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<

;‘1ncome chlldren 0-3 and the;r parents.

social Service component.

[

.

4

potentlalltlea througb enhancement of his health an& his 1n~

‘0
. ‘ : .‘l’ . o . ¢
The Parent~Child Centex (PCC) program wes initiated in
I o, - .

4

/Th

upder the Office of child . .

-

N

1968 as & national demonstration.: fhe program is- administered

through l‘I'?roject Head Start, )

v

Development (OCD) "It is .designed to meet the needs of Yow

The formal PCC %b—

jective, establlshed at the:natlonal level as'it'relates to

children, is: to max1mlze the child’ s 1qherent talents and

-
. o

tellectual soc1al and emotlonai development _In order\to

achieve this‘objective, allcPCCs haye a children}s education
- ' ' N . - TN '

component, a health component, a nutrition component, and a

. . k3 i . o 7 N . . N . t

-

@ - o
=1

' This is a repoft of tests administeved to children at v
- & . o ' . R .
fourteen Parent-Child Centers (PCCs) between November, 1972
and July 1973. Previous reports have dealt with the major’
A . ‘ ( )

ifocus.of”theftwo—year evaluation study of the PCCs, hamely,

PCC impact on parents. Therefore the findings presented in

* this reporé are related only to outcomes expected as a function

‘of the children's education dohponeﬁt.

Y

.in its’ 1mplementatlop from one PCC to

-

H

[

"children part1c1pate in an 1n<Center program;

ohlldrgn are worked w1th in thelr own

N
. prov1des both formSa%f 1nte¢ventlon.

&
R

This component varies

At some PCCs,.

o]

the other.

at others

4

homes ; at some, the PCC

" f
In-Cénter, programs range

I

#

The 1mpact of the Head Start ?arent ~Child Center Program

‘on parents: a flnal repoxrt.

{ a

)

8]




from two hours a week per chlld t@ 40 hours a week per,chlld.
L[] AR 4 >
Home 1nterventlon programs 1nvolve elther one or ' two v1s1ts
L] »K: Al

per week - for approx1mately one hour per VlSlt. There is

. s
. \ ® “ .

’,tremendous Variability among«PCEs no%}only in terms' of the
number. of hours.of 1nterventlon _per week,-but also in terms
of the klnd*of program offered.“ éom; programs use a hlghly.
structured sequenced, approach and others use abmore general.

'developmentalraf:ectlve approachih chardlesc of Lne numoer

of hours‘of contact or theﬁtype of pr am 1mplemented all

PECs are des1gned to have an impact on the coghltlve functlonv
Vo

ing’ of the chlldren whom ey servf.

¢

4 ) -
o : -

Cnlldren ages 3. 0 - 4. ll have been tested by PCC staff

.

.

"at fourteen Centers, us1ng the-@reschool Inventory and the,

. Denver Developmental Screenlng Test * pPCC chlldren in’ thlS

‘age range are graduatlng from;the program The , test scores”

of the graduates are compared to the norms*for each of the
» ‘1*0,

tests in order to ‘see whether: PCC graduates are funct;onlng.

e —atvafieveiwwhlchmls commensurat@ with, or Retter than, the |

[N a

functlonlng of children in normatlve groups. Because” of -

Ld I =

thne lack of a control group from w1th1n the same community, ©

.

othe level of perfor%gnce of PCC chlldren cannot be; directly

/,attrlbuted to PCC. However, the~data ‘do pr9v1de a'plctyre
A% . ) ‘ .
of how PCC children aremfunctioning in ‘'several fmgortant
areas. It was not possible to obtain a matched control

» s D ,
‘qroup because of tﬂe~d;fficulty%and expense involved in

AN
o

-




contactrhg non~PCC part1c1pants.

In addition,

. . ".

thé’com“

- * <

parablllty of chlldren whose mothers choée to brlng them‘%

to PCG and chlldren‘whose mothers ‘do’ not choose;to partlcl— *

. pate is questionable. '
' RS Y
.

c

.
4 “

~ - ‘

norms ootalned from
;

. A -
o
¢

.

nparisons arenpresented between RCC children and the |

,the standardlzatlon sample for each o

testqand metweem?“CL tnrldren and +ho.;e recrulted for the OCD

w

v

Home Start children

o

Home Start Plogram in the fall of 1%13

(ages 3 6) were tested in the fall of 1972 prior to thelr'

entrance lnto program, as part of an ong01ng evaluatlon-of

. that program belng conducted by the ngh/Scope Foundatlon

and Abt A530c1ate

=

, ThecHome Start progects reqemble the

3

PCCs in that’they are located 1n urban and rural communi~ *°

. 12

tleS and are des1Fned to neet the needs of a 10w—1n¢ome popula—

tion. Thus,‘the Home Start chaldren, tested prior tp thelr

1nvolvement in any program, constitute an approprlate com~

s ¢

. parison group for the PCC ch;ldren,despiﬁe the fact that,

Ve : . *
. N .
v B . et

they do not come £rom the same communities. However, it

. should be clear that PCL ahlldren had the advantage of

<&

/

be}ng tested by people who_were well known - to them, whereas ).

"
L

Home Start chlldrenﬁwexe tested by commumity. residents who

%\

.+ made only one previous visit to the Chlld'S home. ¢

e
- ) .

| It should be clear,

however, that using testers who




o

ERIC

Aruntoxt provided by Eic
. ER

LY

’

ol

are fa?iliar with the childr

N

o

, R -
en and have a stake in .the. PCC

program runSche risk that children coudld be coached fgr the

-

/) test and that eveh durlng te

“

A
stlng, in.the case of. amblguouy

J

Y g

answers, the beneth\of the doubt would always be g1ven to

o B -

Desplte these reservatlons
&’\
_able optiéns 1nto.account, it was decided that comparison.
RN ' L
with the norms for dach ‘test ang wx~h'thm pre-proyran Homg

the child. ~taking ‘all avail-

*
ftart ch11gmen would constltute the most metlodologldally

~ .
A,

sound des1gn for, the evaluatlon of the impact of PCC on the:

cognltlve functlonlng of its children. -l .
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'“Chooélng the test %pstruments

P
PR *

. "he test 1§§truments used in this-€ 1uation had to
/ . [“.
) N N ~ . R
e '~ meet three criteria. They had to be: : .

¢ - - o

«

.

. - PR < L
"". . . : B ‘ 2 T
' ° . Easily administered:
N ‘*«g . R
v ‘ % * . . * & . . e
b ° Redlevant and appropriate | . s

S “ N
° Comparable to test$ used in the Home Start Evaluation

. ‘.~. o -
; i @ -
. . . -

&

o '_ " .. Ease of administraticn was impoftant'because the fests

©

were édministered by ﬁccbstafﬁ membexs Who performed the
.tesmlng 1ngaddltlon to thelr rout;ne/éespons1bllltles at thé
3 * , .-

'center. lFor this. reason CCR couid not schedule'a large battery

: N

bf tesbs, each tekt measurlng a speC1f1c aspect of behav1or or

Lo : & ° . .

. o developmént Ease of admlnlstratlon thus 1nclude§ not only a

" .

cons1deratfbn of the level of Sklll needed@to glve the test

o~ 4
. - or the dur%tlon of, the test, but theﬁburden ltqwould place
I on the PCC é%pgvam. It whs 1mportan£,t% use PCC staff for?
[N < . .
> ¢ . ™~ N . : . . N
J' '~ the testing so that childrén could be tested as they reéched

; ~ the agé\of three. As testlng was spread out throughout” the‘

entlre ﬁtogram year, 1t would not have been pract;cablefto

3

utilize' non—Pqp commun;ty testers.




J

z

Once the validlty, rellablllty,'and ease of adm;nlstra—

'tlon were 1nvest1gated and establlshed- the conteﬁt of each .

< ) ..
potentlal test was scrutlnlzed to ensure thdt the test Was

——— s
o -

measurlng prec1sely those areas of functlonlng re}eVanL to

\\meaning.¢:°

- Start study. As vias, dlscussed in the 1ntroduct10n to this-

/

PCCJ Partlourarly as the test battery had to be linmited

in size, it became crucial to. eXflude tests w1th“"surplus .

28
. Yo

e b.
-y

. °C [
! oot .o . IR

' ° v

A Special cOnsideraEion Was given.to the\criterion that

}
PCC study results bg’ comparable with those from *he Home

=

('1

repokrt, it was,ﬁot feasible tto develop a control group.'
Proplems of galnlﬁg entre 1nto non-PCC homes, non—comparablllty

betWeen jolﬁers and non*301ners, and between PCC chlldrenv

- o R

famlllar wmth the tester and control chlldren unfamlllar w1th 4"

7

_the tester, Ted to the concluslon that no control group would
\)

~be adequate. In the’ absenoe)of&a control group, a pre and )

« 0

'

po»t-test deslgn could not be 1mplemented as th$ effects o

5 ‘
maturatlon could not be separated from those of program input.
Slnce the evaluatlon relled Qn- one data point (test scores

of chlldren who reached the age of 3), it was felt that com-
Y, a iV ’

.paraplllty.w1th the evaluatlon of the Home Start Program was

« N

. v . r ) N R .
particularly desirable. Comparisons are made w&th data from the

fall - 1972 testing of Home Stari chlldren, a tlme prlop “to the

o
@

1nceptlon | of actual program -

v ’ N : .
The tests chosen for the PEC evaluation were the Denvor

Developmental Screenihg.TestA(DDST)‘and the Preschqol
e 1-2 P
’ A A . ) ’ - e ! @

‘- e

@
o)
E 23

ES

L]
-

L)




~

.Inventor'y (PSI). These instruments met the above sta+e§
\ B
set of Crlterla..

L~

-they megsured areas relevant to the étudy

' admin1$ter?d by persons notk formafly tralned in the Chlld

¢ mcr,

N

W1th an acceptable degree of rel}ablllty, they could be-

testlng field, and they Wer%.belng used in the -Home Star*

, o e
e 3 ¢
5

B

tudy.
l$‘l:_ Y . L i ) ‘aﬁ (
| C " g o R
“"Tha DDST im its original form-is Gomprised of 105
. . f p . Y . .

-

r -
.

C e

developmental itemslfor“useiwith-children from fwo weeks to
six years‘of'age. fThe.version nsednby both CCR and’High/

"Scope conslsts of 22 1tems approprlate for use with children

.

'three to. five years of age.n In addltlon o 22 1tems adm1n~»
istered’ to. the chlld 8 pérsonalwsodlal 1tems to be asked
. =t

of the parentzare 1ncluded * The DDST measures four spéclflc

- ™~

areas:

k]

language development, and personalhsoc&al development.

flne motor development, gross motoE@development,

&

.

'f_fBgcause of the relatlon hlp establlshed between tester and

child 1n the. PCC program and because of the dlfflcultles that
<4

-mwould arise in attemptlng to have all parents present at’ T

.

“the tife. thelr chlldren were scheduled er testlnq, ‘the = *

v « %o

tester,‘or the PCC teacher w1th most knowledge of the chxld
V"ﬁ

completed the personal—s001al portlon of the test. =HoW§ver,_

23
&2

™

"whenever posslble, parents were the respondénts to this

i

" sectjon's. guestions.

k]

AN

AN

-

o

PN
N LN B '

g ? 7 T
6

AN
\\ihe Preschool Invenﬁory is de51gned to test cognltlve

-

*

For both

development in areas related to success ln schoel

A -
the PCC and Home Start)studles, the 32 item edition of tHE>\\

'
xS

° a”
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: instrument\was\uséd.\' : o

a >

2.0 The-participating Centers -

]

b - Fourteen Parent~ch11d Centers part1c1pated in the: chlld

o~
testlng portlon of the 1mpact studyu Included in th1s group

'?7- . were‘the seven PCCsvthat had been part of the study'of

1mpact On pa ents and the seven PCCs wrth Advocacy Components.,

Thus, the:sample of Centers was.comprlsed of the follow1ng

»

programs?Jdi.

