
e ,. ,% . 41.

DOCUMENT RESUME it

ED 144 7.15 : PS 009 591
x.

AUTHOR- Lofe, John M.; And Others :
.
Nr

TITLE . A Process Evaluation of Ptoject Developmental
Continuity. Interim Repdrt II, Part Be
Recommendations for Measuring Program Impact. v

INSTITUTION High/SCape. Educational RedearchFoundatibn,
Ypsilanti, Mich. ,

SpOi8- AGENCY Office of Child Development,(DHEN), Washington, D.C.
Early Childhood Research and Evaluation Branch.

PUB DATE .30_Jun 75 ,1

CONTRACT - HEN-105-75-1f14
1,

NOTE - 112p; .
.

..

EDRS PRICE AF -$0.83 HC-$6.01 plus Postage. 1
.

DESCRIPTORS Biculturalism; Bilingu3lis0;.Cognive Development;
*Early Childhdod Education; Emotional Development;
Health; Language Development; Measurement; -

*Measurement Goers; *Measurement Instruments;
.

Nutrition; Parent Participation; Perceptual 'Motor-
Coordination; *ProgrAm Effectiveness; *Program

). Evaluation; Social Development; Teacher Improvement;
Test Selection , . .

IDENTIFIERS , *Develdpmental Continuity;fProject Head Start;
*Social Competence i

ABSTRACT
This report presents recommendations for measures to

be used in assessing the impact of project Developmental Continuity
(pDc).'dhapter I reviewa"the purpose of the impact study and presents
the ,basic considerations guiding the selection of measures. Chapter
II describes the'review process that led to the final
recommendations. Chapter III peftents the final recommendations,
along with supporting rationale, for measures to be used. in the areas

.of: (T) social-emOtional dvelopkant; (2) psychomotor developpent,
' health, and nutrition; (3) cognitiie and language development; (4)

impact on parents and teachers; (.5) bilingualibicultaral education;
And (t) site7specific 'goals. The appendix contains one-page
descriptions of the recommended 'measures4 including information about
items, administration procedures, scoring criteriai'varidity and
reliability. (Author /JAB)

.

.
. -

1,.
. .

**********************,************************************************
4 - Documents acguir4d by EEC include many inforkal unpublished , *

* materials not Available from other .sources. ERIC makes every effoft *
* to obtain 'the' best copy 'available. Nevertheless, items of marginal *

* reproducibility are often encountered and 'this affects the quality
* of the microfiche.and hardcopy reprodictions ERIC makes available *

* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not . *

* re ponsible for the quality' of the original document. Reproductions 4, ,

*.su lied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original. *
*** ******************************************************************

<,



lS

r

U S DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
EDUCATION $ WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS DOlttMENT Ten', Elk EN PEPPO
.." DUCE(%) EA(TLY AS 41ECEI,JED FROM

THE PERSON Ok Ok(.ANIZATIONORIGIN-
ATING IT Pt),NTSOF IENd OR OPINIONS

it. STATED 00 NOT NECESSAPG V REPRE-
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL'INSTITUIE OF

. EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

4

'e

_AL

I

SCOPE OF INTEREST NOTICE

Recommendations for

Th f FOC F his osIgnerl
thn,dhcomt nt0.9rwheassing
to

h hitt ihrtranent this document
.11,1,0 of .ntertst to the t Ontr mg-
Sotto, noted to the tight 1,,IP X

5hOldri rah, t the, Spet tat
pronts 10 away

4

Measuring Program Impact
June. 30,1975

1, t

_



t

0 .

This report was prepared for the Early Childhood Research
and EvalUation'Branch, Office of Child Developmenti, Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, under Contract
No. HEW-105-75-1114 (Dr. EstherKresh, PrOject Officer).
Views or conclusions contained herein should not be
interpreted as reflecting the official opinion of the
sponsoring agency.'

3.



Lr

T-4

tia-1

krD

0
O

al4

te

A PROCESS EVALUATION OF
PROJECT DEVELOPMENTAL CONTINUITY

INTERIM REPORT II, PART B:
,,,,,,RECOMMENDATIONS FOR MEASURING PROGRAM IMPACT(

e

t.

a±

0

June 30', 1975

John M. Love
Sally Wacker
Judy Meece

'Technical Assistance:

Jana Grimston
Pat Loy

Cathy Petexsdn
Leslie Ryan,

High/Scope EducationS1 Research Foundation
600 North River St!teet

Ypsilanti, Michigan_ 48197

4



Acknowledgments

The p4serit volume it an updated version of the original
diCgrt report submitted to OCD-in June 1975, We would like -to
acknowledge' the advice and support of a number' of persons who
.took the time to review all or parts of the report during the
initial preparation stages and after the' draft was circulated.
We haVe henefite;'gteatly from this multifaceted review procest,
but. 9f course wish to absolve our colleagues of any responsibility
for shortcomings.in the final product.

Our governMent project ,officer, Esther Kresh, has been a
continuing source of'Padvice and has been of particular value in
reminding us of issuespertinent to the conduct of large-scale
national evaluations. Jenny 'Klein, who at OCD was most responsible
for the initial year of_PDC, was erticularly helpful in clarifying
pro'gam

Ou. Natmn-al 'Wvisory Panel convened in April 1975 to review
glans in ez:T7h measurement area and provided a wide range of

expert opinior. We are grateful to, Frank Angel, Charleg,Billings,,
Riccirdo Corne,:o, Robert Egbert, Edward Gotts, and `,Eugene Litwak
for their sugcestions. Several others reviewed nitial plans
related to bil'ingual/bicultural children-=--Soledad Arenas at OCD,
Errwsto Bernal, Luis Laosa, Esperanza Medina, and 'Luis Rivera.
Robert Cooke ind PhiliR Mirvis were particularly helpful in

-identifying issues and strategies in the Measurement of teacher
and staff outcomes.

-Several other indivjduals were kind enough.to review the
draCt report find respond both to the overall design and to specific
measurement issues; we would like to thank Ed DeAvila, Edith Grotberg,
Asa Hilliard, and'Bernard'Spolsky for taking the time to do this.

Finally: we are indebteq,to our many colleagues at High/Scope
who Fert3cipa'ed it long, and frequent discussions, answering
question and givii g advice-- Marilyn Adams, Bernie Banet, Terry Bond,
Ann Epst(in, ,alvat or Lopez, Sheila Mainwaring, JudyMcNeil,
Mar}, Morris, ,,oannz Phinney,: Mel Shelly, Susan Shipstead, and
Dave Weikart.

tr

iii

4



Preface

'I4terim Report II was submitted at the end of the first year
.of project Developmental Continuity (PDC) to preseht our recom-
mendationp for measuring program impact. The present volume
represents. an updating .of the June 1975 graft repott. After ha
draft report was reviewed by OCD and various consultants, several of
our recommendations were modified; 'these modifications have'been
incorporated into the present, volume. The intent'of this report
is to provide'the basic ratio ale of the measures to bte Used in
PDC; it is not-an exhaustive 4eview of all possible measures..

Most of the '15 P'DC ograms were funded in, the, summer of
1974 f,ip, r a year of plann ng during which preparations would be
made for beginning "opera ions in September 1975 in all compon-
ents--education, rainin .parent involvement, administration,
support seryicesfi services for handicapped children and programs
for bilingual/bicultural.children,' As with all Head Start.

demonstTation programs,' Developmental Continuity is a ,multifaceted
program that requires a complex evaluation ,process. ,In trder to
provide answers to many questions regarding programs and policy,
the Office of Child Development designed a broad-based study
that focuses both on the rocess of establishing-and operating
programs and on the dmpact that the programs are expected to
have on children, families, Ugad Start and school teaching staff,

111administrators and on the institutions themselves.

During 1974-75, the evaluation focused on assessing the
planning process,- Two visits were made to each program, and a'
case study wasprepared for each program tp describe and analyze
the year'S events. A ."national case study" provides a summary
of.plannipg activities from a national perspective and an analysis
of trends across sites. The 15 program case studies-and"the
national:case-study. constitute Part C of this report.

The assessment of program impact; of course, can only -occur
after there has been an'-opportunity for children to experience
continuity from Head Start to elementary school. Since there
are frequently problems during program start-up that are not
typical of a fully_opera'tingprogram, there willebe no assessment
of impact during 1975-76 (Year II); the first cohort to be
tested, interviewed and ,observed for impact assessment will enter
in the -,fall of 1976 (Year Durings..Year II the assessment
procedures will be pilot tested.on a sample of Head Start children
from PDC anci comparison groups-in-most of the sites. Year I
has been a year of prepatation during which there have been two
mayor ,concerns:. locating suitable Heed, Start centers and /

elementary schools in each site.to'serve aS comparisons' for
the PDC Head Start and school; and seleving measures that would',
be appropriate,for,assessing the impact pf Project Developthental'
Continuity. Information on the compariwon groups, along with
baseline data and. discussions of the analysis plant Constitutes'
Part-A of this report.
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This volume presents the recominendat'ons for. measures to
be used for assessing the impact of Proj ct Developmental
Continuity (PDC). In the introduction ( pter I) the 'Purpose-
orthe _imPact'study is reviewed and theloasic considerations
guiding the selection of measures are, presented. Chapter II
describes the review process that led to-the final recommenda-
tions, which are presented in Chapter fII with supporting
rationale. The appendix contains one-page summaries of the
charadteristics of the measures recommended width descriptions

.4..
of the itpms,administration procedures and'scoring criteria.

Purpose pi the Impact -Study

The work statement fbr the,Project tevelOpmental Continuity
evaluation (RFP-4-75-FIEW-OS) specified- two primary objecti,ves-
fpr the impact study:

To assess thentTact of Preschool- School Linkages and
'; Early Childhood Schpols on the development qf.social

competence in children four to eight years ofge; and

To assess the impact If the .E.Wb program approaches
(Ecs, and PSL) on the flresch0o18, schoqls, sand other
community institutions involved inthe pro'gram.4

The impact of Developdental Continuity must obviously be broadly*
Conceptualized, not ilyterms of children's'7intelligence," or
even solely in terms of the children- -but in terms of all areas :
in which the program might be expected to have an impact. For
convenience, the areas of expected impact can be grouped into
four_ categories:

o. The institutions ,and their relationships
PDC Aaff,'..teachers and administrators
Parents
Children's social dompetence

1

.A variety of ,measure are required to complete in.assesSment in
each of these,areai. The 'impact on the participAting.institu-
'tions and any changes in their relationships will be assessed

A

10
,
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primarily through.strUctured and semi-structured interviews,
with 'key people connected with:the,program, by asking.partici-
pants in key roles to fate factors such-as the influende of
the participants, and through examinatkon of records. Much
of,this is being accomplished in the program case studies'
(see Part C of this report) but dome additional measures, not
yet'ipart of -;the case study procedures,a're reviewed here.

, .

, :
,

The impact on PDC staff, teachers -and administratoks and .,
.

or parents will be assessed using interviews, queStiopnaires,
. an rating scales and by, examining records'such as minutes of '; , .

_co ittee meetings. A widerange of effects is expected for
k athbse participants (participation in decision-making, pfoblem-

solving,, attitude change, etc.-),. and thege are also disused /
.

below: -.

C 1
.11 .

.

,-.., .

.

.

.

.

T impact of PDC on children's social competence is .

prob y the most complex of the areas of expected impact and
the area that appears to receive the greatest .attentidn in
this report. This is due to the fact that social competence
is itself a multifaceted concept, that_its conceptualization , ,

and operationalization are subject to considerable Controversy,
.

and,.t4at a,wide sele'ction of assessment procedures is avail-
able for review. The four dimensions of social competence ,

considered here (soglial-emotional, psychomotor, cognitive and
language, and ,health .and nutrition) can befassessed by inter- .
views, rating scales, structured tests, cYaSsroom observation

. and by examining program records in an attempt to obtain as
full a picture as posSii4e of the'develOping "compeiperfce" of
children who experience Developmental Continuity. '

Considerations in selecting_ Measures

Six general "guidelines" have bee
decisions on .the measures for this eva uation: In addition,

f followed in making-

Pive specific criteria have been applied in assessing the
suitability of the measures. In this discussioteadistinction
is made between the "bab mic" easurement%battery--a set of
measures that will he used in all PDC sites to assess objectives
that are characteristic of PDC asa national program--and.slite-

.specific batteries releVant to the unique objeclives of indlfrid-
ual programs and suitable-for tNe cultural sett!ng Of,each

General tuidelines-,
1

The4dirst gdideline is th t no new measures will be
sdhedul9d for deuelopment as pa .t of the basic'battery, other,
than. questionnaires and interview protocols.s dific to this
study. It is .possible to distinguish studi which' aret
intended to develop tests from studies int ndedto prodlice

2

ti



I

: z>

1
.

-0..

A 4

f information for substantive dedig*s#(C;Onbach) Gle"Aer,
,Rajaratnamt, .1972). The two kinds of'htildies' midst be desigled
lifferently for.maximum'effectivenesg and efficiency, and in
general yield less than optimal results.when combined,into a
single sthdy.' This'would,argue'against selecting-Ow instru-
ments, of promising but rW.atively.undeveloped ones which would
need major instrument development, as an integralvart of the
evaluation. In addition, adequate test development is a pr6-

'hib'iiively expensive undertaking that-is beyond the available
resources of this evaluation.'

.

Unfortunately, as Chapter 11101/Jill° indicate, no measure
that is already fully developed has been found thatmeets all
.the specific selection criteria listed below. .Further, many
.evaluations (e.g.;*.the national Follow Through evaluation)' have

t been criticized precisely because their tIseskof existing.stan- ,
dardized tests did not yield the kind of information useful

. .for policy decisions (Rivlin and Timpane., 1975). ThereTore,
this .first guideline-was modified as follows: subtestsor sets
of items of develdpedv.measures thai best meet the criteria are
recommended, and modifications of less.well-develdped measure
are being recommerided..fpr pilot testing during Year II.

/.Thus a second guideline comes_ into play: some , instrument
.development can be anticipated-' for each of the measures in the
proposed battery. Even thRughipajor test development,is'not
feasible,''nearly all Of, theWaasures considered for inclusion
in the evaluation could,profit from further developmept of a
relatively minor and straightforward .nature. For example.,

this' may include something as simple as.augmentingalready
existing,normative data, or as complex as,item revision- and
factor rearrangement. Xfabsolately necessary, soy if ale of
the proposed measures does not fork out as expected based on
analysis b.f the.Year II.fall data, it would stitl be.possible -
to substitute an' entirely new measure for the spring 'data
collection of Year II. It is hoped,-however, that the process
will be one of continuous refinement., rather tlyn'a.series of
major changes. r

Third, instruments must be evaluated for the basic battery .

in terms,of.the overall objectives of project Developmental
Continuity, sand must be evaluated for the site-siiecifig batteries
in terms of site objectives and:eth4c and bilingual/bicultural
considerations. As .part of the measurement-selebtion process
a quOtionnaire was developed to obtain information from each
site on the program goals or objectives considered,espeqially .

important at that site. The respahees to this questionnaire
and the decisions based on these responses are discussed in

. Chapter II.

'

. / \/ N
4"/
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Four,th, out of.consideration:for participants in the. .

Developmental*Contin'uity program, testin time for any individ-
ual-should be limited to a reasbnable length. This suggests _:.

that the difierent measures' used .should be 'the 'shortest possible
.

verSiork' donsistent-with.sound measurement practice's. Moreover,''
it is not feasible tostrY "pc "zero in4' oir_arparticUlar-trait in
;this ,e\l'alU'atiOn.by "admin,istring,several:clikferent'but over--', '

lapping measures of.the trait in order to Utilize, for -example,.
thepwlti,trait-Multimetflod' matrix .technique. Some measures- will
.be unobtrusive as fa; as'te child'isconcerned,'and are there-
fore limited only by adequacy of records or amount of parent,
teacher, ox administtator'time they would take.:,

k- . .

Fifth, the measurement battery should be as imp and ,-

h parsiconious4as possible to insure ttie accuracy ofdata'collected
under different field'conditions: Many elaborate but Jotherwise

--"'' good tests Must'be.removed'from consideration for this reason. .

. e
-, , . , .

Sixth, single. items should be individually interpretable; .

to the extent possible,'regardless of any score or factor
structure they were intended o be embedded-in. One can never
be.sure that the reliability, validity; factor analysis outcomes, '

'teseceilings and floors, etc., will hcild up for the population
in this project. This suggests that the safety factor of being
able to interpret individual'items as straightforward crite4,ia,
Might ultimately prove to.be a very,usefulfeature. The more
simple and straightforward each proposed-eat is at the item

. #
level, the greater the probability of getting ome`interpretabre
--x---

_, ,results-at the'end of the project even under theworst of .'

circumstances .-
-.

- - -

t

'specific Criteria
k, -: '

, :

In reviewing candidates'fomiclusion in the proposbd
battery, five criteria-were usedto assess the suitability of
measures. In order of impprtance,the Measures Must;'

appear to measure stated national or local objectives;
A

be appropriate,to the examinees' age, ability level,
ansrbilingual/bi,culturaT status;

,

be practical to administer; / °
P,

= I' '

' ' hake been used successfully.inother major evaluations
for the basic battery);

.44..4AP:demonstrate good psychoMetric -,char'acterisfics.

Each ofihpse criteria is discussed in turn below.

I
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) . First, metures have been carefully examined'for_item
content Allpepif they appear ;to measure traits related to the
goals ofINITe national.or,local project. The instiection of
content :has been used as the prima*. evidence for 'validity
,because Of, a general lack of quantitative validity data for
'most of the measures undgr consideration.,

Second-,,measures which are relJkrant to the goal areas,
have been -reviewed.in terms of, their-suitability for the Project.
'Devglopmental Continuity population. This means looking for
the4loor and ceiling levels to ensure an,adequate'4- to 8-year

....agerange, an examination of prdcedures and format for eaCe of
understa:nding'by the children, and an examination of suitability
of use with bilingual /bicultural children.

Third, measures have been examined to-determine if they
are practical to administer., The most 4mportantecriterion here
isthe overall time required by the test, 11ut another very
impoalept one is the general suitability-for administration by
para fessional testershired from,the' cOMmunity. This cri-
terion has eliminated :many measurement techniques that requimp
formal credentials,' including the better known individual IQqr
tests', projeCtive tests, and depth interviews. Ease and clarity',4
of scoring is 'another quality sought inlehe_measures:

Fourth, major past uses o f the measures have been taken
into consideration, with, preference given (for use.in the basic
battery) to, those used in other'national evalfuations, The
Search for'measureS began with those used in-the national
Planned-Variation Head Start evaluation conducted-by StanfOrd
Research Institute and with those used in the evaluation of
Home Startcon'ducte0 by High/Scope Educational Research Founda-s
tion. purpose of this criterion is to establish, insofar-
as possible", comparability'of4data with tho'se two major evalua-

. tions of preschool -aged children. Since a 'great deal of
comparability is not likely given the years of test development
work since the inception of those projects-, the recommendations
of...the Rand Corporation study (Raizen and Bobrow, I974aY have
-been considered and the measures currently being considered by'
he Stanford Research Institute for-the Nlatiorial Day Cate Cost

Afeots-Study have been reviewed.

.Fifth, measures that seem satisfactory intreg'ard to the J
four Criteria mentioned above have been examined for reliabitlity,
excellence of norms, method.of construction, and suggestive
results in other studies-=in 'short, in all their important
technical characteristic. It might'seem peculiar to examine

, such important featdres last, but if' measures failed to-meet
some of the more pragmatic criteria above there was no need to

s

11117- Consider them -further- -good psychometric qualities notwithstanding.
.

