-others. | 4 ‘ 3 2 1
16. Pushes, hits, kicks others. 4 3 2 1

17. Gets distracted from what he's | :
 doing by what others are doing. : & 3 2 b 8

18, Is willing to chare candy, food or o ) |
belongings with others. | 4 3 2 1

19. Seeks others out to get them to _
- play with him or join in an ' . :
activity. _ o & 3 2 1

- 20. Sticks to something he starts C
- unti} its finished. | | 4 3 2 1

21, Goes off by himself when others
o are gathering to dance or play

together. 4 _ 3 2 1
22. Geta angry when he has to wait his

turn or share with others. 4 3 2 1
23. His attention wanders from what

vru're telling him. 4 3 2 1
24. Tries to help when he's asked. 4 3 2 1

25. Goes up to others and makes friends;
doesn't wait for them to come to him. 4 3 2 1

26. Quietly sticks to what he's doing
even when others are making noise
or doing things nearby. 4 3 2 1

27. Terds to withdraw and isolate himself,
even when he's supposed to be with
a group. & 3 2 1

28. Sulks, gets resentful, and won't
do things he should. 4 3 2 1
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Almcs:' Fre- Scme-' Almost

—

Alway quently times Never

29, Gaes'froﬁ one Ching to andther; ' : \
quickly loses interest in things. 4 3 2 1

30. Awaits his turn willingly., & 3. 2 1

31. Pollows directions and commands

given by teacher. : -4 3 : 2 1
32, Expresses his needs by words or
~ gestures. - i 4 3 2 1
33. vﬁas a hard time working with a group _ ' . |
on 3 group activity. 4 - -3 2 1
34. Seems to notice feelings of others. - & -3 2. 1.
35. Uses imagiﬂatidn in his ﬁlay. 4 3 2 ”1

36. Follows rules of behavior set by

teacher. 4 3 2 1
3z. Speaks soothingly, pats, or otherwise
- comforts a child who is hurt or unhappy. 4 3 2 1
" 38, Is curious to find out about things
" and people and events. & 3 2 1
39, 7Iries to overcome obstacles and
differences by himself. 4 3 - 1l
40. Likes to have help even with easy
things. 4 3 2 i

41. Which best describes child's toileting behavior? (Please check)

1. Does not make needs known

2. Expresses needs but has occasional accidents

3. Expresses needs; avoids accidents, but needs some help
4, Uses toilet without help

i

42. How does child manage with dressing?

1. Cannot manage any clothing

2. Can manage most clothing except zipping and buttoning
3. Can dress self except for tying shoe

4. Can dress self completely
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43. Can child wash face and hands?
1. Cannot wash face and hands

B 2. Can wash hands and face with help
Can wash face and hands without help

3.

44. What three or four single words best describe this child to you?

Thank you very much for yout time and for the observations and
information only you can give. ‘
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-

Name

EXAMINER OBSERVATIONS

(Circle Appropriate Nuwmber)

deal

1. Came with examiner 2 Very resistant to
readily coning witlh examines
2. Friendly and outgoing 2 Reserved, shy -
3. Ccmfortab1e~€hrough~ 2 I11 at éase through~-
out testing o : , out testing
4. Cbopetativé,'trieé to 2 ‘Négativistic refusal
- follow directions
5. :
5. Pays close attention 2 Easily distracted
6. Persistent 2 Gives up easily or
' can't give up
(specify by underlining)
7. Eager to continue 2 Seeks to terminate
8. Challenged by hard 2 Prefers only easy
tasks tasks
9. Speed of response 2 Speed of response
- very rapid very siow
10 Speech: clear, easy 2 Extremely difficult to
: to understand understand: mostly
unintclligible
11. Talkative: wverbal- 2 Taciturn: talks very
izes a good deal little
12. Motor activity: 2 Underactive
overactive
13. Guessing: a great 2 Resists guessing

Other Observations and Comments:
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PERSONNEL DATA AND APPLICATION FORM




P P S SRR T o

*

N S . o Pennsylvnnia Day Care Study -

. PERSONNEL DATA AND APPLICATION FORM Center for Human Services Development ,

. PSYCHOMETRIST . INSTITUTE FOR THE STUDY OF HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
T Y E R R R Amy Gardner House.

The Pennsylvania State ﬁniversiuy
University Park, Pemnnsylvania 16802

Birth B - Marital

Name: L | Date: Age: Status:

Local S

Address: ' Phone: __

Home Address

(if different): . ‘ » Phone:

High School ‘ Year of

Name and City: o - : N Craduation:
College(s) Attended: | ~ Years: Degree(s) and Major(s):

CurfeﬁtAacademic plans, including credits towarﬁ pending degree:
Courses in psychometrics:

Courses in preschool, etc.:

Experience in testing:

Experience with nursery school or day care:

Other experience with young children:
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Page 2
Experience in interviewing adults:

Experience in social work, community development, psychology:

Travel:
ﬁo you have a valid driver's license? Yes
Do you\ﬁéve‘a car to drive? Yes
"Do-jou have any objections to traveling? | Yes ___

Do you have any‘geogfaphic-preferencea*for-:ravel .
(cities or areas you'd like to go to)? - Yes

If Yes, please specify:

‘Please indicate your employment availability:
Available for full-time work over Spring break?

No Yes » beginning

date

. Availabdle for part-time work during Spring term?

No Yes » approximately days per week.