.. alanta pCC - . Baltimore PCC/AC

- /MDetroit’pCcC = - o .. Boston PCC/AC
’ / Harbor City PCC - ' Cleveland PCC/AC
. Menomonie PCC : Huntington PCC/AC = °
N Mt. Carmel PCC L Jacksonville PCE/AC.
R Pasco PCC - ~ - . La Junta PCC/AC
.t St. Louis PCC, 4 Leitchfield PCC/AC
) The decision to incorporate thedPCC/ACs into the
study de51gn rather than seven dlfferent programs was based
"’ on: two factors: (1) through ‘the CCR evaluatlon of the
Advocacy Components, ong01ng, worklng relatlonshlps had ,
begn establlshedv and (2) - as part of thls evaluatlon
.-\SCR staff members would be visiting these PCC/ACs, thus
enabllng them to provmde on—slte asqlstance to testers and
monltor progress w1thout further expendlture of funds or
‘ tlme._ _1_ e /o T .
S )

o XL A
- 4.1 The testers

?&,lfi;2(2/'; Drrectbrs of part1c1patrngyPCCs!yere asked to-choose

" » two persons for participation in“the CCR Training Conference.
. Yoged .
o, y‘ oo . ‘ .' 7 \
} '&’; e . B mﬁ; ,b ‘o a ] - o
S s Joid

: "/'
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These personsﬁwould then be, responsible for testing all

children included in the CER sample. -While CCR did not

hd o

stipulate which persons,shoﬁlqvhe chosen'from each Center,
it was suggested that directors'se;ectrpersons who either N
worked direqtly'with thegchiidren or who were familiar

with the.children. |

Twentyleight;PCC staff ﬁembers attended the Trainihg e
Conference in November, 1972. ’Aépr0ximately'60% of‘these-“
persons were'professrohals: education eoordinators,fhead.';"”T‘“LW'”
teaéhers, nurses, and data coordinators. ' Thé remaining
persons were paraprofessionals, most of whoﬁ~were'cless~ ’
room teachers or home imstructors. quihg’the'course'of ' .
the testing period, from Deoember; 1872 to July,.1973,v ,
three persons either termlnated thelr employment at PCC or
rellnqulshed their pos1tlon as testers. These personq

- did, however, traln their replacemente who were then super-

vised, on site, by CCR staff . _ e T

2.2 The trainers ) '

|  'Eight CCR staff members acted as trainers. Each had
Jhad'experience‘with children and had acted as supervisors
or trainers in similar’situations.

tod

Trainer preparation'took several forms. The,progect

Mg 1

dlrector and manager attended a tralnlng ses51on on the -DDST

and PSI conducted by ngh/Scope Foundatlooﬁjnd Abt Ass001ates.
f

Videotapes developed for use at these sessions were borrowed




©

for the CCR tralnlng conference.' Those persons then acted

-as tralners for «“the other CCR staff membexs Numerous group

. -3

u Ve X
for Commun;ty Research uslng the material

and 1nd1v1dual tralnlng ses31ons were. co@d:;:ed at;the Center

at were later«

i & . [

Presehted ‘at the conference.. vy Rk T Coe

.

5 0~ .
: ~ . ’ t

. . “.77. "(' .
3 0 The Tralnlng Conference ’ . T L s

The three day tralnlng session was held from Nqﬁember

27 - 29, 1972 at’ the Hollday hllls Confe\cnce Center in’ ””Q

Pawllng, New York s ) .

s

7

Both group and’ 1nleLdual tralnlng sesslons were con- \\'

ducted. Durlng the first sess1on, ‘the ratlonale and phll—
‘osophy ‘'of both the tests and the testlng program@were dis-
“cussed Some of the issués ralsed durlng thls eesslon in-

cludea posslble cultural blases in the tests,_the issue of

) 'conflden 1a11ty, and the need for standardized tests

- k) . . . I

& 'The}individual testsiﬁere then introduced to the group.

Each 1tem was rev1ewed w1th regard to what it was measurlng,
how it should be-admlnlstered what materlals weretneeded

and how the 1tem should be scored CCR staff members role

a

- played tester and chlld for both the PSI and the DDST This

oD
session” served to famlllarlze testers w1th spec1f1c tech~

3 \

nlques and to. alert them to the varlety of respodses and

Actions that could result. The degree to which thls in-

.«

troductory group session provided a working basis,for more

I

-6

©

0 .
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-_1ntens1ve-tra1n1ng was brought out durlng a group v1ew—

-1ng of the ngh/Scope - Abt Assoc1ates video~-tapes. These'

» ;’—'I'

tapes showed the admxnrstratlo? of both the PSI and the DDST.

e Watchlng the.tapes, testerS'were able to 51ght eérrors in ©
ey gr-g'admlnlstratlon and to ggmpare and discuss. scorlng rationale.
. . : : ] . s ‘: ] ) B . ) . < H s .
- B ’ N . ' : :
. L s Fo%low1ng thl group sess1on, tralners qonducted 1nd1-

v1duallzed 1nstructlon- Four testers were asslgned to each
[ e U .
B ,v;i . . )
< ﬁtraﬂher for the duratlozjof the Conference. During these
. . . - . «

v . o
.smaller sess1ons, Yesters were given the opportunity'to role

play both tester and chlrd under the. superv151on of the

¢ (\

' tralner. The.tests and role playlng were repeated numerous .
t1me§VsO that there was ample opportunlty to check the,

rellablllty of the testers' scoring and admlnlstratlon.

-
[

. . The slast day of the Tralnlng Conference was devoted to
“- - testing ch;ldren. Arrangements were made through the manage~v
. " e :

" ment of the Conferende site tofhave bhildren, ages 3"years
to 4.1l years, available for testing. ‘There was oné%child
. : : N,

. *  for each.of the seven training groups so that two -testers

‘could actually administer a test while all testers’ could
. N N ) ' 3 PR ) ~ -
score. '

o ’ . b
- . ] o . N »

- . 3.1 jFolIow—up.to the Training Conference “ ;

\ Fpllow~-up to the Training Conferenceﬂtook the form of . «
) . . ~ . . { [
- mail and telephone correspondence‘and'on—site visits.: SN

At the close of the Conférence,étesters were asked to-

I -

» ,
L | - L I-T | W N
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. begin testlng as soon after thelr return as posslble. S

were made, testers were telephoned so tha@ such errors '

" would not;be repeated'in the time ¥t would'takewfor the

- f

JWhile six menths were allotted for testlngr CCR felf that »

/-"

lt was lmportant for testers to begin usrng their new

skllls soon afterttrainlng. Each tester was. askedn%o mhll

their flrst five tests to GCR as soon as they were completed

and then to contlnue malllng tests at the end of each week

=

As the Eirst tests were recelved they were carefully ('

o

revxewed oy CCR staff memhers. Letters concernlng scorfhg
& ¢ B
technlques were sent to the testers.' In most cases, the
) / ) B ) [ ‘ P
tests were in order and letters were sent only to obtaihﬁk .

such 1nformatlon as the date of the child‘s. enrollment in
‘v

Cc’or the like. In the 1nstances whgre technical errors

N

arrivdl of a‘letter. While follow—up was most intense ‘ \

dupzhg thls 1n1t1al period, correspondence between tester
I e 4

and trainer was ongoing throughout‘the testjng period. - IS

Q
.

Dnring the course of the testing period Lt was

declded that rev151on should be made in the Denver Dévelop—

r

~. mental Screenlng Test. ThlS decision’ wag made in conjunctlon

"with Br. Frankenburg, the originator of the DDST his

’assoclates, and@the staff of the ngh/Scope Founﬂptlon.'

Testers wexre asked to stop using the DDST until they

o

recelved the newly rev1sed 1nstrument The changes that
were made dﬁ the Denver were not so major as to require a

second tralnlnb\conference; testers were malle& the new
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test with a comprehensive mannal. Issue of the revised

' DDST COIHCLded WLth.CCR site VlSltS to the PCC Centezs.

Thus, at the po,nt at whlch.these ne% tests were to be

e .
' ' oo admlnlstéted CqR staff was avallable to provlde technlcal
- , o , .
. 2 as s . ‘ - R, .
) sa tarice .. ~ - ‘u. _
, e S c} ' 'Q&”»g ®
" - 4.0 'TEsting - e N .
o e v ' Lot .= -
' 4.1 "Who was tested- ' Y RN .'Q , ’
S < -t . 7 "

k) All PCC children at study programs who were betyeen
e the ages of 3 and 4 years 11 months were to be scheduﬁed~ "
for testlng. At most PCCs, 3 year qlds are "graduatlng“'

o from the program into. Head Start. Thus, tests would measure

' the &ffects of program lnput when compared to SLmllar

a chlldren‘Who had not been through a program, i. ea, the.chlldren

in' the standardlzatlon ‘sample of each.test and Home Star

t4

g

Jparticfpants .~ - o T 7

!7. B

s ' . .' . L . '-i . i N . .
“At the point at which testing began testers were

,»asked to submit their programs? enrollment roster to CCR
- At that tlme' the  total ennollment of the 14 part1c1ggt1ng
PCCs was l 382 cHildren (approxi ately 99 chlldr%?/PLC)
,u:i.' Of these chlldren, 545 or. 39% weie between 3 years and 4.11
O . ) ’

years and ellglble for testlng. As can be seen from the.

table below, not all ellglblé chlldren were tested, nor .

rd

o

- “a




t / ’ » L ¢
8. o . Te—,

- ., PSI ..., ] DDST »
‘4 tests submitted | ] 38 . . 303
"% tests of all eligible AL T, 56 '

. # valid tests - " |, 7351 | 287

. : 3 valid of all ellglble ‘ o S
K for test) . ; .64 g 53

"
’ - - 7 . . .
' R e .

£ All of the ellglble chlldren ‘were not tested fOﬁ?varlous
reasons. the famlly moved from the program's, catchment area,

6

was termlnated from the program, graduated from the program,

<

\)or was ‘unable to be scheduled ‘for testlng Wlthln thc te*tlna

perlcd. The number °of ch;ldren not_ tested on the DDST was
le S {«A [d .
hlgher than that fbr the PSI becauS% of the dlsruptiom in-

testlng w1th the DDST. Durlng the 1nter1m d@rlod of rév1sxon,

*

." . children leﬂﬁ the prdgram for the reasons stated above and

coulésxot be tracked oxnce’ the test was 1n use aggln. - As the-

Qi: .PSI’ was .being used continuously, testers could better plan %

)

> 14

- thelr schedules around graduatlons and termlnatlons whlch}yere

known_beforehagd. S ' .
Distribution of tests from the 14 PCCs was far'from-éven.