1
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PREPARATION FOR MEASUREMENT. SELECTION

The procegss,of'reviewing measures to be used for assessing,
Project Developmental Contihuity impact varied.according to
the goal areas to be assessed!" institutional change, effect oh-

.-.teachers and other staff,-impact on parents, and impact'on
children's social competence. The program case studies have,
since-the mid-year site visits, beep cdllectin9 information
that 'is relevant to questions of institutional change and
teacher_and staff impact. Since those issues are dealt with-
in the case study volump (Part CY they will not receive as
thorough a review bete as th'e areas of impact on parents and
children. In Chapter III, however, measures recommended in
additionito the case study procedure will be .described (see
section on "Measuring Impact on Parents and Teachers. "). Thus,
Chapter II focuses on4attempts by delineate the critical dimen-
sions of "social competente" in children and On the proces
underling the review and. selection ,of measures for assessing

on-o children, parents, teachers and,,staff.

Defining Social Competence

fn January 1973 a panel of experts met at the Educational
Testing Service to attempt to, define the meaning of social
,competency in'young children (Andersen and Messick, 1974). The,
deliberations of the panel culminated in a-list of 29'compe-

.

tencies (see Figure 1). The nature of this list is important,
to the considerations for measuring spci41 competence in

.

Developmental Continuity--the list represOlts child behaviors
that span a broad range. The rationale fob' this is in part
-attributable to the views of Edward Zigler-, who in 1972 described'
Head Start as hoping:

-

...to.bring about-greater social competence. in dis-advantaged
children.- By social compelcompetence is meant an_individual's
everyday' effectiveness-in 'dealing with his environment-...his
ability to master appropriate formal concepts, to perform
well --in school, to stay out of trouble with the law,, and to
relate well to adults and other children (quoted by Anderson
and Messick, 1974,. p. 283).

7 40
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Areas of Social C
ti

Fidue 1.

\

mpetency Defined by Ahderson and Messick (1974)

Differentiated sel -concept and consali ation of dentity'
Concept of self as n initiating add gontrollipg agent
Habits of personal aintenance and care°
Realistic appraisal of self, acgompanied by feelings of personal.
worth )

Differentiation of f elings and appreciation-of theiA manifestations
and implication

1 !
Sensitivity and,undeqtanding in social relationships
Positive and affectionate personal relationships.
Role perception and appreciation
Appropriate regulation of antisolcial behavior
Morality and prosocial tendencies
,Curiosity and exploratory,,behavior'
Conitrol of attention
Perceptual skills
Fine motor dexterity
Gross motor skills
Perceptual -motor skills
Language skills
Categorizing skills
Memory skills
Critical thinkihg skills
Creative thinking-kITM7 ,

Problem-solving
Flexibility in the application of information-processing strategies
Quantitative and relational concepts, understandings, and dkills
General'knOwledge .

'Competence motivation
;FaCility,in the use of resouNces for learning and problem- solving
Sorge positive attitudes toward learning and school experiences
,Enjoyment of humor, play, and fantasy

/

I

1-6
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In 1973 the Rand Corporation was asked to design a natioti41,
evaluation of Head Start-, and this task inclUded,recommending z

measures to assess social competence (Raizen and Bobrow, 1974a).,
The result was a large-set of dependent, variables covering a
narrow range, Of socially competent behaviors (for which there.
were not always adequate measurement procedures). Even with
the large number of measures recommended by.Rand, only certain-
aspects of social competence were- included. The report points
out that the definition of social competence must be a function
.of -the' specifioib roles that are required of the child and must
be measured in relation to the context in which those roles are
manifested. By arguing that Head Start isA "preface",to'thei
role of pupil and,that Head Start-eligible children are probably
less prepared for the role of pltpil as defined by the dominant
culture, the Rand report restricted the definition of-social
competence to,"effectiveness inthe role Of pupil" (Raizen and
Bobrow, 1974a, pp. 17-18),

Although the'role of pupil is clearly a concern of the
architects of Developmenta' !Continuity, restricting social
competence to4ompetence in that role would seem to be too
narrow when compared to th \more inclusive list 'of competencies
described'by Anderson and Messick, and when compared to the
Office of Child Development's concern with the child's "everyday .

effectiveness in dealing with his environment and responsibil7
.ities in school- and .life." Competency within- the School may
entail quite'different skills from competency in 'the out-of-
school environment, and.it seems that successful accommodation
by the child to- school is not sufficientr'to insure the low
income child the option of successful participation in his/her
home and out -of'- school environment. The Head Start-elementary
school cooperation required,for Developmental Continuity also
provides for the possibility that 0.e schools might'have to
change in order to enhance a childAsocial competence. Thus,
emphasizing "effectiveness in the radle of pupil" might not ;
allow for'a change in the definition of that role.

With these considerations in mind, a definition of social
competence was adopted for this evaluation based on the areas
described by Anderson and Messick (1974): 'AlthoUgh their

'definition is relevant to everyday effectiveness in the. majority
culture of the United States, it attempts to.be_fundamental
enough to avoid criticisms- of cultural bias lay identifying

'behaviors which are more universally functional. That is,
behaviors and attitudes have been identified which are appro-
priate for,the child's effctive functioning both at school and
at home and which are also cornerstones fo'r. adult mental health.
Alth6ugh there is as yet no developMental theory of affective
growth comiarable to'that of'cognitive growth in which-to
anchor these' attitudes and behaviors,%ualities have bebn

9
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identified that would be an asset in most social settings
and that would probably,enhance cognitive performance. Never-

. theless, it is recognized that there are certain cultural
values that could Ly6opart of a child's h'bme life that may come
in conflict with some of the behaviors valued by Developmental
Cdntinuity. For example, a child who is taught unquestioning
respect tor authority at' home may ,have some difficulty

_when encouraged to be more "self-directopag" by teachers. This
conflict may not be resolved, but Shbuld be acknowledged.

The categories'Of so ca]. competence have also beer
influenced by the work (DX White and Watts (1973) at Harvard
and the categoris of behavior used in the observational
instruments developed by Ogilyie and Shapiro (1972) and Martha
Bronson (1975)r The result of reviewing these different
aetempts to define social Competence was the identification
of 23 areas classified undel- five' dimensions: six broad areas
of social- emotional competence, five of psychomotor competence,

I
Jive of language, six f cognitive, and one for health and
nutrition. These area are listed-in Figure 2.

. .

4

Goals for Parents, Teachers and PDC Staff

,

Of particular concern in this demonstration project-is the
. effect that DdVelopmental Continuity might have on parents, on

teachers, and on other ,Head Start and school personnel.
Developmental Continuity expects teachers to become mbre

. \ involved in a cooperative process of educational planning, ,

anid to become more awareof the needs of children at all levels.\\
from 'Head Start through grade three. Patents are expected
o become morednvOlved in the educational system, in terms

- of participation in the educational process and in decision-
Making roles, Teacher and parent attitades might also be
expected to change: Opinions of pCD program staff and of
several. consultants were' incorporated with inf mation from
previous evaluation studies to- develop a,list of important
goals for pai-ents and teachers. These are presented in Figure
3 and are discussed in the approptiate sections of Chapter III.)

. ..

Developmental Continuity'Goals

AlthoUgh the definition of measures for this evaluation
hasdb.ene,(ited from the previous work just described, it is not
likely that the definition of social' competence developed for
the Developmental Continuity evaluation, or the way in which
.It isehperationalized,' will be generally acceptable beyond the
PDC context. This is partly because,' in addltion.to conceptual
.com;Lderationg, the particular goal9 ana concerns of Project
Dcv11()pment_al Cditinuity on both the national-and-local levels,

lo
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Figure2
41111

Areas of Social Competency Defined for the
. * Developmental ;Continility Evaluation:

_-

Social-Emo tional Development

Realistit selfnappraisaccompanied by -feelings of _.

individual worth
Self- directing; feels he/she cai influence the outcome

o events . # .

Learning hpw to learn
Social lorobIem-solving
Re&ognition of feelings in self and others; sensitivity

to and understanding of others
Positive schoof attitude

Psychomotor Dettelopment-
. -

Fine motor dexterity
Gross-motor skills
Perceptual skills
Perceptual-motor skills
Auditory skills

Language Development

` General language use
Aural comprehension
Descriptive competence
Functiorial competence'
Productive competence

Cocnitiye Skills

Categorizing
Memory
Problem-solving A

Flexibility in the, application of information piocepsing
strategies.

Quantitative and relational understanding skills
School readiness'

-health and Nutrition

Child develops better eating habits, is-free from disease
and attains a leveIof positive health



Figure 3

,Areas.fof Expected Impact on
Parents, Teachers, Staff and Institutions

Parent Outcomes

Particip4s,in school and classroom activities
Demonstrates'understanding of.a child's developmental

-duca'tional process
Provides

,
input into school decision-makin and problem-

solving activities *,

Increases personal development through participations.
a decision-maker And'problem-solver .

Teacher Outcomes

Provides'incStruction.matching Child's developmental
learning level f

Creates classroom environmdnt conducive to development .

of social competenCy
Acquires knowledge of resources available to meet needs

of PDC child and families
Provides activities for bilingual/bicultural children

Staff -as -a -Group Outcomes

Staff members interact with members of differing grade
levels

Staff members-lap and develop jointly educational ana
program goals for children, parents and themselVe,

Staff members common16, gain competencies in grow
problem-solving and deCision-rdaking techniqUeS

Institutiona l Change Outcomes

Consistent staff and parent interaction
United effort'by teachers, staff and parents'in determining_
,educationei goals consistent across grade levels

Integration of Head Start and Elementary school
philosophies and serVices-

12
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have been onsidered in developing the 'measurement strategy.
To obtain, (:).e detailed information on program goals thanJwas.
available in the prdgram Guidelines, a "PDC Program Goals
QuestiOnnaire"'was developed., The questionnaire contained ,..,.

statement describing the '25 child social competencies listed ,

in Figure' 1r, 18 teacher or PbC staff goals, and 10 goals for .

. parents. 'Two types of responses were elicited; First, staff
were asked to rate each of the individual goals on fhe follow-
ing Fe e: _" '11 emphasize," "important but not possible," *. .

or"willNinot emphasiAle--not important." Secdnd, they were .

asked to list the five "most important" goals-for children and
the five, "most important" for teachers and'parenIs. The
questionnaire was explained to each of the PDC project coor-
dinators at a national meeting in May 1975, at which time they
were asked to work with their staff to Complete the;.question-

I naire'in a way that would represent the opinions of the local4

-program. in addition, national OCD staff were.. asked to ,

. complete the questionnaire in terms of the national PDC .

perspectivh on ,goals and priorities.
. .

Eleven sites completed and returned.the'questinna-irer
the national office -'did not.- Thus,.tile priorit,ies discussed

. here represent local program goals, although national OCD input
.:was obtained initially and influenced the statements that were
included in the questionnaire'. The purpose of 4the analysis of
respdnses to the goals questionnaird is twofold: first,-where
there is considerable agreement among-programs, this provides

' ;evidence-that those goals should be assessed in the basic
measurements battery; second, where-tliere is. disagreement, this
suggests that site- spe4if'ic measures should be introduced so
that the evaluation can be relevant to 1°6,3.1 concerns. The
first analysis o responses was-in 'terms of.the goals rated as

'most important. Figure 4 list-s- 4.1e goals:$4ectei as most
important fOr children according to the frequency with which
:sites selected them.

...,

..,

The sites that re$ponded ranked five of tie six 444ial-
emotional aSpectS"of social%competence amo g the, top eight

five.psychomotor ON) eight. Of
igdals that their4ppgram intended to emph izen None of the.

als was-included among he O
'the five,language-goats, only general language use was empha-
sized, and it ranked first overall with 8 of the 11 sites,
listing dt among their five most important goals. Of the six
cognitive goals, problem - soloing skills was consideredto _be
`the most important and it was4ranked second overall among the
child goals (listed by 6 sites) . Three of the other dogn.i-tive
goals were not considered "most important" by any site, and s'

the other two were,:i.mportant in only one or two sites. Health
and 'nutrition and Self- directing were tied for'third in the
rankings. These were followed lyt.he social-emotional goals
of 'learning how to learn, realistid self-apprtisal, recognition
of feelings', and social. problem- solving.

---- 1--
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a Figure 4

"Most Important" Goals for Children a Rated by 11 PDC Programsl

-
: 1 f

,Child GoalsGoals Listed as "Most Important" by Five or.More Sites:

`

General language use.

Problem- solving skills

Sell-directing; feels he/she can influence the outcome
of events

Health and nutrition. ,
.

Child Goals Listed as "Most TMportant" by Two to FOur.

Learning how to learn
-/

Realistic self-appraisal; accompanied by feelings of
individual worth

Recognition of feelings in self and other; sensitivity
to and understanding of others

Social problem- solving

Positive school attitude

Gross motor skills

Perceptual motor skills

I

4

A

1Listed in order of the number of sites selecting Vile goal, with
the goal selected by the greatest number listed first.

14
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Of the 28 teactier, staff and parent. goals, the staff goal.:

ranked-most important by the greatest number of sites (C'out
of 11 site$) waslthe goal that staff be better able to individ-
ualize their approach to children (see Figure 5). Parent input
in decision-making regarding the total school programiWas
listed ifts the most important goal to, parents by,6 sites and
parent, input' iptollikcigionsregarding the "Program f04,their
child was listed by 5 sites.

101

. Another perspective an program goal priorities was obtained
from the art of the questionnaise thk,asked program staff to
rate oaelf,individual goal on the three -point scale'described
abOve. A number of programs saw various social-emotiOnal goals
as impossible (even though they might be important goals),
parti larly the goal of children becoming more self-directApg. o

,.

'Anoth 'area frequently seen as impossible-was the cognitivY
..-----area w ere all but one of the goals was seen as impossible by

* ,

one site or another. Given the emphasis on health and nutrition ,

in Head Start and in PDC, it was surprising tolfind two programs
citing health and nutrition,goals as not-possible to achieve'.
On the other hand, all. sites saw the psychomotor goals as possible
to achieve* whereas it might ,be expected that educational programs
would have l4ittle influence on psychomotor development. Only two .

sites saw any staff goals as impossible, but one site did list seven,
of the 18 staff goals as impossible to achieve. The goal6 for
parents were almost unanimously seen as posstble accomplishments.

,Aqother outcome of.the" goals questionnaire-was an indication
of the goals that would not be emphasized or would be considered
as not important by the, programs. Almost half (5) of the .sites
responding to the questionnaire said that norne of the goals was
"not emphasized." Tlie sites that did consider some of the goals
,o1,be unimpyrtant were most likely tg feel that way about the
social-emotilonal, language and cognitive areas. The least im-
portant social-emotional goals, judging from thede repponses,
seemed to be competence motivation, learning, how to-lgarn, and 2
recognition,of feelings in self and others._ The responses to
t e language area were largely non-bilingual progradts responding:*
t "fft goals regarding-bilingu ism.were not important. In the cog-
nitive area, three sites ,consi ered four or more of,the_cognitive
goals to be unimportant; these ended to be the areas of categorizing,
memory, problem-solving, and fle 'bility in the application of ,

information processing strategies.

15 1
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Figure 5

"Most Important" Goals_ for Staff and Parents as
Rated by 11 PDC Prqgrams1

e-

staff and ParentGoals Listed as"Most Important" by Five or
More Sites:

Staff is better able to provide differing experiendes for
childieh, matched to the childred's needs; staff utilizes

'1.resources appropriate for individual Children,

Parents have more input into decisions about the toial
school program for all, children

Parents have more input into decisions about the school
program for their child

Staff and Parent Coals Listed as "Most Important" by.Two to
Four Sites:

Staff h ?s greater awareness of child development in terms
of emotional needs and social competencies from arse 4 to-
8 years

, Parents feel more comfortable in interacting with school
staff

Parents participate in more,school-related actiIities

t Staff,is more aware of_total PDC program for children aged
4 to 8' years, rather than just the area of their own res-

.

ponsibilities
r

Staff is aware pf and uses4methods of positive social re-
inforcement for children

Staff members plan jointly for individual childrekand_for
grips of children, developing commonly held and understood,
values

Parents participate in-more 'sChool-related'activities

Staff interacts more with parents of children in the class-
room, at meetings, in home visits

...d

'Listed in order of the number of sites selecting the goal, with the
goal selected by the greatest number listed first.

1
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Literature Review
, ,

The problem of selecting the most appropriate instruments for
measuring the aspects bf social competence designated most important
-was addretsed within the gefieral constraints of evaluationresearch
discussed in Chapter Ij.° Measurement considerations that are
specific to the methodblogical or conceptual issues in a particular
area, Will be discussed: Within teach category of social Competence
in Chapter III.

, A

_Once the important aspects of social competence Weredelineated,
a thorough literature :search was initiated, to find appropriate
Measures. This included the following sources:

Research reports on Planned Variation Head Start (e.g.,
Smith, 1973)

'Reports of the:Home ,Start evaluation study .(e.g., Deloria,
et al. ,

Evaluati'ons of the national Follow Through project (e.g.,
Sorenson and fladow, 1971; Emeritk, Sorenson and Stearns,
1972; Cline, 1974)

The Rand Corporation report on socialccompetence (Raizen
and Bobrow, 1974a)

. ,Instrument reviews (e.g., Staler, et al., 1971; Walker,
1473; Johnson and BomMarito, 1971; Robinson and Shayer,
1974;-Burolp 1965, ,1972; Hoepher, Stern and blummedal,
1974

-e 'ETS Head Start longitudinal .study(e.g., Anderson, et al.,
1968)t

Pumerous other articleso reports and papers were reviewed;
many of these are referred to in thediscu'ssions ofspcific
measurement areas in Chapter III and are included in therefer-

,ences.

9

.
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III

"RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPACT MEASUREMENT

11.

This chatter presents the background, rationalvand fecommen-
dations for the measures to be used ip assessipgthe,dmpact of
Project Developmentar.Continuity. The discussion is organized by _

the broad program goal areas: social-emotional developmenty psycho-
motor, health ana nutrition; cognitive and lenguge aeveLipment; .

Impact on teachers and parents; end bilitual/bicultural impact
goals. For each of these areasjtile important constructs are ie-.

scribed, the potentiaa measures are discu001'and the reasons for
selecting and rejecting measures are reviewed. -

A description- of each recommended measure, with information on
,its-reliabilify, validity, practicality, etc., is included in thp
appendix.,

41
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Measures of Soci,a4-Emotional Development

I

.Defining AreaS of Social-Emotional Competence,

As,indicated in Captet II, the-Comprehensiv-91paper by Anderson
and Mesick provited the foundation for identif,rng themost impor-
tant aspects of child social-emotional competence. AlsO influential
were the Rand reportand the findings of- Burton ,White, Bernice
Shapiro, and Martha Bronson at Harvard. After.reviewing these
sources, six broad categories.6fosocial-emotional competence of
preschoolers were derived:

. Feelings of individual worth accompanied by realisticself-
,appraisal;

Self-directing, feeling he/She 'can influence the outcome of
eventst

Learning how td learn, competence motivation;
.

RecOgnitidn of thpelings in self and others;
Social problem-solving, including self-assertion;
Positive school.attitude.

A dialussion of eadoil of these areas, and possible measures
or them, follows., Table 1 provides i'summary of how each measure-

- was judged accordiig to the selection Ciiteria:,

41 Feelings of individual worth 1Ccompanied by'realistic self-
)44 appraisal.' This area, commbnly summarized by thse.term wsdlf=con--

cept," includes the avoidahce of extremely negative self-depreCia-
4 tilm even if the child is-at-a .rather low level o£ proficiency, as

well as an awareness and appreciation of.hisilherown-cultural badk7_ground,'. the importance cif .positive self-soncept and.realistiC
self-appraisal has longbeen recognized.by child develdpment spe--
cialists, Head Start staft&nd OCD. However', the ifficuly of ob-'

-twining a valid indicator Of self- concept, especial foryoung
.children, has become increaRtngly apparent.