————
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APPENDIX F
EXAMINER INSTRUCTIONS TC ACCOMPANY
THE DAY CARE INVENTORY MATERIALS




Pennsylvania Day Care Sfudx |

EXAMINER INSTRUCTIONS TO ACCOMPANY
THE DAY CARE INVENTORY MATERIALS

General Instructions

Above all, we want your sessions with the child to be a pleasuréblé _
experience for the child and for you. Approach administration‘as a "fun"
éxpériénéé for both of you. Create a relaxed, rewarding atmosphere in
which you and the child "play" and work together toward compietion of each
task. Establish a spirit of enjoyment. Communicate your appreciation of
the child's efforts and eréngths. Value being with that particutlar child
and doing things with him; let him know it.

Assure your own enjoyment and competence by adding to your existing
skill and experience as a psychometrist a complete familiarity with these
materials and procedures. We have selected battery items with their
appeal for the child strongly in mind. We want to avoid the stiffness
and grimness that some test-like situations have. Know your instruments
and you will be able to focus your attention on making this a rewarding

and enjoyable time.
Materials

There are four components of the Day Care Inventory:

Identifying Information Form
Examiner Observations

Child Ratings

Battery
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Identifying Information Form

This information is to be gathered from day care personnel. Only
two items of information are essentisl before working with a child:
a) his name. We do not need the child's last name éxcept‘

for the purpose of identifying all his materials. You
need his first name or nickname for rapport.

b) his age. The battery may include some items only for 3's,

only for 4's, ete.

The rest of the identifying information should be gathered from the
day care person who can best give you the needed information (probably
his head teacher) at your mutual convenience before or after you work
with the child.

Examiner Observations

Complete this forﬁ, similar to the Binet face sheet, for each child
at the end of his individual session. Do this when impressions are freshl
In addition to the ratings on this form, we are particularly interested
1n‘your own comments in your own words.

' Child Ratings

The Child Ratings asks the Jay care teacher to give us information
and impressions on the basis of her experience with the child. Please
ask the child's teacher to complete a copy for each child with whom you
work (fill in the child's name on the first page beforehand). 1If there
is more than one teacher in a child's room, the head teacher should be
asked to complete the form unless another teacher knows the child better.

Familiarize yourself with the ratins scales so you can provide help
or explanations if needed. Make sure, before you leave a center, that you
have received a Child Ratings for each child with whom you have worked.

Battery

The battery consists of 15 short measures. Provided for each measure
is a manual page and a record form on which to record the child's responses.
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, standard Notation. A few standard abbreviations, with vhich you may
already be familiar, have been used throughout the battery. These are:

E: Examiner

S Subject (examiner)

Ch: Child

DK: Don't Know--S states he does not know
the answer,

NR: No Response~-8 makes mo response to the
question/item at all. Not the same as
DK and to be treated separately. ”
Whenever possible, E's questions should be noted on the record form
using the notation (Q). Suggested shorthand for frequently used question
is:
(Q) more: Tell me more about that.
(Q) why?: Why is that? Why do you think...? etc.
(Q) expl: Please explain/clarify.

Standard Reinforcing Statements, Within and follow!ng many measures

certain s;anda:d reinforcing.statehents appear on the record form. These
statements are to be made as they appear on the form, to every child.

General Reinforcement and Encouragement. The examiner should make
reinforcing and supportive remarks of his own according to the needs of
the individual child. Generally speaking, the examiner should be liberal
with such remarks rather than stingy. Your spontaneous statemente of
encouragement and your approval of his efforts aid both rapport and per-
formance.

Avoid rewarding a child only when his answers are "right." Do not
answer directly a question such as, "Is that right?" We want him to know
we are interested in all his answers and care about his effort, not
"correctness." We also want him to know that many measures do not have
"right" and “wrong" answers. When he senses failure on those which do,
respond with "Some are really hard ones' and "No one is expected to get
all these hard ones."
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larification of Anb;ggggs Beggggses. Occnsionally a child gives a
response which seems illogical or 1nappropriate bu: which, 1f clarified,

becomes meaningful and entirely appropriate. Try to get the child sivins"
such a response to explain it and note the explanation on the record form.
If you find yourself puzzled by a response, ask a question!

Initial Contact Wich Child

fou no doubt already have a number of standard remarks in your
repertoire for use when mgkins initial contact with children prior to
testing. Feel free to use these remarks. However, in the interest of
standardizing proceduras to some degree, please include the £011ouins
statements in your 1n1tial contact with the child:
1 am visiting here today because I want to learn
more about children your age. I want to talk with
you=-snd to other children here~-so I can learn how
people your age think about a lot of important

things. And I have some things that are fun that
we can do.

Some Mechanics

Check materials before testing to be sure to have ready; the test
boards and objects, manual and record forms in place, pencils and stapler.,

At the end of each testing session remove all record forms for that
particular child, staple them together, label them with his name and center,
and place them in a pocket in the back of the manual book. Keep his Iden~
tifying Information Form and Examiner Observations in the same pocket.

(One pocket per child)

At the end of each testing day, make certaim all handwriting is clear
and readable. Rewrite if necessary. Make certain sll scoring is clear
and unambiguous.

Collate all materisls for each child and staple or clip them together
in this order:

Tdentifying Information Form
Examiner Observations
Battery Record Forms

Child Ratings
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APPENDIX G

PARENTAL PERMISSION SLIP




'FOR PARENTS -

In the next several weeks, staff members of the Pemnsylvania Day
Care Study will be visiting here to talk with the teachers and children.
They are interested in how children learn and feel about their world,
they want to meet fndividually with many children and want to make sure
they have the parent's permission.
.. .they are not giving "tests", (I. Q or otherwise) to
get scores for individual children.
««.the names of the children will not be associated with
the work of the study. The study is interested in
CHILDREN, eot particular children by name. No nates
wtll be used in any reports.
...children will do things thac are designed to be enjoyable
and rewarding.
...the study staff will be heppy to talk with you, explain
their work, and answer any questions.,

Please sign here to give your permission for your child.
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