. \Scme PCCs tested a.very large proportion of‘children, whereas

\ ' _ 4
. _ pthers tested a very small proportion. This distribution
. can be represented as follows- o p

- i
\ o e . t v




(65

-y . .
. : : . t Y . . o L
RN # «children /|- - K R
i ' ~ s'eligible for ® .
| -7 Besting | psi ‘| bppst
| Atlanta . 53 .. B ' 3’ ] 24 :a
Baltimore - T T 45 | . 38
. Py o B - ". = . -
Boston * 29 . .9 6
Cleveland ~ | . = 24' . 22 20
Detroit | .28 0w ©16 -
2 SR . P R N B |
Harbor City K 66, e 53 _ 44 i
”O ' ‘ . - - : .
| Huntington- 54 , .37 28
-Jacksonville | i »2§ ' 11, 9
. N . [ 53 - * - :
La Junta - 29 23 16
feitchfield |’ 32 26 | 24
Menomonie ‘ 47 N 45 * - 40 S e
Mount Carmel T 28 | . 21
5 ' i | i
Pasco , 26 1 19 17
, _ | A— —
St. Louis | . 7 43 L 16 | - g

. The table above shows that the range from Center to
" Center of the number of children eligible for testing éndv

those ‘actually tested was wide. Children in ohe PCC were not

A 1 .

‘ tested on the DDST because of peréonnel illness and

oS

turnover.

o

» . L]




4.2 -

Vvalld for lnClUSlon in the data

4.2.1 Refusils .« °

For each Chlld tested the follow1ng Lnfbrmatlon
was requested-
ment in te:ms of-regularlty of attendance.

’ . : R » -~
] o

+ e

Invalid tests = " SR 4

yl ' o ’ » .
In all, 54 tests were submitted that weye judged in-

\analyse . 38 PSTs and 16
DDSTs. ' e o ¥ .
VN ' : k o ' : -

» . PRI
8} ) ‘ . Tl q ‘,. ' ’

The most common reason.for judging a test invalid

was the child's refusal to answer items. This was partic-—

ularly true in’ the case' of PSIs. Here, however,/gcme

’ * ¢

confusion arose among testers ‘between the PSI and the DDST-
thls caused some,refpsals to be tester errors. The manual

for“u51ng ‘the PSI states that lf a child refuses to answer

four items inm sequence, the test should be termlnated

Whlle no such stlpulatlon is made for the Denver, testers
*.

often appl;ed the same rule and termlnated a test that

should have been administered and scored to ccmplet%pn.
. . . . »

4.2.2

Incompletes .

In-the case .of the DDSTs, if at least 2 of the 4

td

test,sections were nct"completet the test was judged

invalid. those lnstances where at least two sections

of the test were complete, the coméieted sections were

used ip the data analyses.

4

length.@ﬁ tlme.ln PCC, andJa rating .of 1nvolve—

°
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- ;; A 2.3 ‘Language‘difficulties -

Two of;the part1c1pat1ng Centers sefve a Spanlsh-

; speaklng populatlon and one of these Centers has a number

of Polyneslan-speaklng members. Although most of the
*

. Span1sh~speak1ng chlldren were»abLe to understand the direc-"~

)
l’

- tions glven in Engllsh, they had difficulty,verbalizin%
» i . a . e
- answers in English. Thus, sections of the PSI and the lenguage
development portion of the DDST Were problematic for this

'part°of_the sample. Where correct answers were given -in
‘Spanish they were marked as such The Polynesian-speaking

portion’ of the sample presented greater problems, many'of

these chlldren were qunable to unders tand the dlrectlons glve

to them. Actually these children should not have been tested

?
at all.

3.0 Data analyseés

- - : ‘ . . . v «

3
- PCC chlldren S scores were compared to normatlve data
.for each test and to the Home ‘'Start data. Tables presentlng the

data report.the percent of children in each: age group passing an
’ . g
item and the mean age of those passing in each age group.

- -« ©
.

Age grouplng decisions were made on the basls of the stand-

e ¢

ardized rnorms. For the Preschool 'Inventory, the age groups were:

,J [ ”

et

. . : ' o ‘ o
* ‘ . ' 3.0 - 3.11 years -

. | R 4.0 - 4.5  years o
| 4.6 - 4.11 years

e ' | I-13.
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Y

DDST age groupings werej

| 36 - 39

40 -~ 45

46 - 51

52 -~ 57
A

58 -~ 59

months
months

months

months

months

] 1*1/2 td 3 years, and for more than 3 years.u

_ s are also qade'be§ween test scores of children who attend the

Additional comparisons are made between PCC'children i

who have been in the program for less than 1 and 1/2 years,

Comparlsons

‘Pregram regularly and those who attend sporadically- . '
¢ ' ' 4 .
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CHAPTER II

FINDINGS ON THE PRESCHOOL, INVENTORY (PSI)
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INTRODUCTION :
. i r | j ' » ot ¢ ’ . ,
v The thirty~-two item Preschool Inventory (PSI) was-used in {ges\
S Y S - N |
S

. 4
= PCC évaluation. - Thedfz 1tems were selected’ ,from the longer te

D

) -by the Stanford ResearchaIns?rtute for use in the Planned Variation

&

H%Fd Start evaluatlon. Norms on the'percent of chlldren passing each-

‘item at dlfferent age levels are reported by the~Educatlonal Testlng '

8 ﬂ, w

" Service CETS). COmparlsons are made between PCC chlldrens' scores

andsthe nTS norms. Additional comparlsons are made between PCC=

.

v

'chlAdren and chlldren,ln the Home Start sample. . i

©
- .

The PS& was admlnlstered to a total of 389 PCC chlldren ranglng

\ =
in age from three years (3.0) to four years and eleven months (4. ll)

4
Three hundred and fifty-one tests were actually used; the remaining

38 ‘were considered invalid. The PSIs were sgored by the testers
according‘to the following categoriés: correct, q\rrect plus extra
1nformatlon, wrong, erng plus extra dinformation, substltutlan,‘
refusal, don't know, requests ald, and.no response. In terms of .
actual flndlngs and comparlsons with the norms and, wlth Home Start
children, responses 1n,the first two categorles were counted as e

—~ °

L. : .
"pass" and responsdé in all other categories were counted as “"fail".

=4

§, L
W=

lﬂ:ducatiOn Testing Service - Preschool Inventory Reviséd Edition °©

Handbook, Princeton, N.J.: Educational Testing Service, 1970.

4 =
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mcnw*u:mi&'

-
L]
.
.
.

7.
‘8.
-9,

10.

11,
l2.

~ « 13.
. 14.-

- 15.
16.
17.

o 18.

T 19,

- 20.
21.
22.
23.

‘24.

25,

26.

27.

- 28.
29.
30.
3X.
32.

- 'FINDINGS °

The thlrty~two 1tems are~ . . ‘ Z

-

-
42 . . !

What is your first name?

Show me your: ‘shoulder.r .

What is this? (point to knee)

What is this? (point to.elbow).

Put the yellow car on the llttle box.

Put the blue ¢ar under - the green box.

“Put 2- cars behind the box .in tne middle. : °

If you'were sick, who would you ‘go-to?

When do we eat breakfast? A ' '

Iff you Wanted to find a lion, where would you look’

?ﬁat does a dentlst do? :

ich way does a phonegraph repord go’

‘Which way does a férris wheel go?

How many hands do you have? ' L

qu magy wheels does a bicycle have? *-

HoWw many wheels does a car have’“"

How many toes do you . have? °

‘Whidh is slower, a eaf‘or a bicycle? = .

Poifit to. the middle one, (checker] . °

“Point t6, the first one. . ® et

Point to the last one. . o ‘

Pdfint to fhe second 6ne. = __f "

Which of these 2 groups has less. checkers in 1t°

“Which of these 2 groupsvhasgm re checkers in it?,

Poirnt to the one that is most like a tent.

MaKe one- liKe this (square).

Make ydurs _here '(point). : o

Make one ‘Tike this (triangle). .-

Make ygurs here (point) . .

Which one is. the: color of ‘night? .

- C~lor the square. . s . o

_Color square purple.-i“ . - * o

‘Color the triangle. . o Y

Color triangle® orange., ° =t
S ‘ Vg .

Each of’ the 1tems were scored elther pass or fall.

and in the PCC group pa551ng each item, by aqe group, are presented

ot

'centage of chlldren in the normatlve group, in the Home Start group,

I3 o

. 1. Lo R o T S -
in Tao;e ! | . . \\ | ’\

CII-2,

. '2 .
Dyer
F o

The'perm




A . r. LN ; . " < \ . v “ \& o . - N @
'&able,II—l Percent of PCC, standardization sample, and Home Start .
e ' children pa531ng each item, v '
Ce S e S T A L TP S,
~ 3 3.0 ~»3 TT Yrs.b ‘430;-“4;5‘Yrs;' 4 T FIT Yrs.
- -+ . | -Nozm.. PCC . [HeSw ||[Noxrm .| PCC |H,S. Norm . PCC {H.S,. .
BT N=1581N=255] N=73 ||N=528| N=77|N=44 || N=438|N=49| N=34
. 1. First name . 90% | '90% |'\62% || 90% | 97% 76% 91lg | 90%} 87%
2. Shoulder . | 58 | 59 \)ﬂ% 65 82 | 62 1l 74 80 | 58
. 3. Knee e 49 52 4 52 | 62 43 64 + 82 69
4, Elbow : a 26 36 | 34 |} 31 44 } 38 40 ¢ 57 | 56
5. Yellow car on ’ : ' ' : .| 3
. little box | 25 .| 41 23 || 32 M-61 } 45 I 41 55 | 48.
.{ 6. Blue car under - _ - : '
. ,greenpox . " | 27 | 25 | 20 |[.28 | 40 | 19 36 39 | 39
. 7. Two cars behind | B | ' : T
.. middle box - | 17 | 15 13 [|'23y 31 § 10 |l 34 | 16 { 10.
] 8. If sick : 46 40. | 40 | 55 N71 166 {l 65 | 63 | 71
: "IN9. Breakfast. - v 29 17 27 36 38 27 45 | 26 |-28
110, - Find lion’ 0 20 14 23 - 27 18 29 30 37 25
11, Dentlst : . 38 28 26 41 44 .} 43 52 } 6l 59
_lZ..Phono.,record - 41 |-32 25 39 52 § 30 48- | 59 | 19
'13. Rerris wheel 20 17 20 20 | 29 20 | 26 37 .1 23 .
. | 14. Hbw many hands 42 48 | 47 || 50 60 § 58 || 51 69 .1 61
* 115 How many wheels=~ | M . : : ' o
o ~biecycle = 42 42 43 49 65- ) 62 52. 67 52
16. How many wheels— | . : : - ‘
- . car 1 13| 20, ] 27 24 35 ') 25 |1 34 53 ] 23
17. How many toes \k .02 07+ |04 03 09 10 03 12 00
18. Slower—car/blke“@ 42 52 1 61 {{ 50 74 | 51 "53 63 | 60
19. Point to-middle. e : ' A n : o
.\ 'checker 1 25 '|"35 | 42 33. | 49 | 49 || 44 57 | 43
-3 20, Point to first A D B S - : o
1 . flchecker |30 } 42 |56 |33 |57 |38 |l37 | a7]s0
. | 21. Point to last , N | I - 1
' checker a 15 26 30 29 42 33 24 | 26 40
22, Point to second ‘ H : 1 ' Ai
i checker . 20 22 20 - |} 20. 27 31 ~r 21 39 33 .
{ 23. 4&6, which less )l i 44 52 44 48 44 51. 53 37
24. 5&5, which more | 04 29' | 03 a7 27 { o8 07 26 | 06
25. Point to tent - 52 65 71 58 - 73 53 60 82 81
26. Copy square .-~ 15 17 |} 20 21 } 39 ! 21 34 53 | 45
‘27, Copy triangle 10° 14 14 |} 14 26~} 13 23 47 | 23
28. Color of night 34 49 - 58 42 56 59 49 67 52
29. Ceclor square 34 40 43 45 .58 33 48 63 | 42
30. Color square oo s )
' purple 25 | 41 34 31 | '49 | 28 37 \ 65 | 45 |
31. Color triangle 35 49 56 44 | 56 | 54 50 - | 69 | 71 |
32. Color triangle | SN N -
orange 49 44 | 48 |52 |66 | 54 63 69 | 61




| e T _ .
Examination of these data shows that PCC children did somewhat
better-on a majority of items than didfthe éhildren in the nerm S

-

groups or in t¥/ Home Start sample. Con51der1ng dlfferences of

ten percentage p01nts or more, PCC children did better on a. -

A

- larger number of items than d1d ch11dren in the norm or H%ﬁ%

& .
-

Start samples.. | T -' N ‘,N\ o o -

Number of items on which.at least 10% more PCC
children than standardization sample or Home
Start children pass.