V
The und difficulty with the'clonstruct of-,self-concepf

is the ltipli ty of definitions; Many critics (Coller, 19,71;
Crowne and Stephens, 1961) have concluded that what are calked
self-concept measures actually assess many-cliff nt construsts.
No agreed upon operational definition of self -c pt exists,.
largely because'there is no-adequate theory w4thi..which it can
be based. As-a result thereare a great variety of-instruments.
and techniques for nafrowrly defined aspects Of self-concept, so.",
that. "it is likely to be-defined as, 'that which a self-concept
test,measures'" (Walker, 1973). /This, of-course, mates the
selection of any *ne instrumentas a measureybf prdgram effective--
nes's-' especially problematic. .

.1
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Several measures either recommended or used ii large-scale
-evaluations were exarfnedAnd found wanting jsee Table 1):

Children's SelfmSoci.al Constructs TestC Preschool. Form,
Self-Esteem Subtest ALong-and Henderson,_1970).;

Tennessee. Self-Concept Scale' (Fitts, 19164); -

Piers - Harris Self-Concept Sgale (Piers and Harris, 1969);
Brown IDS:Self-Concept Reerence Test ,Brown, 1966);
Faces Scale (in Walker, 1973).

The first was recOmMended for use.in the national battery by Rand
in their final report; it was rejected ..for use in PDC on the basis
of questionable validity. The child is asked to choose a circle
from'a column of fiVe.circles; it is unclear that choosing a circle
closer to the top represents "nigher" self-esteem for a child. The
second two were-recommended by Randin their preliminary report
and-dropped in their final report, presumably because they, are de-
signedefor an older population and would require too much develop-

,ment for4preschoo1ers. , 1

The Brown Self-Concept'Test has been widely used (Boger and'
Knight,. 1969; Walker, Bahe, and Bryk, 1973; Emrick, et Al, 1972;
Shipman and Gilbert, 1972). Boger-and Knight' questioned the.extent
to which their data'were confounded by the effects of social clesir-
ability,. b.nd Walker, et al., stated that "three large;scale studies
found that the scokes were negatively skewed and shoWed a ceiling
effect, in acing that young children have a strong tendency to
select posiive, 'socially acceptable' attributes." It was alSo
felt that this was more of'a cognitive or language*test-for younger
'children (who have trouble with-longer items evil double negatives)
and thatit wasculturallx-biased (Walker, et al., 1973),. There-
'fore its appropriateness fTr PpC is doubtful.

The Faces Scale is design to measure self-concept with
regard to school and was used in o pilot Follow Through,studies..
(Emerick, et al.' 1972). , Correlatio s with the Brown and other
saoial-emotional measuresmere,low, :bu re importantly, ,

reliability indicators Aere low.
--

The inade4 cies of these available measures and a reluctancy
to engage in enive pilotwork on a construct which is so r-''''

difficult to define made the choice of'structured observatioas on
specifiable behaviors,appear to be the most valid measure of
self- concept. Thus, it was decided todesign an obserVation

,
procedure for this evaluation. The initial steps in devel6ping ie

. the,PDC Classrocim Observation System are deicribed below.
.

.

.V - ,,
. ,

, Self-directihgp-feeling he/she can influence the'outcome_of
events (1oeusl-of control) .7 This involves the childls'setting
.hisiher own goals; taking some responsAhlity for. skill,_ acquisition
and self-care; expecting that his/her behavior courd change the
probability thatreilhfolsement wodid occur (that is,'feeling res-
ponsible for the positive or negative responses of others), and

%
s
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feeling he/she can direct his/her own behavior,, avoiding a feeling .
of powerlessness. Locus of control has become increasingly popular
with researchers, in part because of its wide applicability toa .0
variety of phenomena and its social relelp.nce (Robinson and Shaver,1974). The relationship of internal locus of control to academic.
-achievement and,other valued educational outcomes {Coleman et al.,1966; Nowicki and Roundtree, 1971; Rotter, 1966; and Chance,
1972) makes it-of particular Interest to educational evaluators.
Moreover, a child's ability to'become self-directing seems
intrinsically worthwhile to many people and was ranked highly
among individual site's responses.to the PDC Goals Questionnaire.

.A number of measures were considered"for use or fOr modifica-
tion:

e, Intellectual Achievement ResponSibility Questionnaire
(Crandall, Katovsky and Crandall, 196-5; modified by
Ringelheim, Bialer and Morissey, 1970)

ETS Locus of Control Scale (Hess, S hipman, Brophy
.and Bear, 1.969) 1

Nowicki- Strickland Locus -of Control Scale (Nowicki and
Strickland,- 1973)

Stephens-Delys Reinforcement Contingency Interview
(Stephens and Delys, 1973ai

The IARQ is a well-known scale designed to tap children's beliefsi'n their control over and responsibility for intellectual academicsuccess and failures; it is suitable for grades 3 through 12. Themodified IARQ of Ringelheim, 'et al. is a shortened version of theIARQ developed specifically for use with the mentally retai'ded byusing simpler langu ge. Both measures employ a.forced-choige
format which' has b n a source of dissatisfaction for some're-_searchers (Robinson nd Shaver, 1974) because of the difficulty
children have-in responding to:it., Crandall _pointed out thatchildren below grade 3 could not keep the itemAnd tM two alter-natives in mind Tong enough to make a meaningful respone {Crandon.,et a/., 1965). The ETS LoCus of Control Scale, although employing
cartoon-style drawings to aid the youn er child (it is aimed at5-1/2 to 7-1/2 year olds), suffers fr the same, forced-choice

.format, and therefore was deemed unsui'able for PDC.
---

The NOWicki-Strickland,Locus of Control Scale is .a poper-pentil "yes-no" type test designed_fqragrades 3 through 22. Al- -
..)
though it was judged by Robinson and Shaver (1974) to be. the "best
measure of locuS of control as generalized expectancy presently1

available for "use with dkiiia0*n," it' .was found to be more,drfficult
for the lower grade's and therefore inappropriate for preschoolchildren.

t.

,The Stephens-Delys Reinforoement.Contingency Interview wasselected because it was developed specifically for preschool
children to tap a child's expectancy that his /her Own behavior
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would change the probability that reinforcement might occur; that
is, if he/she changes his/her beflavior, will his/her teachers',
parents'', or friends' behavior Change as a result. It uses a
free-fesponse structured interview format allowing the child to
use.his/ber own language. Forty items hae been used, but a
shortened form of 20 items was selected for PDC. pdrposes,Each.
item poses a reinforcing-type event, e.g., "What makes mothers,
smile?" Responses are ccisidered "internal".if the child.answers,
"When I... ", and "external" when answered, "When Daddy (or someone,
other than self)....." The instrument has been.used quite exten-
sively with Head Start and Follow Through children (Stephens and
Delys, 1973b). Because of the appropriate format of thiS measure'
for preschool children, its previous.use with'Head Start and '-
ethnically diverse children,',and its relatively adequate psycho-
metric characteristics, the'conclusion of Robinson and Shavr
(1974) that this is the "most,viable" measure of locuS of Control
seems warranted and its_ use in this ,evaluation justified.

Learning how to learn. This third category of social-emotional
competence involves the child's maintaining curiosity about his/her
environment and developing an interest,in school-related endeavors.
It also includes learning how to follow directiOns, how to attend
to relevant areas for an appropriate length of time and becoming
ware of what he/she doesn't know, as well, as developing 'skills in
usingobjects and people to obtain the answer. The child'should be
able to eif,guestions of staff, of parents, 'and of -other children,
and remarrinvolved in a particular activity until some conclusion.
is reached. Competence motivation, of the desire for mastery of
academia skills in'the absence of external pressure or rewards,and
the desire for,competence in non, academic situations, falls within
this category also.

This obviously is a broadly conceived category which owes a'.
great deal to Bronson's nonsocial 'executive skill" conceptide-
fined as 7skill in choosing and coping with tasks," but it also en-

- compasses the dynamic aspect of motivation for competence and curi-
osity. This construct shares the same difficulties of assessment
applicable to self-concept. The lack of relevant theory against
which to judge the construct and the dearth of apprdpriate nstru-
ments to assess learning how to aearn in preschool children supports
again the conclusion that systematic observation techniques are the
most meaKiingful measures of behaviors relevant to.this construct.
The Rand report recommended that "structured classrooM observations
'directed specifically.at'child-task interactions" be employed to
obtain a valid indicator of learning how to learn. This is also
recommended for the PDC evaluation, if it is feasible to include
categories representing this dimension in the Observation instru.,
ment which'is being- developed.
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Learning how to lea strategies might also be'evidenced in
'the testing situation. Thus, several measures of test-taking
behavior have been examined. Thesemeasutes have the added
advantage of providing information on the child' -s behavior that
can be used in interpfetation of the ttst results. The Circus

o
Behavior Inventor , the Stanford -Binet Face Sheet, and the
High/Scope Pupil bservation Checklist were evaluated. A compar-
ison of all three ee Table 1), indicated comparable psychometric
properties, but the Pupil Observation Checklist had the advantage,,
of having been,used previously in a national evaluation an so
it was chosen.. The POCB is a rating scale of nine 7-point
bipolar adjecivesdeveloped for the Home Start evaluation from
a 25-item scale used by High/Scope in, Follow Through. Two
factors labeled "Test Orientation" and "Sociability" were found
consistently across several time points in the Home Start eval-
uatjton. A,modification of the instrument incorpOrating dimensions
found in the Stanfo'rd-Binet Face Sheet will be developed.

A rating scale to be used tDy teachers, called the Child
Rating Sdale, incorporating categoriA of behavior parallel tt)
the observation instument, will be developed-4Eor use in conjunc-
tion with classroom observatae9s/aU-the tester's'POCL ratings.,
Teachers are-often cdmsidered to be the best judge of their
pupils, although they are not always unbiased observers. Thus,
disagreement between the Child Rating Scale and the other two
iniTfl'uments would. not invalidate the observations or tester.
4r4tings, but agreement between the measures would tend tO confirm
t4ecir validity,

ocial roblem-solvin , including self-assertion. This fourth
cat y o socia -emotional competence involves the child's desire
and attempt to solve social probleths, the learning of pro-social as
oppoSed to anti-social roles, and the developing,of a range of pro-
social (that is, neither violent nor submissive) alternati\re
ti5ons to real-life intexpersonal problems. This includes the
child's learning toget his/her way appropriately in a group with-

* out being a p411y, deyeloping the ability t6 assert one's right to
fair play,'and developing the ability to gain access to others,.in-
cluding getting and maintaining the attention of adults in socially
acceptable ways.

'.This categoty has perhaps the clearest relation to' what is
commonly, thought of as social competence, and is integral to
Bronson's definition of social executive skill, which she saw
as "the ability to control and direct oneself adequately and
constructively in social situations and the ability to-influence
others effectively in socially approved ways" (1975). It.does
not imply mere compliance, but rather the-efipective use of '
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Cop4ng strategies. Charles Billings', has stressed the importance
of this cateogry, emphasizing-that:the child's learning'.to control
his or her environment and to influence otherg was an essential
compOnent of social competence and a necessar' precursor to the
use of social and political poWer, which is mandatory for an,
individual's or group's effective functioning in a democracy.

. It was deCided that the assessment of a child's social
problem- solving skills would bedone partly by observations,
partly by the Child hating Scale, and partly by the Preschool
Interpersonal Problem-Solving Test (PIPS) developed by Spivak
and Shure (1974). This test is designed to assess a child's
ability to generate alternative solutions to two real-life kinds
of problems, the first involving ways for a child to,obtain'a
toy from another child, and the lecond involving ways to avert
the mother's anger which might result from damage to property.
Since the two parts of the.PIPS test ace highly intercorrelated*
and together takes 20 to 25 minutes,to complete, only the first
half of the test will be administeredc,, This instrument'has high
face validity and, according to the Rand report, is eminently
suited for assessibg the extent to which Head Start increases
prosocial behavioral alternatives" (Raizen and Bobrow, 1974).

Recognition of feelings in self and others, and sensitivity to
and understanding of others. The fifth category of social-emotiohal
competence involves the development in tHe child of awareness of
his/her feelings, ,both positive and negative, and the ability to
express them appropriately. It also involves perceiving the emo-
tions of others and responding to them appropriately, perceiving
and accepting differences between oneself and others, tolerating
others' viewpoints, forming close relationships with peers, and
'responding positively to handicapped children. (This,latter is
directly relevant to the PDC goal-of mainstreaming the handioapped.)

4

As with self-concept and learning how to learn the problems
of rack of agreed-upon theory and definition of-ifeCbgnition of -

:feeling" hindered the process of Selecting appropriate instruments
for preschool children. "Empathy" may be a related-conceptbut
it was, excluded from the Harvard Preschool Project's construct of

7')

social competence becauset did not differentiate-between children
rated competent and noncompetept. However, recognizing one's
feelings and those of others should be distinguished from empathy,
which is usually defila.as "taking the point of view of the.
other," and which may be confounded with egocentrism in pre-

. schoolers (Borke, 1972; Chandler and Greenspan, 1972). One measure
of "empathy" does exist for preschool children (Feshbach and
Feshbach, 1969), bUt administration procedures calling for the
use of slide projectors-and the verbatim recording of.child's
responses make it impractical for a national evaluation..._

-"PDC evaluation Advisory Panel meeting, April 1975.
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g Becausp of the 44iffiCulties in assessing this construct in
preschool hildren/ was decided-tel assess it by classroom_
observation teacher ratings.

Pose 'S ool attitude-. The final category_of 'social
emotionai competen includes, according tb Anderson and .Messick
the child having a.podWveattitude toward some things in school
and not having a generted negatiVe attitude toward most school
experiences, The "socially competent" child feels comfortable
in school t not thre4te 0ed or anxious ,c. and likes to come to school.
He /she talkS,freely.to!'all children and staff,in schOol,. not just
his/her own teacher and children of his/her own age level.

The jiscupsion of attitudinal constructs inrthe Rand report
clearly sets forth the hazardous nature of attitude assessment
because of the tenubqs relationshivbetween attitudes and behavior.
Furthermore, as Walkdr warns, there is a "dearth:of instruments
suitable for young children" (Walker, 1973). Consequently
expected that archival data; such as number and kind of absenves,
number of visits to the school nurse, tardinesses, and disciplin-
ary incidents, might form the basis of attitude assessment. Even
if the telationhip/between these behavior indicatbrs and atti-
tudea toward schoolhis not completely straightforward, these --_
behaviors are of mOre. consequence to the school and to the child -

than-are the attitudes.,

Because it is important to attempt to assess positive-school
attitude, another technique is being recommended for pilot testing.
A brief self-rep t instrument, which is a segment of the High/Scope
Child.Interviev used this year in a Follow Through evaluation, is
available. In, an interview format the child is shown a Sheet of
paper with fivi faces on it depicting the range,,from happiness to
sadness. The child is asked to point to the faae that shows how
he/she will ftel about school next year, how his/her'teacher feels
about the. chid, and how the child feels, about the teacher Or
teachers. apgatz and Ball (1971) recommend caution in assuming
that disadva taged preschool children can recognize common .emotions,
but,this be sure includes wo_p tice items to ensure that, the
child.under tands the meaning.of happy" and "sad'''.

Alternativ s to Testin

o The review of instruments,available,for mea.yuring.social and,_
emotional development has been,singularly unrewrrding but not
surrisihg in view Of the lack of social and affective developmental
t ry. 'Moreover; as Bronson (1975) has commented, "it can be
arg d that the current theoretical 'state of the art' in social
and otOnal development is'so primitive.that observation may
give e best chance to develop a reasonable theoretical approach. ".
'Walk:00 11973) concluded, "The most reliable and valid.measures

.! (of -.ci.-emotional variables) available at the present time are
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the observational, non verbal' techniques." Therefore;'it was
decided to place' considerable weight on classroom observation
for assessing several aspects of socia4,4embtional competence, and
to complement the observations with teacher, and tester ratings.

Developlacntal Continuity observation system. Although many---_,
researchershave pointed out the drawbacks og naturalistic obser-
vations (e.g., Bronson, 1975; Herbert, 1970; Wright, 1960), the_
advantages to be gained in terms of specificity of aturally
-Occurring, behaviors, the lessening of inferences required, and
the 'elimination of artificial and, inappropriate demands on the
Child far outweigh the disadvantages. In this section, the
initial developments of an observation system is described. The
system wall be tried out in Year ti (1375 ,76) and'refined for

- use in 1976-77. At_that time a manual detailing the behaviot
categories and the observation procedures will be published.

The choice of categories to use in the observation system
was guided by a number of considerations. The first concern, .-
of course, was-that the behaviors observed reflect the social
emotional goals of Project-Developmental Continuity. Second,
those behaviors which had been found to differentiate "competent"
from "incompetent" children in the preschool, and eJr.ly elementary,
years in the Harvard Preschool Project were examined (White,
et al., 1969; White and Watts, 1973; Ogilvie and Shapiro, 1973;
- Bronson,_ 1973, 1975; Ross and Zimiles, 1974): -Ogilvie and
Shapircl's J1973) Social Behavior Checklist and Bronson's (1975)
Social and Non-Social Executive Skill Rrofile contain many child-
adult and child-child interaction categories which appear to-
assess those areas of social-emotional devVlopment important to
PDC.

Another consideration was the identification of frequently
occurring behaviors. High/Scope Foundation staff who have been
.involved in observing and working with preschool- and early
elementary-aged children 'provided feedback about relevant-behaviors
which PDCobservers could expect to encounter frequently. Because
observers will only be in the classroom for alimited'amount of
time, it was agreza that it would be impractical to train them to
reliably observe behaviors which might seldom occur during their
observation periods.

Additional consideration's were the experience and skills of
the individuals being trained to use the observation system. It

,was, expected that the observers would be paraprofessionals
accustomed to working with children but unfamiliar with the
techniques,of-systeTatic observation. -Therefore objective,
operationally defined categories were chosen rather than 'date-
gories_which depeeffbd upon observers' inferences. Further, with
only one-week available in which to train obsdrvers, it was
decided that broader, conceptually based categories would be
more appropriate and yeild greater interrater reliabilities than
narrowly defined, categories which required fine, discriminations.
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Based,on the aboife considerations, behavioral categories
were formed, by refining or combining categories from existing
observational systems, and'by adding other behaviors appropriate
to PDC goals (the categories are listed in Figure 6)-. It is
expected that the resulting observational system is one which-
relatively inexperiAnced observers can be taught to use reliably
within a short peribd of time, and which still addresses the
social-emotional goals which the PDC evaluation is interested -

in assessing.

As mentioned above, teacher ratings (using a set of items
designated as the Child RatingScale) will be used in conjunction
with the observation system. Teachers will be-asked to rate each
child using categories relevant to social competence which are
based on Bronson's (1973) Task anal, Social Competence /Rating Scale.
_Although the problem of teacher bias in the ratings A ag'ain
unavoidable, to the extent that teacher-observer agreement exists
on categories rated by both, some credibility could be attached
to those categories rated only by the teachers.

,

Summary of Recommended Measures for the Basic Battery

dr The measures recommended for assessing impact in the social-
emotional areas are summarized here according.to their methodology.
The measures are listed. with &brief summary statement of the con-
struct being measured.

Child Tests or Interviews

Child Interview
Attitude toward school

Preschool Interpersonal Problem-Solving Test
.