‘Table IT-2.
Y

v | ' . . | . .'&
. a 3.0 - 3.11 | 4.0 - 4.5 [4.6 = 4.11 )
| _ Number of items on . ) ;
| wQFeh PCC > Norm 11 23 20
| . . o '
| N
B o : .
- Number of items on 5 L
which PCC < Norm 2 0. 2.
Number of ifems ong - ’/? -
which PCC > Home A .
| start- » 4 20, 15
Number of ftems on B ’ “
' -which PCC < Home . ' e
Start 3 Ve 1

Y

-

- >'

It is clear from these data°that PCC chlldren present ‘a

a

.

=

to Home Start chlldren.

LY

“«
e,

somewhat superlor performance to ch11dren in -the NOXm-group and .

An examlnatvon of the spe01flc 1tems on which PCC chlldren

[

°oJ

cnlldren is 1nterest1ng:

N

Show me your shoulder.

]

e 'What ie—thisv(knee)?

-

.show a marked advantage over standardlzatlon  sample and Home Start




coTT T e . .ot -
o | Yooy
- ° Which way does a phonograph record go? - o .
-;. . - . K . » - . . i ) 4
"~ ° Which, way ‘does a ferris ?Zeel go?
- . . - . \ _ \'«"‘ ~
g ° How mapy- wheels does a.ca¥ have? S
R ° Which is slowe¥, a car or a bicycle?- . /
R ° Which of these two groups has more checkers in it? ° ) ]
. o o L T : i
. _ . o . , ]
+ = ° Copy the square. . o B ' , . s
) . . ) ’ » : ~ - j
. _ o N L . _ ;
. ° Copy the triangle. o . ‘ P
N - . \ " . .‘0 ..'7 v " . : A ! 1"
- - a\’°, Color the sguare. . N ‘ o i
- <2 Color the square purple. - - o . i
: : - . . . ! - . ) . ) 'II

”. v
" h

It appéars‘thét in general PCC children have had more experien

f
%
with labeiling, with concebt fqrmation,‘with shapes, and with f |

- - . N ‘! )
colors than have tﬁéir non~-PCC counterparts. R S
) | G - .\ o . o . V o ’ . c"’
Because PCC sg?ff generally felt that Item 8 (If you were sick,

. ’ S . B

*Qho¢Would you'go.to?L'and Item iO (1L£; you wanted to find-afliQn,
f,"e

- . v
However, in all comparisons with

'wheré-Wbuld-ydu 1ook?)w6u1d‘éli¢it good'put;not acceptéble answer '
a chond-§od§fi§% éevalbped for.thesé~tw? itgms té’allow,fbr a m6
flexible and‘gegponsive scoring.

'\ghg sfandardi%aéion»pr Home S;%rt Samgles oﬁIy.the Standardized Z~
scoring critgria_wére used for PCC aat£§~'Acdo£ding to the spand%rd;

)
|

Ij\%}’.‘e thé only
differen¢es

- dcceptable responses to Item 10. In order tQ see what

ized,scorihg system, the only correct responses for Item 8°is |
L ~ . ' - o . :
or "nurse". Similarly, "zoo", "carnival",-and "circ
. . . (‘ - .
in total scores would be made by using a mpré PCC-oriented scofﬁng
system, Items 8 and 10 were scored a second time. CCR coders scored

. ! | . . - ke j
as correct Yhospital” and "clinic" for. Item 8; and "TV", "bogks", .

. - . A 3
o:§core$s

P

-

Thus, all children receiveds tw

TR

-

and “Cagsﬁ'for.Itemxlo.

B

"dgctor"na




iva ) . o

.

.; . - : ) . -
'! : : [\

one score u51ng the standardlzed scorlng system and one more "lenlent"

scoge allowrng for a gregter range of responses to these two . 1tems.' )

‘ Usrng the more lenlent scorlng system, there were 1ncreases

for all age g}oups ln the percent of chlldren passing these two

1tems._‘These compar;sOns are presented in Table.3.

. b . .
- o

_“Table If-3. Percent of PCC sample passing Ttems 8 "and 10, using

~ the standardized scorlng and the more lenient CCR
. scorlng system,

. R . ' R - -
7 : : : ’ : - . '
» : "\

o o - “ITEM 8= _IF .SICK || ITEM 10: FIND LION | -
. I : . Standard |- CCR code Standard | CCR_code -t
| J 3.0 ~3.11 yrs. - | | N=225 | w=225 ||  w=225 | w=225
- \;‘_4 40 | 52* 14 Y 21
RN 1-4.0 - 4;5-yrs. B N=77} bon=77 ||V n=77 N=77
' : S T » S - 79 |}, =18 &35
_ 4.6 - 4,11 yrs. |, weas |. w290 || - N-49~f, | N=49
. ' ‘ ; 63 . 179 - 37 45

» .
: L]

s' ) . , . ',.'. C ._'”Q .
-~ It is clear that use of a more'culture-relevant scoxring

system’ for tﬁese 1tems does make a dlfference in the perdentage .

of chlldren pa551ng at each age level. It does not make the

1nord1nate dlfference cgafméd by some PCC advocates, but 1t does /{V

make a difference. : _ ' ’ Lo T ~ ¢

2 .
” .

Home "'Start data are broken dowﬁ into smaller 1nterVal age

]

,groups by ngh/Scope. In order to make further comparisons, .

(.\
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N - > N N i ’ ‘ ’ "% . ' - .
.. - . ) - Y . -
e . . e e . .
: R - . " ¢ L. )
* - ’ ’ ﬂ' : . . @
8 . N N
¢ 4 . . .

RPCC data were regrouped into cqg@arable inte{:als and mean score
. . . L . : . - o ®

comparisons wé:g;ﬁade.. e oo T

. 9
. . . 8"
B » .
v

Table II-4. PSI mean scores by age; comparlson with que Start

data., . . b Q
o _AGE —— [ Pcc (13| WoME START (2) S
. 3.0 ~-3.3 N | 80 C- 18 . tl-2 = 1.05
YI'S. : B M 7. 10-0 » o 8 6 r’s ] . ' N-S-
' E/US'D.' . . "5‘_]; v' . . R . _4.01 . i .-‘ "
3.4 -39 N f 07 | -+ 29 t.,z =
Yrs. = M " 11.9 . ~ /ir.1 N.S.
: - 8.D. ' 5.8 he 5.2
e ‘ ' - \
| 3.10 - 4 1 N 93 : ‘(ﬁ 44 ?-ﬁ 1.63
g Yrs M - 15.0w, - 13.0 N.S.
SiD. N 609 ' L 6.1 X .
4.4.- 4.9 N 51 39 .} t1-2 = 2.69
: Yrs- . . 17-0 : . . ! 1305 ) PC-Ol
.S.D. Ce 6-6 & 5-3 * . . ' » 4
— S 1 4 .
4,10 = 4,11 8 | 20 - . |5 ~"19 L£1-2 = .45
M 17.0  ° 16.2 NsS.
xrs. S.D.- . 5.1 - 5.7 .

Means: for both grdtps'of children increaée as t@svéhikﬂréﬁ
.i('gfow S%Ber‘as'a fﬁnétioﬁ’of matﬁration. ' In all age 'fbups,.PCC
chlldren have slightly hlgher mean scores than do. t ierome'

Start counterparts. lef\\thes are’ statlstlcally 51gni§iéant
e only in. the 4. 4 4.9 age gr roup. Within this-age?greté PCC -
children pass between three and four items more than do Home.

\Qitart children. By age.five, the differences between the two
* ) j,{,) ) - : . @ R

4 “ o
. e
- . . = ) . )
I1-7 y
- - ' !
» A . g : -
SRIRIE A o s
- ’ ¢ . ' '\‘ © e ' ‘

Y
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o < 3

A samples-are virﬁually négligible: PCC children.show a mean
. ’ scorepof 17 and Home Start chlldren score 16 2 This lack of

dlfferences for the older age group is not & functlon of the

- celllng of the test ngh/Scopelreports that the "mean for ' | -
6 and l/zmyear old children was 21. O whlch 1nd1cates that the !

celllng of the test has not yet been reached " (p. 21)

. <3 . N Ee
© .. R Tr e . -
Iy : \

Table 1I-5. Mean scores by sex. L S ' N

»9

MALE (1) | FEMALE (2

N 171 ' 180

s . : L} }‘ i . ’ | J.
Female chlldren .score 51gn1f1cantly hlgher than do males,
e‘ / s )

“a findlng which is conslstent with the well documented flndlng \

S

that the cognltlve development of femaie-pre—adblescent chlldren

b

is accelerated over that of male pre~adolescen+ children. .
¢ : '. L] . .‘h

" ,.m s,:‘A A - o \
i T ' — .\V , = . " P—
Home Start evaluation study. Summative evaluation results.
Interim’Report III, Nov. 1973 ° . ' : {




Edlfferences in the means ‘are small and the sample sizes
“ ¥

N

-

. !

It must be noted that, althougN statlstlcally 51gn1flcant, the
) N \ kL \

are largep’therefore these statlstlcally significant dif-

ferences cannot be regarded as having chh social signifi-
’ : ' . .. q7 . .

- t . ' ¢ . . . . < s

cance. A . 1 7

& N -
. . . :

= -2 _Theg analysis of variance performed on PCC data for age e

and sex showed significant differedbeslalbng-the sex variable
L S . . ¢ -

at the .01 leﬁef (F =7.25, 1 df) and along the age %a%iable
. ?

2t the 2001 leve%' (F = 35. 52, 4 df). The interaction"'betWeen-) .
' - . v
sex and age is 51gn1f1cant at the .001 level {f - lD 15, f df)

&
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Table TI-6., Mean sceres by age and sex; comparison with Home
S ’ Start data. ', : | ) .
. _ . _ . &
_AGE - | SBEX [ B¢ (1) HOME START (2) ) )
¢ . . , N 4 A.i . ; i . i . . . T
A B N |- 41 jorel2 tl-2 =-2.97
' v Male M y 9.2 ] 4.8 p<.0l
3 . (‘)-3 . 3 e ' - S.D L @ ‘5.. 0 ' ‘J!,, .l.; 3. ) : ' *
*} years " ; 1 : _ . . ¢
’ ' N 39 1" - 86 tl-2 = 1.53
+ | Female - M 106.7 7.5 N.S. -
y - | S.DJ - . 5.0 2.0° e
\ . "W N 51 16 t1-2 = 82
. Male’ M ¢ 11,7 10.3 . - N.S. .
3.4-3.9 N S.DJ . " 6.2 ° . 4,0 ‘ !
’ ‘years - . I , 7 . ,
L . N 56 13 1 t1-2 = -,01
Female M L 12.‘3 ' 12,2, - N.S..
‘ S.DJ 5,4~ 6.4 : :
. .8 ' e
| N 40 20 t1-2" = 1.16
T . | Male M| s 13.8 .+ 11,8 - , N.S. °
4 3.10-4.3 |~ T 'S.DJC _.6.6 |, .« 5.8,
. years . i = . o O : - . /
' . : : - N : 52«- © 24 v €l-2 = 99 /)
Female Plg . 13,9 14,2 | }- ‘N..S.
iy - S.D. . 7.0 "6413 ' ‘ v
T - - ) \ ] .
- e N 27 | 12 tl-2 = .73
O I Male - M 14,7 13,4 N.S.
"4.4~4.9 - . 8.D. 5.6 '/ﬁ 4:"0 \
years N ! R ~/ . .
‘ ” , N 24 , 5 t1-2 = 2.25
' $ e 1 S.D. 6.6 5.9
» 7 ‘ N | < 12 21 tl-2 = ,73
) ' | Male M | 7 16.4 .- 14.7 N. S,
4,10-4,11 | * 4 S.D, ) 6.6
years = e ;
, AN . . N - 8 18 - tl-2 = 1,01
- v . : | Female 3y M S 17.9 15.7 - N.S.
. g\ S o S.D. - 4,0 5.2 '
' . v ' i ' |
Al ) . o ~ H
. {>
-3 . 5
. ' ' /"“2/‘;1:2) : 9
) . II=9 \
+ . d
' ° YHuas N b
» & )
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While PCC scores tend to beehighercin nine out of thg ten .

N
comparisons, differences are significant in only two cases.
. . 4 . . A .

PCC male 3,0<3,3 year olds score significantlﬁ higher than do

¢ *
items

.
Home.Start Males of the same age, The mean number of

4

-passed by this group Is 9. 2 for PCC chxldren and ‘only .4" 8 for

N
those in the Home Start subsample. In the 4-. 4w4“9 age range,

BCC females score 31gn1f1cantly higher than do Home Start females.
$
}
The,mean scores are 19.6- foraPCC and 12.2 for Home Start

-

v
° 4.
. i

<

TaﬁlexIlu7: Mean scores by age and locéle..“

v 1
AGE =| URBAN (1} RURAL (2] -
T A T G ! D ]
3.0-3,3°° N - 44 36 tl-2 = ~.54
vears M ~  9.68. 10.31 - N.S.
§:D. 4.34 '5.83
3.4-3.9 ° N 62 ¢ . /45 tle2 = -.20
years Mo 11.84 12.07 N.S. °
- S.D. 6.08 ~ 5.35
: ~ 5 I } ] ,
3-.10-4.3 N .50 . 43 £1-2 = .28
years M 15.20 , 14.79 N.S.
. e S.D. 7.41 . 6.34
4.4-4.9 N 24 27- tle2 = -2.05
years M 15 04 . 18.74 P< .05
N S.D. 6. 90 5.73
4.10-4. 11 . ,ﬁw 8 12 tl-2 = .51
yeafs M 16,25 17.50 " N.S.:
S.D. 6.12 - © 4,23
= Y

-3

L 11-10




In'comparing‘mean scorés brokén dOwn.into'urban and rnral
snbsamplés, ipﬁcan be seen thaﬁ'in four out of the five categories
rural PCC'childraniscore°slightly highervthan do children in the ]
urban group; These leferences are 51gn1f1cant for children 1n

]

, ~ the 4.4-2.9 ag& group only. In that. group, urban children -
respodﬂ correctly +to a meéan of 15.04 items whlle the rural sub—

sample passes a mean of 18.74 items.

’ A . 4
<

Chlldren in rural PCC programs tend to spend more time in

pragram act1v1t1es than do urban PCC children. Ryral children ’

:) ’

usually partlc1pate in program act1V1t1es more hours per day and

£

=

for more days per week. Thus, longer contact with PCC staff and

1onger participation in PCC - act1V1t1es cGould lead to somewhat
VoL "
. higher scores on the Preschool Inventory.
i ] Y l“ .- ey

I3




#
) . N n
j Less than I-1/2 to Over 3° T
1~1/2 yrs. 3 years” years in S
, in PCC - in PCC . PCC . 1 ’
AGE, S 2. S i L
1 e ;
40 25 15 tl=2 = .75
: ”1\2]\'.‘5.
3.0-3.3 M 10.18 9.20 10.67 | t1-3 = =%.31
years . . N.S.4 .
S.D. 5.20 4.65 5.25 t2-3 = -.90
‘ _ N,5.¢ .
51 27 1| .29} t1-2 = -.43
- L | . . N.S. ;
'3.4-3.9 M 11.0477 +11.59 13.83 €13 = -2.06]
years . Pp<L.05
- S.Dw 5327 5,42 6.50. | t2~3 = ~1.37
. , N,S, ¢
\ 40 18 35 £1-2 = -.52
% " : - N.S.
3.70-4.3 M 12.42 |.  13.78. 18.60 tl—g2 5gi96
years  g.p. 9.9 ' 6.25 6.80 | t2-3 = -2.46
k o Y P05
: 17 | . 12 | 22 tl-2 7 ~.12
N.S.
4.4-4.9 M 15.71 16.00 18.54 t1-3 = -1,.37
years , , N.S. o
" s.D. 5.95 7.04 6.44 t2-3 ='~1.03
S ) ,-‘«) ) ‘N.S
Y 7., 7 7 6 . | tl-2 = -.04"]
>
| : . . N.S.
4.10-4.11 M 16.71 .16.86 17.50 t1-3 = -.24 |
years g . - ‘N.S.
: s.D. 6.52 4.32. 3:90 t2-3. = -.26
: . : N.S. - .




"ohildren-who entered PCC as toddleks.

19 S . : .o, . ,
' The mean .scorés of PCC hil en tend to increase with

.

L]

the length of thelr enrollment in the Center. On the whole,

U

children whd_have been in the/program for more than three

H

years tend to score hlgher than do those who have been enrolled

1, . >
for less than three years.:

’

( Slgnlflcant dlfferencesbbetween groups are found among

chlldren in' the .3.4-3.9 (3-1/2 year-olds) and the 3.10- 4 3
TW/‘V

(4 year-olds) age groups. Three and one-half year-old children,

in the PCC for less than 1- l/ years,sggre s1gn1f1cantly : .

-

lower than do chlldren who have beed’enrolled in the PCC program
for over three years. Thus, at 3~l/2,“uhlldren who have .

\{ o ©on , R -
been in -PCC from earliest infancy have®an advantage OYpr -
s/
¢ -
Ly . 7

Among four year-olds, there is a marked difference in.

favor.of longfterm partigipangs between children who have

‘been in the program‘%or more than three years and those

who have been in the program for less than l—ﬁé? years. A .
o . - ]

significant difference isual o found among four yeax-olds

who have been in the program 1 and 1/2 to 3 years when com- -

: = . ) ) FoR
pared to those in PCC for overgthree years.
) 2 ' €y

The trend toward increased meanfscores as an’ accompan-
iment' to longer enrollment in PCC is maintained for: the-oldest .
two groups. However, increases in the oldest age group are

negllglble and it should be noted that the sa&ple size is

really inadequate for any kind of analysgs.

%

’g IT-13 . ‘ o
Y
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 mable T3x9 . Mean scores by age and-iﬁbg%vement; o S

€ ) o : - A

low involvement rating by each Center; because of program

_BAGE - —Tow 1y HiGE (3f o ST,
. J L~ - ) X ' ; -
3.0-3.3 N 35 45 - tl-2 =- .76
years M 10.46 . 9.58 ., ~ N.S.
= S.D. | 5.63 .t 4.56 |
' , " : — g
3.4-3.9 . N . 48 59 . - tle2 = .37 - o _
years M 12.17- 11.75 . - N.S. . ‘>
"L s.n.| = 6.04 . 5.57 | T
. ‘\‘\' ] \\‘ . : r“- R v
3.10-4.3 N 47 - 46 tl=2 = -2.82 4
years , . M 13.06 17.00 - p<L0l
F/ % Squo 6022 7.07 A °
4 | _ | N , . :
4.4-4.9 N 27 .24 vl tle2 = .04 T
\\yegrs M 17.04 16.96 M. S.
S.D. 6.66 | 6.46 g
4.10-4.11" N " s .15 tle2 = .48
years M .18.00 16.67 a . N.S. ’
7 8.D. 4.60 5.22

.PCCs were asked to rate each child as high or low;invplveﬂ

'

according to whether the child's attendance in the program was con-

e N .‘ »‘/ . M “‘ .
sistent and sustained ox _sporadic and intermittent. S G

Is)

It can be seen that mean scores do not ‘increase with involve-,

ment except for children in theﬂ3.10—4.3'year—old age group.
e . o-
Involvement levels may not accufately‘reflect how much st@mulatio

o

' is received by the children. Each child was assigned a high oro

(J

- differences what is rated high at one Center may actually be

©
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@

i

,‘evaluated as low participation'at another. ‘Centers vary as

to the amount of tlme each_chlld rs scheduled to attend Some

<

progtams séhedule only one day a week partlclpatlon, a Chlld who

‘falthfully attends the Center one day each week will be rated

hlgh by that Center However, chpared tg .a Center Where flve

‘L day a week attendance is poss1ble, this, once»a—week participation.

is actually low 1nvolvement; Thus 1t is qute likely that what
is 1mportant is not the Centers" rating of low or high 1nvolvement

but the actual number of 1n—program hours spent by any glven Chlld

1

Attempts'were made to ﬁreak down the data 1n -a manner Wthh
would permlt comparlsons-at eac; age-between children who were in
'theprogram for 10 or more hours aaweek and chlldren who were in the
program for 10 Sl less hoursfa week} Such comparisons turned out

a,

to be unfeas1ble because at several 'PCCs chlldren are in the program-

for as much as 20 hours a week until they are 3 and receive a
one hour weekly home v151t once they are past 3. As chlldren grow

- older or as programs change, the number of hours a week of parti-

T

c1patlon,ch%nges marked y Thus, for any glven child it is

1

v1rtually 1mp0351b1e to determine how many hours a week he has

'partlclpated 1n ‘the program. ) : “

T

Summary of PSI‘findingsi

Based on the data presentedain th1s section the follOw1ng

conclus1ons can be drawn- \

o




° PCC children tend to do better than do children in,

| the standardization sample or chlldren ln the Home
Start sample. leferences are* not 51gn1f1cant across
all age groups, but in general PCC‘children are at an a

adVantdgé,' S - .°¥

o )
' ° Chlldren who have been in PCC for ch;e yea S.0r more N '
tend to be at an advantage when compared Wlth chlldren"

'who have - ‘been in PCC-for less than three gears.v This

-
~

advantage seems to be lost as the chlldren reach the
age of 4, i.e., the performance of chlldren‘over~four .
vears of age on the PSI 1mproves as a function of age

regardless of length of time in PCC.
[ )“3

°® children whoépart1c1pate in the program regularly show no

galns'over chlldren who come only sporadlcally. Tt was

4Apointed out that the number of ‘hours per week is not

)
< coQ51stent across groups.\ Chlldren rated as hav1n€

2 Asporadlc attendance at one Center Mmay Stlll attend 10
Hours a week and be contrasted wlth chleren rated
regular '‘who part1c1pate one, hour ‘a week Attempts to ¢

c?ntrast groups of children who participate for a large i

! . ! - ’ ‘b"ci‘—t;
number Gf hours vs. those who participate for only a

°

> few hours weré‘unfeasible duebto”the variability'of the

program in terms of hours across the life cycle of any

o

glven child.
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°: As an Ovexall qonclusion,'i%,ean ﬂe;saidlthat PCC does.
have'some impact on the séhool readinese of‘Children,

which

1n terms<of knowledge of the klnds of concepts
- are xpected of the Chlld once he reaches siol age.