Social problem-solving.
Recognition of feelings

Stephens=Delys Reinforcement Contingency Interview
Self-directing; locus of control

Teacher or Tester Ratings

Pupil Observation Checklist
Sociability and task oriAntation

Child Rating Scale
Categories parallel to the observation system

Direct Observation'
ASV

41166

PDC Classroom Observation System
Feelings of.rndividual worth

,Learning how to learn
Recognition of ffelings in self and, others
(see Figure 6 fdi detailed it of categories)

6
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Figure 6

Recommended Categories fOr the PDC Classroom
Observation System

1: Non-Involvement

2. Involvement
a. Social
b. Non-social
c. Combined social and non-/edial

d. Active
e. Passive

f. Self-initiated or structured
g. Other-initiated or 6tructured
h, Mutually initiated or structured

i. Gross motor
j. Fine motor
k., Non-motbr

1. Verbal
m. Non-verbal

#

3.; Interapts with Peers (A -ive)-Pos4ive ov.Neutral
a. Cooperative . ".

b. Controlling

4. Interacts with Peers (Active)--Negative

5. 'imitates Peers (Passive)

6. Uses Peer as Resource ti

7. Interacts with Adults--Positive or Neu
a. Cooperative.
b. Controlling

8. Interacts with Adults--Negative-

9. Imitgtes Adults

10. Uses Adult as Resource

Role Play
.a. Solitary
b. Cooperative

12. Pride in ,Self).__
a. Physical attributes of possesSions
b. Accomplishments or products

\.1

4

o

v1/4

4 .1
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Measures of PsYchomotoelDevelopOent, HeaLth anNutrition

J

befnlinT Areas'of Psychomotor Competence

There is cansideraltSagreemen,t concerning the relation 14
, of:psychomotor skills to social bompetence. Burt6n White (1973),

for example,'has found only "qui-te mode'ht" differences in,motpr
' and sensory capacities between children with high overall com=

petence .and child;en with 46w overall competence/ *Since the
developmbrit,&_psychomotor skills appears to be more influen6ed
q)Almaturationthan areother domaits of social competence, it
may not be significantly affected by ppg experience, and the
likelihood of finding program effecs .hasiSeen questioned by
t-)Me authoritips. , 4,

. . . ,Others believe that the five areas,of psychomotor skills
"outlined below (see alsol'igure 2) are important components of
'social competence. One reason for theit importance may be that

: a child lacking in some Of these abilities could be 'diflferenLally
perceived by_teachers'and pears 40 be at a relative disadvantage
in mastering clas,sroom-related skills'; this, in _turn,' may affedt

.*.,
.

lqter school perflrman7ce.
k . i '' g

. .

The five areas of psychomotor skills ident-ifie by 'Anderson'
.arid Messick as art of social comPetnc9 are fine motor dexterity',
gOss motor'skiljs, visual andailditory perception skill and
-perceptual Motor-Skiltils. Fine motor dexterity involvee behe
.ability to'manipula e all ,objects. ,Gross motor skills involve
large muscle use fpr a 14tles'suchas lumping and balancitif-,
Visual perceptio invol4 sdiscriminating between similar forms,.
and aud4.tory percep nirolves discriminating between similar
sounds? b6tH*skills ark,, thought to be. important irildeveloping

.).
competency in language and reading..115,prceptUal rdotor skills p

eimiolve coordinaLnq visual, auditory, and motor behavio-in such
,activities as'copying qvmetric forms and imitating gestures.

PsychoMotpt;instruments were examined within each of the five,
:sulwategories and judged.-for their-approptiatene,ss (see Table 2).

. -Th-e mosi widely, used' and suitable measures (with selected references)
.

are as follows: ., ' '

:-.--.4 - 410' a
.

00 le Purdue Percepttal Motor Survey (Jamison, 1.9/)/
Denver Developmental Screening Test (DDST)

.

:

DevelopmentaYTasks,of Visual Motor Integration WMI)
('lissom, 1972)
Gesill,gross. motor tasks(gerner, 1'965).

I

ft4V
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Copy What You. See from CIRCUS
Auditory Discrimination Test ('DiCarlo, 1965)
Children's Audft.ory'Discrimination Inventory
McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities
WPPSI and WISC 'lock esign ask?._ .

,Input.was sought 'from,:each Orthp individual PDC sites con-
cerning the importance their program was attaching to psychomotor
goals. None of the psychomotor goals was ranked among theemost.
important 6hild goals,. yet.no program was willing to give them
especially low priority.,

In view of the possibility that an educational program Might
have little influence on psychomotor development, the relatively
neutral 'local site evaluation ofpsychomotor goals, and the narrow
scope of each psychomotor instrument, all were rejected in favor of
subtests of the McCarthy Scales of-ChildreWs Ailities .arid the
Block Design Task of the WPPSI and WISC.

The MSCA is a relatively new (McCarthy 1972)., with
subtests for assessing perceptual-performance and .motor development.
A number of factors recommended the use of tAe'4ASCAL- the 4ge range
(from 2-1/2 to 8 -1/2 Years), making it feasible"for.use-fp-a.
langitudina.1 evaluation; its psychdmetric development, which
appeared adequate; its standardizStion, which was- Carried out on
1,032 children proportionately representative of-the total,popula-
tion in-terms of sex, race, geographic location,'and MS levels;
the apparent ease with which a paraprofessiOnai,can administer- it;
and its integration of psychomotor and coOvitive-language tasks.
(Discussions of the cognitive and langua,4epsubtests-Oear in
the- next section.)

ott

. Perceptual performance. S12,1AeStS'from the -Perceptual
,

Performance Scale and from the Motor Scare; were selected on'.the
basis of appropriateness for PDC ge:14.4YeThe Perceptual Performance
Scale, "consisting of igamelike. tasks which do not require the
child to speak, assesses his reasoning.abil4ty through the manipula-
tion of materials"".. (McCarthy, 1,972,)'. _Both social and non-social
competence scores on Bronson's Executive'Skill Profile,showed
significant coprelationo with this,scalft0fethe MSCA. The subtests
(numbered in order of wesentatiop in tAe MSCA4 recommended for
the basic battery are: 4

0

To

.1)
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'Subtest

\ 1. Block Building

13. Draw-A7Child

- 18. Conceptual Grouping

Description.

Child copies block structures
built by the examiner.

Child draws a picture of a child
of the same sex.

Child classifies blocks on the
basis of size, dolor, and shape.

Three subtests were eliminated from consideration at the outset:
Right-Left Orientation, because it was not recommended for children
under five; Puzzle-Solving, because the WPPSI and WISC Block Design
Task was thought to be a more powerful measure encompassing the

. same skill; and the xylophone Tapping Sequence, because it, ppeared
to tap memory more than psychomotor skills. Draw-A-Design '1Subtest
12) was deleted after the complete battery was reviewed and it
was necessary to reduce testing time; Draw-dA-Design was seen as
expendable in view of likely redundancy with Draw-A-Child and
Block Design subtests.

Block design. The WPPSI and WISC Block Design subtest is
recommended to assess problem-solving, strategies-And conceptual
maturity. It is mentioned here since it requires the manipulation
of small blocks and may be considered appropriate for the perceptual
motor area

Motor-perfortance: The Motor Scale of the MSCA assesses the
child's coordination.as he/she performs, a variety of gross and

" fine motor tasks., /The recommended subtests are:

Subtest

.9. Leg Coordination '

10. Arm Coordination'

. - -
Rescription

Chi14%erforms motor tasks which
involve the lower extremities,
such as walking backwards or standing
on one foot.

Child bounces a rubber ball (Part I),
catches a beanbag (Part II)', and,
throws a beanbag through a hole in
a target (Part-pI).

13. Draw-A-Child Child draws a picture of a child of
. the same sex.

35
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The first two subtests measure gross motor the last
measures fine motor coordination of the hand and fingers. It
is recognized that the dr.iwing task involves a strong cognitive
component as well, and that it has also been used clinically
to assess the child's personality. This is not the purpose -

of its inclusion here, however, and McCarthy's short, pbjective,
non-inferential scoring system will be used rather than an
in-depth interpretative analptis.

Visual and auditory perception. No auditory discrimination
or visual perception measure is recommended for the basic battery,
Since visual perception is involved iniothe MSCA Perceptual'
Performance scale and the WPPiI Block Design test, a test
specifically for visual perception does not-seem warranted, and
auditory discrimination does not appear-to be of concern to most
PDC sites. To accommodate sites that are more concerned with this
psychomotor area,-the -Wepman Auditory Discrimination Task will
be made available as a site specific optiOn.

DeTininq Areas of Health and Nutrition

The problems of-malnutrition and. oor health have been a
major focus of Head Start from its inc ption; moreover, recent
data have documented the relationship etween good health and the.
child's potential cognitive development (Birch and Gussow, 1976).
The PDC Guidelines explicitly require that each site assess the
nutritional, medical, dental, and social service needs of PDC
children, locate community resources, and develop a system to meet
.these needs. Head Start requires medical, dental, and speech
diagnostic screenings of a prescribed' nature as well as the

4 completion of all recommended immunizations and dental treatment.

Recommended procedultes. As a consequence of the Specificity
and concreteness of the.performance standards, 'it is recommended
that the'Office.bf Child Development provide guidelines for ,

standardized record-keeping so that child health information can
be gathered, uniformly frOm all,sites. .Responses to the goals
questionnaire reflected a strong emphasis on health and nutrition
across all sites and an endorsement of the goal of the child's
attaining not only a minimally acceptable criterion of, health,
but reaching a level of upoSitive"'health. In order to-assess
,these goals, the following-Measures are recommended, grouped
acdording to goal and level of attainment:

Absence oC disease, freedom from correctable handicap

Records of immunizatignsr(rubella, /rubeola, mumps, DPT, polio)
- -TB exam

Dental exam for caries
0, lb

1
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.

Visual exam:' Snellen and/or directional letters test
Audiometric pereening test .for hearing losS

Level,of health

Height, weight
Observation o-f amount of energy, vigor
Frequency of absences for health reasons
Sicknesses at school, visits to nurse
Iron deficiency tests ,(hematocrit, serum ferritin)
Protein deficiency test (serum albumin)

Better eating habits
410.

Sample school menus'

Summal-y of Recomnended *Measures for the Basic Battery

Psychomotor Development
,

Perceptual Performance

Block Building,(MSCA)
Draw-A-Child (MSCA)
Cooceptual Grouping (MSCA)

Motor Performance
7

Leg ,Coordination (MSCA)
Arm Coordination (MSCA)

'Block Design (WISC/WPPSI)

Health and Nutrition

tHeadStart, Program and School Records

Records pf immunizations
Incidence of.TB -
Iron deficiency tests
Protein deficiency test

-Dental exam
Snellen test and/or directiOnal letters measure'
Audiometric;screening
.Height
Weight
Vigor measure
Frequency of absences
-Sicknesses at. school
Sample school' menus

374
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Meadures of Cognitive.and Language Development

it

Traditionally, Tational educational evaluations have empha-
sized cognitive outcomes as the major criteria for program success..
In contrast, the PDC evaluation views cognitive and language
abilities as only part of-many fdctors which comprise the child's
"everyday effectiveness in dealing with his/her environment."
Such a perspective acknowledges the acquisition of cognitive
abilities as being interrelated with and necessary for the child's

- psychomotor, social-emotional and 'language development, but de-
emphasizes cognitive growth aa_the'major goal independent of
other goals.

Defining Areas of Cognitive and Language ..oltipetence

The precise nature of the Cognitive and language abilitie
which a child must possess in order to be "socially competent"
continues to be debated. In part, controversy exists because
the essence of these competencies varies with chronological age
and situational contexts. It is clear, however, that across all
age levels, to be socially competent within the, school environ-,
men the child must acquire a set of skills which facilitate
academic learning appropriate for his/her developmental level.
These competencies are known to most educators, and are repre-
sented within Anderson and Messick's (1974) list of,social.
competencies. They include:

Attentional skills
fro Classification /categorization skills

Perceptual skill4k,
Information-ProceAing skills
Evaluative skills
Memory skills

.4 .Basic language skills

.

. Although_this list is clearly not comprehensive, the acqUisi-
tion of theseskills May potentially predict academic performance
or the ability to learn concepts and, in turn, social competency
in the school environment. Moreover, it may be argued that such
skills'are inherent in-social competency in the home-or community
environments as well. The child's ability. to solve uactical
problems (e.g., fixing a broken toy) may in part be dependent.on

38

4 6



. -,---_-

his/her ability to use skills deemed necessary for acieemic per-
formance. For example, the child mus first employ attentional
and perceptual skills in order to per'eive the problem, classi-
fkication or categorization skills in order to define and communi-
cate thee problem,-or evaluative ski s for determining the most
appropriate solution. This tugges thai an overlap-exists
among skills essential

/
or academ performance on the one hand

and practical problem-s lying on he other.

While there appears to be ome relationship between profi-
ciencies which predict ability/to learn concepts and ability to
solve practical problems, a s ronger relationship emerges
between cognitive abilities d communication and/or language
competency. .1 In order to eff ctively communicate relevant

4
observations about his/her -environment, the child must dir ct
his/her attention to salie

knowledge,
detect similarities or _

discrepancies with existi knowledge, organize them logically
and posses an adequate v cabulary and syntax to.express the
observation verbally. In ddition, there is a'-whole array of
communication competencies e.g., lack of egocentricism, taking
the listener's point of vie Whiq4 strengthen,the existing
interplay among language and cogniktive abilities.Y.

The complex relationship between cognition and communicattion
suggests that an approuxia&-appioach for-measurement would t)e
the assessment of cognitP7e and language abilitiesthat serve
as -the basis for cademic achievement, practical problem-solving
and verbal compet ncy. Such an.apprKch receives further support
from PDC staff and teachers who designated the goal's of "problem-
solving" and "general language use" as important and indicated
they were emphasized by their programs. This suggests that at
least some PDC classrooms attempt to provide an environment where
problem-solving and general language competencies Are nurtured,
and, conseque,tly, program.effects may'be observed when PDC and
non-PDC children are compared. In light of these theoreticalHand
proclram issues, a brief deSdription of the-three major cognitive
rld language areas is, ered:

General cognitive competencies. This area encompassesd7the
' child's age-related ability to attend to salient cues of stimuli;
perceive units or forms as separate from their context; synthesiO.
units into an organized form; apprehend the nature of similari-
ties and differences; categorjAe objects or events according
to their attributes; and use strategies of information procAsing
for appropriate retrieval.

Problem-solving competencies. This refers to the child's
age-related ability to apply general cognitive competencies in
order to identify the proper solution fbr aj)roblem dnd to'evaluate

- his /her own responses and products in the process.

lb. 39
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-
Verbal competenc'. This area relates to the child's age-

related abilities to verbally label objects and events apropri-
ately; describe objects and events speaking audibly and corpre-
hensibly; repeat Iftformation told to-him/her; and make requests
or give instructions.

Measurement Selection Process

The' selection process began with the review of cbanitive
and language measures utilized in other national evalations of
early childhood programs, those recommended by the Rand report,
and those suggested by the panel of High/Scope consultants. This
review process yielded a list of possible measures to undergo
further'examination for PDC relevancy. Table 3 presents the
list of measures rated according to the-15 criteria emplOyed,for
determining their suitability for use in the PDC evaluation.

The ratings in Table 3 make it evident that te sts employed
in previous, evaluations fail to meet` several of the criteria.
The primary shortcomings we that many of the tests do not span
the total age range (4 to 8 years) of the PDC population( are
irrelevant to PDC cognitive and language goals, do not fully
represent geographic or SES aspects of-the PDC population in
their standardization procedures, or have been found to be highly
correlated with general ability measures. us,-the criteria
,.employed to4select tests with the most desira e characteristics
considerably reduced the pool of ,potential mea res for the
PDC battery. -`

Given the inadequacies of many developed measures, and
Considering thd constraints on developing new meastires, a
sonable course of action is to-propose the use of carefully
selected subtests extracted from the available cognitive and
language measures. By examining a variety of subtests it it,
possible to select ones that more fully reflect the desired
characteristics of the PDC measurement battery.

BecaUse=of the dangers inherent in separating subtests from
the context.in which they were developed, several precautions
have been taken. First, the tests were examined for desirable
psychometric characteristic directing particular attention to
elementS of the individual subtests. The subtests under consid-
eration from the WPPSI and WISC, all displayed acceptable internal
consistency, or stability coefficients and concurrent or predictive
validity ,independent of the total measures (see appendix).
However, because the validity and reliability coefficients of
the MSCik subtests are neither published nor available at this
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Summary -of Measures fo

Table-4

Cognitive and Language Basic Battery

,

Subtest

r

-

Test
mgcA,

-

.

-

.

J
,

. .

. _ .-4 . .

Stimulus Materidis
Se, (Of 12 121Ocks: 6

squares, &circle*, each
shape in,three colors
and t o eizeg- .

,

, c -

,/

-

' Child's task

To perform various man-
iputations along the 3
dimensions orcolor, size
and phape according to
verbally presented,
instructibns -

,,

L
q" ,

Skills Assetsed
Classification '10-minutes
Categorization ''

Perception
Attention
UnderStanding,,
siz, color,

* -

shade

.

Administra-.

Lion Time

'.

.

Admrhistered
toopilingual
Children
Yes, with
modification

..,

7
a

Conceptual
GroUping.

410.

ii.

,Verbal?MeMory

, I.
,

. .. - ,

Verbs presentatio
sequen&of 3-and 4, w
14-word sehtences and a
one paiagrhph story'

. 0 repeatas-much of the Memoll
.

timulusPresented as Imfeimation,
.*

.

processingpossible AL processing

.20 minutes

.

,-.
. .

BlockDelign,

-1.
.

, .

1

WPPOI
,

-

,..",,ora
T -"'

14 flat blocks, solid red
on one

.

side, 6 blocks
sbildPwhiteOn,tylp other
side, 8 blocks- half red,
half white Sjliagonally) ,design

the other side .

., .
-

To construct the appro- :Problem solving
Aptikte design either frotn Attrition,
examiner's demonstration: Perception
model from model Evaluation

attured on cards Classification
within fixed tir limits'
for each design .

- `

10 minutes

.

4

Yes

(

.4 .

- ,

.

.

Block Des± n

/ . .

WISC

,.-

940hbes, 4 solid color
:

fa (blue, fellow,' red,
whailte) , two diagonally
split faces (red/white,
ellow/blue) °

-

. . .
-

,-,/, A - ...-0/-,

same 'k!is 4bove same as above
'-

. '..-

10 minutes

/
I'

Yes

ter,"\
,

Verbal Fluency
..40 .

A

. s,

-.

MSCA
*

_

Verbal- request r. me -
bery of a specific
category, , , ,

ir.
;41

-

,To,naMe as many stbordin- Cla ifiaation 4
atemembers as passible Categorization
Kithin'20-k.orid interval Memory

-

..9'

' ,Evaluation
° fierVal expression

10 minutes Yes
.

\

).
,

oppopite ,

Analogiee'

.

"I.

Verbal presentatlon of
simple apaidlgieg ,

.01,-1 .

. _ t
S./ ' ,

-- -. , s,

To proVide trhe missing Memory
word, in an analogy , Attention

. Clastification-
f

Categoriatpion-

. . Evaluation

7 minutes'

-./

.

: _

No of
,.._/
-

,

0 I o

- .
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" 'timer some uncertainty-surrounds the characteristics -Of subtests
.

apart froth the total MISCA subscales. Therefore, unliite thee, .

WPST andWISC, selection .of the MSCA subtests could not be-based
on-p4xchlometric'indicatOr.s,.but Occurred within the frameWork '

of sociia competence developed, for, thi.s.study. Further guidance

-
,

w4j prOvided by a Heed Start evalUatioh study (Rentfrow, et al.,,
49 2) which also extracted Substsfrom tffe M6CA to coMpribe .
a measgrdment battyry. The regutelts of this N.7.aluation'(N=64)i,

.

, indicated that the subtests preferred for PDC')correlated - .-

moderately (r=.57 to .70) .with the composite score. Evidence
on the MS'A factor structure is available from Katfman (1973)-,-
and Kerman and Hallenbeck (103).