"#The data also suggest that with maturation this initial
Pl ' ’ - - . . .
advantage of “PCCVover non-PCC low income—children is

T \.
_
not sustained. However, w:.thout long-term follow-up. of

these PCC chlldg} and comparlsons Wlth their non—-PCC .

[

schoolmates, no fJ.rm conclus:.ons can be reached about

_the longer-term effects of PCC. i i
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INTRODUCTION _ ] ‘ 5 S ” .
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T ty—nlne 1tems of‘the DDSﬁowere selgcted by. staff of the

' ngh/Scope Foundatjon for use in the Home Stané and PCC evaluatlons,

J v
as havrng the: most relevance to chlldren‘three yéars and over..

N&rms on the pércent of chlldren pas51ng each ltem at dlfferent age

‘ levels were pronded by Dr. Frankenbura and hlS staff. Comparlsons

i

are made between PCC- chlldren and chlldren from the standard12atlon

. sample, , Addltlonal comparlsons are made between PCC chlldren and

children in' the Home!Start sample. * : L ;.

Rl

. 7 ~ : .
- The DDST was admlnlste;ed to a total of 303 chlldren, ranglng L
in age from 3.0 - 4.11 years. Tests Wthh had 1ncomplete data on

VAmore than two sub- tests were excluded from the analyses. Seventeen

tests were excluded ln this manner. In the case of tests whlch had

-

-

one or two 1ncomplete _Sub- testsr only the completed sub tests were {
a' s

‘used in the analyses For thls reason, the total sample size

. - A
w1th1n any -age group Varles from one sub-test. to another.\ A \

° . : P
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The twenty-nine items of the test &re:
. E‘AV N . ,‘ ‘ . b . o " )

s . ‘ : .t ' - )
¢ Fine motor-adaptive - .

1. Dumps raisin from bottle - spéitaneously'
" " 2. Builds tower -~ 4 cubes _) “

- 8 cubes
3. Imitates bridge
- 4., Picks longér line

5. Iﬁitates\verbigal'line
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&r,

re

] ;45

') ' - “
| Vﬁ‘_ , : , %
6. fCopies ¢ircie i L
7. éopies c{9ss~’ - :-
8. 'Draws man - 3 parts .

: ) 6 parts . ' !
'Qfoss motor. 3 ; | ’J_J. Hé' ~
9.,‘halanpes on one fbot'~~l sec. -

. : - 5 sec. .
A oy ' %10 sec. . o
10.*a Jump in place ':A/:{ . N },q '
11. 'Broad jump ' L o . _: o
'.12. Hops on ong foot i
15.' Forwardjheélétgfpee.waik- y
14, ‘Backward heel-to-toe walk .
15. . Catches bounced ball o :7;>7E';x -
Language L 3
16, Uses plurals ‘v°.°f . 3
“17. Comprehends."doid,"*“tireé,? "hungry"
',18."Co?prehends 3 prepositions
19.-*Recogrizes 3 colors |
20. Undersfgnds opposites N ~
" Zl;v Compositioﬁ of materials
22. Defines 6 wdrd;  |
rPérsoﬁal-SédiéL
23. Plays interactive games . '
24. ~Separé%es from mother ea51ly
25. Washes and drles hands N
26.  Puts on clothing - “
III—2 . ®




- i " ! >' N -
. .‘ . ~‘ . . o ” , .‘c‘ . . . V & #
-+27. Buttons wup. N o . ¢
28. Dresses with swpervision .-~ .,

’ -~ 28. Dresses 'W:\"fthqut supervision. _ . \ T |
N / ST L - I 1

FINDINGS® . ' - o S
’ . -~ " ¢ . ‘ . ) * . o ‘ . - ' 5]

i ;ach of the items was scored kqiclgotomo_usly:- pass or fail. ° .
. 3 . . ‘ ' . ) ) . . 4
The percentage of children'in the 'stanﬁard;zationr sample, in the } : g
" Home Start samp/]%, and in the PCC group passing each item, by- age i
FRE L
. group are presernted in Table 'IuII-;_.fL*. ’ o T ’ ;
vl - t . 9.' . . X . . r ., ‘
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Table IXI~l. DDST: Percent passing comparison with Home Start data and standardization sample, a ‘
4
i

2 )
. - ’

3.0 - 3.3 3.4 - 3.9 || _3.10 = 4.3. .4 - 4.9 | 4.10 - &.11=} ., .
: Norm RCC H.S. [ Norm PCC H.S. || Norm PCC H.S. rNorm ©CC H;S. L Norm PCC H.S.
- - r N
FINE MOTOR N * 46 24 * 79 32 f -* 85 51 % 46 20 * 30 42
——— e et . I3 . .
), Dumps raisin ‘ '«67 .°100 95 - 98 100 | bad 97 98 ] 0 97 108 100 100 95
- 3 - : (1) - (1) :
Builds tocwer - . , *
© i 4 cubes | 75 67 ~ ~ i 62 = -~ 60 - -0 46 ~H - 40 -,
. {4) L. -t (1) . ‘
‘ . 8 cubes 84 70 84 92 78 90 100 85 90 100 7 95 100 93 90
S * 337N -4 (37) (13) (6) : 14 :
. ‘Imitates bridye 70 72 40 92 89 61 98 95 78 100 98 80 95 93 9¢ |
! : BN . (52) (41) (23) £19) . N
Picks longfr line | 56 33 15 70 40 32 85 75 53 ‘94 74 55 90 63 48
e : {36) (53) . (48) {(51) {31) . B
-Imitates vertical ‘78 65 47 100 80 67 - 89 64 100 94 80 - 100 70 1
-1 line (18) (6) i ) (1) ) .
*{ Copies circle R 81 30 26 } -92 46 48 98 68 63 100 74 .70 95, 93 70
4 ' (37) (53) ) (42) (32) (19) °
¢ Copies cross ; 28 15 15 55 40 48 8l 66 61 96 72 70 94 87 63 |
. ; . (36) 4 , (53)° (48) (51) (33) k
» .} Draws man - 3 parts 20 6 5 27 22 38 52 44 53 .79 = 59 70 78 60 63
, : (2;) Cl(a8) {48} (am IR .
6 parts | . 5 6 -9 9 12 20 20 36 33 25 42 27 26
. 27y “(50) (s0} - (52) : (54)
© N R . ’
GROSS - MOTOR N | * 3824 * 93 32 * g2 51 * 45 20 * 30 42. )
Balance on one foot-~ b : co
, 1 sec. 70 66 56 83 48 78, 94 46 88 90 40 94 |} - 94 20 90
) (37) (51) « &1 (34) (20) ¥ (A7)
5 sec. 31 5 g+ 58 19 6 82 "24 29 94 13 26 -; 90 33, 36
o - & N . ’ (35) - (53) (49) = (49) ., {31) A
3 . - 10 sec. 24 3 0 22 11 6 35 14 15 46 29 10 | 77 30 9 S
. ‘ (17) (45) {48) (52) + (52) . ;
v Jump in place ~ .| 85 87 60 96 83 81 88 95 90 50 .91 80 | 100 97 83 .
‘ (33) (27) (8) . (2) . ' (3)
Broad jump 68 71 39 |t 90 81 71 94 93 86 95 84 95 : 94 83. 85
’ (37) . (51) (33) (20) . “ 17) -
Hops on one foot .15 24 13} 51 60 40 80 - 71 62, 84 87 75 92 90 73°
27) ©(51) (50) - 1 (51) (50) :
; o H
Forward heel-to-toe 9 10 8 42 19 12 67 45 15 90 49 25 80 60 28 f
: walk s} (34) (53) *(45) (49} (30)
e 1 Backward hgel~to-, ° 0 8 0 § .7 16 28. 22 17 45 - 33 10 63 33 9
+ toe walk * ~ o (3), ' (17) (35) (49) oo (49)
Catches bounced | 12 26 14 jl. 22 37 12 49 54 .23 60 69 35 82 90 43
1 . * ball ® (8) ) (27) . (47) (52) (50)
- v | 1.ANGUAGE N * 45 24 . * 78 32 | * 85 51 * 45. 20 * 30 42 .
. . Uses plurals 86 31.61 | 94 55 74 98 69 .80 96 70 95 }|. 94 90 85
! o o I (52) (41) {28) “t18)
Comp¥ehends cold, 47 2z 22 69 57 48 92 81 64- 94 76 75 9l 90 65 e
. tired, hungry (34) (51) N (48) . (51) (33) - .
Comprehends prepb- 48 62 61 80 . 65, 67 89 88 74 94 83 80 94 100 75 e
* sitions (35) . (51)- €45) {50) (33) * P
. Recognizes colors 43 11 38 68 33 35 76 - 49 55 71. 67 45 {| 72 67 58
I (37) : (53) (42) (31ly (18) .
- Understands ) 42 16 16 46 36 37 58 54 37 77 60 63 76 80 59
opposites i (19} (46) I (48) (53) - (51)
Composition of . 13 0 5 12 4 3 31 9 12 38. 18 15 49 7° 25
materials (15) . (40) (48)s (53) (53) =«
Defines words 0 0 - 28. 4 -~ 30 10 - 43 20 -} 52 ,23 -
- (3 (14) . (27) (44) A t4ae)
. ' * ¢ * N * © * .
PERSONAL-SOCIAL ) N . 45 24 o 78‘ 32 . 80 51 . 43« 20 28 42
Interactive games 78 64 77 || 90 74 93 || 100 78 86 97 69 90 95 71 82
. ‘ (36) (51) c(41) | (31) o (21) ’
Separates from : 52 71 59 72 70 70 83 76 70 92 81 °55 86 82 65
mother easily, {33) . (46) {47) “(50) (36)
. Washes and dries 83 100 .81 94 99 100 100 100 .98 100 190 100 100 106 100
hands . (36) (52) 4l (43) (32) (21)
Puts on clothing 89 93 90 100 90 96 '{j 100 96* 98 100 98 100 100 100 100
’ 4 (36) . (39) (13) (1) (5)
\ Buttons up - 62 36 42 69 60 64 89 73 76 96 84 75 97 89 82 R
’ . » (34) (52) . (47) - (52) (39)
L . Dresses with 80 42 42 92 54 64 98 70 74 97 74 175 100 89 82
J ) .« supervision (36) N (51) 44)- (ég) (22)
. : Dresses without 47 60 45 45 62 61 75 80 84 70 90 89 86 87
supexvision {(17) (38) (48) £53) . (53)
i ra)
N ‘. ’ . . v
The N for the Norm group varies from item to item and is presented as the figure' in
: % . parenthesis just below the percent passing for each item. Do,
-
\)4 . o . N . -
» R - 1y g .
, | : . orIz-a @ JHE4S - e
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“Using'a% a criégglon for measurlnﬁ dlfferences the number
" of 1é§ms on whlch at least 50% of the PCC’ chlidren passed
~an 1tem and less than 50% of the norm group,or the Home Startzv‘;

- ~ group passed, it can be seen that there are v1rtually no

4 : 4 _ :
' differences, between. groups of children. .

‘e B . . . . . . R N . . ‘

) Table III-2. Number of items on which at least 50% of PCC : sl |
\‘, I3 hd . A . . . [ - }

| . : . chlldren and less than 50° of the standardlzatlon . ‘ ?
o b ) _' . sample or Home Start‘chlldren pass. . S

LY .‘ . v - M - !

K\ b - 3.0-3(3‘ 3.4-3.9} 3.10-4.3{,4.4-4.9 |4.10-4.11
2 * . ~ . i : .

| Number of items ¥ v I K oy
3 which moxe 'than ‘ , .
oy sél%; of PCC child- 2. ‘rl - 1 - 0° 0 .
- }. ren dnd less than . ‘ ' " : " 1
» | 90% of norm Chlld— : . S _ ’

fen pass Y , . ’ o , . : 1

Number of items- . . e

on which more than : v \\\ : :

- 50% of norm ’ 5 5 g .5 . 3 -] 5 |

_children and less . L -

. than 50% of PCC ] :
children, pass. - , . : . : . :

. |- Number of items f:wxx - L ) : _
on which more-than ' ' . : ‘

50% of PCC and 4 | - 2 2 . 3¢ ‘ 3 ’

%, | less than 50% of I

. Home Start, pass v °

Y

Number of items 1 o [f
on ‘which. more than
50% of Homé Star w1 1 2 1 ' 1
and less *han 50% - . g A
of PCC children o :
pass . ' ] . S .

e 2 : : ‘. g

< N~




. e TN S ; o o ~ ﬁms* .
- As can be seeh from the‘data presented above, there ‘ ’

“

are relatrvely few dlfferences between the groups. It

should be noted that‘only 18% of\the st ardization sample
- . S
chlldren were the chlldren of unsk lled laborers or unemployed.

L Thus the standardlzatlon sample can be regarded as an improper

: ,crrterlon-for measuring the effects of, the PCC program.

’ The evaluative question can be-statéd as follows: Is i

. PCC effective*in helping low—income chi’dr n to function better

© '
iy ©

tnan an equlvalent group of 1ow—1ncome ch11d en who have not
been through the program? Thls questlon is addressed through
\. .
. the- comparisons between PCC and Home Start data.

s T . :‘

Y . The results suggest éhat_differenoes on the DDST between

PCC and,Home Start children are minimal. .It is not at all

4

-3

clear whether the ebsenoe of differences is a function of a

3

Ty N 4 . i ' ) - . . . -- *
“s lack of any PCC impact on- PCC children or the insensitivity-

of the DDBT to change. The DDST was-developed'es a test to

q

3 aid.in_the diegnoiis of indiyidual children®with developmental~

- of children. Thus, 1t is entirely possible that the test is

<

<

lag :and was not intended for*use in comparisons.between groups ’w
|
i
|

not sens1t1ve in terms of rel/ﬁ?vely small differences between .

groups.
T . — =8

°

- Comparisons were made between Home Start and PCC children

- 'in terms of mean .scores by age for each of'the'four DQ§T areas.

oshy

. 1 7 ) N - '
© Frankenburg, W.K! and Dodds,. J.B. The Denveyx Developmental
. Screening Test, Journal of Pediatrics, St. Louls, vol. 71,
No. 2, pp. 181-191
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'L’abie 1'i1~4. DDST mean zcores by age; compai'ison with Home 2
T+ start data.’ . o
- V. [ v .« ®
AGE DDST SECTION PCC_ (1) [HOAE START (2]
- Fine mctor N | a45 18 -2 = .67
! M 4%s 1.2 N.5.
S.D. 1.6 1.5
30 - | Gross motor N 37 . 21 - t1-2 = 2.0
-303 ’ 3.0 2.2 P<.05
) o S.D. 1.4 1.5
" . . - »
E Language N 40 17 (t1-2 = -2,2
A M 1.4 2.2 . p<.05
R . s.n.) 1.1 1.5 .
s Perggnal-social N 44 21. t1-2 = .69
1 M 4.7 4.4 MN.S.
5.D. 1.6 1.8 N
. Fine motor N 78 v 31 -2 = ~,78
M 5.6 5.8 .S,
s.n.fy, 1.7 2,0 P
N - v -
Gross notox N - 10 31 ti-2 = ,79
3.4 - - ‘M 3.7 * 3.4 ’ N.S,
3.9 8.0, 1.8 1.6
Y Langiagk N, 73 31
E , M 2.6 2.6 N.S.
A S.D. 1.7 1.6 :
: lsz Personal~Social N 76 - 31 tI~2 = -1.1
B 5.1 5.5 nN.8.
S.D. 1.8 l.4 - .
Fine. motor ) N 83 48 1< = 92
. : M- 7.0 6.7 N.S.
S.D. 1.7 2.0 B
Gross motor *N 78 51 t1-2 = 1.40
3.10~ o, M 4.7 4.3 N.S.
4.3 . "§.D; 1.5 1.7
Language’ N 84 49 tl-2 = 1.35
Y M . 3.6° 3.2 N.S.
ﬁ o 5.D, 1.6 1.7
R Personal~Social N 78 51 ft1-2 = - 83
s » M 5.7 5.9 . N.S.
s.D. 1.4 1.2 .
- .. N [} - -
Fine motor | 42 20 +1=2 = -, 59
. M 7.3 7.6 . N.s.
s.D. 1.7 2.1 Cy
=
. Gross motor N 44 X9 t1-2 = 1.05¢
4.4 - M 5.0 4.5 N.S.
4.9 - . s.n.l 1.8 1.5
¥ Language - N 45 20 t1-2 = ', 68
E M 4.0 3.7 N.S.
: S.D. 1.7 1.4
s Personal~Social N 28 40 . £l~-2 = ,64
' M 6.2 6.0 N.S.
S.D. 1.3 1.2
Fine motor N 29 - 41 -2 = 1,15
; M 7.6 7.1 N.S.
\ s.D. 1.4 2.0
Gross motor N 3 40 t1-2 = 1.77
4.10 - | \ M 3:4 4.7 N.s.
4.11 . S.D. 1.5 1.7
¥ Language N 29 41 t1-2 = 2.65
E M. - 4,6 3.7 P<.0l
2 S.D. 1.0 1.6
S Personal-s%gial N 2g 40 tl-2 = .64
‘ M 6.2 6.0 N.S.
1.3 1.2
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- As can be seen Erom the data presented 1n Tablef\il -4, °

differences in, terms of wean scores between PCC chlldren and

-

children just entering 1nto the Hcine Start program are generally

°

not significant.

v

Q.

Only three oﬁ the dlfferences are stdtlstlcally

_51gn1f1cant, and one of these differences favors the pre—Home'

Start children.

3

to chance variation.

on -¢hildren, as measured by comparison with an untreated

terms of DDST scores,cannot be upheld.

@2

These few dlfferences can(probably be attrlbuted

. Thus, the‘Supposwtlon that«PCC has an impaqgt

\\\:
grosp in

Y

There are ho 51gn1flcant dlfferences between males-and femaLes.

This

no systematic differences between boys and glrls.

1s consrstent with Frankenburg' sl original A;ta, which revealed

. af
‘ G 0 o
.Pable ITI-5. Mean scores by sex. ’ ' .
DDST SECTION , MALE (1) FEMALEftzl ~
Fine motor N 127 248 tl-2 = -1.50
5 M- . 6.11 6.46 N.S.
| S.D. "1.86 1.98
£ - <
Gross motér N 114 143 tl-2 = - .11
Y M 4.32 4.31"' ©  N.S. :
. S.D. 1.75 ¢ 1.84 . ,
Language | N 120 149 t1-2 = J11
M 3.18 3.16 " N.S.
S.D. '1.72 1.88
Personal/Social N 122. 144 tl-2 & - .98
. M 5.30 -5.50 . N.SI
! S.D. 1.64 +1.60
% 3

1 Ibiq.
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3 . .
* .. - . .
. r < Mean score comparisons between .PCC and Home Start boys
. - ’ S A S . ' . o e
- and girls at every age group showdog;y/two significant differ- ¢
. 0. 4 a . . .
. ‘. ' 5 ) ‘
R ences. Thb&se data are presented in the appendix. One of these .
. ‘ . T R b
P X ..
: differences favors the Home Start childrenh. Since two sig-
. v ) s . ’ 7
(] h . * . A v A
nificant'differences out of a possible 39 comparisons-could
4 V . » ) * - . - -
< ~ be expected.on the basis &é6f chance alone, it can be conclude
. that there are simply nd»differancesjbetween PCC and Home
N * Start children, among either boys or girls, at any age, in
' terms of the data collected. o ' .
. . & “ ’ ’ 1
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

H

. Table XI1I-6. Mean scores by age

and locale, |

GRBAN (L)

WURAL (2)

AGE DDST YLCTION v —~
Fine motor N 24 21 tf-2 = .22 s
o ‘M 4.58 4.48 ~ N.S.
' S.D, 1.58 1.62
Gross motor N | 19 18 t1-2 = .71
3.0 - M ‘3.16 2.83 N.S. )
3.3 s.D. 1.35 1.54 .
Y Language . N 21 19 t1-2 = -.93 .
E v M 1.J29 1.58 N.S. @
Q s.D. .98 1.14
S pPersonal-Social N 23 W (21 -2 = 2.25
M 5.13 4.14 P <.05
) s.n.| #1.60 .| 1.52
) Fine motor N 45 33 t1-2 = 1.83
< . M |, 5.93 5.27 . N.S.
s.D. 1.73 1.54
3.4 - |G¥oss mator N 40 30 t1-2, = 3.75
39 M 4.32 2.93 P <.00L,
. S.D. 1.65 1.67
¥ Language N 42 31 t1-2 = .70
E ‘ M 2,71 2.45 N.S.
; s.D. 1.56 ° 1.83 o *
] Personal-Social N 44 32 t1-2 = 1,02
’ M 5.23 4.84 N.s.
s.D. 1.80 1.66
Fine motor N ‘41 41 tle-2 = ,55°
M 7.32 6543 ‘N.S.
; . S.D. 1.67 1.57 = ’
" Gross motor N 40 38 s 1.2 = 3,92
3310~ M 5.18 4.16 ; P<.00%
4.3 s.D. 1.32 1.42 | :
Y Language . N 4 42 E1-2 = .90
E M | 3.76 3.48 °  N.S.
A s.b. 1.68 1.59
lst' Personal-Social N . 38 40 1412 = -.B9
. M 5.60 5,85 1 N.S.
N s.p.+ 1.53 1.30 , .
Pine motor N, = N 18" 24 t1-2'= -170
. . M 7.06 7.42 N,S.
. s.D. 1.43 1.87 ,° “ o
[ :
Gross motor N 18 26 £1-2 = .07 ©
44 - : M 5.00 4.96 | N.S.
4.9 L s.D. 1.76 1.87 !
Y“ Language N is 27 t1-2 = ,45
E M 4.11 3.89 | N.S. . !
s.D. 1.29 1.93 : ;
A -
g Personal-Social N 17 25 t1-2 = ,09 .
. M 5.76 5.72 N.S. ;
8.D. 1.52 1.31 ) q
Fine motor N 17 12 tl-2 = ~,10.
M 7.53 - 7.58 N.S. :
s.D. 1.58 1.04 e e ke
. _ Gross motor o N 17, 13, £1-2. = -.58,
HEtt M 5.24 5.84 N.S.
. s.D. 1.70 1.08 ’
Y Language N 11 12 t1~2 = =.13
E ¢ M 4.53 4,58 N.S.
; °s.D. 1.09 .95 .
S Personal-Social * N 15 13 ¥1-2 = -, 79
: M 6.00 6.38 N.S,
S.D, 1.59 +.92 :
. -]
nu : . ’
- IIT-10,
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Aithough several differences are statistically .sigh_i-fic'ant,‘
there are no consistent differences between rural and ufban PCCs

in terms of “the impact they have on children..