'Since so.many of the,testS.initially considered were found
. . .

to favor a%specific culture,'radtal Or socioeconomic groups, a
secOnd\-Precautionary meawire was an extensive review of the
liter 1-e and discussions with bilingual /bicultur, consultants.

i These, rocedures weregoifiearlyenacted.to idenbtTyAgich of
the' preferred subtests exemplify .Cultural and, socioecoWic
"fairness". BecauSe of th4 importance and relevancy of this

- factor for .he PDC evaluation battery, this "faj:rness" element
p was weigI.ed heaVily in- making the final recommendations.

,-

Ionformat'regarding'the influence of culture,and socioeconomic
statudjon WISC/WPPSI and MSCA test performance were obtained--

'froffi various independent kmall, scale studies. ,..

m-

Kaufman and Kaufman (1973), for example,
ii,

designed and
. directed a'study'in'order to,determine differenceS in Black and .

-,White; performanc6 on the -MSCA, a critical study since only , -
,

' limited data 'were provided by the standardiszati.on study. This

on the Word-Knowledge and umber Questions- subtests, older
study indicated performaIN differenceg, favoring the White chi.

-children (-- to 8-1/2 years). Since these subtests appeared to
highly dependent on'iearned concepts di academicattainment for

I .

ti

older Levels, Was debided to exclude any subtest that
4 appeared to these elements.

MSrA-subtests. he McCarthy scalds (McCarthy, 19772) were
developed to assess.adtarietYsof cognitive-and motor behaviors
of children from 2-1/2 through 8-1/2 years of age.- The content
of the

' as for
asks was designed to be Sultable fox both sexes. -as well
ildren from a variety of ethnic, iegion,al, and Socio-

econom c groups. The materials and questions are administered'
.individually -in a gamelike manner. .A11 subtests are easily and
_quickly administered-to avoid taxing the young child's attention
span.' Taking accountmf these considerations a d those-discussed

1
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earlier, the following MSCA subtests are recommended for the basic
battery of cognitive and language measures:

Verbal Memory
Conceptual Grouping
Opposite Analogies
Verbal Fluency *

Each bf these'subtests is described in Table 4, with iformation
on the stimulus materials used,,a brief description of the child's
task, the skills assessed, administration time and appropriateness
for bilingual.children. ,

Block Design. The WPPSi and.WISCscales (Wechsler, Y949
and'1967) represent a downward-extension,of the Wechsler Adult
,Intelligence Scales. Since the WPPSI is appropriate for ages 4
to 6 and the WISC is appropriate from age 5 thro*,adolescence,
subtestA from both can be used to accommodate the a4e range of
TDC. -The WPPSI and WISC, typically used in clinical evaluatigns
to calculate IQ, consist of 11 individually administered sub='
teststo assess verbal and cognitive perforinance. The materials

:were designed to appear intrinsically interesting to the child'
and have been used,widely across socioeconomic, ethnic and regional
groups.'

Considerable research has beenccondUcted on the WISC'ande'

.

a .

WPPSI (e.g., Littell, 19601,Woo-Sam and Zimmerman, 1973;
.

*.

ZiMperman and Woo-Sam, 1972), but "there is little information on
01 Block Design subtest as apart from the scale score. The
Block-Design subtest does appear to be hicaply_correlated.with
full-scale IQ, but somewhat more highly 1V1ated to performance
IQ. than to verbal IQ. Tlie fact that it is easily administered,
brief., nonverbal and highly reliable suggest4,its suitabili y for'
inclusion in a battery that, is attempting to assesa:a wid range
of competencies. , .

. ,
.

. 1

.

1 As a stable measure o'cognitive problem- solving at all age
levels, the Block Design subtest can serve as a useful covari;te
and as an entry-16Vel,measure of PDC-comparison group differences.

Summary of Recommended Measures for the Basic, Battery
. 00, Ill

A The subtests recommended are grouPed according'to three
general dimensions of competende:

General Cognitive Competence'..-

Conceptual Grouping (MSC,)
Verbal Memory (MSCA)

45
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3.

4

.
,

Problem-Solving-Competence

_ Block Design (WPPSI, WISC)

Language Competence.

Verbal Fluency (MSCA)
Opposite Analogiei (MSCA) *

J :

,

to,

_

4

,

44t4

46

a

aro

1



-

Meas u'res of Impact on Parents and Teachers

Head Start phildSophy has always recognized the significant
roles parents and teachers play in affecting children's social',:
competence: Various Head Start and Follow Through modelS have
actively.'encouraged parents' participation in school decission-
making. Numerous efforts by Head Start Planned Variation and
Follow Thfough sponsors have been undertAken to help teachet9-1,
increase 'their awareness of the particular needs of the lower, '
socioeconomic, bilingual, and handicapped child and, family.
OCU tiassdesigned goal's. for PDC which are consistentiwith,those
of,ptevious Head Start and Follow.Through projects, em,"asizing.
S'6int parent and teacher participation in defining educational
goals and making educational decisions. t These dedisiOns will
be primarily concerned with the key PDC requirement that the
Head Start and elementary school teachers develop a coherent
and continuous curriculum based.on the deyelopmentai needs (4
children from Head Start through the third grade. The purpose
'of the evaluation will, be to_assess the impact. of PDC on parents,
staff and teachers in terms of attitude and behavior change, -

as well as subsequent changes in the school environment.'

Defining Program Goals for Parents and Teachers-

The PDC Guidelines deal with parent involvement as arpjoi
component of the program and also specify some issues in the area
of staff,developent. An. examination-of these Guidelines and
discussiongiwith'loOal And national PDC staff led to a definition'
of outcoiWts in the following areas:

.Parent outcomes: 0

Participates in school and classroom activities. 'he
parent perceives his/her role in school.activitiek,and
'Processes as providing the ne-cessary'bridge petWben home
and school. This perception is translated into an active
involvement as acclassroom volunteer, room helper, lunch
room supervisor, vblunteer tutor orother voluntaty school
roles.

Demenstr,ates understanding of a child's developmenta l
,educational process. rhe parent recognizes the acqui-
sition of knowledge regarding his/her child's socioemotional,
cognitive, psychomotor and academic growth as enhancing
his/her role as "facilitator of developMent." This
recognition may be evident in the types-of experiences and
materials available in the home' or a possession of rea1adst4.c
'expectations and aspirations for their child's academic
actri-oveinent

- 4
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t

Provi'es input into school decision-making and problem-.
solving' activities, The parent, perceives his/her role in
school decision-making and problem-solving activities,as
essential for reflectirigcommunity and family needs. This
perception translates into observable.input into group
decisfOn-makihg. or problem-solving processes during schodl
meetings.

. -.

.Increases pers nal development thro h;partic ation as-
a decision-mak' and problem-solver. e pare t is aware
that,effectiveness'in-group processes is.base on his/her

.

acquired,abiaities as a, competent decision- ker or problem-
solver. In recognition of'this contingency,.the parent
takes furl-advantage of training sessions or other group.
meetings for the enhancement of these qualities. . .

Teachet outcomes:

Provides--Instrpction matching the child's developmental
learning level.. The- teacher-perceives,the adoption of a -
developmental learning perspectiv0 as essential'for pro- -, .

Toting socioemotional, cognitive, .psychomotor and academic
growth. This away tress is operationalized through indi-
vidualization of instruction.to match the child's learning
level. The teacher demonstrates cOmpetenciegdin assessing
this learn' evel and maintaining current profiles of each,'
child' arning abilities. .

/
-e Creates a classroom environment conducive to the deve4.Qp-

ment or social competency. The teacherperceives atten-
dance at child development inservite training sessions
or discussions as essential td learning how to create
an appropriate climate for nurturing social competency.
The teacher_then takes tangible steps to create such a
climate by adopting a'warm, child-directed interaction
Style, providing a balanCgsbetween Child-initiated and
teacher-initiated activities, Utilizing materials appro-'
priate for given developmental levels, encouraging curi-
osity and discovery behaviors, and helping the child to
obtain skill.necessary.for social- problem- solving corn-

petencies.
,

Acquires knQwledge of'resources. available to meet needs
of PDC children and .families, '/he teacher is aware that
to provide the bestosuppor.t services for okildrenand fat-
ilies, there must Se a knowledge -of avaiIaLfte community
and school district services as well as an awareness of
possible roles parents might play As assisting agents. .

This awareness is reflected through active participation
in support services training sessions where such ri.nformation
-nay be obtained and discussed. In addition; the teacher
acquires skill* for interacting with Akil instructing
exceptional ipildfen-io the clasSroom.--V ,

a
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Provides, activities for Bilingual/bicultural children.
The teacher perceives an active participatory role in

tbilingual/bicultural inservice training sessions as in-
creasing his/her awareness of the needs of bilingual/
bicultural children and families. This perception is
manifested in.utilization'of multi-cultural materials, .

relevant learning experiences and assisting the bilingual/
bicultural child's adjustment intO the mainstream of the

. classroom and school.
a

Staff-as-a-croup ouXcomes:--

Staff members interact with members of differing grade
1.evels. The teachers'as a group share a common recognition
that adequate communication, knowledge concerning the devel-
bpmental nature of a child's learning experience,'aild a
shared phildsophy can only be obtained through interaction
with eachother. tTeachers interact across grade levels .
through discussions, observations in various cliasrooms,

'or-trading teaching assignments.

.SIPff members jointly plan and develop educational and
_

,program goals for children, parents and themselves. The
`teachers as a group perceive CoOperative planning efforts
as necessary for achieving continuity in an educa.tiolnal
and support services-orientid program. This perception

- results in attendance and participation in staff meetings
designated for curriculum materials selection or articu-
lation of program goals. -

Staff members commonlx, gain competencies in group problem-
solving and decision-making techniques. The teachers,
as A group possess a shared awareness regarding the necessity
for a prodlictive group process of acquiring effective group,,
problem-sblving and- `decision- making awareness
'is demonstrated by attendance at inservice training session
or small problem-Solving discussions Where such skills4
may be fostered and matured.

Institutional Change outcomes:

Consistent staff, school and parent interaction. Teachers
and parents commonly perceive that a shared PDC philosophy.

Can only be implemented through consistent interaction
with one another. This perception becomes manifest during
parent- or teacher-initiated conferences for. cooperatively

. discussing ,a Wien child's status'in the classroom and
home, !'ointsattendance at relevant training sessions, and
joint particiPatidn'in school or PDC meetings and activlitis.

49
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United effort b teachers and arents in desi nin and

develokung educational goals. Teachers and parents-alike
recognize that a PDC program which reflects the neeaN-of,
children arrd the Community, the child's developmental level,
continuous educational experiences, and enhancemenilbf

cial competency.can only be achieved through united
pling attempts. This recognition is operationalized
with teachers and parents attending.and,actively partici-
pating in planning-oriented committee meetings or gbal-
setting sessions.

Integration of Head-Start and elementary School philosophies
and services. Staff and pirents perceive the integration10
of-Head Start and elementary'schooI,philosophies and.ser-
vices as necessary-fot promoting developmentally continuous
educational and support services programs. This perception
results in a shared .PDC philosophy, the 'adoption of'a.con-
tinuous educational approach, continuous provision of ser-
vices for children and families, as well as consistent
parent involvement, continuing group planning efforts and
adequate commication across grade levels and with parents.
BOth staff and parents possess clearer goals for themselves
as individuals, and, as a group working$ cooperatively to
achieve a developmeptally continuous program. AChieving'
these goals is equally viewed as rewarding and latisfying
by parents and staff. F

It should be clearly recognized that many of these goals
.represent a radical.departure'from long - established school practice.,
To include parents in the process of educational decision7making
is an innovative procedure. PDC is emphasizing the sensitization ,

of teachers to the special needs of the lower socioeconomic,
bilingual, and handicapped child, a proceSs which reeluires in many,
cases the.deVelopment of innovative curricula and new classroom
procedures. Another break with established tradition is the re-
quirement that Head Start and elementary school' teachers jointly
plan a-coherent curriculum. To document the progress which, the
schools make in implementing these chaNjes is, an important goal
of the- evaluation.. -

In the padt teacher and staff support,, or the lack thereof,
for innovative educational programs 'originating from the,government
has received insufficient attention from evaluators, despite its
critical,' importance to the success of these programs. This evaluation
is attempting to remedy this defect by the inclusion of measures
which will address institutional change in terms of adjustments
in parent, teacher-, and staff attitudes and interactions.
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Selecting Measures for Assessing Impact

A few studies haVe demonstrated the importance of assessing
both attitudes and behavior, although the relationships among
them are far from strighforward. Stanford ResearcInstitute's
(1971) Head Start study found that a teacher's perception or
attitude toward hil6/1.1r program or sponsor was high 14 related
to child gains on thp Wide Range Achievement Test.' Coughlan
and Cooke (1974) found that in schools where sixth grade .children
obtained higher reading scores, teachers had more favOIlble
'attitudes toward relationships among, teachers anth toward community
relations, and had higher levels of job'satisfaction.- Other --
studies (Klein, 1.913; Prescott and'Jones, 1972) have found similar
attitude-outcome relationships. Findings such as these suggest
that an evaluation of teacher outcomes, should also include
measures ,of attitudes which may accompany spe'cific behavior '-
change.

Parent attitudes toward school and teachers may also be'
important indicators of program functioning, but there ha§ been-
,less research on these relationships. Zn their znalysis of
Follow Through data,.Ibt Associates (Cline, 1974) investigated
the relationship between parents' views of school 'receptivity"
and their degree of interaction. with teachers or partiCipation
.in school meetings. Their analysis found no relationshipamong
these variables..

Social psychologists have been studying organizational'
development for a number of years (Fountain-, 1975; ,Schmuck`and
Miler', 1971; Schmuck,-Runkel, Saturen, Martell, and Der''k, 1972).
Since many of the early findings were disappointing (Nadler, *'
et al., 1974), recent efforts have been directed toward improving
apprdaches for assessing organizational changq, 'For'example,
staff of the Survey Research Center of the University of,Michigan
have been developing models for measuring change in organizations
(Robert Cooke and Philip Mirvis,'personal communication, -1975).
Their Work provides a foundation for developing'a comprehensive
asSessmen rocedure for PDC.

loping th -s- procedures, several principles have been
'-"suggest guide t asurement and analysisfrocess. First,
the mea ent pioc must be multi-level and'multivariate; a
wide range of vari es dealing with individuals, groups 4nd the
new entity link ead Start and elementaty'school need to be
assysed. Seco d, multiple methods should be employed; the evalu-
ation should include techniques for gathering datawhich use a
variety of methbds (observations, archival records; and unob-

, trusive' measures) in addition to self-report instruments (ques-
',tionnaires, inventories, and structured interviews), Third, it
was dedided to use a standard set of measures across all sites.
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The multi7method appAoach adopted in this evaluation is
expected to gelierater data allowing statements which will go
beyond simple, descriptions of outcomes and_include reasons for
the outcomes. This requires an analysis of the 'relationshipS
among a variety of variables: program inputs, perGeetions,
attitudes; and behavior. Figure 7 presents one "model" for
conceptualizing the inteipiay of factors important in the change
pr.ocess. As the reasons for program effects are understood .

more fully, the evaluqtion will be able to provide more useful
information for proqram lannerS and derision-makers to guide

J the_development-of future. programs.

In addition to facilitating the understanding of these re-
la.tionsliips,.the assessment of a variety of outcomes pyovides
stronger evidence of program effectiveness. According to some of
the research. in organizational change, changes in attitudeS,and
feelings of ihdividuals ard'indicative of a more-durable program'
effect. One might argue that behavioral changes alone (eig.,
parent involvement in the classroom) may be shortlived if the
parent's feelingS about the progra are not affected. On the other
hand, a change in attitude arents say thex 14e the pro-
graWmight be less valued if it i -not accompanied byoutward.

,manifestations of the improved attitude.

Summary of Measurement Procedures

The expected outcomes in terms of the behavior of parents,
teachers, and.staff are listed in Figure 8; Figure 9 listsout-
comes-in terms of attitudes and perceptions. Beside each outcokte
is a list of data collection methods that will be.employed.
case studies are already dealing with some of these outcomes through
the use of structliied interviews,(one of the self-report methods)
and the examinatiA, of archival.records such as minutes,of com-
mittee meetings. The primary purpose in this section of the report
`is to recommend additional self-report measures that will sppplement
the other procedures ana which focus on the attitudes'and per-
ceptions of prograM participants,. Among those.instruments -that
have been examined, three have been found which contain items or
scales appropriate for fssessing the impact of PDC:

.Michigan Assessment of Organizations-(Nadier, et 1974)..
During the past two years this instrument has been developed
for third party.. assessment of change in organizations. It
has been' used in a variety of industrial, service and edu-'
cational settings. The MAO offers spool of questionnaire
scales and items_for measuring individual role perceptions,
goal clarity and feedback, climate, group proses e and .4
effectiveness, and individual differences.

2
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Figure 8,

Types of Assessment Procedures for Measuring Impact on Parents,

Teachers, Staff, and Institutional Change

. ,
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Instruments for *ssessing Perceptions and Attitude
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4*

NO
INSTRUMENT

T
.

' Parents

Perception of program Interview
Attitude stionnaire

4.0

GJ

Percertion of school Attitude Questionnaire N./...

Perception of reward contingencies related to Attitude Questionnaire
behaviorSiutcomes

. I

Staff and Teadhers

PerceptionX of school,. staf , teacher and,

pares ,

Warception proqi-am. =Attitude Questionnaire
,s Interview i

*,

Attitilde Questionnaire
$

,

Perception of reward contingencies related to Attitude Quesfonaire.
behavioral outcomes #

-

A

,

.4

55

rs

c

,

I

4N

)4.

f

T

a



1

J

4

. 74.

,

- 1 .--,

iv . .

The. School Survey (Coughlan, I966S: Tht Survey, used.irh
more than 100felomentary and secondary schools, consists
of.4120 statements (to whiCh-the respondent agrees o d
agrees)-representing 14 factors repted to morale,
vation, and'educational eff'ecti'veness. The scales w e

found to discriminSte between high and loW performance
,.schools' and to have good reliabi'l.ity (Coughlan and CoolOce,

1974)... Scales and items most relevant to, PDC include .)
Administrative practices, professional and non-prdessional'
W6rkload,. educational eff?ctiveness, school-communiV
relations, .coneague relations, voice in eductional
pro5xpit, and sdp6rvisory relations. \

.

o, é. EducationalviTorces.Inventor (Rayder and4tody, 1975a,
. b) This inventory allows the' evaluator toPnchart" the

/ v. 'ous forces in the teacher's' social- psychologic 1 field.

..Th -teacher or other staff person is asked to ra.te e

de ree of infltience 13 forces-exe.rein the ol'assrooltrprocess
d-tne degree to which this. influence is neutive or

pdsitive. It haskbeen,used in a Follow Throdigh evaluation

.4 and possesses' good validity (correkted with a measure of 's

teacher-morale) and internal consistency. If expanded
for coordinators' and administrators: use, this inventory
could assess teperceptions of influences from several
perspectives.

Sets of items or iadtors will be selected t.rom these in-,
so-ulMenfs to develop a PDC Teacher Si.irveY.- A Parent $u,vey
will alio be constructed to assess outcomes for parents'.

,Z.
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'Bilinlual/Bicultural Measures
e

'4
One ,of the cornerstones, of Project Developmental Continuity

is the recognition of individual'differences, idot only-in relation
to children, but alsO, ona broader level, in relation to sites.
All,of the sites have unique characteristics,-but four sites are
distiriished by the designation, "Bilingual/Bicultural Demorto-
,stration-Site." This means -that -these--sites --re-expect_ed to -
provide a bilingual/bicultural educational'approach, which is
degcribed in'the PDC Guidelines as using the child's native
language Cor instructional purposes to "reinforce the child's

. positive self-concept by walidating his culture."
.,.. .; .