»
\

&

Table ‘111_7_ Mcan scores by age and longevity.

o

- ) , . , 3
T Less I=172 -
3 than Jto 3 Over
< ) 1-1/2 yrs, ‘3 yrs. .
° yrs.in | in - in
b DDST . prog. prog. |prog. : : t
ooe ) AGE . SECTION (L) . (2) {3)
Finé motor N 21 16 | 8 ti-2 = .45
: N.S.
M 4.48 4.25 5.25 ] t1-3 = -1.28
: o N.S.
s.n.’| 1.50 1.75 1,30 | £2-3 = -1.40 »
L, o N.S. ‘ -
Gross motor N 17 14 6 |t1-2 = .82 . ’
: . » 7 . N.S.
. 3.0 - . . M} 3.2 "2.,71 | -3.23 | t1~3 = -.28 -
3.3 o N,S. ;
S.D. 1,60 1.22 1.37° | ¢2-3 = ~,08
¥ - - N.S.
E Language N 18 15 1 7 ] 8-2 = 1,70,
: . N.s. ¢
. A 1.44 .93°] 2.43 | 41-3 = ~2,20
‘ P<.05
; R s.p. | 1.01 .77 1.85 | t2+3 = -3,75
P , . S P£.0L
v s Personal- N f 21 1 16 7 j¢l-2 = ~,5]1 ‘e
Social : N.S. .
. M 4.48 4.75 5.00 |t1-3 = ~.80
- < i T eDa |
. s.D. 1.47 1.82| 1.80 l¢2-3 = -.30
. * C : R - 0 1Y
L Fine motor _ N 41 13 24 tl~2 = 1.46
~ ‘ N.S.
: i M 5.66 5.00 | 6.00 “§{+l1-3 = -,85 <
s 1 . N.S.
s.D. 1.48 1.66 1,92 . £2~3 = ~1,63
. | n.s.
. Gross motor N 37 1L o | 22 £1-2 = -.52
o N.S. ,
3.4 - . M 3.43 3.73 4.23 |¢1-3 = -1,90
.9 . “ .
) 3 S.D. 1.67 1.81 1.88 | t2~3 = ~0.73
Y . ! N.S.
- E Language . N 39 11 23 -2 = 1.36
- . . » N.S.
A ¥ 2.62 1.91 2,91 lt1~3 = -0
: N.S.
R - - 8.D. 1.60 1.50 1.82 }t2-3 = -1.58
_ : .S. )
. K Personal- N 41 |13 22 t1-2 = .54
Social . H.S.
. _ M 5.05 4.77 5.27 |t1~3 = ~.52
. . ‘ N.S.
. s.D. 1.71 1.76 1.79 | 2-3 = -.83
‘ - : N.s.
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.mm‘xuﬂ-‘ (continued) | .Mean a‘cdteslby age and longevity.

Less I-X/2 .
than to 3 | Over
1-1/2 yrs. 3 yrs.
>lygs.in in in
pnsT . prog. prog. prog, *
SECTION {1) {2} {3}

Fine motor 35 15 | 33 t1-2 = -1,.25

6.60 7.20{ 7.33°
1.48 2.17 ] 1.49

Gross motor - ‘ 32 15 31
5.00

1.79 1 £2-3 = 01
N.S.

Language 3 15 tl-2 = ~1,73
. r<.08
t1-3 = -2,28
p< .05
t2-2 = .20
. . N.S.

(2
=
¢
N
#
.
[~
o

Personal--
Social

(s
-

1
.
-
o

(24

ki
Zwzwz
w1 wnn

.
S
W

-1}

Fine motor

et
[
H

ZwZwan
hiinini

(28
]
[}

ot
N

S

« e e
I
w O o

8 17

ot
1

‘it

4.621 5.12

L
1

g
X

WZWEN [ ZWZWZN
&
«©

1,221 2.00 .

8 17
t

4.25 3,59

oA
i
U

o

©

“
2.

U
-
-
N

1.56 , 2.00

3
¥

NilZwZwZn) 2
wivnint

mupumu
-
[ d
N

Personal- . N - 5
Social

ot
-

-
wn

E 5
o
w

)
(4
-,

Fine motor

o
}

4

™

mrLn g
bt

g
.
™
o

g 2
uZ&Z

Gross motor

§ =&
ZW?UZN 2

Language

Personal-
Social

P




. Three year-old children who have been™in PCC

- O

[y

or since very earliest infancy show a superiority of language .
development over children who became members once they were

toddlers. None of the other DDST areas shows any significéﬁt

differences.

™

. In the next age group (3.4-3.9) there is a significant - .

 difference in favor-of, long-term participants in the area

of gress motor development.

pants are at an advantage in both fine motor and in long

range development over children who joined only after they -

were toddleré.

. “In Ehg‘oldest>two groups (4.4-4.9 and34.10~4.ll) there

are no differences whatever in terms of longevity of membership;

¢

In the 3.16~4.3 yeaf*old age‘grbup longefiterm partici- &
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Table 1II-8. Mean scoxes by age imd’ inyolvemem;. .

e DUST _SECTION LOW(LY [ WiGH (2] :
" |Fine motor - = N 23 ©22 | ti-2 = 1.15
. M 4,78 | . 4,27 N.S.
S.Dy 1,53 1,63 |
. Gross motor N 20 17 £1~2 = ,73
. : M 3.15 2,82 M.8..
g»g - s.D. 1.49 1,38
. {Language - N 22 | as tl-2 = 1.90
v ‘1\ _ M- 1.68 1.11 p< .05
5 s.p. | 1.10 .94
R Personal-Social = N 22 22 ti~2 = ~1.08
3 M 4.41 4.91 N.S.
’ ' s.p. 1.56 1.68
i Fina motor N 29 45;‘ 0 | t1-2 = -1.18 |,
. . % 5.38 . . N.S.
. S.D. 1.47 |, 178§
Gross motor N 29 41 t1-2 = -,17
3.4 - M 3.69 3.76 N.S.
19 s.D. 1.80 1.79
Ty 1 vanguage N 30 43 t1-2 £ .59
Be M, 2.73 2.51 N.S.
N s.D. 1.71 1.66
*s‘ Personal-Social *N- 28 : 42 o6 £1-2 = .02
-8 : M 5.07 - | . N.S.
' . s.D. 1.73 } 1.76 ,
* | Fine“motor N 36 47 t1-2 = ~.42
; K M 6.92 "7.06 - N.S.
f. S.D. | 1.72 | 1.62
: Gross motor N 36 42 - t1-2 = -1.71
3.10 - M 4.42 4,90 P< .05
1.3 s.p. |} =1.40 1.48
'y - | Language N g 46 t1-2 = -3.53
£ . M 3.05 4.11. P< .001
Al s.n. | 1.50 1.59
’ g ; Personal~-Social N 33’ 45 ti=2 ="=1,19
. M 5452 5.89 N.S.
. s.D. 1.54 1.30
v Fine motor N 17 25 g2 = ~1.08
M " 6.94 7.48 N.S.
S.D. 2.16 | 1.27 ]
[N - z -
N Gross motor N 19 25 -2 = .07
4.4 - |- M 5.00 4.96 N.S.
4.9 s.D. 1.81 1,84
v Language N 20 25 fl-2 = -1.36
o 3 M 3.60 4.28 N.S.
A ‘ s.D. 1.62 1.71
. g Personal-Social N 19 23 t1-2 = -1.41
. M 5.42 6.00 N.S.
, 's.D. 1.43 1.32
"Finé motor VN 10 - |19 -2 = -2,30
M 6.80 7.95 © P <.05
S.D. 1.33 1.23
Gross motor N 11 19 t1-2 = -2.25
4.10 - |, M- 4.64 5.79 P<.05
4.11 S.D. 1.49 §\ ,1.28
v y |vLanguage N 10 flig . -2 = -2.77
E M 3.90 4.90 P<.01
A s/, .83 .97 <
g {;‘ersq'nal—social . IN «“A1 17 t1-2 = 00
. . M 6.18 6.18 N.S. -
*s.00 | 1.40 1.29
) “ IT1I-14 ’
’ \\ \/} <




can be interpreted in two different ways:

. ' . ’ o A

T - sy ) ) ] . *
Turnlng to the varlable of 1nvolvement, Ain tﬁe’youngest
3 ‘v%
age group, low 1nvolved chlldren do 51gnlflcantly better in

o ¢

terms of language development than do chlldren 1n the‘hlgh

a

4
RN

involved grohp. If taken serlously, thls would suggest that

chlldren who come sporadlcally and 1ncons1stentlycare at an -

Ay

_ advantage but this is not llkely to be the case. It seems

R

more reasonable to suggest that chance fluctuations in.scores -

2

account for one.such differenge,
[£=] ) ’ . ' . .
In the 8.4-3.9 year-old groups there are no significant

o L
differences in terms of involvement. -

. 2
L o

~In the 3. 10 4.3 year old groups there are s1gn1flcant

differencbs whrgh favor those chlldren who attend regularly

and consistently both in . the area of. language development

and in the area of gross motor Skllls.

There are no significant differences between the.%.4-4.,9
year-old groups. A . : o ”
- . 7

. In the‘olaest‘age group, there are significant differences

A}

in terms of fine motor, gross motor, and’ language development

which favor those chlldren ‘who partlclpate in the,program

t i 9

consistently. : o c *e .

’ .

Summary of DDST flndlngs

g
The overall flndlngs on the DDST  do not prov1de support

" for the notion that PCC has a major 1mpact on children, at

least in the areas measured ‘The lack of corsistent signifi-

o 1]

. cant dlfferences\between ch;fthe norms, or Home Start data

<
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e, .. - J \ o . . ’ e
oo PCC has no 1mpact on chlldren in the areas measured
. =

'by the DDST. -

s

The DDST was developed as a g oss screenlng measure
- ¢ _ 'to 1dent1fy chlldren with serlous developmental lag.

. The pDST was, not deSLgned to yleld«scale scores,

© e

_although these have been derived fqr the PCC and Home
e 1Start samples. It may be ﬁhat thc DDST is not sen31-

~ tive-to differences whlch are withdin’ normal range.
L - a . ) -.'0_ : : ) g.",i/“,.
« In iight“of the fact that there are some differences on
‘ the PSI, it seems more likely that the second explanatlon is f

"

f//.“ “correact.. That ls, there ex1st some dlfferences between the -
b ) treateddPCC and untreated Home Start chlldren; however, this
particular test is not sensitivelto these differences. 'More-
‘\ -over, w}thin-PCC comparisons,-onzthe PSi but not on-the,DDST,

" across length of mémbership and level of .involvement, show

differences in the expected direction. T et

. I

. Vo 4
- - 2 -~ ” N ' .
. : _ _ Y : )
. ) .

oy
While no clear picture has emerded because .0of the lack//’

gy

, of s1gn1f1cant dlfferences in the DDST data, 1t can be stated

that PCC doeé%beem tg have some impact on'low—income children

o

when compared to other low-income children who have not been in
s . / ’ . ! RO ui. M

. the program. The evidence is not strong, but the data are

-

suppdrtive of the hypothesis that PCC has an 1mpact on chlldren.v
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