The four "-bilingual /bicultural demonstratibn sites have a,
subsk.fintiai,number of bilingual Childrenthose whose '.'use
and comprehension.of the English language are limited, and

who speak a lariguagi other'than English at home" (0CD, Guide-
lihes, 1974). the pour sites vary in degree of bilingualism '
from 9% Spanish-speaking children In one Head Start center
in Cnatoradoto 100% Navajo-speaking-children inArizona.
(sellbral ether. sites, not designacedlas demdnstration pOgraMs,, ,

also have a sizeable peccentaf4e of bilingual' children.
1.4 ..

.., WhiseMphasis.on the recognition of the uniqueness of bilin-,
gual children is'impoptant:because of the grow rug awareness of
the essential link between aA-child's language nd his/her
identity, and 8ecause,ofthe negative outcomes-associated-with'
denigsating an i.9'Cegral part of a child's self- concept (United '

States CoMmission on Civil Rights, 1975).. As Arturo Gutierrez
states, "'If'a child is dominant in Spa5ish, the use (or lack .of
use) of that language for instruc'tidli, the teacher's attitude

, toOard the use of-the'languagd, Uhe,teacher's acaeptance Eir
reject tion of the lapguage,-values, otal cultural make-up of '

the child, cc*ild hare serious.negative effectson the child's
pers4pality--his seif-concept", confidence, his PeOeptions., etc,"

. (Raizen and Bbbrow; I974b). The PDC Guidelines reflect this
concern dEd insist that "the Oogram must enrich and :expand upon'

.
the strengthg..,Lhat the e-chilldren bring:to,a new learning situ
Atio9 and not follow a compensatory-deficit model...'The native

-

II: language anckcuire of the children will be regarded as an. ..

asSet...."
il

.1

This recognition of the' value of 2ndivj,dualdifferences
affirms a relatively recent general interest in presetiiing cul-
tural uniqueness.; and refleaSssacial scient.s,t historians',

4 f
p

J.
"
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and educators' turning away from the tradi;tkonal esteei kin which
most had.hcild the "melt-ing pof.".heory in favor of p"ri'zing-.dul-

,tUraT heterogeneity (Highap, 1975;' Acker, 1975)-. It is not
'enougn,,however; to affirm cult4ral,uniquene.ss if the%variety'
,that exists within the cultpres is-not recognized. A major
theme running- throughout tike reaction papEiss of Rand.' s, Spanish-
surnamed" panelists is the. danger of-assuming that 'there is Such

/ a .th.i.bg as a olithic Hispahid culture (Raizen and'Bobrow,
.1974b). In fejt there exist: significant 1Xariations--regional,
rural/urb'ari, SES-,' historical, linguistic, and countnr-of7origi6
:variations--,all but the latter of Which are relevant to the
'thre'e Spanish biIingualiblbulturai sites. Th4:-Call-forniaVDC
site is.an agriculturally based town \with most Mexican2American,O

"Children being second and third generation; the-texas site is a.:
small border .town with many first-generation, monolingilal Spanish
children; and -the Colorado site isfan'industrial'city with pre-
dominantly thonolkngual (English-speaking' Mexican - American families -;
.who have resided, there for many generations. .,The fourth bilingual/
-bicultyral,site, in Arizona, iS a low population-density, rural
area where most,4ead-Skart children aremonolingual in Navajo.
Obviously these indiVidual BL/BC demonstration s4es have unique
characteristics,w1lich place -special constraints on test selection
and interpretation.

The Otherfundamentel tenet of th is project is the reduction
of diScontinuity in .the child's experience nbt-ohly between Head'
Start and the elementary' schools, but also between home 'and *

school, - nd, in the case vf bilingual children, Lhis reqdires
bilingual edUcatiOn.

i"Bilingual/bicultural

education -is designed
to help the make the transition from home rtb school more

by ruing the differentesbetween-the-languaye and
culture of the home and that of the school" (UnitedvStates
Commission on Civil Rights, 1975).

.. . \

Defining, Bilingual/Bicultural:Measurement Areas
.

All of the'prciIems encountered -in selecting appiolpriate
measures for Englishspeaking preschool children were exacerbated

. in the attempt, to find- measures appropriate or Sunish-speaking,
mixed-lanvage or "Spanglish"Tspeaking children, and Navajo-
speaking 'Children. As part of the PDC measurement design, the
BL/ BC sites were to receive bilingual adaptations of the batiC
battery for all sites as well.as site-specific.bilingual measures.

9

In appreciation, of the fact that testing .bilingual/bicultUtai"
children presented an complex issues, seVeral sources were
consulted. First, wry serious consideration was given to the
reaction papers of the-Spanish-surnamed panelists of the Rand,7-

*
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Cbrporation to' its report on evaluatinglsOcial competence (1974b) .

fiSecond, the United States Civil Rights Commission report,,
A.Better 'Chance toiLearn; Bilinguwl-Bivatural Eduction 0.9751
was examined, and finally, recognized'eitaerts inthe'field'of .

bilingual research were consulted. A stimmary.Of thce main issues'
VIAch 'these sources delineatedjana which were releyant. to PDC,
is presented because they form the basis'for modifying,
administerth nd interpreting any ins,trumehts to. :be used with
bilingual anbg r Hispanic children. I -I"

"16
,

One' of thqomo'st important con- siderations which stands oat'
--when-an evaluation of,bilingual/bicUltural 'children', is conducted
'is the Aeceesity for specifying the social, domains fdr patterns
Of languae use.' This `point was emphavited by-Lu4,Laosain a
paper describing some varying patterns of l.anguage-uSe.indiffer4
erg social domains among-ilifferent Hispanic groups% ,--"Social
domain" ii defined as ''major spheres of activity-in a ctlture,

. such as famiIyieducation,. tecreation" (Laosa, 1975). Again
the inaccuracy Of the assumption that a monolithic culture exists
was madelhic:lear. ,

114L point was also made by,Slobtn,- who stressed the ,need for
-. 1,,

linguists to ascertain the relatioii.between-social milieu and
'the develoznpnt'of!ranguage cOmpeterice, beause-the effect of theme
fainily on language socialization practices was dlelarly signifi-
cant but-Pad-hithetto_.4een neglected (1967). He admitted that.,
linguists knew very littlea176urb.citi4.d..ren's competence in the
use of langiage., hota they learned, where to speak: gne. when to. remain
iiTent, with whom to*ise ,slang and with whom not to, and when
to:shift in 1._ multilintual-tommunity.

. - 444

Laosa'S retearchladdresaed.thig issue of the social-contakt-
k Mother-tongue 0(aintenance,'In'whiph a stable pilingualism'

, \p tsists, versus the context of,14nguage shift,.in which'the
se arate domains of langUages vanish, and the sPeakeruses both

. Ivanguages,W.thin one sentence. He found that- tiler were signifi-
cant, subcultdral variations in language patterngTin different
social i

social dOmains between PuertO Ritant-ii the Bionk', Cubans' 'n _,...

Miami,. and.Mexican-Americans'inptUstini TexasY VorexampLe,"1,
Mexicar-Amefican children in Austin were expase to significanely.,r.

within .'.inore Emglish,and "kpanglish" (lanutriage mixing within the same
sentence) in...the-hOme and spoliEfN more English in spontaneous
peer interactions ih school than either the' Cuban American or
Puerto Rican children. In a border town like the Txas site', haWever', g

\ ' the'pa-i
e

tern of. language use of Mexican-Atnericant might be quite
. ,

eifferent because of contigtity with Mexico.' It is concluded,1-
therefore, that data pn the family and Social ecology fnust'be . .
collectedand utilized in any evaluation of bilingual /bicultural-.
children .

if'
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The,specificatiOt of language Usage in the social- domain i s

important aloe, because the& is .evidence that a-well-developed .

.1 language systeM appropiate for each domain may ex.ist,(Cruz, in

Raizen and.Bobroy, 1974b), and th'erefore,many tests in; Spanish

, are inappropriate. for the Hispanic child if the-childts,formal
' education has taken placeift English (Carrow, in Raizen, and

'Bobrow- or has.been normed on'Cubgn or 'Puerto_ Rieran

childn*

(ruz;'in Raizen and Bobrow, 1974b). J.Aopa also-made' _

the dtRtinction between language demi:hence and lahguage use. -'

g' child may actually use Spwish,more,-especially inthe non-school
domW,, but be "dominant" (i.e., more literate) h

_.

To address .this issud of speciTyingllanggage dominance and
. social domain Gutierrez recommendea,the folloAng (Raizen and

Bobrow, 1:9_74b):
4

Determine the. language and cultural dominance initially
of all children-in the child'A classroom -- Bernal
recdmmended'using language minance as a-covaniate
(Raizen and Bobrow, 1974b);'

Determine the length of ,time that one or both languages
are used during the day (and, presUmab y, in' which contexts);

Determine the teacher's emphasis, eit r on Sparlish or ,

English langiage development, social-emotional development,
or other ar.els;- - 1 i

-40h. -
.

.

.

Determine .what "kind Of structured language program, if
any,

,
has been implemented.

.

Another major concern of some of Rand's Spanish-surnamed
panelists related to tlhe specific language program implemented in
the classroom; -Gonzalez took the pos,ition.that the maintenance
of the child's first language, assuming teat it was Spanish, was

primary importance Mr the social Competence-of Spanish -speaking
ch.ldren in the b#rrio. A maintenance approach is alko con- .

sistent.with the re irementsthat,bilingual/bicultural pr(Arams
reduce the discohti cityity between home and school'and,encourage
the.child's pcisitiV: self-concept. It might.eigo be expected to
maintain the child's respect for hisparents.
'

-.

.,". . /
%The problem of determining just what constitutes a postive

self-copcept,in each' cultural communit,y'was.raiAed.by'Cruz. Thig

is a concern of de consequence to PDC and is expected SA be ",
addressed through tt use of .indigenous examiners who will also"be-
asked to serve as c
This'broader use of 'he ipdigehousiraminers wal, stggest&I by
Luis Laosa who recommended the following: 4,

_

n many aspect's of'the testing.
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a.

Indigenous examiners should examine the instructions and
items on each of the instruments in order to substitute
phrases reflecting the regional'dialectwhere "standard"
Spanish might be inapptooriate..

.

Regional modifications should 'be standardized within
each area in advance for us on both pre- and post-tests.

Obec s o toys familiar to childnendin that locale should
be bst.tuted for those that are unfamiliar.,

indigenous examiners should be used to interpret the,
scores, to place. them in the specific.cultural.context.

. _ _ .. . Am.
. Indigen.ous examiners shouldprovide information as f& the

..
-local patternspatterns according to social domain.

. ..

iii...,,, 4-
.The'issueeTakged by the Spanish-suirnamed panelists to'the

. Rand Corporation, by -the Civil Rights Commission, and by Ur. Laosa
, - formed the basis for the evaluation both of the national battery

and of site-,specific instruments.. The search for site-speCific L

meaouteS was made difficult by the factthat-only experimental
versiops_of tests,exiat in' Navajo, and the fact'that very few
Spanih-language tests exist fo,r preschool children.

, 41 ,
, .

, -
'The Head start Collection'report,on tests for SpanisIllospeaking

-children ()Rosen, 1971) yielded only two tests in -Spani-sh for -.

preschool children, hOther of which was cons;.dere'd appiNpriate
for PDC &gal* onq, becapse 'it required two days of testing and

. "was pnly..in,'e,xperimbntal tom (Inter-American Series -- Manuel, 1966_).,
, tbre other., becaUSe it was priMarily a cognitive' battery .(Walker
- Readiness Tes4 for Disadvantaged Pregchool Children -- Walker; no

date). The Thorpe Develo,pmental Inventory_.(Thorpe, 1972), a '

'deyelopmental'screening-procedure, was also examined, but-the
t McCarthy Scales of 'Children's Abilities hail several advantages ,

..compared/wit.h"the4Thorpe en though the Thorpe ha been used with
SpapisVspeaking childre ih California.'' The Van'Alstyne Picture
Vocabulary est reviewe by Cruz (Raizen and Bobrow, 1974b),
appeared to be "reliabl and valid forthe measurement of mental
ability of c4lturally sadvantaged IlexiCan-American 6-year-olds-,"

/"."...but the emphasis of.P n jai competence and not .simply on.
cbgnitive.ability 1 the decision not'ta.'recommend that instrui-
meht, even if it ,we p opriate fbr 4-year-olds (.see ratings in

, Table .

)

Recommended Measures II' , _, ,

-One instrument appeared tC 4e relevant to the panelists'
recommendatiop to ,measure la'nguage'dominance .(the Bilingual Syntax -

. Measure .Burt, Dulay, Fidi Hernandez,'1.7%), the BSM is designed

! 041
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to measure children.'s oral pr'oficiency in English-and /or Spanish
grammatical structures-by using natural speech as a basis for
making judgments. It encourages children40o express their =

thoughts and opinions freely, and is designed primarily for chil-
dren'who are between the ages of =rand 9.' To'elicit natural
speech,. simple questions'Are used with cartoon -type pictures to
provide the framework fora conversation with the child. An
analysis of the child's speech in answering these questions
yields a numerical indicator and a..qualitative description of
the child's structural language proficiency. =

It is recommendd that both Spanish and Eng1I-Sh forms of the
Bilingual Syntax Measure be administored to all children in the
bilingual/bicultural Sites, giyiag one form first to half of the
children, and t!e other form first to the other half of the
children, to obtain a measure of language dominance. It can also
be used to measure the degree of maintenance or loss of certain
basic Spanish grammatical structures in children'who acquired
Spanish as a first language.

Bilingual/bicultura,1 education shbuld also have a direct
impact on classroom-interactions experienced j9y teacherSand
children. Luis Laosa (personal communication, 1975) suggested
that several categories could be added to the classroom obser-
vation system. The, following dimensions will be developed into
observational categories or-ratings:

" Teacher's use of her aide, i.e., the role of bilingual aides;

Relative frequency with 'whidh the two languages are
actually used-in the classrodm and which language -is

-spoken during different social interactions;

Type of bilingual education model being used

Kinds of behaviors teachers reward and relative amount
of teacher attention-given toSpanish- and English-
speaking children.

Adapting=the Basic Battery for Bi.lingual/Bicultural Sites

All of the instruments recommended for the basic battery are
currently being translated or adapted into'Spanish. A indicated
above, each of the-measures'oin the.basid battery will be carefulky
examined by the indigenous examiners to, determine if the Spanish
translations of the instructions are clear and if the items are
appropriate to their region.

63
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The observation instrument will include items on-languaget
pattern usage at school, and specific teacher-child interactions
and teacher-aide interactions pertinent to language usage will
be included. Again, the indigdhous examiners*are expected tope
utilized in the interpretation of scores in thdlight of specific
cultural expectations.

A
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Measures for Site-S'pecific, Batteries

The original design for the PDC-evaluation recognized the
fact that there would likely be many differences among programs
implemented in 15 sites across the country. To'allow for differ-
ences in site characteristics and in goals and objectives of

y°
individual programs, the,ev uation design specified that, in
addition to a basic batter to assess impact across all sites,
site - specific batteries be employed to assess impact within pro-
grams. This section of the report presentS the recommendations
.for measures to be used in sitespecific batteries after ...
reviewing the various issues that were taken into .consideration,
in developing these recommendations'.

Issues in the Development of Site-Specific Batteries
4

-r ,There are several issues related to the use of site-specific
'batteries in the evaluation of a national demonstration projpct.
These are briefly discussed before presenting the recommendations
for the batteries.

. . - /

First, the nature of the basic experimental design and the
analyses that accompany that design is involved.. If bstantial
differences among sites existin the outcome measures,"77the covar-
iates, or-in the correlations between covariates and outcome
measures, then generalizations about the "national" prograill may
be unwarranted. lhen this is the case, there is the option of
treating the study as multiple site-specific studies or.limi,ting
the analySeS to within-site Analyses. This, of.course,.doONnot.
regUire different sets of measures for each site, but to the
extent that site differences demand site-specific analyses, the
study would be further strengthened by having'measures that'are
partic arly suited to the individual sites._

Built into the-plan for thePDC evaluation is the pilot
year of.testing (1975- 6). GiVem this flegibilitY it may be

i
possible to cdnsider u ing some site- specific Measures not ogly
,to determine whether t ey dre'adequate for that particular site,

, hut also to see whether they would be suitable-measures,for use
ina numbet of sites or for'incliksion in the basic battery used
across all 'sites. This is not a sufficient justification for,--
expendi4pg resources to develop site-specific measures, but is a
use tha't should he kept in mind when side- specific measures 'are. /

being, recommencled.
. .,

I. NatidnaI policIrssues also seem related to the use of\sitp-
specific batteries. -On the national level therCptesumably are =,

o
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concerns about the feasibility of a program with the features of,

bevelopmenta1 Continuity. One concern might be whether the same

(or essentially the same)' prograth can be successfully implepented
across Uhe country regardless of local conditions or whether the

program must be carefully tailored to individual sites' needs in

. order to be successful. Local successes may., very well be obscured
if the evaluation is limited to a national battery designed for the
p, avera9e" site but fess sCited 'to any particular site.

,

'Program Goals
,

i :.-,,
.

;

1f sic rationale for -including in the evaluation measures .

that arc unique to some sites is- to enable the assessment of goals
that are unique to those sites. The program responses to the' ,

goals gustionnaire4 which have been discussed in-connection_with
the basiA'battery, have provided some informatiOn about the,'

uniqueness of loil goals. The information is somewhat difficult -.

to interpret, however. .0f the_25 gbals for child competence * .

and fan patents and staff, there were very few on which a majority
of the sites agreed. This is in part due to the questionnaire's
response, format which asked, programs to indicate the five goals for .

. , children and the five" for parents arid, staff donsidere7nlost
important" fo'r their program.4 But pince the0Agoal,s listed on the
questionihire were selected becausdrthey seemed to relate to..PDC

goals or to export opinion xegard'ing desirable program outcomes,
ever*the ones not selected as "most important" might be expected
to be.valued,by the programs. Thus,'in developing the basic
battery to--,4)e used across all sites, unanimity was not required -,`-
when judging a goal as relevant for the national battery!(see ,

t Figures 4 and 5). ,When'responses to-the-goals-Guestionnaire.
-were examined with the site-specific battery in mind, there,wore 9
only a few goals that were found to be uniguelykheld by'asmall
,number of sites. The following child goals, for example, were
identified as "most impOrtant",dby Ohly one or two programs

(of the 11 responding }; ,. -

. , _, _,

Gross motor skills
Perceptual skills

0 Perceptual motor skills t ,.

di

Auditory skills
Flexibility in the 'applicaiion of informatipn proce ssing..
strategies , . .

. ,

School readiness . 4-
. A -

Aural 'comprehension; \.

'e Productive 'llariquage.) competence .

r

rt.

Half of-these are'in the psycho tOr Brea and half'in'the cognitive
and language domain. The otor goals,,except-for auditory -/

skills, are being assessed as part of the basiabattery because
of ,the desire to have a battery edit Ofts.reipons,ive'to the total--
ranqb of social competence. Of thefour cognitive and languagev b.

.
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goalS, aural comprehension is related to the verbal memory task
recommended as part of the'basic battery (see Table 4).- Thus, on
the basig of responses to the goals _questionnaire, there are three
areas identified by individual programs as being important that.,
would be candidates for'assessMent ith site-specific measures:

Flexibility in the application of inforMAion,
11.111:processing strategies.

School readiness
4..ar

p Productive language competence

The selection of measures related to these goal's will'be'discussed
below.

There, were also several goals for parents and staff that
were uniquely.-held by a few-Firograms":. However,. all' these goal's
Are considered important in terms of national PDCeguidelines, so_
it is recommended that they he assessed across all sites'even if
not considerellpar.ticu/4rly iMpollant by the local program (see
Figure 3).

.;.

Reduced Importance of Site- Specific Batteries

Five factors have served to diminish the importanceorhaving
a complex setebf site - specific measures. First, it has been
feasible to recommend,a fairly comprehensive basic battery4that
appeatsto address the concerns 4f a sizeable proliort,i.on,of t
sites- Second, the infom'ation,on site-specific goals obtaine
from the goals questionnaire suggests that ere are relatively
few goals that are unique to one or two prog ms. Third, the

.bilingual/bicultural measures recommended in t -e preceding section
olf this report successfully address a large_ portion of'the ite-
specific objectives and concerns,of the bilingual/bicultural
demonstration programs. A fourth factor is that at the element y
level, her the effects of continuity Ore first-mAnifested, all
school systems conduct their own testing programs. It is possibl
(though not always the case) that these tests; will be relevant t
PDC goals,and that data from them can be incorporated into sjte-
specific evaluations. Fin ally, one of tl}e purposes of site-
-specific measlpres,can'be a omplished in the analysis...and ijterpre-
tation of findingg from the asic battery. Local Programs can
be given the oppoitunity to ndicate particular tests, subtests;

. of even,indiJidual items.wh h they judge as assessing goals that
are pafticulaxly important their program. ,These can then be
treated in the analysis:as 'site-specific measure" for the
purpose Of makirig judgments on the effectiveness of programs in
terms bf their own goals. his would be a valuable procedure for
another reason. Decisions about measures to be Used have been
based.en judgments of the relevance 'of the measures to var.ieus
goal statements (as, for example, listed in. the goals quest1 g4inaire).
Since the goal statements are not op6rationalized, they are open

.'v

-
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different fnterpretations andeventhough two prOgrams miay,
apt ar to avee dk/ a'eloal, they .may in fact hive different .

Atik
ohictives.100,When,prograil,sNaff.have'4 opportunity to, examine
spe'4fici.tems and tests they Vial 'he is a better positionito;
judge the reahance of the measure to thdir program.

/

tlthough for .the purpose of this, report recommpdatiollp ,
for site - specific measures 'seen less inportanttharpte-iii\wthAT,,,,
it s 4

Iltin
ld be made clear"that.ts coiricauspn'is not intended

to dil ish the impertance 9f-'diTferences'in site chaiticteristids
a goads.' The need to provide nn evalkatibn Ptocess'that is
responSive to local. 'concerns is still pffl'ramount and will be
addressed in the ways disc4sed

. ,

Recommended Measures for OkAe=Specific GoaltRecommended
k

.e.
. . ,.

, Iii t
- , ;, In.rigiitof:tir!.7above.considerati6As; a' tompiehensive set

.

A- of measures to assess potential site-specific boncerns does ,not: 4
.41 seen warraillPd: VIZather, recomqpndaeiGA wilibe made for measufte-

,,.melt in ker-,aiegu,the firial selection will, hoWevet, be 'at the
toption of .the s The areas are: .6 of V,

.

I., . % ' .,2-
- I ^

School ffsadiness'

c) $1 'Productive lanqua coMpetdkcel
. Ai F167.tifity in,gb -app,licatioa of infognation

.
processing strat les .

..'.,
4 TO .

0 Who(); readkness. The inieial steP'in selecting an instrument
to me use` "readiness', was tb"de%nt -thefbehaviors- or abilities -

,

wIlich:consitute'school rea!difteis." Anderson and,Messigk '(1974)1'
preschool curriculum literature, child development expert*,
were,cOnsulted-in arrivimp-raI the -following d2ftnition; ,.

. AY'1 .

r
., . . F f ,
e Schoql xeadinesb typical] encompasses the child s .:

acieapprOpriatc dcgdisitiOra of l'ihe visual discrim-, 0 -
ination skills; beginning recognition -of nurters and- ,

letters, and,a basic understanding of spantitativdit ''
r, concepts. ,Irraddifion,,_ q a4niss impligs the child

- possess a reasonable'deqree o knokAdgein _areas
,41*. .

imi)brtant to,fulIctionins in -and at of scheA This .,
. -might.inolude a basic-Undvstanding ol.phsical,laws,

fUles of health 'arid safetr, Ithe'physical and social ''
.

'enV.ironnpnt aVoilracticil arts'
. .

.
10

.'. :c
.

0,,

0 I. C '-' i 4
. In a rlvi f'other-Bead StErf evaluations and the battery

p.
.....' hel,nu,cgns,Zore for the Nationd1.-pay: Card study several pre-.

.

....
, ' hd61-kin46gAtten,instrumbn werefidenfified idhichliqould be
1.- .

1. ,u44her coneidered; Of thes the Peabody,.,Piliture Vocabulary 1

.Testr Preschool' enVek' Developm"tal SCreen,in`.a

. 14St%rekived consideration for posaEle usein*:s0.te-speCf4d.
baIt'erTs., PNifthough its ys4.1111- e'Stribted#0 small.:c*Je
es mid a standardiz&tion st cly the CiRCUS4Ander4o*? e,

,

f t

',"
6 s

&

'.. I. *40 .

1



Pr,
.41

aI., 1974),-iith high'recomitendatIons fromj).CD, also became a
potential candidate. When compared in ,terms of content, scope
and pkychoriptric.chataCteristicsmith the above preselipol meastmes,
the CIRCUS is seen ad similar,,but in some respects'morelophis'-
ticated., Although the 'Standardization satple.waS heavily biased:
toward white, grdleTSES6chiddren, thei,use of this instrUm-eSipt

. .

14 the PDC.e401 tiop n*y generaee valuable information concerning
its a0Pro ri:ate rr s for loweSES, black children. ( Singe this ''

. ,information might altso contribute to future Head Start evaluations,
certain ciRcips subtests are recommended for use in 'site-specific.
baeteriles. &.briVdescription of t4IF instiument is provided ,

below and'mopi detailed description of its psychometric qualities
is provided-in the appendix. ,

4. . .
...b.. ....

The CIRCUS-is an.asSeAsment battery delteIdped by Educational .,....

,/ Testing Service.(Anderson, et al., 1974) 'for preprimarly' chLldren,./
The bat ry includes 16 diagnostic measures designed to assess

of presc ool and 14indergarten children. The authors used..the theme'
4,. ipecif cognitive; language and perceptual motor character4Ascs.

.Crf gfcircus'to represent t,heir.basic 'pencil and paper testing
forpat. $1.2,,s'Itar appeal to the irli0TeSt- of the preprimaty gild,
thus assisting in maintaining his/her attention.:' With the . 1-

e4ce.ption-of two subtests' ail can be group-administered by 'a
teacheror trained parapipfesdional. \Currently,. a Spanish version.
of the CIRCUS is under development by ETS.

.1 .
.. -

Although the.iuthors d'ts6rihe the CIRCUS as a "comprehensiEre, 1 ,
..,

.flexible program of assessment services for preprimary children," .,...

. ::testing constraints and hA PDC selectl.on criteria led' to selecting*,
6 / only thane subtests which assess school readiness rather than' .

., recommending the Complete battery. Thisis possible.partly
Aecause'the,authov designed their,instrument to allow the separate
use of various subtests to measure specific areas. aheilslibtests -

.. regommen'abd foi assessment of vilool teadineiss are listafand.
'described 149.ow. A fuller accent, of theiricontent and psycho-0
metric features may .he found in the appendix; ,

,

.

HoV.quch a.it How Miry. This.s44tesp was developed,
Om *.to assess the ,child is understanding of quantitative

'

conchptp. The child is first askedjOtpelect froM
'aracing thkee choice's the picture whi orrectly

. a
it.deiicts the.nurnher bf objectd.that a numeral repre

'sents The second omponent_qsks the child to choose .

t ongerPlsmalle;t,...flrst Or .bettom, -aject in" order
.

.

i

o assess-Xs7her comprehensioirpf-quant,itative
, vocabulai-y.

.
4s ,

, . . l' .

.

,
. \

.r
* Fiading Letters. apd Numbers., .This subeest asks the

. " child-to selectrfAIN0among three phoideS the'letterN.i, or number named by.tag,WEester. .-

.

."
.

;

. Lj

IL,
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How Word Work." This suhtest focuses ootIthe. structure
(ivntax or word order) of" language and the funition
words (prepositIons,.aticles, pronounS,_ conjunctions)
which a sentence may contain in order to assess the
child's receptive vocabulaly.. The child is asked to
choose between two pictures the one .that the tester

'0 has described_in a sentence.

ip.lo lipu Know...? This suhtes, t contains information
items on health and safety, physical and social enviApn-
ment, consumer.hehavior:or. other factors relevant 'to
the child's functioning in and out of school. The
tester requestS the child to chocise from among three
options el?t, pj,,cture which' best applies to a given
questions or statement. For example, the -child may
'he_as17:ed',,"Which one of these is SAFE to play with?"
The child then 0169ses the appritriate'responee-from.
pictures of a ho6k bf matches, awknife and ?a spoon.

While the administration o4 these "subtests in t heir complete'fOrm.
might be desirable 'for evaluation purpoSe- the tOtal-"-t-ime

involved (approximately 60 maputes) would-cause the total testing
time Ito become excessive at sites where these objective are "to

be assessed. Sine PDC sites receiving thit btteryare'imple-
mentinil curricula which wnphasite different aspects of school
readiness, eallr site may elect only one or two subtests.

w

Productive language competence. Language expertt point out
the dangers of attempting to' assess "natural" Littguge in a
standardized setting..Nevertheless, the importance,of the attempt
'is notdenied. OnelleAelx-,used measure '(the IPPA Verbal Expres-
sion subtest--Kirk, 'McCarthy,- and Kirk,,1968; Paraskevopoulot

fand .Kirk,,).969) does not asp'- lr to assess the type of product101y
described in the goals quei .onnaire:' "competence in narre7

r
time use-of language demonstrated by creatively telling a story
about a ,given event or experience." Furthermore the ITPA has
.received serioloiriticism from a number of quart4i0t- (e.40

Carroli,.1972;'. erson arid Guests

. -

,1970) .

Competence in narrative lagpage has been assessed in-a
.

,number of Fol4ow Through evaluations' using procedures developed-
by some of tjle Follow 'Through sponsors (e.g., Abrams, Rhodes,
and Tanaka, 1973i- Gould7.1974;,:koVe141975), but they have not
.been_adapteA for,preschool-aged children.

The Say and TeLleubtest of CIRCUS has a part that assesses
'!. ."nafratiVe use of language'by asking the child to'make up:a ..

.
story about a drawing of a busircus r,irig. The'story is

C.,

recorded, verbatim and scored ado rding to-the nuMbeof words,
number of diffe'rent words, .use of,labels.,.verbs,°,modifierse .

. syntax, secKence, plot extension"organuttion, ,feeling, rhythm-

!.

4

f-
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and cadence-, comparison, character extension-and spatial words-,
Where appears to be some-questionas to the suitab'iity 'of eithe
the story elicitation 15rocedure,or the scoring- criteria since,7.
of the 12,criteria were seldom seen in the preschool and kinder-
garten stories -(fewer-.than 20'% Hof the storiesicontained.thege
elements). Furthermore, thereLappeared to be little difference
between preschool and kindergarten levels in the percent of -

stories containing the elements. -This. was also true for three
summary measures: total words (mean of 41.7 for preschool, 43.1
'for K); number of different words (26.2 for preschool, 27.1 for
K); and'nArratiorqualirty (4.12 for preschool, 4.11 for K).
The small difference between children one year apart suggests
the measure may not be particularly sensitive to program effects.
Experience in using the same CIRCUS picture to elicit written :

*stories from older childrenin Follow Through suggests that the
picture may be too- "busy" and not appropriate for eliciting
organized, sequenc4n'tories (Abrams, Rhodes, and Tanaka, 1973)'.

SinCe produCtive language is an important goal forsat least
*

......-'one PDC sipte (ands it, may bee-for sites that did not respond to
the goals questionnaire) and since several Follow Through sponsors

-:,._

* have completed considerable developmental work of productive
language measures for' the elementary grades, it is recommended
that Say and Tell be listed as-an option for site-specific batteries
so that additiOnal psychoMetric data caili be obtained during the
pilot phase. In addition,, however,'it is recommerAded-that an
adaptation of the Follow Through procedures be developedcfor

. -

Head Start-age children and made available on an'experimental basis,
this fall to. sites 'that -Are part' ularly concerned with this goal.
By carefully considering *the sto elicitation technique (e.g.,
real objects might bp given -to ch.]. dren tO play faith before

.asking them to narrate .a story) and scoring criteria appropriate
for Head Starts -age children; .it should-be-possible to haVe. a

. testing procedure available by fall which will addregs this *,

I' !bite-specific cineern. -'

. , .

.

Flexibility, 4J-1. theApplication'of information kprocessing
' strategies; Anderson and Mdssick defined this flexibility as *.

follows: "The chi.ld recognizes that there are different approaches
.

to'exploring the environment and to obta'ining'and processing
information from it, he reeogtizes that-these approaches are
differentially effeptive in different situations, and he applies
these approach,f:lexibly.and appropriately...witicout being ,

locked into habitual,inodes of perceiving and thinkikg" (Anderson
and" ssick,. 1974, p., 291).

4-1 1

'The Rand report disscusSed sevefail constructs related to
, this competency by consi'dering,flexibility in.respon.Se to boti

i

9nonpersonal4anid'inteiparsonalstimuli. Sev. eral measures wee
L recommend by Rand; but-Most of them were developed as exiSbri-

mental technic4res to measure.components of "flexibility:". Pt
.

1 4isadvantageshared b' all the me4uresis the artificiality *,

of'the structured testing situation. In the Condept-Switching

r -71 ,

.....,.
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.w.v



a

Tos-: of "Zigler and dVbabry(1962)',.for'example, the child ip
asked to sort and resprt a .set ofconceptAards. In'addftion.

to repiesentin-g only ii,narrowaspeet of flexibility, there is
* spme.cluestion as to whether the.deceritering.required-by such' a"g, . :

task makes iesit suitable for' children: Ih.another-

,Irca, pr,eSenting children with "situations where multiple solutions
are possible (e.g. , the "unusual uses" type of t'est), Rand'f91.1nki

.,
ne measures to recommend. .

"flexibility" goals` of some programs.' The classroom observation
system also includes behavior categories'that.address aspets-
of flexibility: Category 6 ("uses pejf as resource ") .codes
whethex tl-te child asks for help befor'e or after a4tempting to
solve aproblem.

,-

.If flexibility ofresponse to interporSonal stimuli is.con-
Sidered, the PIPS'test, which is recommtrided'as a measure of

social,preblerolying, malt' very well be relevant to the

Although these few measures may not satisfy the needs of,
.programs with a strong Interest. in assesing'this competency,
given the measurement problerWs in this area-an the ,constraints
on'test development efforts, it is recommended ,thal.no additiOnal-
measur6's be selected for theasses'sment of "f ekibTilty in the
application of inforthation processing stratr ies."

,Auditogy -As.mentione in the %Ection_on
psychomotor measures, no auditory descriminat'on orwrisual per-
ception measure is 'recommended 'far the bas ttery-... Thus, to

I
accommodate site that might be-Inteiested thia Articular..
psychom4tor aria, the Wepman,Auditory Disc mination Task will
be available as a sit-spedific optico.

Procedures for Implementing Bite- Specific :Batteries

Since sit
only if sites
cedure has been
the proposed mea
o line of proc
s to all PD
the site-spec
,August 1 if th

pecific measures are, by definition; necessary
re to be issessed'with those measures,' pro- .

e oped for obtaining input from sites regarding
,A description of each Astrument and an

es will be prepared-1t' July 15: These, will be '

rpqram with a letteri4esctibing the pdrpose of

batteries, and a request for'a response by ' .

to wishes one or moue -of these measures to 'be.

included in their battery. This amount of lead,;ime is needed
to prepat-e the necessary test booklets and materials and to make
arrangements for tester traizaing. Sitesigill-have to be somewhat
limited in'the,ndbor: of they can'al' o be evaluated
with, Ai.nce there are limit-ations.in the total t'me avaAable
for testing.

.
14
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IV

SUMMARY'S OF RECOMMENDED MEASURES'.

-Social,Emotikonal.'MeaSures

Cha.,ld Interview*
Pre chool in;erpersonal Ploblem--Solving Test,
'Stephens-DeAfs Reinforcement COntingency_Iqerview
Pupil Observation Checklist '0

Child Rating S le*
t-jo.DC Classroom CE System*

e
PychomVr Elevelopment, Health and-Nutri,tion Measures

Block Bdilding (MSCA)
Draw-A-Chilq(MSCM MYConceptual GroupingXMSCA)
Leg Coordiletion (MSCA)
?irm Coordination.(MSCA)
Block Design (WISC)
BlocW.Desigil (WPPSI),
Health andThutrition Records`

.
Cognitive and Language Measures,

Block Design (WISC)
Block Design (WPPSI),:'
Conceptual Grouping (MSCA)
;Verbal Memory (MSCA)
Verbal AluencY (MSCA)
`Opposite Analogies (MCA)

Teacher and Parent Mevsuresl

)
-e 'Teacher Survey*

Parent Survey*

Bi4ngual/tioultural'MeaSdrei

r

t

I

e

.Bili*gual.'Syntax Measure-
PDC Clasgxoom .0bservAtioli System*

Meas:Ure: ecint Batteries
=

How Much and How Many*.(CIRCUS)
Finding Numbers (CIRCUS)
How Word Work iciRpis)2
Do You Know ( CIRCUS)
Say and .Tq11 "(CIRCUS) -v , ,

Wepman Audit6ry Discrimination Tegt

.

*To be devdloped.

\ .'
41,
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Preschool Interpersonal ProblemSolving Test

PUBLISHER OR AUTHOR: Shure and Spivak
ADDROS: Hahnemann Medical College and Hospital

CONTENT: Social- emotional: social problem-solving

DESCRIPTION: The PIPS attempts -to assess the child's ability to name
alternative solutions to two life-related types of
probleths: (a). ways for one child to obtain a .toy froM
another and (b) ways to avert the mother's, anger which
could result from damage to property. Among inner city..
four year olds attendingo,the Philadelphia Get Set day
care program those judged as better adjusted.by their
teachers were able' to conceptualize a greater number and a
wider range of alternative solutions to real life.problems
than could their more poorly adjusted classmates'

. irrespective of sex types. PIPS scores have'also related
to the child's general concern for the feelings_of
.others (empathy), the degxee to which he was liked by
his/her peers, and to a lesser extent, the degree of
general initiative and autonomy shliwn in the classroom.

AGE RANGE: 4 to 5year olds 1--,

ADMINISTRATION:. Test tiMe: 20-25 minutes
Group or individual: Individual
Who administers: Trained tester
How administered:' Interview

40p Response.moae: Verbal
Comments: Multiethnic pictures are included to facili-

tate responses

VALIDITY: 'Validity for the PIPS is claimed by the authors. because
significant correlations were observed, with_teaCher ratings'
of social adjustment. It appears that'the test can dis-
criminate between children who differ in the degree of
behavioral adjustment exhibited in the claisroom. There is
a low-but significant correlation between, the Peabody
pict4re'vocabularY test

was
and PIPS scores (r =

p<.01). No correlation- -wat observed between degree of ver-
balization,andyPIPS.

RELIABILITY: Irker-rater reliability = .86-.89
Test - retest: 180 children were retested after a period

of 3.5 montht. Reliability coefficient
.59 according to'theauthors, 4his evidence,
,indicates that PIPS test measures a,property
of thought that remains relativeWstable,
for long fiexiods of time.

1,

as
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NORMS: Over a four-year period, a total of 469 inner city four-.
year olds (220 boys and 249 girls) have been-administeied
the PIPS between the months of NovemberandJanuary. .Based
on cumulative percentages it was.possible to determine cut-
off scores for differentiating between behavior categories
of adjusted, impulisive and inhibited.

SOURCE IN WHICH DESCRIBED: Shure and'Spivak. Problerff-solving think-
j.ng and adjustment among disadvantaged.-
Child Development 1971, 42, 179-180.
Social Adjustment of Young Children,
Spivak and Shure, 1974...

PERMISSION .TO USE CAN BE OBTAINED FROM: Dr. Myrna Shure, Hahnemann
Medical College and Hospital,
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
19102.
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Stephens-Delys Reinforcement Contingency Interview

PUBLISHER OR AUTHOR: Mark W. Stephens
ADRRESS: Apt. 647

1127 Lincoln Ave.
Evansville, Illinois 47114

CONTENT: Social-emotional: locus-of control

DESCRIPTION: This,Measure tal5g-a child's expectancy that/hisown
behavio ihould change:the probability that reinforcement
might Ccur; that is, if he changes his behavior, will
his eachers';parents'',or Friends' attitude or
behavior change-as a result. Forty questions have
been used (but a shortened form of 20 questiong is
possible) posin reinforcing-type events, e.g., "What

, makes mothers smile?" Responses are coded " internal"
if answered, "When I..." and 'external" when answered,

'"Wheh Daddy (or ,someone other than self)...". This
test has been used with Head Start children as well as
575 second graderwfrom Follow Through classes and
middle-class schools. iSubscales are possible for
teachers, parents, and peers.

AGE RANGE: 4 years through 10 years

ADMINISTRATION: Test time: 10 to 25 minutes
Group 'CT Individual: 'Individual
Who administers: Trained tester.
How administered: Interview
Response model Verbal, free-esponse

4

\VALIDITY: Discriminant: Thi test was related .Consistently .with I.Q.
to ts of presChoolers.

Convergent: The vidence is- inconsisten. Locus of control
app rs to be a,multi=dimenSional construct for
chi Oren as well as adults.

RELIABILITY: .Subscales intercorrelate .70.
Inter-rater reliability was .98.
.Test-retest reliability after 4 months was'.62.

-

NORMS: 4.1 Ss from Head Start.clisses were fodnd to be significantly
less internal than 45 middle-class children. Internality
increases with age.
Disadvantaged Ss = t6. :Advantaged Ss = 14.2.

89
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SOURCE IN WHICH DESCRIBED: Robipson"J. P., and Shaver, P. R. Measures,
of social psychological attitudes. Univer-
sity of Michigan Institute-tor Social
Research, Ann Arbpr, 1974.

PERMISSION TO USE CAN BE-OBTAINED F OM: Mark Stephens

N
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Pupil bbservatiqn Checklist (POCL)

PUBLISHER ORAUTHOR: High/Scope Educationa). ResearchFoundation
ADDRESS: 600 N. River ,Street

Ypsilanti, MI 48197

CONTENT: Social-emotional: Test - taking- behavior
-

DESCRIPTION: This is a. -rat
developed. fo
scale used i
"Test Orient
sistently ac

revaluation.°

AGE RANGE: Used for 3 to '6 year oil children; probably suitable
for older children as well.

1g scale of nine 7-point bipdlar adjectives
the.Home Start evaluatibn from a 25-item
Follow Through. Two factors (labeled

tion" and "Sociability") were found con-
oss. several time points in,the Home Start

ADMINISTRATION: Test time:' 5 minutes of tester's time per child
Group or'individual: Child is not involved -

Who administers: No training necessary
How administerbd: Rating scale
Response mode: NA

VALIDITY: No information,

Internal consistency alpha above .90 for each scale;
Test- retest correlation (7 month interval) found to
depend on treatment group: Test orientation; above
.60 for Home Start, 48 for control, and .49 for Head
Start. ,S6ciability, above .50 for H6me Start and'.
control group, .36 for the Head Start sample.

NORMS: Scale scores available for samples
and Heaa- Start children at various
scores available do a total of '552
5 1/2 at 6-month intervals.

, -

of Homd Start, control
time points, e.g., pretest
children from age 3 to

.

SOURCE IN WHICH DESCRIBED:. D.,. '-',"t al.,"The National Home
Start Evaluation; Interim Report IV:

.......

-

Summative Evaluation Results, Report to
. . OCD, HEW,'June 14, 1974.

PERMISSION TO USE CAN BE OBTAINED FROM: Reiearch Department,
High /Scope Foundation
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k McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities.

PUBLISHER OR AUTHOR: Dorothea McCarthy
ADDRESS:- Psychological Corporation

. 304 East 45t1i4Street ..,

New York, New York' 10017

4

CONTENT': Cognitive, Psychomotor

DESCRIPTIONS: Series of ta'skS tapping-problem-solving, psychomotoi,
and conceptual,abilities similar1 to the Wechsler scales,
Lut-with emphasis'on.age-related maturational indicators.
Tests of general abilities, some of which may be sub-
ject to program effts.

AGk RANGE: '2-142 years through 8-1/2 years

ADMINISTRATION': :Test tifiez 40 minutes total
Group or individual:- Individual-

4
Who administers: Trained tester
How administered: Testing
.Response mode: Variable, depending On task--verbal

and motor .performance
Comments: -Relatively few black-white differences

On scales encourages use with disadvan-
.taged

VALIDITY: Test is too new. -for major validation studies. Manual
Presents high pbsitive corrdlation ('.70-.85) of total
score with WPPSI, Stanfbrd-Binet, and moderate correlations
with first grade achievement tests (.30-.49).

RELIABILITY: Intercorrelation of subtests'and. stability coefficients'
for individual subteSts are nop presented in the manual.
Rentfrow, et. al.(1972) present re-test correlations
and subtest-total'correlation§.which arehigh and posit-
tive for most subtests-chosen.

NORMS: ,Standardizedon 1,032 children, selected als representative of
U.S. population-(geography, urban-rural, ethnic background,
father's occupation)

SOURCE IN WHTCH DESCRIBED: _McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities
Manual (McCarthy, Dorothea, 1370)

e

PERMISSION TO USE CAN BE OBTAINED FROM'; PsychologicalCoi-poration
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Wechsler, .Intelligence Scale for Children,.Block Design
ti It

PUBLISHER OR AUTHOR: David WeSchler
-ADDRESSi Psychological' Corporation

304 East 45th Street
New York, New York .10017

CONTENT: Cognitive, Psychomotor

DESCRIPTION Task consist$"ofchild's reproducing (constructing)
designs with colored bl cks (cubes) either modeled by
'the examiner or presentech on a card. The measure taps
problem-solving abilities, flexibility in response style,/
visual-motor organization and execution.

AGE RANGE: 5 years through 15 years

ADMINISTRATION: Test time: 10 minutes (timed items)
Group or individual: Individual
Who administers: Trained tester
How administered: Testing 1,
Response mode: Manual performancei manipulati

objects ,

VALIDITY:f Studies were not reported for this subtest-alone. /COncurrent
validity of overall wise scores: correlates highly with
Stanford-Binet (r=.80's) in many:stieies. Studie's of pre -
drive validity have not been repiSkted.'N .

RELIABILITY: Split half reliabilities at threetage leve s were pre-
, sented in the manual, all-in the .135 rang . Block-

'/

Design correlates in the .50-.65 range with the Full
*Scale I.Q. score at various ages.

NORMS: Standardized on_a representative selection (5/f U.S. White child-
ren (,based on geogrliphy, urban-rural, dha..ptcupaticiq. There
were 2,200 children in the sample.

SOURCE IN WHICH DESCRIBED: Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children
Manual (Wechsler D., 1949) ,

4PERMISSION TO USE CAN BE QBTAINED FROM: Psycho cal-Corporation
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WechslerPreSchool and Primary Scale of Intelligence, Block
Qesign (subtest)

PUBLISHER OR AUTHOR: Psychological Corporation.
ADDRESS: 304 East 45th Street A

New York, Newyork 10017

CONTENT: Cognitive, Psychomotor
*

DESCRIPTION: Task co sists of,ch.Q.d's reproducing (constructing)
.design with flat colored blocks either from examiner's
model r picture on a card. The measure taps problem-
solving abilities, flexibility of response style, vis4a1-
motor organization and execution. 0101

,

IV
AGE RANGE: 4 years through 6-1/2- years

ADMINISTRATION: Test time: 10 minutes (timed items)
Group oi',individual: Individual .

Who administers: Trained tester
How administered: Testing
Response mode: Mantial perfo mance, manrpulation of

ob3ects

VALIDITY: Studies have not fully examineofthe validity of this subtest.
`.Predictive: Studies with adequate sample sizes haven't

been reported,
CrOurrent: Correlations with the Stanford-Binet and the

Full Scale'I.Q: are reported in the .70-.80
range.

RELIABILITY: Test-etest reliabilities for Block Design for age 5 1/2
children is reported in the manual (r=.77). 'Kock
correlates with Full Scale I.Q. at .50 -.65 at various
ages.

NORMS: Norms were reported for representative selection-of 1,200
U.S, children stratified by geographic region, ethnic back-.
ground, and father's occupation.

4

SOURCE IN- -WHICH DESCRIBED: Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of
Intelligence ManuA/ $Wechaler,

PERMISSION TO USE CAN BE'OBTAInD FROM: Psychological Co-rporation"
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Bilingual Syntax Measure

PUBLISHER OR-AUTHOR: Marina Burt, Heidi Dulay and Eduardo Hernandez
ADDRESS: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, Inc:

New Yoric, New York

CONTENT: Language

DESCRIPTION: This test isidesigned.to meaS' e children's oralp'ro-
.

-:. ' ficiency in English and/or Sp ish grammaticalvstruGtures
by using natural speech as aba is for making judgments.
Simple questions are used with cartoon-type colored' .'

pictures, to provide the framework for a conversation with
the child. An analysis of the dhild's speech yields a
numerical,indicator'and a qualitative description of
the child's strvdtural language proficiency. Responses
are written down verbatim. ...

AGE RhOTGE: 4 years tirdugh 9 -years I

ADMINISTRATION: Test. tithe: 141-15 milzwees'
Group o.K, individual: Individual
Who administers: No training necessary (must be

bilingual)
How administered: Interview
Response node: Oral
Comments: This. test can be used as a test'of language'

of maintenance or loss of ce ain basic
doMinande as well as a test -the degree

Spanish'gramlatical structures in dhildren
- who icquired /Spanish.

VALIDITY: High-face'validity. The Rationale and TechnizaeReport
was not available at the time of this writing.

NORMS: Norms on 2,300 English-speaking children and,2,000,Spanish=
speaking children tested in March, 1974 are available from
the publishers.

4

PERMISSION TO USE CAN BE OBTAINED FROM: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich

J
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CIRCUSJ §ubtest: flow Much and How Many

PUBLISHER OR AUTHOR: EducationalTesting Service
ADDRESS:. . Princeton,', New Jersey

CONTENT: Cognitive

DESCRIPTION:. _Child is presented with Sets of pictures and. must choose
the picture in each set which illustrates the appropr4te
numerical or rerationel concept. Authors Claim.the%test
measures these concepts and child's compreheNion of the.,
vocabulary used in the items. "

0 .

AGE RANGE: Prescholand kindergarten -N

ADM,INIST4TION: Test time: 20 minutes 4

Group or individual: Group
Who administers: Teacher
How-adMinistered: Testing
Response mode:, Pencil and paper

'Comments: Quantative concepts measure is confounded
with vocabulary comprehension.

VALIDITY: No studies reported. Validity claimed by authors on the
importance of the variables measured (face validity).

RELIABILITY: Reported split-half: r=.88, .87 ee
Reported-Alpha: r=.87, .88 te

NORMS: Standardirzation On 567 kindergarten children and 582'nursery,
school .children from fodr geographic areas of the U.S:- Since
actual sample was based on return* from selected classes,
sample is biased by those tests ihich were returned (i.e.,
White, middleclass), A

---SOURCE IN WHICH DESCRIBED; CZ-RCUS Manual and Tealtical Report
(Andersbn, 1974)

PERMISSION TO USE CAN tE OBTAINED FROM: Educational TeStin4 Service
. t
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CIRCUS,-`sUbtest: Finding Letters And'Numbers
., *

A

PUBLISHER OR AUTHOR:' Educational, Testing .Service
ADDRESS:

.
Princeton, New Jersey , 7:

-;'( . -h

COWTENT-: Cognitive , .

DA
'

SCRIPTION:
.

Child is presented with sets of pictUtes of ett or
..

. numbers and chooseS theoappropriate response eprese -

4
ing the letter or number the teacher hasn This

. test is, designed to measure' recognition of 1 'r and
numbers,. and as such.isla readiness test.

I

.

. .

.....,

1

'AdE RANGE: Preschool and. kindergarten

ADMINISTRATION: Test time: 20 Mutes
Group or individual:- Group
Who.Administers: Teacher
How Administered: Teting
Response mode:' .Child'poicts or names correc item,.
CommentS: Possibly useful as_a diagnostic t tr

j

although sequencing, an important orre-
late of recbgnitionk-of letters Andinumberst

, . i notAtested.

VALIDITY:- Not available (see previous page).

AO RELIABILITY: Reported Split-half: r=-1,,136)

. . ,

, .

NORMS:. Standardization on'290 kindergarten children'and 546 nursery -
school children fran four geographic areas of the U.S. Since
actual sample was based on returns .from selectedclas es,',
sample is biased. by those tests which were 'returned ( .e.,
White, middle-class).

_

4(

SOURCE IN WHICHDESCRIBED: CIRCUS'Manual and Technical Report

(Anderson, et ai., 1974)

PERMISSION TO VSO CAN BE OBTAINED FROM: Eduction Testing' Service
'

.97- I

0



a

r

I.

.ti,
CIRCUS, sutitegt: How:Words. Work .

.

- _ .

. . . .
< PUBLISHER,ORAUTHOR: 'Educational Testing Service

.

ADDRESS : . . 6 -Princeton', New i Jersey' ..

. ...
'

. -)..

CONTENT: Cogffitive ott,

4

A

-t- - T. .*
DESCRIPTION: Child listens to teacher reading a sentence andthen

chooses'ale appropriate picture which, illustrates the
fUnctional words,in that sentence-. -Functional -words
include prepositions,-conjunctions,,and pronouns.' e

Authors describe this task as tagping4a number of
aspects of,:functioal ranguage.

g
-**,.

.

AGE RANGE: Preschool-and kindergarfen .: e .

,

ADMINISTRATIQN: Test time: '2Q minutes
,v,
Group-or ipdiVidual: .Group
Who adminiSters: Teacher
How administered: Testling _, -.

Response mode: Pencil and paper'. ,

Coffiments:' Mulfiple conc4ts,ineach item an neces-
\ . . sity for voCabularicomprehensiOn tike

"actual scores impossible,f0 interpret.,

VALIDITY: Not avdirable

RELIABILITY: RepOrted splii-half: r=n1
Reported-Alpha (internal.Consistency):. r=."78

NORMS:. 'Standardization' on 252' kindergarten children, and 594 :nursery .

school children from fqur vographic areas of the U.S. Since ',..,

(,'
actual Sample was based oneturns from selected clatses4

.
sample' is biased by those tests which we rW.-tUrned (i..e., c

White, middle-class).
s/_.

.

. . -. ,

SOURCE' IN. WHICH DESCRIBED: CIRCUS Manual and Technical' Report' i

A
(Andergon, et al.,,1974)

.
,

PERMISSION Td USE CAN,.BE OBTAINED FROM: Educational Testing Servite *
. .
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I r ' %.....)

941



V

.

"CIRCUS, subtesi.! Do You Know.,.?
,

. ,

PUBLISHER OR AUTHORi 'Educational Testing Service
ADDRBSS:'. PrinCdton, New JIrSey'

CONTENT: Cognitive

DEScRIRTION; This is a' general information test. Child chOoses
appropriate \picture which answers' teacher's question.
This task tapsothe child's experience in a variety of
areas*(health, safety, social stanclards, consumer coh-
cepts)..

.
1.

AGE RANGE:. Preschool and kindergarten 1%1

Test-tirite: 20 minutes
Group or individual: ,Group(-
Whodministers: Teacher
Nov/ administered: Testing AR -

Response mode: Paper'and pencil
"Comments: Obvious ceiling on a majority of items

for the- standardization sample., NQ examin-
ation of possible cultural bias in questions
and pictures.

VALIDITY: Not available

.RELIABILITY:,. Reported split-half: r7.78
Reported Alpha (interal consistency) r=.79

NORMS, 'Standardization on 286 kindergarten-Children and 591 nursery
school' children from four geographicareas of the U.S. ,Sind'
actual sample was-based on.returns,from selected classes,
sample is biaspd by those tests which were returned (.i.e.,
White, middle-classY.

SOURCE IN WHICH DESCRIBED: CIRCUS Manual and Technical Report
lAndetson, et al.., 1974)

PERMISSION TO USE CAN BE OBTAINED FROM: Educational:Testing Service
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CIRCUS, subtest: Say and Tell
S.

PUBLISHER OR.AUTHOR: Educational Testing Service
ADDRESS:. Princeton, New Jersey

CONTENT: Cognitive

DESCRIPTION: Part I_of this test consists of two parts and taps
chilaren(fs descriptive language abilities. In the
first .part the child 'is given a-pencil and asked
attribute questions, e.g.1, "What color is it ? ";'
in the sepnd patt the child,..is given two pennies
and is a441sed to describe them. Scoring is, based on
categories of attribute whichthechfld mentions.,

AGE RANGg: Preschool and kindergaAen

ADMINISTRATION: Test time: -5 minutes
Group or .individual: Individual
Who administers: Teacher
How administered: Testing
Response mode: Oral
Comments: Reposted-test scores on the norming

sample of nursery school and kindergarten'
chillrqn- fail to show improved, performance.
with age.

VALIDITY: Not available

RELIABILITY:. Reported split-half: Not available q'
Reported Alpha (internal consistency): .72

NORMS: Sctandardization on 541 kindergarten and 227 nursery -schoq1 -

childrenfrom four- geographic areas of the U.S. Sincei
actual sample was based on returns from seleotedclases,.
Sample is biased by those tests which were returned
White, middle-class).

.SOURCE IN WHICH DESCRIBED: CrRCUS Manual and Technical Report
(Anderson, et al., 1974)

. *
PERMISSION TO.OeCAN BE QBTAINEP FROM: Eduoatiorial Testing.ServIce"

a .
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Auditory Discrimination Test (ADT)'

PUBLISHER OR AUTHOR: LanguagelRes eh As"S'ociation-
ADDRESS:. y °.--950 East 59th treet, Box 9

ChicagoIL 601537

v-
CONTENT: Psychomotor

..DESCRIPTIOki: Pairs of words, sbmethe se
,read to 'the. child whip is ,ask
"different" to' each
for errors on both types Of

AGE RANGE: 5 to 8 years

soma different; are
to respond "same" or

eparate score is obtained
painS.

ADMINISTRATION: Test time: 5 minutes:2,
Group or individual: 'Individual
Who administers: Teacher
How administered: Testing"
Response mode: Oral

VALIDITY: Validity is determipeil by performance onsarde word pairs;
euditory discriminatibn is,determined.by performance on,k
different word pair. Correlation with intekligenCe
tests is reported as r = ".32.

RELIABILITY: Test-retest reliabili.fly on 109 subjects: r =

NORMS: The-test has been normed on-533 children aged 5,years and
oldvx from both urban-and non-urban backgrounds.

SOURCE IN WHICH DESCRIBED: Biros Sixth Mental Measurements Yearbook

PERINISSI6N TO USE CAN BE OBTAINEDTROM:' Language Research Association,
950 East 59th Street', Box 95' '

Chicago, IL 60637 .

10

.

0

f..


